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			What we know of life on a molecular level 

			is  the result  of uncountable experiments …[…] 

			The result of  cumulative efforts to investigate the cell—to

			 investigate life at the molecular level—is a loud, clear, piercing 

			cry of ‘design!’ The result is so unambiguous and so 

			significant that it must be ranked as one of the

			 greatest achievements in the history of science. 

			The discovery rivals those of Newton and Einstein 1


			Michael Behe, Biochemist 

			I’ve come to the conclusion that Darwinism is not a testable

			
 scientific theory, but a metaphysical research program.2


			Karl Popper, Philosopher 

			..I’m not  an evolutionist…[…] it is thanks to a strange species of 

			illusions that one imagines these steps.3


			Paul Valéry, Writer

			The claw of a shrimp, the multifaceted eye of the fly, or the apparatus 

			of flight of the beetle are perfect accomplishments that have no need

			for improvement and of which evolution cannot be traced.

			[…] The facts are far from this simplistic vision 

			of the world that is evolutionism, this theory that 

			wants to be a scientific solution but is none other than a dogma. 

			We are in full myth, at the center of a colossal scientific falsity.4


			Jean Servier, Etymologist, Sociologist and Historian 
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			Premise

			“What is the meaning of human life, or of organic life altogether? To answer this question at all implies a religion. 

			Is there any sense then, you ask, in putting it? I answer, the man who regards his own life and that of his fellow-creatures as meaningless is not merely unfortunate but almost disqualified for life.” 5


			Albert Einstein

			Is life by chance or by design? And if it is design, for what purpose? Has the theory of evolution, prevailing since the time of Darwin, really been demonstrated? Are there, though, scientists that do not hold it valid? Does affirming the reality of a design perforce mean being a “Creationist”? In this book I will try to demonstrate in a clear and synthetic way what does not add up in the evolutionistic theory and why there is significant resistance to its every criticism, not so much from certain religious leaders but from scholars from around the world. In 2001, the Discovery Institute published a petition from 800 scientists from all over the planet who wanted to distance themselves from the Darwinian evolutionary theory: “We absolutely don’t believe the hypothesis that casual mutations and natural selection are able to account for the complexity of biological life. A critical exam of the Darwinian theory should be encouraged.”6 Participants of this petition included biologists, chemists, physicists and even mathematicians! Despite this, the proclamation did not have appropriate media coverage and no debate on an academic level was ever proposed for serious critical examination on Darwinism or neo-Darwinism. Strange. At this point, every reader smelled something funny…the fact is that the scientific world  is not a world without ideologies, without power games and without cultural and psychological prejudices… they are human scientists, too human… after all it’s easy enough to understand the terror of the dominating scientific world: “more than one of our colleagues have told us that, even Darwin was substantially wrong to sustain that natural selection is the mechanism of evolution, however we shouldn’t say it. 

			Not in public anyway.”7 Why this code of silence? A code of silence hides interests tied to power and fear… What are scientists afraid of? To say that the theory of evolution is not supported means to open the doors to an intelligence, to a deus, a cosmic architect… and the American Biochemist Michael Behe knows well and writes in all honesty: “Why doesn’t the scientific community avidly hurl itself on this staggering discovery? Why is the affirmation of design handled with gloves by the intellectual? The problem is that, while one side of an elephant is labeled as ‘Intelligent Design’, the other could be labeled as ‘God’.”8 They are searing labels…Galileo Galilei knew that well, he risked the stake for telling the truth…the Galilean episode caused a major fracture between science and religion, a sort of  irreversible divorce; in  the 1700’s and 1800’s the scientific world tried in many ways to acquire total independence, reaching a real either/or:  science or religion!

			But this approach, even though justified from a historical point of view, is no longer supported. A truly free society cannot reject,  a priori,  the existence of a cosmic intelligence for fear of giving ground to a religious institution who tortured and burned millions of people… sure, psychologically it is an act of self defense, but still there are other questions. It is not only the Christian religion that exists, not only dogmas and inquisitions that exist… there are millenary spiritual traditions  that have never shed a drop of blood and in these traditions God saw with other eyes, rather with other paradigms… furthermore a man like Voltaire, who was certainly not kind towards the Church, wrote clearly and rationally: “When you see an insect, a snail, a mouse, you see an infinite art that no human has the ability to imitate: therefore an infinitely able artist is needed, that who the sage call  God.”9 Voltaire, one of Enlightenments greats, wasn’t afraid of the idea of God, because he knew well that intellectual honesty must always go beyond every prejudice. In the following pages I will present to the readers the scientific studies neither belonging to a religious ideology or a materialistic ideology; it is simply a search for the truth; such a search, for Einstein, relates to “a rapturous amazement of harmony of natural law, which reveals an intelligence of such superiority that, compared with it, all the systematic thinking and acting of human beings is an utterly insignificant reflection.”10

			Valentino Bellucci, Ancona 2014-08-11
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			Chapter 1

			Darwin’s Honesty

			“If it could be demonstrated that any complex organ system existed which could not possibly have been formed by numerous, successive, slight modifications, my theory would absolutely break down.” 11

			Charles Darwin 

			Charles Darwin had many doubts and he didn’t hide that fact. He wasn’t arrogant about explaining the enigma of cosmic life and didn’t consider his theory as an incontrovertible scientific reality.  In his book , The Origin of Species, he dedicated an entire chapter to the weak points of his theory. But what does the idea of Darwin consist of exactly? Darwin himself affirms: “In accordance to the plan by which  this universe seems governed by the Creator, let us consider whether there exists any secondary means  in the economy of nature, by which the process of selection could go on adapting, nicely and wonderfully, organisms, if in ever so small a degree, shaped, to diverse ends. I believe such secondary means do exist.”12  Darwin, as recalled by many scholars, didn’t exclude a divine plan of a cosmic order, but believed that nature was perhaps developed through a well defined mechanism and not through a direct intervention of an intelligence. That, “seemed” to Darwin an ideological potential of evolutionism, a possibility of eliminating any theism of the materialization of life... but what does such a mechanism consist of? It has to do with the famous natural selection. Darwin saw this in particular  in  the breeding of animals where, actually, the selective mechanism allows to us to say that “what man has achieved with patience is wonderful. He selected, and so in a certain sense, a breed of racehorses and one of drays , sheep with wool fit for rugs and sheep with wool fit for clothes…[…]…he made it so the legs of a breed of pigeons were long, and another with a beak so short making it hard to feed itself, and established which of them should have the feathers of a bird…”13 Based on these modifications made by human selection Darwin speculated, as a good naturalist who studied many specimens, that nature itself had not only modified species, but that it produced them. But is this approach correct? To make changes within a species is one thing, but no breeder has transformed one species into another…Sure, nature has other means than man does and has millions, billions of years at its disposal…and still the same evolutionists remind us that the mechanism of natural selection cannot explain the variety of living species and their advent:

			… Darwin’s theory of natural selection has fatal flaws. […] Darwinists are tormented by free riding because they haven’t realized the intensity of the notion of “selection-for” and of other likes; and when their attention is called to the problem, they have no idea what to do. […] But the root of the problem of free rider dates back to Darwin and his passion of the supposed analogy between the way in which natural selection manipulates phenotypes and the way they manipulate breeders. From this aspect Darwin was not struck enough by the fact that breeders have minds; they act following their convictions, their desires, their intentions and so on; while, obviously, none of these things count in the case of natural selection.14

			One of the many errors committed by Darwin was exactly this: not seeing that breeders select, thanks to their intelligence, following a design, an idea. For intellectual coherence he should  have at least recognized the same planning and the same purpose in natural selection…unfortunately he did not and many evolutionists, still today, don’t either. But what are these free riders? Scholars make a comparison with architecture: “We are invited to consider the relationship between arches and pendentives in the design of a cathedral with cupolas. (Pendentives are small triangles formed by convergences of the arches that support the cupola). […] Like the long neck of a giraffe and the white fur of a polar bear or the large ears of an elephant, various hypotheses can be imagined… […]…all the these theories of adaptationism of the pendentives are false; they are stories, ‘that’s it’, stories ad hoc, elaborated  retrospectively, to sanctify teleological explanations for which, in reality are elements with no function. Pendentives do nothing; they are pure free riders.”15 Darwin and other evolutionists cannot explain the ears of an elephant, but not only the ears of an elephant…they are not explained as a result of selection or environmental adaption, even though evolutionists know how to tell many stories, fairy tales, to make you believe what they are not able to understand scientifically. And if these aspects were only esthetic? We will see why many scientists consider every species an opera of art and the free riders, similarly, are therefore the result of the creativity of the artist who designed it. This is a serious problem for Darwinists, because natural selection will always be “the most important of evolutionary mechanisms”.16 Nonetheless, the most honest scholars are forced to recognize that:

			Notwithstanding contrary publicity, natural selection cannot be a general mechanism that connects phenotypic variations with variations of fitness. Therefore, natural selection cannot be a mechanism of evolution.[…] Actually, it is very difficult to find an explanation of evolution that really eliminates deus ex machina.  Even Darwin didn’t know how to do it. Not even we know how to do it, if we have to be attacked by adaptationism.17

			In spite of these difficulties, evolutionists aren’t giving up and are searching everywhere to find other modalities to save the theory, after realizing that Darwin’s doesn’t hold up or, at least, isn’t sufficient… In the following chapters we will see why, according to other scientists, it is the theory of evolution that doesn’t hold up. In fact, Darwin’s theory has already been criticized by scholars from the 1800’s, for this reason the 1900’s saw the birth if neo-Darwinism, given that the evolutionary mechanisms (natural selection and adaption) didn’t hold. Today the discussion takes place above all on a level of genetics and so-called mutation. In conclusion I would like to cite, what for Darwin, could have constituted a major obstacle to his theory:

			This lack of evidence of existence in the past of an almost infinite number of intermediate forms, is, I believe, the major obstacle to the origin of the common theory, but I am led to think that it is due to the ignorance necessarily derived from the imperfections of all geological data.18 

			Unfortunately for Darwin, this obstacle is, after more than a century and a half, far from surpassed. Let’s see how paleontology didn’t document this infinity of intermediate form, of transition, from one species to another… For the neo-Darwinist the aspect is what is hardest to digest. Darwin, though, was an optimist, even too much so; as Valéry acutely wrote; “Darwin envisioned to have designed the imaginary roots of the tree of life of which only the foliage could be seen.” 19 But he was  much more honest than the scientists who are still persistent today in designing only what exists in their fantasy…
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			Chapter 2.

			The Enigma of Life

			It is as if, starting from the Big Bang, the universe had the aim of generating life……20	

			George Wald, Nobel Prize for Medicine

			…no theory is still well-founded about the general conditions of the emergence of life from non-life. And not even a general theory of sorts, not even if confirmed, would stabilize how life on Earth originated..21

			Stuart Kauffman, professor of cellular biology

			The difference between an organic and a non organic being is still a matter of profound discussion in the scientific and philosophical environment. What permitted, at a certain point, the manifestation of life? What are its essential characteristics? The scientist Werner Arber, Nobel prize winner and molecular biologist, said: “…I believe that life goes beyond a simple gathering of bio-molecules. For some years I concentrated on the exploration of molecular evolution and I brought up questions about the origin of life, a topic  that presents a vastness of interest. However, I renounced looking for the answer to the most recent questions. I know how difficult it is. Nevertheless, many scientists still  believe that characteristics of the material, organic molecules, are such that they can generate life.”22 Once again we have the phenomenon of some intellectually honest scientists, who openly declare how complex the study of life is and not reducible to a materialistic vision, this takes place, though, in a scientific community that “believes” in a materialistic paradigm and  dogmatically imposes it on an academic and educational  cultural level. With what certainty and superficiality wrote Monod: “It seems, however, demonstrated that, on Earth, at a certain moment, some bodies of water were in the condition of containing an elevated concentrated solution of essential constituents of the two classes of biological macromolecules; nucleic acids and protein. In this ‘primordial’ soup various forms of macromolecules could have been formed.”23 Today we know that the experiments done by Miller, Melvin Clavin, Sidnet W. Fox and others were not based on the actual situation of the planet , billions of years ago, furthermore, “admitting, however, that in primitive ages these [organic molecules] didn’t break down, instead continued to form, it seems equally and highly unlikely that they could have reached the point of constituting an “ancestral soup” liked the one imagined by supporters of abiogenists. Even if all the nitrogen, available at the time in the primordial seas, had been dissolved and derived molecules were haphazardly formed, the concentration of ammonia and other nitrogen compounds used for the purpose of ‘chemical evolution’ would have most likely been insignificant. In any case, the main objections to the theory of ‘ pre-biotic soup’ come from geology and paleontology.”24 In fact, no fossil from a primitive primordial cell was ever found.  Monod and other evolutionists know this well: “…we don’t have a minimum idea of what the structure of a primitive cell was. The simplest living system known to us, the bacterial cell, a small and extremely complicated and efficient contrivance, had perhaps already reached its actual state of perfection more than a billion years ago. The general scheme of the chemistry of this cell is identical to that of all other living beings. It has, for example, the same genetic code and mechanism as the transduction of human cells. So, even the simplest cells that we study today have nothing ‘primitive’ about them.”25 The first cell that was documented from fossils was already complex, exactly like today’s cells; no trace of evolution of primitive cells. And yet the evolutionistic dogma dominates and Monod, with no proof, affirms; “They represent the product of a selection that, through five hundred or one thousand billion of generations, was able to build a teleonomic system so strong to render the remains of  true primitive structures, indistinguishable.”26 Only that there is no scientific proof, objective, of such selection, in fact: “ Reconstructing a similar evolution, without a fossil, is an impossible task.”27  What then do evolutionists do? Those more honest remain silent and don’t know how to explain the so called ‘evolutions’ from cells; others, with more imagination, attempt hypotheses, tales, myths… The origin of life is so enigmatic that it forces humanity into a dimension of myth: the myth of creation of the myth of “primordial soup’. There could be the hypothesis of genetic engineering, but it would raise questions about extra terrestrials…further on we will see these new age hypotheses…The decisive point is to note how scientists (at least the majority of them) aren’t able to abandon the materialistic paradigm. Few have the courage to recognize a reducible complexity in a cell, as Behe said, in other words, a structure that makes  sense only if it is designed as actually fully complete. After all, fossils only demonstrate cells that are already perfect and complex. In fact; “A cell is not the  miniature of the organism, it is something much more complicated than the final macroscopic forms.”28 The more molecular biologists, biochemists and geneticists study cells the more their extraordinary complexity destroys the myth of an evolution of simple structures to more complex structures: life begins in its basic structure with the maximum level of complexity. Unfortunately, the dogmatic paradigm of evolutionary biology resists these magnificent discoveries. Moreover, the scientific community persists to ignore the most discerning phenomenon of life: consciousness.  A Nobel prize winner (for the study of the synapses) Sir John Eccles, separated the reality of consciousness from that of brain matter: 
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