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    Preface




    O ver the past thirty-seven years of my career as an academic in biology, I have encountered countless questions on evolution and creation. In this book I have endeavored to answer these questions. As I was raised with the belief that the whole human race is from Adam and Eve and that neither human beings nor other species have ever been exposed to any evolution, I remember being shocked to see the sketches of how apes gradually turn into human beings. The skulls found proved this fact with certainty! Our teachers told us that evolution is no longer a hypothesis but a scientifically proven fact. However, none of my teachers who spoke in defense of evolution could influence me during my elementary and high school years. When I started to study Zoology and Botany at the university I realized that the worst was yet to come. There was the compulsory Evolution Course given at the department. What is more, the courses on Systematic Zoology and Botany, Comparative Anatomy, Physiology, Histology, Embryology and Genetics were all taught in alignment with evolution scenarios. The “idea of evolution” was enforced to such an extent that it was converted into a worldview, ideology, dogma – and even a religion to be believed in. Making matters still worse, there was a shortage of publications presenting differing or opposing ideas. Nor could I find satisfying information in religious texts to deal with the issue and which does not ignore the biological side of the subject or scientific progress of the time.




    With the bombardments I was exposed to during my college years, I was seriously at risk of perdition; that is, I came closer to dying as an atheist. Thanks to a friend of mine I narrowly escaped such a death because of the book he gave me: Nursi’s Nature: Cause or Effect? was the first work that changed the flow of my life with its convincing and strong language on the existence of God and His creation of everything with His infinite knowledge and willpower. Later, in 1976, I got hold of İlmi Gerçekler Işığında Darwinizm (Darwinism in the Light of Scientific Truths). This book was a translated compilation of John N. Moore’s “On Chromosomes, Mutations, and Phylogeny”[1] and A. N. Field’s The Evolution Hoax Exposed.[2] This was indeed the first book I had read that dealt directly with evolution.




    In the following years, I started to follow the publications in favor of or opposed to evolution, especially those published in the US. As time has elapsed, I have seen an increasing number of publications with arguments for or against evolution. After I became an academician, I readily volunteered to teach the Evolution Course when all the other faculty members hung back. Other professors ducked out of teaching this course because they were shying away from arguing with students and lacking assertiveness and knowledge, they could not face up to differing views and controversies. But I pressed to teach the course as I had focused on this controversial issue for years. I wanted to teach it not in a strictly imposing way that shows evolution to be “an absolutely proven law” but in an objective way with a democratic approach. I also wanted this course not to be given under the title of “Evolution” but under such titles as Philosophy of Biology or Biophilosophy, given that the subject is not predicated on empirical research or verified through experiments and observation.




    Those who closely follow scientific developments know that thought and movements opposing evolution have been growing rapidly, especially in recent decades. In many countries, especially in the US, scientists have started to increase their vocal opposition to the idea of evolution—a concept which has, in fact, gained ideological peculiarity rather than biological reality over the years—and are publishing numerous articles against the theory of evolution through various institutions and foundations. The effects of this process of transformation all over the world have finally reached Turkey, where evolution has long been converted into a dogma with a materialistic and positivist mentality—a dogma which has been taught and imposed most adamantly. Against the evolutionists’ recent collection of signatures in order for evolution to be taught unilaterally with no reference to creation at all, I feel that it is necessary for me to speak up.




    Throughout my professional career, I have pointed out all the claims, evidence, and argumentation for and against evolution in my lectures. I have let my students express their views freely without intimidating them with low grades or imposing any pressure on them. I have seen that the lessons were more efficient and interactive and the students had so many questions to ask and really wanted to deal with the issue. Yet in spite of all this, I became the butt of the preponderant materialist and positivist mentality in my country. Against the aggressive attacks of those who wished to take the issue of evolution out of the scope of science, fixing it entirely within an ideological framework and making it a “scientific camouflage” for their Marxist and atheist mentality, I have continued to write articles for various publications under different pen names. I am also planning to write my memoirs of the difficult and painful experiences I have gone through as a scientist of zoology. I have never given up striving for this cause, even though I was treated unjustly and prevented from being a full professor for nine years.




    I shall never forget the moment when my speech was interrupted and I was forcefully removed from the lectern at the academic conference on “The Problems of Biology Education” held by the Faculty of Sciences at Istanbul University. Not only was I prevented from presenting my paper, I was also punished by the omission of my paper from the conference proceedings book. Another case of such an uncivilized approach victimizing persons who disagree or choose to talk about something different was that of Dr. Adem Tatli, the professor of botany, who was dismissed from his position at the university just because he argued against and wrote about “the evolution taboo.”




    Even though they tried really hard to suppress my arguments and intimidate me into resigning or to dismiss me from teaching, they could not find any student to attest to the false claim that I could not teach my courses objectively. To this end, they even used a couple of atheist students to record my lectures secretly, but all the ambushes they planned to incriminate me have come to naught. Nowhere in the world has a scientist been exposed to academic persecution to such a degree, including in the communist former Soviet Union. As the old adage says, “The truth will out,” so this oppression and persecution cannot last and people will finally express their ideas freely.




    Doesn’t all this show how ideological the idea of evolution has become? For this reason, I have given my work the subtitle, “Science or Ideology?” This book will not be able to put an end to this struggle—and, as a matter of fact, it should not be expected to do so. However, I cannot remain silent in the face of unrelenting attempts to place an atheist ideology at the foundation of the education system in the name of “science” by pressure, manipulation, fabrication and fear. It is to be expected that many scientists who have long been suppressed in an antidemocratic atmosphere in the country and especially by the directors of the Turkish Higher Education Council, who maintained and enforced persistent pressure and control through the use of harsh measures between 1994 and 2008, will be able to express their ideas freely. The articles and books they will produce will, hopefully, be more in line with the democratic ambiance of a country preparing to enter the EU.




    Since my years as a teaching assistant I have become more aware of an important fact: The articles and books published on evolution did not only comprise those written in defense of evolution. On the contrary, there were many publications against evolutionary theory. However, the vast majority of university students were not even aware of them since publishing was mostly the monopoly of certain interest groups tightly organized, and advocating certain thoughts in disregard of other views. What is more, there was no internet at the time. I lived through the times when university students were silenced because they queried with their limited knowledge the dictatorial teaching of evolution and were reviled by the professors as reactionary bigots.




    Over years of discussion with local and foreign academicians, I have come to realize that academicians have differing views of evolutionist thought. Whether they are atheist, Muslim, Christian or agnostic, academicians often do not mean exactly the same thing when they talk of evolution. Though it seems that there is dichotomy between theistic and atheistic attitudes towards evolution, in reality there exists a range of views about evolution. Accordingly, different people advocate and adhere to different versions of evolution in accordance with their own worldview, faith and philosophy.




    Those academicians that have a strong faith in God and devotion to their religion, whether they are Muslim, Christian or Jew, believe that evolution is not a scientific theory but a dogma which is being used as an instrument to deny God, and which has been converted into a worldwide perception and a belief system.




    There are also those who have little devotion to their religion and are not sensitive about how evolution affects their faith. Though they have faith in God, they accept evolution as a scientific theory and believe that God has created existence in accordance with the mechanisms and principles of evolution.




    For atheists, on the other hand, evolution is undeniably clear and is an absolutely proven fact. For such people, evolution is the indispensable foundation of everything and the necessary condition shaping the whole world. As for the agnostics, though they believe in the ongoing process of evolution, they remark that it is impossible to say anything certain about the beginning of the universe or life.




    There are also remarkable differences of opinion among the believers in heavenly revealed religions. Though they all have faith in God and stand against the idea of evolution, it is important, at this point, to stress Islam’s unique approach to the elucidation of creation, satisfying both the mind and the heart. I have tried to be fair and conscientious in my evaluations, always keeping in mind the possibility that my Muslim perspective may cast doubts in the mind of some people who may question my objectivity. Considering the tolerant approach of the papacy toward evolution and their emphasis that evolution can indeed be reconciled with the Christian faith, I am convinced that the Islamic faith in God and the belief in the Islamic faith in the intricate and infinite manifestations of such Divine Attributes and Names in the whole of existence as the All-Knowing, the All-Powerful, the All-Originating, the All-Governing and the All-Omnipotent explain the phenomenon of creation best. In addition, belief in God as a sort of static entity, the description of the universe as a clock which has been wound, or the belief that God “leaves the universe to the coincidental moves of evolution” are all far from the Islamic faith. Apart from those who believe in God and oppose evolutionary theory, those who are too concerned with being “scientific” and who pull back from their faith for the sake of sacrosanct “science” constitute the majority among the followers of other heavenly revealed religions.




    It is also to be noted that there are some Muslim scholars who argue that “evolution” can be elucidated with Islam and even claim that some Qur’anic verses allude to it. However, they are deprived of supporters as the related verses refer to creation and spiritual progress as a matter of fact. After this preamble, let us focus on the issue now.




    Endless Questions




    The questions, “Where did we come from?”, “How did we come to this world?”, and “Where are we going?” are simply the most deeply pondered questions of those who think. Other than the knowledge about creation delivered by the heavenly revealed religions, the hypothesis of “evolution” is probably the most common claim offered in answer to the first question.




    Such questions are the hallmark of a thinker, and what raises them is human curiosity. In fact, the drive behind all invention and discovery is the devotion to research and investigation which stems from this curiosity. We observe the world and the universe that we live in, and we gather information about things with this curiosity; then we analyze this data using our intellect and logic. Some of that information may not be very important for us—that is, it might not affect our lives either positively or negatively—but it still might be a crucial piece of information for those who specialize in and limit themselves to that particular field of study. For example, for a food engineer, how radio waves are emitted or how a satellite antenna works does not hold any significance for his or her profession. Similarly, an electronics engineer does not usually wonder about how and which toxins certain bacteria secrete; however, if she or he experiences food poisoning, then they will go to a doctor and may learn about which bacteria caused the poisoning.




    On the other hand, the questions which interest all human beings—in that they are related to the reason behind our being in this world, how we became living beings, and what will happen to us in the future—will always remain important to us. We hope that by getting sensible answers to them at different times and under varying conditions, we will be fully satisfied—including in our minds and hearts—after we secure their strong approval in our conscience. Our logic and intellect combined with our souls, demand that we ask such questions and seek reasonable answers to them in order to obtain peace in our inner selves.




    Uneducated people might not be curious about these questions, and they may be satisfied with what can be learned from parents or grandparents. Such people can find peace and comfort in ordinary life in proportion to their personal beliefs. They will not have any doubt about their religion and will simply find comfort in the certainty that God creates everything in a way that He wishes, and He extinguishes everything according to His will. However, the possibility of running across such a person these days is very small since new communication devices have changed the world into a huge community, and educational developments have brought all kinds of scientific discussions even to very small villages far away from urban centers. Now, all types of information, right or wrong, reach people via many kinds of media devices. While some questions are being answered in this media bombardment, people have also become confused by incorrect information and prejudicial comments about their most important values and perspectives, and thus their central way of thinking is being turned upside down.




    Most people’s minds have been confused and the basis of their beliefs has been shaken by this mass media deluge affecting the whole world. The belief that “religion and science contradict” has been reinforced through misleading propaganda, and the dominant idea that all creatures, including humans, came into being by themselves or by the random influences of forces, called “causes,” and evolved has led the world into a terrible downfall. In the struggle between theism and atheism, a struggle which started at the beginning of human life on Earth, the very important tools of science and technology have been used to support atheism, following the lead of dominant materialistic philosophies, and with the assistance of the mass media. The basic arguments of atheism—namely, the expressions of materialism, coincidence and nature—have never varied since the Ancient Greek times. Only now, the representation of atheism has been polished with science; hence people have become misguided, and generations have been thrown into an emptiness of belief and faith. As a result, humanity is drifting towards catastrophe, falling ever deeper into a crisis of belief.




    Being only a biological hypothesis, “the idea of evolution” has been converted into a belief system or worldview, and global communities have been shaken by the directive to believe in it. In this book, the degree to which the idea of evolution is, or is not scientific, the truths and deceits of which it is comprised, the artifice which has been incorporated in it, and subjective comments which have been made about it will be explained one by one. Although the topics are dealt with briefly and can be understood by anyone having a basic knowledge of high-school biology and general science, I plan to expand at a later date on the issues which readers may bring to my attention for further clarification.




    In this work the emphasis is primarily on the main ideas, rather than on technical details. The issues can be analyzed in a much shorter way as judgmental sentences. However, in that case, it might seem to have been written with an ideological “obsession,” in much the same way as evolutionists write their ideas without demonstrating the truth of their assertions; so I have preferred to explain some of the topics in detail.




    I would like to thank the team that has expended considerable effort on this book. My sincere thanks go especially to geologist Dr. Ömer Said Gönüllü for his help updating the astronomical and geological information. I am also very grateful to all the employees of Tughra Books for their meticulous work on the translation, editing, cover, design and publication of this book.




    İrfan Yılmaz




    September 24, 2008
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    A Perspective on Science and Belief




    A Perspective On Science And Belief




    Just as believing in creation necessitates believing in the Creator, Who has infinite knowledge and power, sufficient to do everything, and Who is eternal and everlasting, believing in evolution conversely necessitates disbelieving in the Creator, the One God, and putting unconscious and senseless laws of nature in His place. In this case, atoms and coincidence will be considered to have intellect, sense and knowledge, and those factors are placed in the position of deity. Many people who do not have the true knowledge of God’s names and attributes claim that they believe in God; however, in thinking that the Theory of Evolution does not contradict the belief in One God, they become disobedient or atheistic without even realizing it. For, even some of those who accept that God created the universe in the beginning have a belief that after the first creation, God let the universe run by itself, like setting up a clock and that He did not intervene afterwards—that He simply assigned everything to the laws of nature, and that those laws can make all the creatures, plants, animals, and even human beings, come to life coincidentally, all by themselves.




    At first glance, many people might not realize that the Theory of Evolution causes disobedience to God. To be able to achieve this, the idea of evolution has been erected as an elaborate montage, decorated very well and hidden under an artificial compilation of logic. However, when you dig out the subject by questioning it step by step, in the end, you realize that the foundation of the Theory of Evolution is chance. You might become confused when you first notice that chance is the basis of an idea which has dominated the scientific world for 150 years. Even though it does not make sense to you how millions of living beings—and their biological systems, organs, tissues and cells—came into being through the unconscious forces of nature flowing like a stream, and through the coincidental reactions of chemical elements, it is expected that you will be helpless in the face of “science,” which has effectively been transformed into a taboo, and the propaganda of the mass media, which presents evolution as an event proven with certainty.




    This represents such tragic, scientific and media exposure that it is hard to avoid becoming a disbeliever without having a very strong knowledge of God. In order to oppose any kind of distortion or lie under the pretext of science, all knowledge and information that is produced against evolution is derided as being “old-fashioned,” “unscientific,” “unprogressive,” and “dogmatic.” If you are a scientist yourself, worse things may happen to you, for the establishment can do anything to obstruct your academic career; you may face a media lynching, and any kind of deceit may be used to dismiss you—simply because you attempt to question the dogma and you have tried to come up with an alternative idea. Your opponents will also argue that what you have written in this field does not have any value since you believe in God. According to this distorted idea, “a scientist cannot believe in God,” “evolution is a certain phenomenon which cannot be questioned,” and hence “only after you accept that there is evolution can you discuss how it happens.”




    These explanations should not be considered to be exaggerated; in fact, the present author has personally experienced such unfortunate incidents in the most painful way.




    Before starting the debate about “creation versus evolution,” and prior to discussing the scientific evidence for evolution, a basic matter has to be clarified. If those who defend the Theory of Evolution had approached this idea as a matter of belief, no one could say anything to them, since belief and faith cannot be disputed. No matter what a person believes in, she or he should be respected. As those who believe in God and creation have a right to believe and have trust in God, those who believe in the Theory of Evolution and creatures rising to become living beings have the right to believe in the evolution and existence of creatures through natural forces. Some people might be atheistic, agnostic or theistic—and this is a matter of belief which concerns only those people. On the other hand, they do not have a right to force people to accept what they believe as “proven, absolute facts,” or as “scientific determinations against which there cannot be any contrary opinion”—nor, under the guise of “science,” to label those who believe in God as being “unprogressive.”




    Nowadays, no one disputes the existence of gravity, air pressure or the expansion of metals; rather, many physical events are explained by these phenomena, which are expressed by formulas, and problems are solved using such formulas. Being the subject of science, we all know that these matters have nothing to do with one’s belief. However, the existence of angels and the jinn, for example, is not a scientific subject; rather, it is a matter of faith. Such concepts are generally not studied with the methods of science, which are valid in a limited field, and they are not observed or experienced objectively—rather, they are personal experiences gained by using one’s heart and intuitive faculties, and thus related to a person’s belief.




    The idea of evolution is neither similar to the laws of physics mentioned above, nor does it have the character of being experienced by a person’s heart and soul. It is simply the subject matter of belief, attained solely by observing the abundance of creatures in nature and by interpreting some of the changes in living beings.




    From this point, the “Hypothesis of Evolution” is just like a matter of belief—and yet, it is also a kind of creed. Religion is the main source for the values which shape a person’s life. If a person believes in God, others will observe the reflections of faith in every moment of that person’s life. So, too, belief in Evolution influences the lives of those who adhere to it, and it is a main cause, just like a religion, in shaping their lives. And certainly, those who believe in Evolution should have the freedom to “practice” and teach their beliefs. But it cannot be acceptable for them to attack those who believe in divine religions and do not think in the same way they do, or for them to consider their opponents to be enemies of science.




    Historically, biology had been descriptive; namely, it had been seeking to explain what was present since past times. It had tried to reach deeper and arrive at universal knowledge by observing the excellent design and harmonious art in living beings, and by gathering information about the structures and operations of the systems, organs, tissues and cells of plants and animals that we observe in nature. Further, by analyzing this information, it had been trying to understand general principles at higher levels. The beauty of a living being that was examined, the perfect structures that are free from any imperfections, and the holistic order and operation of the ecosystem, used to urge every logical and brilliant person to search for a Creator.




    Contrary to all this, the agreement between religion and science was broken by the idea of evolution’s assignment of these perfect structures and mechanisms to mindless and unconscious random operations of natural laws, instead of assigning the creation of them to the Creator. Scientific thought became detached from religious sanctity; simultaneously, science became a taboo which could not be challenged. The practice of using biology’s interpretation of the beauties of life to cause faith in people’s hearts came to be degraded to viewing life as a phenomenon that arose by itself. Serving as a cause for technological improvements in astronomy, engineering and medicine, constructed knowledge in physics and chemistry increased the courage of those who gave a sense of holiness to science and caused religious people to become timid and develop the urge to refrain from science. However, these developments were the fruits of the talents that God gave to humans—of hard work, effort and devotion to research and experimentation. God created the human being as the most perfect of all creatures and gave them the authority to manage things on Earth, by raising them to the position of being a “caliph” over them. Meanwhile, humans began developing new technologies for their own happiness and comfort, using the knowledge that God gave them, but they claimed these improvements as their own successes, and they attributed every event to the laws of nature while rejecting the Creator.




    Christianity itself weakened under the common pressure of all these factors; it was not able to recover the authority it lost with the Renaissance and Reformation, and it fell to materialistic and positivist ideas of the “new science perception.” In this atmosphere, the “Hypothesis of Evolution” was made into a primary focus with the assistance of the mass media and other “dark forces”—hidden agendas and influences—which controlled the scientific world. Thus, every discovery, and each type of information or data obtained, came to be interpreted from an evolutionary perspective—and every scenario and piece of fiction that was written was commented on in a way that supported evolution until it became the dominant paradigm. In this way, the idea of evolution, which put on the apparel of being scientific, was given the most prominent places in science books. As Rifkin aptly mentioned, evolutionary theory has been enshrined as the centerpiece of our educational system, and elaborate walls have been erected around it to protect it from unnecessary abuse. Great care is taken to ensure that it is not damaged, for even the smallest rupture could seriously call into question the entire intellectual foundation of the modern worldview.[1]




    For his part, Huxley spoke nonsense with confidence when he stated that the Darwinian Theory of Evolution is no longer a theory but a fact. For him, no serious scientist would deny the fact that evolution has occurred just as he would not deny that the Earth goes around the Sun.[2] Yet it is very strange that though it claims to be “scientific,” evolutionary theory has never respected a very essential criterion for scientific studies: to listen to and try to understand counter-arguments. In addition, evolutionists strove to make ineffective any possible resistance to their ideas by excluding counter-arguments as “unscientific” or even “fanatical”; thus, evolutionary theory earned a “sacred” immunity in time. With the knowledge God blessed them with humankind has developed technology for pleasure and comfort; nevertheless, they have attributed all the progress to their self-achievement and to laws in nature, and they have rejected belief in the Almighty Creator.




    Darwin was an agnostic as to some of his attitudes, and he was a deist as to other aspects, but he was actually a faithful Christian before he mentioned the hypothesis of evolution, and he even went to ministry school. Yet, evolutionary thought had a huge impact in the scientific world after it assumed its shape and was published as a book. Basically, a couple of major factors can be mentioned regarding the acceptance of evolutionary thought in Europe and about the rapid spread of the theory among the scientific community.




    First of all, the starting point for Darwin was the phenomena that he observed in nature. At the beginning of the long voyage that he took on the ship called Beagle, Darwin was amazed by the diversity of living beings, the richness of variations in species, and the perfection of various adaptations in subspecies. However, the weakness of his religious understanding, namely his lack of knowledge of God’s names and attributes—knowledge that is particularly exclusive to Islam—left him incapable of properly appreciating or interpreting this prosperous nature. Meanwhile, Darwin had a fairly limited realization of “struggle”—a necessity for natural selection and one of the specific principles of creation in the biological world—which he speculated was the main principle underlying all existence. This led him to build all of his theory on struggle, and this focus on one side of the reality of biological diversity served to increase his influence over others.




    The second factor was the inadequacy of Christian scholarship in explaining advances in the field of geology. The idea that Earth had slowly changed over millions of years and had taken the form it has today was not accepted in the beginning. When relatively positive evidence was presented to prove that mountains, rivers, lakes, seas, forests and deserts had gone through many stages, this made it easier to accept the thought that plants and animals had also slowly developed and evolved from simple forms over a very long period of time.




    The third factor was that the oppressive behavior of the Christian establishment during critical historical periods which extended back to the Inquisition in the Middle Ages broke up the relations between scientists and the Church. The misinterpretations of Christian theologians, which resulted from literal interpretations of the Biblical description of creation, was insufficient for a proper understanding of scientific developments, and thus inherently contradicted man’s intellect and logic according to the needs of the time.




    The fourth factor was that the context of the hypothesis of evolution made it suitable grounds for comment by Marxist, materialistic and positivistic philosophical movements, as well as making it serve certain fascist and racist doctrines. Another factor was the expectations which were caused by rising income and prosperity levels due to social and economic agitation in various sections of English society during Queen Victoria’s reign.




    Evolution does not just consist of the claim, “Humans evolved from apes,” as the public commonly understands it. Even though the biggest fuss is made over the idea that humans and apes differentiated from the same ancestor by lineage split, this is actually only a part of the evolutionary hypothesis. For this reason, it is possible for some people to start thinking, “If God wills, He can create both humans and apes from the same ancestor; or if He wishes, He can bring man into existence from a living being similar to an ape.” Nevertheless, the basis of evolutionary thought relies on not only the evolution of humans by itself, but also the evolution of the whole universe—the evolution of everything, living and nonliving, by coincidence, without needing a Creator. Simply, then, the debate over humans evolving from apes is the reduced topical extent of the discussion in public. Of course, God can create any living being in any shape according to His will. However, by trying to impose actual mechanisms (isolation, mutation, adaptation and natural selection) on the emergence of human beings, evolutionary thought claims that the laws of nature—blind, mindless and unconscious forces which came together by coincidence—created all living creatures.




    According to evolutionary thought, then, the chain of coincidences that started with the Big Bang sequentially followed one after the other: they formed all of the galaxy systems, the star islands, billions of stars, the Milky Way, the solar system, and the Earth—and the most convenient conditions for life on Earth for all living beings. Such thinking asserts that there is no need for a Creator since the formation of all these mechanisms arose by itself without any knowledge, willpower, power, intention and purpose. Thus, having such a structure, evolution completely works as a tool of atheism.




    Most evolutionists claim that the idea of evolution is a theory, but for some of them it is almost a definite law. Indeed, evolution is an idea that cannot go beyond being a hypothesis in its form. No other hypothesis has been discussed for such a long time in the history of science. A hypothesis, proposed to explain any event, becomes a theory—or not—after it has been tested by many experiments and observations, depending on whether the results confirm it or not. If the hypothesis becomes a theory, then after it is used for a while, it may either become a law and general principle—due to the power of its explanation—or it may be abandoned due to its inadequacy.




    Those who believe in evolution have conducted many experiments to confirm their thoughts, and they have made elaborate comments about countless observations they have made. However, they have not found sufficient explanations or convincing proofs beyond a certain level to support their idea; thus, their theory is left incomplete and insufficient. In reality, we have no idea how conditions were on Earth in the beginning. The first moment of the creation of the universe, and the amazing, miraculous events that happened afterwards are not known either. Ideas are made up based merely on some properties of the present elements and rocks, in the belief that these are accurate indications of history. In addition, evolutionists—who have described the conditions on Earth in the beginning through their own desires—chose the basic characteristics of the artificial Earth in such a way that it could cause amino acids, and thus proteins, to emerge by themselves, and then they planned the Earth’s atmosphere according to their dreams. However, it was found out in these experiments performed within the conditions considered to have existed on Earth at that time, that even synthesizing one protein molecule, which is the minimum precondition for life to emerge, is not possible. Besides, there are so many studies which show that the initial conditions of the Earth and atmosphere did not take the forms which evolutionists claim. As the reader will see from the answers to the questions below, despite the fact that it has continuously been disproved by experiments, evolution has persistently been defended as a theory. Never before has a theory which has been exposed to so much refutation been kept in the spotlight at such a level so as to distract so many people. In fact, rather than being a law or even a general principle, evolution can only take its place as a hypothesis in scientific discussions.




    Evolution is not a theory, nor has it any relation to science. The definition of science, its characteristics, and the criteria of being “scientific,” have been explained in detail in countless books of epistemology and the philosophy of science, and famous philosophers, such as Kuhn, Popper, Lakatos, and Feyerabend, have discussed the structure of science. In short, science deals with events that are determined by repeated experiments or by clearly measured and evaluated data or criteria. Speculation, only, can be made about events which happened once in the past so that their repetition is impossible; thus, scientific criteria are not applicable in the search for the true nature of those phenomena.




    According to Karl Popper, in order for a theory to be scientific, it has to give us the opportunity to prove its fallibility through scientific experimentation. For example, physics is a true science because it makes predictions about events, which can then be disproved in principle. In other words, the possibility of demonstrating fallibility is not a weakness in a scientific field; rather, it provides a great advantage in terms of verification, and it builds a strong base for studies in that field. Also, it provides opportunity for separating error from truth, and the relative applicability of a theory concordant with “nature” becomes observable. To Popper, evolution is not scientific like physics and Marxism, since it has the significant deficiency that phenomena are always being observed and interpreted only in order to verify it.




    Thus, the attribute of being falsifiable earns the merit of being a fundamental concept in science, and we may call this “the criteria of defining the limits.” On one side, then, there are theories which can be disproved through experimentation; on the other side, there are groups of theories which are unclear and which do not allow verification through testing. Those in the first group belong to the field of science, while those in the second group belong to the field of metaphysics. Evolutionary theory belongs to the second category. Popper emphasizes the fact that evolution is not a scientific theory, for Darwinism is not a testable scientific theory, but a metaphysical research program; in terms of testable scientific theories, evolutionary theory is very rough and open to all kinds of criticisms. He does not think that Darwinism can explain the origin of life.[3]




    Philippe Janvier says that a metaphysical theory can be true, but a weighty deficiency arises. For him it is practically impossible to test evolutionary theory.[4] The reason is that if the history of life on Earth, its emergence and development, is thought of as a frame by frame, true-life movie, it is not possible to rewind the movie and watch it again from the beginning. Since it is argued that evolution occurred over a long (geological) time scale, it is not feasible to test it through experiments or observations. For this reason, it is not possible for the natural sciences to disprove it. A theory which does not provide the opportunity to disprove it, and thus is not falsifiable, does not have the qualities required to be accepted as being scientific.




    At least we can say that we are faced with a shameful and bewildering situation. Just thinking or claiming that evolutionary theory is scientific, on the other hand, does not simply make it suitable for scientific testing. It cannot be observed, derived or measured. However, its advocates want it to be considered a certain and provable fact about both the beginning and progress of life. In such a case, every self-respecting scientist who has any confidence at all would, and should, ask for concrete evidence about it. Yet, Russian biochemist Alexander Oparin aptly says, “If we are after proof, we will never be able to attain it.”[5] In his opinion, it is not possible to find evidence in chemistry or physics concerning the biological formation of the first creature.




    Yet, if we cannot prove evolution by scientific methods, then likewise, we cannot prove the opposite. This is undoubtedly a reasonable assertion. The same thing is also true for all other theories which contradict the firm conditions which are set for the scientific method. For, as discussed above, in order for a theory to be accepted scientifically, it has to be open to falsification. In other words, a theory has to be tested for its truth or falsehood to be proven. A set of ideas that cannot, in principle, be falsified is simply not scientific. For example, Newtonian physics is a theory which can be falsified since Newton’s Laws are open to experiments on their validity and can be tested. Conversely, however, it is impossible to determine whether evolutionary thoughts are scientific truths or not. Even Darwin himself understood this essential truth. In a letter he wrote in 1863, he admits that if we descend to details, we can prove that no species has changed (i.e. we cannot prove that a single species has ever evolved), nor can we prove that the supposed changes are beneficial, which is the groundwork of the theory.[6]




    Therefore, since evolution cannot rely on scientific observations, it has to be a matter of personal belief. The best thing to be said about evolutionary theory is that it represents a belief which is neither provable nor falsifiable and which is shared by many people about how life evolved. Certainly, everyone is entitled to their own beliefs, theories and personal opinions. However, evolution advocates claim that evolutionary theory is something beyond being a matter of belief. According to them, evolution is a clear fact, even though it cannot be proved, and they do not show any tolerance towards counter-arguments about the fundamental doctrines of evolution.




    Perhaps some will consider that this is not a tragic situation, but it is still important to reflect for a moment on the evolutionist’s brutal attitudes while asserting their ideas, and their extreme intolerance toward alternative opinions. Such attitudes remind everyone of a very common pattern of behavior which has been witnessed, unfortunately, since the beginning of humanity. Today, evolutionists are “devoted believers” with all their faculties: they were baptized in natural selection, they started spreading the good news, and they began distributing the message to others, so that they, too, would accept Darwin’s doctrines.
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    Arguments on the Origin of Life




    Arguments On The Origin Of Life




    The crucial questions are how living beings arose on earth, how many of them came to life, and how the over two million animal and plant species which have been identified spread throughout the world (It is estimated that as many as 10–30 million species may exist). Significant improvements have been made to the explanation and understanding of biological life in the fields of anatomy, physiology, genetics, biochemistry and cytology, and in the area of health and nutrition. Thus, biology is predicted to be the pioneer among the branches of science in the twenty-first century. For example, it is expected that the most difficult problems, such as cancer, AIDS and genetic diseases, will be solved using biotechnological methods.




    In spite of all these advances, the creation of the universe, the Earth, life and humans all appear likely to remain secrets which exist beyond the study of science, and which exceed the limits of science. The claims about the first emergence of creatures will not go beyond being speculative arguments as no one ever witnessed these events. It is not possible to repeat the first creation through scientific experiments and observation as one might replay a video recording over and over in slow motion. The reason behind this is twofold: the impossibility of recreating or regenerating the very first living beings mentioned above; and the impossibility of designing or establishing a model of the actual physical and chemical conditions which were present during the process of the first creation.




    In addition to this, the human intellect—which is curious about every event, questions everything, and aims to find an explanation for all phenomena—continues to discuss ideas about the origin or emergence of life under four categories. Three of those are the outcome of the human mind and intellect, and the other is based on divine sources. Simply put, there is no logical way other than these four in which to consider this subject matter.




    1– The most nonsensical and completely discarded argument regarding the emergence of life is the idea of “abiogenesis”—the claim that life emerged from lifeless material having no biological origin whatsoever. According to this view, which is abandoned today, living beings arose from non-living matter all by themselves. The ancient Greek philosophers who were the very first advocates of this theory—namely Aristotle (384–322 bce), Thales (sixth century bce), Anaximander (610–545 bce), and Xenophanes (560?–478? bce)—believed that living beings emerged from non-living matter through so-called generatio spontanea (spontaneous generation), entirely on their own. According to this line of thought, plant bugs arose from dewdrops; frogs rose from marsh mud; and flies emerged from decayed wood and organic material. These ideas found a number of fans in Europe well into the Middle Ages and even up to modern times. In the seventeenth century, many biologists—such as a well-known Belgian, Dr. Jean Baptiste van Helmont (1580–1644), a British scientist, Needham (1713–1781), and a French researcher, Pouchet (1800–1872)—supported the theory of abiogenesis and conducted experiments related to it. In fact, Van Helmont’s thesis that a mouse would arise from a dirty shirt and wheat in twenty-one days remains an interesting historical claim relating to this idea.




    The argument—which started with the idea that single-celled living beings were produced in rich organic solutions, such as boiled straw and meat broth—was vanquished by the experiments of Francisco Redi (1626–1697), Louis Jablot (1645–1723), Spallanzani (1729–1799) and ultimately, by Louis Pasteur (1822–1895). Upon completing his experiment, Pasteur concluded that “obtained results show that even microscopic living beings cannot be formed without ancestors resembling them.” After it was proven that single-celled living beings which reproduce in straw and meat broth are actually emerging from spores which are transmitted from air to water, and that the maggots which reproduce on flesh actually emerge from the larvae of the flies which leave their eggs on meat, no one continued to claim that a living being could emerge from non-living matter.




    On the other hand, naturalistic theory, which results from the hypothesis of evolution and which we will mention below, is actually a kind of “modern abiogenesis.” Even after it was understood clearly that it is impossible for a living being to emerge from non-living (inorganic) matter, either on its own or coincidentally, efforts to search for a way to form a living being out of non-living matter in various fashions through gradual accumulations over time have been designated as evolution.”




    2– While abiogenesis is an idea which originated in ancient times, “cosmic theory,” the second idea, became known especially after advances in astronomy. According to this view, dust pieces in space, and the organisms on meteorites, such as bacteria, were the first sources of life on Earth. It is thus claimed that even in the cold, oxygen-free and lethally radioactive environment of outer space, some of the organisms on meteorites and asteroids reached high temperatures due to the friction which resulted when they entered the atmosphere at high velocities, and they finally reached the Earth to become the source of life. This theory, almost abandoned today, has been criticized from various perspectives, as no reasonable proof to support it has yet been found. According to current scientific knowledge, it seems impossible for any microorganism to travel for so long in space through such strong radioactivity, to survive in spite of the extremely high temperatures caused by friction upon entering the atmosphere, and to reach Earth safely under such difficult conditions.




    Besides, even if we allow that a living being somehow reached Earth from outer space or from another planet, another crucial question—how did such a living being arise on that other planet?—still remains unanswered. Related to this is an interesting example where certain scientists first claimed that a meteorite, which appeared to have a microscopic formation of worm patterns on it, had broken off Mars and fallen to Earth. In the beginning, it was even suggested that the worm patterns were structures which had formed as a result of bacteria activity, or a type of pathogenic fossil. However, more recent studies showed that the patterns were actually completely inorganic structures which were formed at very high temperatures that would not allow such kinds of life.[1]




    3– The third argument is “naturalistic theory.” Even though it resembles abiogenesis at first glance, it is actually different from it. This is because while an original living being arises directly from non-living matter according to the idea of abiogenesis, according to naturalistic theory, a simple living being emerges first, and then this simple living being forms a developed organism by evolving over a very long time. The idea of evolution is considered naturalistic, for in order to build a foundation for their arguments based on the first two ideas explained above, evolutionists use biological processes most often to explain their materialistic opinions. For this reason, this theory seems as if it is scientific at first glance—and since it apparently gathers evidence from nature, it is considered “naturalistic.” Within naturalistic theory, there are two different underlying hypotheses:




    a. The Hypothesis of Autotrophy: According to the hypothesis of autotrophy, the first living being arose coincidentally by itself and thus, that living being had to make its own food by itself since there was no food in the initial environment on Earth, for there was no other life yet. Because of this, such a living being had to have the ability to synthesize its own food from inorganic matter using sunlight (photosynthesis) or some sort of chemical matter (chemosynthesis). In other words, according to the hypothesis of autotrophy, it was necessary for the first living being, which effectively had to make its own sustenance, to have very well-developed enzymes and mature synthesis mechanisms. However, the complexity of the biochemical reactions related to the synthesis of organic matter has always been a problem for this hypothesis. This is because it is so unlikely that a system that requires a perfect plan and program could be established suddenly, by itself, and be instantly ready for the production of complex molecules, such as sugar, from solar energy—or immediately able to convert them into bigger molecules, such as starch and cellulose. The fact is that it is more reasonable to accept the emergence of such a complicated living being, with such excellent synthesis mechanisms, as being possible only through the will of a Creator Who has infinite knowledge and power. In other words, no strictly scientific credit can be given to coincidence—and thus, materialists have had to abandon the hypothesis of autotrophy—one of the supposed pillars or presuppositions of evolution.




    b. The Hypothesis of Heterotrophy: According to the hypothesis of heterotrophy, the other conceptual foundation or prerequisite of evolution, in order for a first primitive living being to arise, inorganic matter in lifeless nature evolved for long enough in favorable conditions—presuming first that lifeless inorganic molecules (i.e., amino acids and proteins) emerged, and then the first primitive cells, complex cells, and primitive plants and animals—so that complex plants and animals could eventually come to life randomly by the coincidental compounding actions of those inorganic molecules.




    This assumption of evolution, which seems as if it explains everything at first glance, was quickly raised to the level of a theory. Since it supported Marxist and materialistic views, it was presented as if it were a proven law that had been confirmed by repeated experiments. Thus, rather than a biological postulate, the idea of evolution became an ideological doctrine—even a religion for some. As will be explained later on, evolutionary theory posits coincidental chemical reactions and random occurrences of mutations and natural selection. This idea surely rejects the perfection, the planned creation, in the universe—and thus, the Creator.




    4– The last one is not an argument but the belief in the reality of creation. It is a belief that all living and nonliving beings were created with an excellent plan and design by a Creator Who has infinite knowledge and power. As an obligation of this belief—which is the foundation of the divine religions—it is understood that nothing is purposeless. In addition, it is believed that the first cause of everything is the Creator, One God, Who sees and takes care of every living being at every moment. Thus, He created and designed all creatures with the most suitable organs and senses, and He prepared them for conditions on Earth in a most ideal way.




    The reality of creation is not an opinion; rather, it is the knowledge which is put forward by all divine religions, and which is agreed upon and confirmed by all prophets and holy books which have delivered the revelations to humankind. The information about creation has been conveyed to people in a special form, called “divine inspiration,” by the prophets of God. Divine inspiration is a way of stating divine declarations, so it cannot be considered a subject area of science, which is limited by experimentation related to our material world and sense organs. It is the truth that can be felt by intellectual, heartfelt and spiritual experiences and observations of a person. For this reason, it cannot be constrained within the confines of science; yet, to make divine inspiration clearer for human minds, science could offer some evidence that opens horizons, answers doubts, and brings the concept of creation closer to rationality. In addition, it could help to manifest the impossibility of disbelief by providing evidence about the fact that creatures would not, in fact, have come into existence without a Creator.




    The most powerful refutation of the theory of evolution and materialistic philosophy came from Bediüzzaman Said Nursi in Turkey. Nursi concisely pointed to this issue first in Al-Mathnawi al-Nuri which he wrote in Arabic in 1923–24. Later in the 1930s, he expounded on the topic in a treatise he called “On Nature” which was published in his Lem’alar (The Gleams).[2] With impressive argumentation Nursi gives convincing examples in this treatise against the theory of evolution without mentioning it, for Nursi knew atheism was the underlying philosophy. The principles that Nursi proposes in his article can be thought of as an enhanced prescription for modern versions of abiogenesis, and his perspective is useful and important in helping us to understand this issue. First, we should review, in brief, the only four ways in which the existence of living beings and their perfection and order is considered possible:




    a. Living beings come into existence by the random influences of forces, called “causes,” such as air, heat, light, damp and the forces of attraction in atoms.




    b. Living beings come into existence from nonliving beings, by themselves.




    c. Everything is created by “nature.”




    d. God creates everything.




    The impossibility of the first path, wherein “causes make living beings come into existence,” is ultimately explained by probability calculations. It has been calculated that the probability of combining 40,000 atoms in a protein molecule in a particular design is 1 out of 10160, and the time that would be required for this process to be completed is 10243 years. Thus, we face a separate problem regarding whether the astounding odds against such a coincidence make it even worth discussing. In addition to that, the miraculous flow of all complex events without any malfunction or confusion in a living body can never be attributed to unconscious or mindless causes. A creature having measure and order must surely arise through planned organization and a great deal of knowledge; otherwise, it would be impossible for innumerable causes to come together with agreement in a living being in the most suitable amount, time, place and conditions in order to form such a living being. The uncertainty of the emergence of a living being by the random influences of forces will also be explained in detail later using “probability calculus.”




    The second path implies that in order for any living being come into existence by itself, all the pieces forming the whole being must know every detail of this whole being, and they must also be able to intercommunicate in order to come to an agreement about which function of the whole body they each will assume, following which each one then has to take on its respective role. Thus, every single atom that works in an organism has to have precise knowledge about it so that the entire body can work and continue its functions properly. As is well known, since matter has a tendency towards disorder rather than order, it can neither form an orderly structure nor can the necessary energy for the system to function be conserved. According to the second law of thermodynamics, while it is only possible for a living system to continue its existence by the conservation and management of its matter and energy in a controlled fashion, disorder and dispersal occur by themselves—they do not need any external intervention. In other words, the Creator taking His will and willpower out of that living being is sufficient for the system’s matter and energy to lose order. In fact, even the systems that we think of as having their order broken by themselves actually undergo disorder according to the will of the Creator. Therefore, there has to be a source of infinite knowledge and power, for this is a fundamental requirement for preserving the order of matter and energy in living systems and for resisting disorder.




    The third path essentially refers to nature as the universe itself, wherein nature consists of components such as birds, trees, stones, insects, bacteria, flowers, flies, and so on. If we claim that each component is created by nature itself, then if we take these components away, nothing at all should be left of “nature.” Seeing this impossibility of attributing existent things, animate or inanimate, to nature and seeing all the rules or so-called “laws of nature” which are necessary for the subsistence of nature itself, all existent things must inevitably be attributed to a form of agency which creates the laws which are beyond and outside any one of the particular components of nature. Thus, the existence of interactions governed by natural laws presupposes a Lawgiver. In other words, nature is a work of art, but not the Artist—and the face of the Earth is a painting, not the Painter Himself—for there must be an Artist Who creates the painting that we call “nature.”




    Seeing the impossibility of these three paths, the fourth path, God’s creation of everything with His infinite knowledge and willpower becomes the only reasonable way to explain the origin of life.




    Some metaphysical questions always arise after new discoveries in various fields of science. This shows that the ostensible categorical differences between philosophy and science are actually artificial. As a matter of fact, Herbert Spencer (1820–1903) comments on this point in his text entitled “First Principles,” from his collection called Synthetic Philosophy:




    [...] At the uttermost reach of discovery there arises, and must ever arise, the question – What lies beyond? As it is impossible to think of a limit to space so as to exclude the idea of space lying outside that limit, so we cannot conceive of any explanation profound enough to exclude the question – What is the explanation of that explanation? Regarding Science as a gradually increasing sphere, we may say that every addition to its surface does but bring it into wider contact with surrounding nescience. There must ever remain therefore two antithetical modes of mental action. Throughout all future time, as now, the human mind may occupy itself, not only with ascertained phenomena and their relations, but also with that unascertained something which phenomena and their relations imply. Hence if knowledge cannot monopolize consciousness – if it must always continue possible for the mind to dwell upon that which transcends knowledge; then there can never cease to be a place for something of the nature of Religion; since Religion under all its forms is distinguished from everything else in this, that its subject matter passes the sphere of [the intellect] [experience].[3]




    Philosophers who speculated on the existence and the beginning of life could never avoid debate with others, for such speculations have a tendency to become some sort of a worldview. There was a very serious debate between two French zoologists, Cuvier (1769–1832) and Lamarck (1744–1829). At first glance, it seems that the dispute was about the difference between the fossils of vertebrates and invertebrates, but it was actually not limited to this; rather, the debate had an ideological side. Cuvier, advancing his idea of catastrophism (recreation after certain extinctions), predicated his thoughts on the Bible. To Cuvier, who saw the discontinuity among various species, it was impossible to claim the occurrence of transformation from one kind of species to another. Contrary to this, Lamarck thought that species could change “as a result of time and conditions”—namely, that the transformation from one kind of animal to another could occur.




    In what was essentially a first debate about the idea of transmutation, which would form Darwinian evolutionary theory in the future, Lamarck tried to explain “the transformation of species” based on the idea that some species emerged from others by virtue of a hypothesized “inheritance of acquired characteristics,” an idea which would later be renamed simply as “Lamarckism.” As evidence, he claimed that giraffes could arise from a mammalian animal as big as a goat, for instance, as the result of efforts to reach from the lower to the upper branches of trees, essentially stretching their necks over the course of thousands of years. Many believed in the idea of the inheritance of acquired characteristics at that time, and people would continue to believe in it for a very long time. Indeed, Darwin himself would later embrace this notion. However, this hypothesis would eventually be abandoned in the twentieth century due to improvements in genetics and cytology. It became simple information which almost everyone knows today that acquired characteristics cannot be transferred to future generations unless they are transmitted to the genes. Just like the failure of Weissman’s unfortunate attempts to obtain a tail-less mouse by cutting off the tails of mice for a couple of generations, the classic examples of the falsehood of Lamarckism include the continuity of uncircumcised children born to Muslim and Jewish children, even though they have been circumcised for hundreds of years; and the unchanging size of Chinese females’ feet, even though their feet were purposefully narrowed in childhood for generations in times past. We now consider the changes that occur strictly in the phenotypes (in the physical appearance or manifestation of a living thing) but not in the genotypes (in the genes of a living thing) to be modifications only—and it is well known that modifications do not have any importance for evolutionary theory today.




    When Lamarck died, Cuvier wrote Elegy of Lamarck, which was a kind of academic criticism rather than representing admiration or commendation. The attitudes and feelings of Cuvier toward Lamarck can easily be ascertained by reading a couple of passages from this elegy:




    “[Lamarck’s evolution] rested on two arbitrary suppositions; the one, that it is the seminal vapor which organizes the embryo; the other, that efforts and desires may engender organs. A system established on such foundations may amuse the imagination of a poet; a metaphysician may derive from it an entirely new series of systems; but it cannot for a moment bear the examination of any one who has dissected a hand, a viscus, or even a feather.”




    Indeed, Cuvier basically blamed Lamarck for not examining any organism anatomically. Even though they were buffeted by Cuvier a little bit, Lamarck’s ideas—and especially his theory of “transformism”—had a certain philosophical viewpoint. In any event, Lamarck was separated from his predecessors in this regard. For example, before Lamarck, Maupertius (1698–1759), a cosmologist and mathematician, affirmed the idea of biological change (mutation); on the other hand, he also tried to prove the existence of God by aiming to reach a unique and simple principle that combines all of the laws in the universe. Lamarck also attempted to introduce the hypothesis of transformism, or transmutation, by offering evidence, or what he called, “the pieces of evidence.” Further, he aimed to propose a systematic correlation between the fossil records and living invertebrates, and the taxonomy of the 150,000 invertebrates and 15,000 vertebrate species which were known at that time.




    So, what happened to the idea of transmutation after Lamarck died? Needless to say, Cuvier did not support Lamarck’s theory. Since he was predominant not only politically but also scientifically (he was a university rector and had close links with the political circles), he was the one who organized research groups and appointed students with respect to this purpose. Then, fifty years later, Darwin’s advocates took control of everything, and they could not bear the idea of someone else (i.e., Lamarck) having postulated or circulated of the notion of transmutation other than Darwin.




    But Lamarckism existed and developed in spite of Darwin, and it even came back as “Neo-Lamarckism” in the United States at the beginning of the twentieth century. At that time, most of those who believed in Darwin and in natural selection as a totally new concept revived Lamarck’s idea of transmutation, and they accepted Darwinian transmutation as an improved version of Lamarck’s transmutation. This comment was first expressed by one of Darwin’s professors, the British geologist, Sir Charles Lyell. According to Lyell, the only thing that Darwin did was to improve Lamarck’s theory since evolution, which was described as a transition from one species to the other, is the fundamental notion behind transmutation.




    In the twentieth century, especially Albert Gaudry (1827–1908), a professor at the Natural History Museum in France, and later, his student, Marcellin Boule (1861–1942), were pioneers of paleontology. Some other paleontologists in different countries, such as Richard Owen (1804–1892) in England, and Cope and Marsh in the United States, were also very ambitious to improve on this theory, and Cope would become the one who would cause the ideas of Neo-Lamarckism to be circulated widely.
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    Evolution and Creation:


    What Do They Promise?




    Evolution And Creation:


    What Do They Promise?




    When we compare the belief in evolution and the belief in creation as to their advantages and disadvantages, we clearly see how destructive the belief in evolution is for human nature and social life.




    1a. The causes of change on which evolution is based are coincidences, random chemical reactions, and casual mutations.




    1b. However, according to the belief in creation, none of the events in nature happens by chance, be it randomly or coincidentally—not in the least.




    2a. According to the hypothesis of evolution, biological events and processes emerge only by means of material cause -effect relationships.




    2b. Conversely, according to the belief in creation, causes cannot be denied, but they are just the reflections of God’s operations—thus, material causes should be sought as part of our efforts to understand the ultimate reason behind natural phenomena.




    3a. According to the hypothesis of evolution, natural selection is a hard struggle in which the strong survive and the weak die. Spiritual realities—such as affection, compassion and dependency—cannot even be mentioned, let alone be accounted for. Instead of cooperation and altruism, the dominant, inherent mentality is that of thinking only about ourselves; thus, the idea that “I don’t care if others die of hunger so long as my own stomach is full,” is valid and reasonable according to the belief in evolution.




    3b. However, according to the belief in creation, natural selection is not merely a struggle to survive that is lacking in affection and compassion. Even though struggle in the competition to survive is evident, cooperation, solidarity and compassion—veiled by divine compassion—remain indispensable in this struggle. Every event in nature has a wisdom and purpose that we do not know. For example, it is because of the need to keep the balance in the ecosystem that weak and unhealthy animals become food for strong ones. In this way, the surface of Earth does not become a dumping ground, there is enough space for new generations as the old and sick are removed from the environment, and the continuation of the food cycle is assured.




    4a. According to the hypothesis of evolution, the laws of nature, which make life arise from the elements of inorganic matter, do not have an intellect, consciousness, knowledge or power; and thus, it is pointless to search for an Authority, or Artist, since these “laws” apparently do not have a larger purpose. That is because the artist of the laws of nature, according to such thinking, is nature itself. This logic supposes that any living mechanism is built by the coincidental activities of the atoms and molecules which form it, and such a living system operates by itself; therefore, there is no need to look for an Artist behind any natural mechanism or its function.
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