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In the name of Allah the Merciful

Introduction

It has been around 100 years since the biologiatl€h Darwin deceased.
In his hypothesis, he left a heavy legacy passedhdny generations. It is
worth saying that there was no hypothesis in tistohy of science that
sparked a whirlwind of doubts, debates and diffeesnamong the circles
of scholars, educators or the public, previousliater on, as raised by this
hypothesis. This is due to the fact that peoplelgets have specifically
been touched. Anything that affects the belief my aation often causes
severe and violent reactions within the nationsTikiwhat Darwinism and
Evolution - as a later concept - has accomplisheétle various nations of
the earth. Nations and societies have been di\nééseen a proponent and
supporter of this hypothesis, or a denier and abjeto all that it contains.
One hundred years after Darwin's departure, hiotmngsis remained as
intense as when he came out with. His proponeet&volutionist took up
the stand of defense of this hypothesis and adeéadimprovements, or
amended in some of the views put forward by thedeu.

Over the past two centuries, Darwinism and evofubiave been adopted
by most scientific institutions in the world, arekthypotheses of evolution
have become exclusively, taught in most univesitad taken for granted
by most educational curricula around the world. Datwinism and
evolution through worthiness and scientific effrag, merit together to

become the basis of science of modern biology,nganeutralized any



other theory or hypothesis or thought contrary. Or have scientific bodies
exaggerated the scientific appreciation of these hypotheses in a biased
manner?
This book presents brave, but scientifically supported, arguments that are
tried to be as correct as possible, but not to exclude the possibility of
unintentional mistakes, based on the wisdom that says "What | say is right
but may likely to be wrong and what others say is wrong but
may likely to be right."
This book seeks to provide an overall evaluation study to this hypothesis,
with the aim of addressing it in various aspects and through the
views presented by the proponents, citing the various objections of
opponents of the evolution theory.
To confirm its point of view, the book took into account the studies and
the scientific research provided by both parties, trying to the extent
possible to consider the scientific method as an approach to follow in
evaluation, andin a way aimed as possible, to correct what corrected by

science and defy what science denies.




Introducing Darwin

He is the second son of Dr. Robert Waring Darwontrhis second wife,
Susan Woodgood, who died when Charles Darwin wgt# gears old. His
grandfather, Dr. Erasmus Darwin, was a proponenttiod early
evolutionary ideas of evolution, such as the ddevtiheory that paved the
way for the emergence of Lamarck's hypotheses.

At the beginning of his education, Charles Darshiowed little interest in
attending traditional courses, making his teackeeshim as a dull. With
an aristocratic environment, Charles Darwin engagedhunting trips,
catching rats and collecting beetles. It is intengsto mention that once,
he collected three beetles and was unable to taeng together with both
hands, which led him to put one of the beetlesisnnouth and brought
with him. With a clear lack of inclination to studlyis father insisted on
pursuing his education, where he was sent to theesity of Edinburgh
Medical School. Darwin with his brother remained tfee university for
two years and then broke away from the medical@decause of his lack
of seriousness in obtaining the degree and hisethatf most of the
professors who taught at the college. He admittethése matters in his
later life. During that period, Darwin was introduc to two study
colleagues, Cold Stream and Grant, who may hauvaeinéed Darwin's
tendencies to study aquaculture. During this pefatwin took a hesitant
approach to Werner Society and was introduced toQl&fy.

Again, with Darwin failing to study medicine, hiather made him study

theology at Cambridge University. Darwin was ergdlin Cambridge in



1827 and spent three years there, where himself dansidered a waste of
time like his previous years of schooling.

While in Cambridge, Darwin joined the botany Diwisi because of his
passion with science expeditions rather than trnderest in botanism.
There, he was introduced to the botanist Profddsoslow, whom he later
developed a lasting friendship with. Since themvida has been abstained
from theology definitively to biology.

Henslowe did for Darwin a huge service when heinatad him to join
the scientific expedition aboard on the vessel Beagplacing himself,
when he touched on him his diligence and persecerafifter returning
from this five-year journey, Darwin documented loisservations after
devotion to studying animal, earth, and fossil iscee In 1844 he
developed his thoughts about origin and evolut@iter presenting his
collection of birds caught on the island to fellsaientists specialized in
animal taxonomy to be classified. It was the scstsitdecision at that time
that the birds despite the existence of some eéiffegs in shape of their
beaks were classified in to one kind of birds, tisathe finches. Darwin,
who was not impressed by this classification bystientific experts on the
subject and despite his limited experience in fietd due to lack of
experience in any of the scientific studies heirid in his past academic
years, he in the course of the following 15 yeatected the information
he believed in support of his dissenting views befoublishing his book
"The Origin of Species" for the first time in 183®efore that he published
"The Scientific Research of the Beagle" in 1846 dmsl book "Plant
Animals" in 1846.



After returning from the Beagle trip, Darwin spéne years in London as
secretary of the Geological Society and marrietid®9. He left London in
1842 to spend the rest of his life in Kent Provideglicating his time and
effort to his own written books. Darwin publisheid hrticle "Fertilization
of Flowers" in 1857 and then his book "Differentane of fertilization of
orchids by insects" in 1862. In 1871 he publishedbdook "the evolution
of human race" in which his doctrine was appliechaman race.

He then published his book "Predatory Plants" 'd@igmbing Plants" in
1875, then his book "The Effect of HybridizationdaBelf Fertilization in
the Plant Kingdom" in 1876. Later in 1877 he puidd his book
"Different Forms of Flowers in Plants of a Specikind". In 1880 he
published his book "The ability of movement in giah

Charles Darwin deceased in 1882 and was burigdestminster Abbey.
His book "The Origin of Species" is his most imamittbook. He presented
his evolutionary views on the emergence of livitgngs through the
concept of natural selection, and that the modileiapecies for sustaining
life and existence are the species that will sunamad reproduce during the
struggle for life. While less able organisms wid bnable to survive and
thus will be extinct. Therefore, in order for thesganisms to continue to
exist in later generations, some of these chosganssms have to develop
their mechanisms in such a way that they become wiable to the natural
conditions available. This modification would laggoduce diversity and
differentiation in living species. This differentian will, according to
Darwin, lead to the evolution of new species oinigvorganisms from the
original ones. In this way, these infinite vamais of the different living

organisms that we now see on this planet are farnteds worth



remembering that they are all connected to one cmmdescent that is
perhaps one of the protozoa .

In his theory, Darwin relied on a very limited sef experimental

observations that were only fourteen kinds of ddfe finches that differ in

the form of their beaks, where he based his assampf the separation in
the factions that would be followed by separationthe class and then

separation in phyla which would eventually resaltlifferent speciation.

It is clear that introducing a hypothesis suchhat assumed will certainly
require in our contemporary era many restrictiopgh® scientific bodies
necessitating the submission of observations argral evidence, many
times exceed those very limited ones upon whichmaadopted, before
being approved or accepted. Darwin was arrogarisirejection of the
experienced scholars in the subject and was hastprésenting his

generalized conclusions, some of which appeararattached picture:

“It is a truly wonderful
fact... that all animals
and all plants throughout
all time and space should

be related to
each other...”

Charles Darwin

The Origin of Species by Means of
Natural Selection or The Preservation of
Favored Races in the Struggle for Life
Charles Darwin 1859 p. 170

Such as those inaccurate generalizations that Dale@pt in his book

made a contemporary scientist like Dr. Hauvin s&yait a little Charlie:



you have only noticed fourteen finches then commtuithat the birds and
banana fruit are related to each other”! Yes, lwikhhave concluded that
these birds alone are related to one common orggnd,these are the right
limits of his conclusion.

Darwin was aware of the hybridization carried oytpet breeders in their
farms over thousands of years to obtain hybridet&s with more qualities
for human benefit. Darwin's theory was based ordlig/brids as evidence
of his alleged evolution of new species of animalaring which an
emergence of new characters which were not apphefate occur. In all
these hybridizations, Darwin ignored an importauaitive that should not
pass an eye of such a clever person offering ahypethesis, namely: all
the hybrid creatures that resulted from the hybkation remained within
the boundaries of their species without turning iatnew different ones.
Dogs remained dogs, birds remained birds and tpestyf roses and
different plants remained in the same varietiehout any change in the

species.

Still P | > “. Creation Magazine
dog!

That’s
not .
evolution
only

variation.

The dog,
wolf and
coyote
probably
had a
common
ancestor!




Darwin then, did not know anything about genetied the transmission of
traits by genes because genetics as science cteneha discovered by
Mandel who, though lived in Darwin time but hisestific findings were
not established until 50 years later after thelde&aDarwin. It is therefore
important to emphasize that Darwin's evolutionangerstanding, as well
as of his counterparts, was directly related to dpparent changes that
affect living organisms, i.e. phenotypes rathentganotypes. The alleged
positive changes in genes called (mutations) aed #difect on changes in
living organisms, which leads later over the lorggipds of time to the
differentiation of these organisms and evolutiomedv types and races, are
the claims of the subsequent evolutionists who ewdat Darwinian ideas
and modified them according to their own visionge da the progress made
in science during their life.

In his book Darwin clearly distinguished betweavo tassumptions of
diversification in living things:

} - miraculous diversity (miracle mechanism), which fact, occurs by
separate creation, because the separate creatiacauae the formation of
new organism completely independent of other creatuso it is a
miraculous act.

2- The natural gradual diversity so that the evolubf new living species
takes place within a systematic phenomenon thattiguided by any form
of intelligence and is not incidental and thus esgnts a process of natural
diversity.

As is evident in his book, Darwin totally rejectdde principle of
miraculous diversity through intervention of intgint powers as a cause

of the creation of different species or living tipgn As a result, he denied



that living creatures created separately. He hifrs®ifirmed in his book
when he wrote, that the view that most of the safsobf natural history
have followed including himself until recently, nalp that each species
have been created independently, is only a wromgv.vHe tries hard
through the data in his hands, supported with tees of modern thinkers
having his same evolutionary views, to prove hisnowypothesis, the
gradual, spontaneous diversity of living beings ranall through a single
common origin by unguided undirected natural forcége will find
through the progression of the chapters of thiskbth@at what Darwin
considered unscientific in his earlier phrase whbeescholars of his time
disagreed with him is typically the eye of the xuivhich he overlooked,
and what he established in his hypothesis is maldgations resulting
from hasty immature ideas with a lot of general@aiand denial of truth,
as seen in the example provided by the followingrghwhich represents
what Darwin alleged as the common origin of thefedént types of
creatures, which is in fact nothing but a mereqdaphical assumption.

AR



It is clear, then, that Darwin's hypothesis is antexperimental scientific
hypothesis in the sense that it is not a hypotresssciated with scientific
observation and thus has a proof by empirical meanghe contrary, it is
merely an attempt to explain the complex naturanomena of a scientific
nature with mental analytical matrix. His hypotlsegherefore is an
analytical, mental hypothesis that attempts to @&xpl complex natural
phenomena through a mental view or opinion thane$ subject to
empirical scientific reasoning. It is therefore pib$e to conclude, as many
scholars have asserted, that Darwin's theory ig @mhilosophical vision

and not a scientific hypothesis subject to expenina@d proof.

Article Reference

The Origin of Species (The Origin of Species byuxalt Selection or (the
Preservation of Preferred race during the Fight.ifa)

By Charles Darwin

Translated by Magdy Mahmoud El Meligy

Supreme Council of Culture 2004

National Project for Translation Number 628 Eygebt
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1-Darwinism and Evolution past and present

Ideas and thoughts presented can differ in theadibrlity. They can be
classified according to their degree of credibiiitto the following:

V- Allegations: statements or ideas that are ptesewithout any reliable
evidence to prove or agree with. On the contrdrg, facts (experimental
scientific practices) and the evidence (includirandést narratives) often
contradict or deny these allegations. It is theeefstatements and claims
without support.

Y- Hypotheses: information, words and ideas thatehaot yet been
investigated. They could be true or untrue. Onlg #@mpirical or pure
scientific evidence is the one that confirms oectg these hypotheses.

Y- Facts: the information, speeches and ideas tbaedt narratives or
decisive scientific proofs with repeated scient¥alidity confirm them.
Once proven, they become established facts.

If we to value words, ideas and information, thkegdtions should be
avoided and not based on, because of the instabiliinconsistency of
their truthfulness or validity. Relying on them,karilding on, will certainly
lead to misleading conclusions.

Darwinism: A vision of 19th century ideas and olséions relating to
nature, natural sciences, biology and fossils. (lEeaDarwin) collected
and formulated them as a hypothesis. In summairyiveng things has
originated and evolved out from each other durioggl period of ages
beyond hundreds of millions of years, starting heit origin from the
simplest into the most complex, through the actannatural forces

unguided by any intelligent mechanisms, until weenaecome what we
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are now. Therefore, the theory categorically andllyodenies the existence
of any supernatural power or any intelligent pothat created the universe
or created living things separately. Instead Darimtnoduced a material
interpretation based on chance and necessity atitigd only through that
mechanism the evolution of the universe and iigdj\organisms.

Modern Darwinism (Neo-Darwinism): is an extensioh Darwinian
hypothesis adopted by specialists in the fieldbiology, geology, space,
Cosmology, fossils, etc., In principle, they sugpdtiie evolutionary
foundations on which Darwinian hypothesis is baead like undefined
natural forces but with some modifications, coritd or additions.

One wonders whether the Darwinian and evolutionotiygses are recent
thoughts or have emerged and been known by ancieitizations. The
ancient history did not give us evidence indicatimy clue to the concepts
of evolution of life in accordance with the formeated by Darwin or his
successors. We have not heard or read in anyzatidin that preceded
Darwin's period that living things evolved from om@other naturally
through evolution by natural selection. The worshsp of the idols
appeared in various places in ancient times, imetuthe civilizations of
Mesopotamia and the civilizations of the ancienedks, Romans and
Egyptians. They all believed in their gods thatatee emit, raise and
perish. Separate creation was the predominantimgrtaf the idolaters.
Other nations of earlier civilizations were natui@ices worshipers. They
believed that these forces, such as the sun, tlenntbe stars, the rain,
etc., provided them with energy and life, but ne ataimed to believe that
he evolved from other living beings in a seried thegan with the simpler

beings in their structure, into more complicatedert Hinduism did not
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speak of evolution. Buddhism, too, never once shat emergence of
organisms was evolutionary. The three remainingndiwreligions, in
addition to the celestial religions that have babrogated or are no longer
worshiped, are all clearly see that all major sgeaf living beings have
been created separately and independently of €heln €0 that there is no
evolution among these different species of orgasjsmany way, led to
the development of a new species different fronoldeones. All heavenly
religions decide that all creatures, as major §®eo0r races, have been
created independently of one another. The threeemdabooks are full of
indicators that point to such a fact. Thus, it asgble to say that the
Darwinian and evolutionary hypotheses have nevenhé&ought of or
presented among humans in the past, but have ethasge heresy later in
Darwin era or with few indicators shortly beforemi

Remarks appeared that led to the emergence ofideab, especially in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. During tliase centuries, the
industrial revolution began to emerge, and the mmecthat replaced man
was invented and performed faster and more accehgai than human
beings did. Previously, at a time when man depemshesimple primitive
ways of farming, grazing, fishing or commerce, &edused hand tools on
all his life issues, the nature of social life wedatively stable and
traditional over the previous decades and for s#thousand years. Later,
in only few decades, the industrial revolution la®rturned many old
concepts and created new social foundations anevieslthat have hit all
forms of social life, particularly in Europe, whigklied on agricultural
feudalism, allegiance to the king, and loyalty he Church. At the same
time, the industrial revolution was accompanied amdn preceded by a

\o



scientific revolution with the expansion of the esdific horizons of a
considerable group of enlightened scholars in Eewrdxt that time, the
society was divided into two broad segments: a sefnihat accompanied
and benefited from the industrial and social chartbat were taking place,
namely, the group of capitalists, industrialistaders and workers. Another
segment is the traditional class of kings and th&ah, the couple groups
that try to retain their gains on those long cdesur It was almost
inevitable that a clash would occur between these degments. *1. Not
only did Europeans extend their mod of transforamato the whole world,
but the industrial revolution and its consequencestinued to spread
throughout the world until the end of the twentieémtury.

We mentioned earlier that during the industrialotation science was
flourishing, and with the efficiency of science, mis began to be
enlightened by the concepts of modern experimestaénce based on
observation and experimentation, which benefitesl general public in
varying degrees. Some Churches in Europe, wetdratlitional, adhering
to interpretive convictions, perhaps its scientifiorrectness might be
guestionable, especially with respect to certascdptions of the earth in
terms of its sphericity or centrality to the uniser This was not limited to
the Church but to other heavenly religion intergtiens as well. These
beliefs were rooted due to tradition, ignorance énmdted knowledge
among the general public, including some of theiedeat the time. This
led to a clash between a group of these enlighteretl some of the
traditional clergy, ignited not only by the scidiatiside of the controversy
but by the social side as well which emerged aswagle of gains. Some

of the clergy whom the European community were lidgaat the time,
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disagreed with some of the scientific views contrir the ideas of the
Church, such as those brought by Galileo and Caopesnin which they
defied the extroversion of the earth and its cdibytren the world. They did
not take the subject as a debatable issue, butdsred it directly touching
the church and religion. They thought that suchotsm, if to be heard by
the public, would cause the loss of veneratiorhef€hurch. Through this,
the position of the Church was very strict with goof the enlightened and
scholars. That lead to stigmatization of apostasyning and murdering
those who did not openly violate the teachingsebfion, and did not deny
it. They were perhaps even more religious than sofrthe same clergy
who denied their views. These enlightened peopieglver, disagreed with
the church only according to what they had scieatlfy discovered as
wrong beliefs and interpretations that had nothmglo with the religion
they believed in and adopted. They stood againstrsemade by these
clerics because of their limited cognitive knowledyg the time. In addition
to that, the Church has in its time taken a traddl course and allied with
both kings and feudalists. Since each action haaction, the principles of
the French Revolution, which represented the otside of society,
appeared as presented in the slogan: "We do ndtavking or a religion."
1*. Those who embraced the revolution have regethe ruling social
order in the name of the king, because they wepeiverl of their chance
for better life foreseen in the social constructibiat was taking place
through the action of the industrial revolution atite progress that
accompanied it. At the same time they insteadjettimg and opposing the
wrong ideas espoused by some Individuals affiliatéth the Church by

virtue of cognitive and scientific limitations, wéireligion has nothing to
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do with it, we found that the claim of this groumshbeen directed
arbitrarily to the religion itself and called fdsiexclusion from all aspects
of life 2*. Since then, religion has become for sluping in the temple.
"The Middle Age for the Christian countries wasan of stagnation and
absolute submission to formalism. Science was lyotalbidden" wrote
French author Dr. Maurice Bockay in his book Thel8j the Gospel, the
Qur'an and Science, “ It was not because of theah@hristian revelation
but because of those who claim to be his servd\iter the renaissance,
the natural reaction of the scientists were to mgeefor themselves from
the adversaries of yesterday. That continued upisotime where the one
who now speaks of God in the West in a scientiiicle isolates himself
from the truth. This has had repercussions on @ling individuals who
receive our teachings including Muslims. ". Haes lthe trouble of those
carrying the torch of modern civilization. We caeesthe exclusionary
reaction from the outset. A reaction that is alse tesult of an obvious
action, the exclusion and abuse that initially tqalkce against those
enlightened 2* . This clash has created controversy only among
individuals, but differences have moved to ideddsgi Intellectual
radicalism erupted at that time, which was critimakeligion itself. There
had been severe division and segregation in Europeaety. Progress and
civilization have become, in some respects, meartimg difference with
religion, whereas traditionalism and underdevelomnae the two basis
that guarantee religion. These ideas were latesudated by a prominent
evolutionary biologist, a statesman, one of thenttars of UNESCO,
Julian Huxley, grandson of Sir Thomas Huxley, &rfd of Darwin, at a

colloquium held at the University of Chicago upbe 100th anniversary of
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Darwinism. Julian Huxley spoke and decided thatemalistic naturalism
alone would be an inspiring and a guide to natiarthe coming decades.
Since the loser at that stage was the church anditiy representing the
system of recession, and since history is alwaytenrby the victors, it
was these concepts that came with the new civiizatio prevail, while
religion was to close on itself 3 *. It was not ynthe European
communities who had such movement, but the comdiiider spread to
other civilizations. The industrial revolution bght with it new ideologies,
including Marxism, capitalism and communism. Witke temergence of
these new cultural structures in the form of staesl nations, these
ideologies had to be rooted in the consolidatiomh @stablishment of these
new civilizations.

In this turmoil, during the 19th century, Darwinismnd evolution emerged
as perhaps an intellectual product of a philosagmature of the era. They
were forced as scientific concepts to lead the mprese of science and
precisely, biology in the next two centuries.

The question that arises then, is whether Dasmnand evolution are
philosophical ideologies and beliefs, or that thage science and
experiments, confirmed by the scientific means sutglect to the scientific
rules that are subjected to experimental humanrexpe. Before that we
must confirm that Darwinism and evolution are esten of one belief
pattern, in the sense that Darwinism began to doite the concepts of
evolution and progression in various living orgamss and then with the
advancement of scientific concepts, evolutionarylifncations were made
by evolutionists who believed in Darwin's concegisl adjusted them to

suit and support their beliefs. At the same timensoold Darwinian
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concepts were set aside once proved wrong, whereifimissal was not
only due to explicit scientific considerations or the triumph of science,
but for the protection of evolution as a whole ttye&o when evolution is
expressed as a theory, we mean, Darwinism and thikeaproponents of
evolution developed in this context.

The era of enlightenment and scientific progres€umope began with
social, economic and civilizational changes thatoghthe human social
order. These transformations have produced raderhlideas, shacked all
the former concepts, values and beliefs. Traditi@oacepts and values
still existed to defend their survival. Young natsobegan to emerge, as in
America and other nations like the European onesmrbe older (aged
continent). Between these exaggerated ideas ofal&in and those of
traditional beliefs, the clash erupts among fasadicboth extremes, leftists
and rightists. As is well known, aging nations aseally more traditional
and more inclined to adhere to the concepts theguese. While the nations
with a young spirit, as in America, have been napen and critical. They
study, evaluate and address different conceptsefbehnd ideas, both
traditional and new. The treatment of modern and gencepts by the
United States in recent times has been more sdate$sseems that the
remarkable method of criticism and evaluation, ptaxece of the ideas of
reason, and rejection of false beliefs, has pugkradrica forward, to be
the leading nation among others of the earth,ast)esince a hundred years.
Referring to the American Constitution, it cleastates that America has
never abandoned religion; indeed, the American otisn itself has
been based in its sources, from what they havedelpon, on the Bible

and the Holy Qur'an, as evidenced by the drawingee Congress and the



collections in its library. This bears witness avér to those early founding
fathers of the United States. The reader of thes@omion feels the clear
spirit of faith in the American Constitution (Thes€laration of American
Independence): "When in the Course of human events it becomes
necessary for one people to dissolve the politlwahds which have
connected them with another and to assume amorpthers of the earth,
the separate and equal station to which the Lawsatifire and of Nature's
God entitle them, a decent respect to the opincdmsankind requires that

they should declare the causes which impel theting@eparation.

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that @ahrare created equal, that
they are endowed by their Creator with certain ienable Rights, that
among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit opplaess. — That to

secure these rights, ".

According to the Constitution, people were creaded that they were
endowed by their Creator but not by an act of sposity, chance or
necessity or evolutionary process, that meansttieafirst generation in
America strictly believed in creation and the coeaénd that is what their
state was based on. Additionally, separation afiie@ from the state does
not exclude religion from aspects of life as mapegr to some. People
who established the constitution relied on thah@ple of separation in
order to introduce their views and concepts regartdne modern civil life
they seek to build, which is understandable in @edp with a variety of
races, sects and religions. America seems nowtup one day as a nation
and citizens, their faith or deny religion. Theylyoseparated it from the
aspects of civil life in order to protect the cayrfrom friction because of

AR



the existence of groups of people with many diffiéreeligious and
sectarian backgrounds4*. America among the Chnshations is still
considered one of the most religious nations.

On the cultural side, one cannot but be impregsethe loyalty of many
members of the scientific society in America, reprged by their
educational institutions in exploring, inventingdaproviding the new
scientific information without selfishness, to ttest of the human family.
Although some of this information is not withoup&e here or there. This
IS expected, since no human being can achieveqpierie The critical and
scientific spirit that is found in America’s scigsts is relatively superior to
that of their counterparts in the rest of the wohtdAmerica, scientists are
more flexible, more receptive to criticism, and eVess offensive in cases
of scientifically unproven beliefs. What matterausin this context is that,
being a young nation with sufficient flexibility dna distinct scientific
vision, America has been quite able to absorb tbdamn ideas that came
with the Industrial Revolution and have retained tegacy of faith and
religion, all without giving up faith, as has happd in many other
countries and to varying degrees *3. America wastoially impressed by
prosperity of civilization, while contributed to éhformulation of this
modern civilization. Therefore, in their univers#i which are the clues for
this civilization, they adopted the controversie@attmay sometimes be
contrary to the official point of view. This is elanced by the internal
motivation and the ability of renewal among membafrghis community.
Although America, like other nations of the earthas embraced
Darwinism and Evolution in its universities and edtional curricula as a

hypotheses, it has not accepted them as absoldteramitical facts. The
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spirit of criticism and the love of seeking and piilog the scientific truth
are among the qualities of a renovated societyh&aciety would not
adopt any matter, hypothesis or theory in a formaoteptance and
submission without criticism to ensure of crediyiliThus, in America and
over the last century, the emergence of objectmusscientific criticism of
Darwinism and evolution has far surpassed in itsnlber and its
implications the objections and criticisms obserire@&urope and the rest
of the world. In Tennessee, the state, as earl§19%5, passed a law
“Butler's law” against evolution decreed that teaghevolution in public
schools was illegal *5.

Professor A- Crissy Morrison, a former member @& Executive Council
of the National Research Council of the United &taind a fellow of the
American Museum of Natural History in the mid-lasntury, wrote his
book “Man does not Rise Alone”, in which he strgngpposed Darwinism
and Julian Huxley's evolutionary beliefs in his k@dblan Rise Alone). 4*
Dr. Walter Edward Lammerts, who holds a doctoratenfthe University
of California after suffering from intellectual citint with self, and a
heated discussion with students, presented his gfegwolution: "I have
discovered many facts. For example, genetics didgnee us evidence
proving both assumptions that Darwin establishedlfneory (On origin of
species) upon, he follows, “could mutation be al me@chanism for
evolution? Long study of these mutations in margaaisms, especially
the fruit flies called Drosophila Melanogaster, icades that the vast
majority of mutations are of deadly type, and tlma ndeadly ones, the

accompanying changes have to be of the type thdsl® distortion. " 5*
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Former president of Harvard University, Professands B. Conant says:
"The question of how life originated on this eartha matter that still
remains today so vague as in Darwin’s days. Thdse extract from the
textbooks their convictions do not realize what tjreat scholars have
encountered in their life. False remarks and msfea absolutes, and
formulas for including meanings and principles tlaaé inadequate. "
"Many of those theories about the origin of life @ot scientific theories at
all, but they are theoretical reflections, no onews how to adapt them to
modern experimental tests and observations. Paplon - incidentally -
at this point is subject to confusion. People faildistinguish between a
theory of the origin of life or the origin of grdeior petroleum, which is
merely a theoretical idea, and between anothemryhieom which results
can be tested. " 6*

Professor Rafael-A.Cuello, Professor of Hematol@gd Pathology at
Bridgeport Hospital, said in a lecture defining t&nary system after he
reviewed the tissue structure of the different parid the physiology and
function of the kidney: "Anyone who looks at thisigue organ and its
structure must not doubt that there is a wise aesigvho installed this
device in the greatest way to achieve the optimacttions that this organ
found for”.

Through this critical spirit within society, andrtlugh its acceptance of the
scientific truth and its ability to recognize andstohguish errors, in
America scientific bodies including scientists, feissors and doctors who
are Specialized in chemistry, physics, biology, itieé, law and other
sciences have emerged. They undertook the taskviserand complete a

detailed study of the Darwinian hypothesis and avohary ideas. This
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community of scholars, after studying, assimilatingnalyzing and
evaluating various hypotheses, various interp@tatiideas and arguments
presented by the Darwinians and the proponentsatigon, under which
those evolutionists insist that the whole scieneguires to proceed by
assuming that evolution is the only basis for angrgific explanation, and
it is the natural mechanism that has created Tifeese scientific groups
have been able to reach scientific results th&mhfith those evolutionary
and Darwinian assumptions and emphasize the irfehtiyaof intelligent
design that has a key role in achieving life exisee They then refuted the
allegations and errors they found. These scienbistame confident with
the correct experiments they conducted and puldistned by the scientific
debates they joined at various universities in Aoseras did professors
such as Dr. Charles Thaxton, Dr. Michal Behe, Duaie T. Gish, Judge
Phillip Johnson, Jonathan Wells William Dembski &tdve C. Mayer, and
many others. They have come to the conclusion &wiution and
Darwinism as science and scientific theory aretyawith many gaps and
defects during interpretation of data, and ofterthwmisleading and
inexplicable interpretations of scientific inforn@at on which they relied
on or built in. Sometimes, there is rush by evolists in reporting their
findings without support by the scientific findings the justification
necessary. In addition, these scientists have dsed many distortions
and alterations, carried out by former and latarate scholars who
adopted Darwinian theory and evolution in orderdefend and support
their theory. Criticism of evolution has spreadthbe entire world. The
number of critics of evolution who hold various degs in contemporary

sciences, many of whom are university professoesched tenth of
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thousands. Denton, an Australian doctor and modedaiblogist, is one of
the world's leading critics of Darwinism and evalat accusing the global
scientific authorities of adopting the fallacies@drwin's assumptions and
evolutionary claims, excluding innumerable disate® in his scientific
field of molecular biology that contradict thesaints. 6*

Those evolutionary critics also called for sordenmistrative procedures
at the states level in America to involve teachmtiger hypotheses proved
to be valid by scientific evidence or at the vexgdt to draw attention to the
existence of new implications based on empiricarddic foundations
intersecting with the hypotheses of evolution. Bfirts of this sincere
group of scientists culminated with the succesgédsing of laws in some
states that allowed the teaching of alternativergdic hypotheses and
theories to Darwinism, as was the case in Kansate 8t 1999 when they
were able to obtain an ordered by the Board of BEfioie that limits the
value of evolution as a high rank in the scientstablishment not allowed
to criticize. 7* Subsequently, in 2001, in conjuoot with these
commendable efforts, a request was made by SeBSatdorum to acquire
a constitutional amendment in the Senate calledr |#the Santorum
Amendment, with 91 votes adopting to eight, objegtio the amendment
and a praise by Senator Ted Kennedy. Here is #t@téhe amendment.

"It is the senate’ sense:

proper scientific education, should prepare stuslemsufficiently be able
to distinguish empirical scientific data which dam tested experimentally
from those philosophical or religious claims anelws that are presented in
the name of science. Where teaching the biologmablution, The

curriculum should help the student understand whyogic may be
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controversial and the student should be qualifiedbé able to inform
participants about the public debate on the topic"

In his article titled " Darwinism and Evolutionafyevelopment' Dr.
Ahmed Abu Zaid, opposes to the pioneering rolayg@dl by these
scientists refuting evolution by writing "Attempts prevent introducing
programs in some universities abroad and in Amancparticular, with
(Evolutionary beliefs) is considered by many taalsea kind of retreat from
the march of science and development and progfeseilzation”. *7

If scientific research and extensive studies hawwiged those scientific
conclusions that refute errors made in the namesaxnce, by the
proponents of evolution and continued to settlethm public and private
minds for almost 200 years, and time is due toakthe circumstances and
clarify the facts, are these conclusions then todresidered a kind of recoil
and retreat from the march of science and progaesisdevelopment of
civilization!

One of the most distinguishing features of a reguecscientist is
recognition of his error when he makes mistakes/idteg errors is a
virtue. So why push for the wrong, and the incitetrte stick to it. Let the
science says his final word. Moreover, these omgdiuns did not prevent
teaching evolution in the universities, as Dr. Ataid claims, but called
for the involvement of other hypotheses that provaldd together with the
hypotheses of evolution, not restricting all meahknowledge and science
to evolution. In any case, what makes it wrong tevpnt the teaching of
hypotheses and allegations, regardless of whoewgrded them, if proven
scientifically incorrect? Or should a person pérsislaims not supported

by scientific facts!
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"What is important most is that the debate thatjogng on these days,
contrary to what Dr. Abu Zaid prefers, is not oalyout whether evolution
has actually occurred either in the past or happerise present and will
occur in the future, but about the credibility ofotution as a scientific
concept, whether it has an origin in science, bag no scientific basis, and
that it is just claims and concerns not supporteddentific facts. These
critics are active now in refuting evolution thréutheir scientific bodies
by their valuable research accomplishment and bgriof awareness to
the public and scholars that provides the corre@nsific alternatives to
those hypotheses that Darwin and later, his propsnesuccessors
evolutionists offered . 8*

Through their rigorous scientific research, thesergists have reached the
conclusion that intelligent design captures thetmmportant aspect of the
universe's origin and progress. That supports #dwsfof the heavenly
books. As an example, the flood that struck theheduring the era of
Prophet Noah. It has been confirmed by accuratensfic studies
performed by some of these scientists. Also thatEarth and the solar
system are not old but recent, as evidenced byraleseientific studies
provided by these scientists. All this confirmsttheligion and what was
provided in the heavenly books were not contrarystoeence as the
proponents of evolution claim, and that the probismot with religion,
nor with science, but the problem is in the adoptod certain rigorous
ideas by some extremists, resulting in a ruptue @ clash between the
two parties. The openness in American society atigeronations to

evaluate ideas and revise them, and to acceptighe anes, can help to
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break the ice, bridge the gap and restore the mglationship between

religion and science. This is what we have begueédbin this era.
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2-Paradox with the Theory of evolution
Introduction and objective:
Experimental science and scientific theories aretdid in terms of their
performance on attempts to explain how the univeveeks, including
living things. Theories in order to achieve sai@mtmeans should be
incorporated within the framework of experimentalkesce, and should be
subject for testing. The hypothesis that falls m&sthe framework of
experimental science, and that cannot be testethotade considered a
scientific theory. Accordingly, many of the "assumps" created by
scientists cannot stand equivocal or measure up goalified scientific
hypotheses. Theories which deal with the origin evalution of organisms
and the universe, are historical assumptions amadby far from the
hypotheses of experimental science. None of us $eeh the bear
transformed into a whale, or ape evolving into enan being. In addition:
no one could go to the lab and perform an expetirnoena monkey, and
how it is likely to have evolved into a human beiddne hypothesis of
evolution is a hypothesis of the bygone historyd assumptions that are
associated with historical background cannot besiciemed scientific
hypotheses (1). This is why Prof. Louis Baunerprmkr president of the
Association of Biologists in Strasbourg had to 8&t evolution is "a story
deserves to be read by teenagers. This hypothakisod help at all the
development of science. It is useless”.
The evolution theory is incompatible with the fallmg five scientific
laws:
1- Law of the divine will: the Bible, the Koranhe Torah, and the

heavenly books.
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2- Life Science Biology laws, for life to ariseust come out of life .
3- The first law of (Thermodynamic): matter shatit perish or not arise
out of nowhere.

4- The second law of (Thermodynamic): The cosnystesns with the
progress of time become less systematic in thenabsef any external
influence.
5-The law of causality (Cause & Effect Law): eadsult has a reason
causing its occurrence.
However, in contemporary science the biggest prolde seen by Phillip-
Johnson (2) is that “it protects its favorable ttyeof evolution, through a
basic assumption aimed at the exception of creatbof the picture, and
commitment to this assumption, respectively anchvevery subsequent
action".
So evolution as seen by Professor (Maciej-Giertyd3) "does not
represent the conclusion that has been derived dfmsarvations, but it is a
pattern of thinking, applying the observations whappropriate and
neglecting them when they become inappropriatedegnt”.
However, because of the media momentum and consogtgort and the
continued focus on always pushing evolution corséptthe front to be
representing (the pure scientific fact), this hasnmpted the public to
believe it. Walter J. Bock expresses this fact wihesays (4) "The Genetic
Engineering low has become deeply rooted beliebiology, so that it
became impossible to be removed in spite of theyneasplanations that
have been submitted refuting this mistaken belefhinge numbers of

contemporary scholars. "
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Thus, within the global system, and through ddtiegy how researchers
understand the concept of science, W. Smith (5)ebet " A sharp
difference has often been overlooked, between tmeapt of scientific
truth, and the concept of obsession or scientigieeb .... This explains the
fact that many of the key beliefs, which have blegitimized in the name
of science, are not actually scientific facts, aar@ merely scientific
concerns, and do not have any evidence to indarateuthenticity on face
of truth”.

These matters of concern provided by evolutionistsised serious results
reflected by Professor William B. Provine: (6) "liee summarize for you
my point of view on what our modern evolutionarglbgy says loudly and
clearly ... that there is no God, no purpose, neanent exists toward any
goal. there is no life after death. when | diej eonvinced beyond any
doubt that | shall stay dead forever. This is thd ér me. There is no
concept or meaning of morality, or meaning of liBnd humans are
without any will”.

One may wonder, why is this exaggerated insistemcehat amount of
errors in the name of science? lan T. Taylor answ@) " One may ask,
why insistence on such unscientific illusions ramsantact in spite of the
many clarifications projected to the scientific goonity, and why it is
kept in public awareness for half a century in s@ages? The reasons for
this in it is roots seem not because they areongdr scientific facts but in
fact, due to those philosophical beliefs, and @agoerspectives dedicated
that have not been substantiated or proved".

On the other hand, it is well known that the “Probty” is an important

topic in statistics because many theories in stedisre based on it. The

Yy



concept of statistical probability is a default cept means: the expectation
of a certain event with an estimate for the po$gibof its occurrence
according to a percentage due to repeating attemvpiten the same
conditions and through a decisive number of iterei (8) The probability
is the study of randomized testing. The probabditan incident is defined
as the relative frequency of the incident when nienber of views is
infinite. It is the end of the relative frequencyhen observations seeks
infinity 1*. It is also known as the possibility ah measures uncertainty,
representing a numerical value between zero and rigig to the
expectations of a particular event occurs, whereo zmeans the
impossibility of the event occurs and the one th&oéuteness of the events.
The probability account is associated with whaknswn in statistics as
randomized trials ((Random Experiments & randomalmdes ). It is also
defined as the ratio of the occurrence of a spetdvent if the randomized
experiment was performed for a large number of gire*. It is in this
framework, a conceptual term anticipatory and ichtm invented by
humans and could be accurate and may has a rekevhntaccuracy.

The concept randomness or chance encounteredartieutar event means
that an event has occurred by the action of uneidetorces without the
existence of influential factors or planned inggdince with a discretionary
ability to control such event. Chance requireshe ¢vent must not be
predictable, and b) must not be subject to anyntraa or law. Anyone
who has sponsored a job in a casino, or playedscamdflipped a coin
knows the meaning of chance. With the use of sidiscalculations we
can predict the probability of a specific event wecence, although we

cannot know for sure when or where it will occuandomness had been

Y



defined mathematically as equal chances of valwEsircence for the
variables or the test. As an example of that: thglieation includes the
random use of statistical methods for patientsriistion within the
therapeutic classes as the primary key in the desfigny experiment. The
main objective of randomization as it should betoigproduce no record
bias during the patients distribution in the sampletween the two
categories the control and the therapeutics. Thraigtistical analysis of
data, the randomness aims to emphasize on estaglishhomogeneity
between both groups, to be equivalent before the of treatment. This
will improve the credibility of the results obtachafter the treatment, and
it gives a better efficiency for the results ofe ttherapeutic method. The
basic concept of the scheme is that randomness allitiw more
appropriateness in terms of homogeneity of theidigion of each patient,
to each class, either control or experimental aategirhe way in which
this random distribution is applied varies accogdito the experiment
design,. In any case, in simple forms of studiesydom selection is
simulated, by flipping a coin for each patient dentify the category. One
other way used to get a random sample, is by grquaertain number for
each individual included in the experiment and tkeawing by chance,
some numbers or figures, which will represent tminer of respondents.
The numbers must be selected by lottery, provideat they are fully
mixed. Generally in most cases, these methods ade oy using a list of
random numbers obtained through the computer (9).

Mutation (according to the evolution definition) & random change
mechanism occurring in the gene location, on thanstof the nucleic acid

sequence at the nucleotide level which leads toaage or an adjustment
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in the arrangement. A mutation in 9999/10,000 cas@sharm one and in
1/10,000 beneficial (10) leads to positive changéha level of the gene
(Genotype) reflected a positive change on the hwggical model
(Phenotype).
Three concepts probability, randomness and mutatom idiomatic
concepts lacking clarity and marred by significalgficiencies in the
provision of precise definition and lack of cledemonstration and
expression.
This manuscript aims to reveal some of the circamsts of these concepts
and their application in the theory of evolutionighhhave become as a
result of the frequent use, a pillar of the cursrientific research, in spite
of the existence of many scientific indicatorstthl@monstrate doubts
about their eligibility to be scientifically accejt concepts. Provided is a
try to find answers to the following questions:

*Is it correct to infer the probability laws throludlipping a coin or

rolling a dice or playing cards.

** s it correct to link the concept of probabilitto chance or

randomness.

*** Isn't the random selection condition for samplan any

scientific experiment a biased prerequisite affertine concept of

neutrality concluding pre-oriented results.

**** -Are the laws of probability or the laws of Freqagnhe valid
laws?

working methods and results:

* inferring probabilitylaw through the use of a piece of coins or dice or

playing cards:
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As presented irbiometricscurriculum, thgrobabilityof a coin falling

on one side is 1/2 or 50% in the sense that whepirfg the coin, it will

fall on its face in 50% of cases and in 50% ofdtieer cases it will fall on
its other face when repeating the experimenintamte number of

times, under the terms of absolute neutrality {m@ntion! chance!
randomness!).

Through a scientific perspective to tipegbability) we offer the following
notes:

1- In the experiment of the coin mentioned, therexr result for the
probability on which side will show each time theeriment is carried out
is either 100% or 0%. 100% occurs when expectatroatches the true
result while 0% is considered when the result bddke expectation. On
this basis, the probability of the supposed 50%dividual or low number
of cases is not likely valid and in fact, it letfarthest in ratio from truth.
Being the farthest on the scale, It does not heggiption at all.

2- Suppose that the coin came in the first try tsnone side, it should
according to the probability principles come in #segond time on the other
side rather to be close to the expectation. Thas amt in practice happen
enough to be logically considered a valid inferenSence it cannot
systematically happen. We cannot under any circamests, predict in any
coin experiment, what would be the true resulthef next flip. There is no
way to definitively predict at each time, the trfiadls even in a thousand
time, that the coin will be laid on the oppositdesior whether it will fall
on the same face over and over again. On this,dhgigatio of 50% as a

hypothetical probability has not benefited predictianything, not to
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mention that the allocation of generalities willade to the wrong
conclusion.

3- From the scientific point of view, any experiheén order to be
scientifically accepted should match specific ctinds. Dr. Gish says, it is
stated (1) "Any hypothesis stands outside the freonie of experimental
science, and is not possible to be tested is ceresidnone scientific. The
assumptions relating to unique events, non-repilbtRjovhich are beyond
the possibility of demonstrable application canro® considered as
scientific hypothesis”.

Let us now test the coin experiment of being a#tiale: the assumption of
an infinite number of trials to achieve the readizorobability, so that the
coin is in the 50% of the times lays on the finstes and in 50% of the
times lays on the second side, is an unattainagdanaption . We cannot
continue to conduct the experiment to infinity. Assng the infinity in the
experiment is an invalid assumption.

In a scientific condition for the experiment, itosid be repeatable. In this
case, the experiment cannot be replicated. And #aghyou conduct the
experiment whether in limited number of cases, alimited, the
recurrence will not give us the same results adelyralt is also
irreproducible, because it is not based on the robable rules, but
essentially is under the definition of not to bedenthe control of human
will, and that means that the experiment gives alpearable doubt of its
authenticity, and the conclusions that would resuduld be inaccurate
with high uncertainty .

4- The purpose of this experiment is to customike etxperimental

situation in our hand with a number of non-spec#id large sample, for
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special cases, within a specified limited numbestatistical sample. The
allocation of the case, would likely produce a hmggrcentage of distrust
and suspicion, when you apply this case on speuatitions. As for
example, calculating the results when only flippthg coin twice in each
case, we find that the results vary enormously betwthe likely default,
which is 50%, and the experimental that give ug@eat results in the
same face. The big problem that we face here, as tiee generalized
criteria usually applied when deducing it on acsplelimited sample
number may cause a big doubt.

5- Since this experiment is not measurable, andatame reproducible in
practice, so to give us the same results every, tirte@an be evaluated as
skeptic and its validity is uncertain.

6- Going back to the concept of probability: Whsitthhe researcher goal
through the use of probability in any event or phgnomenon supposed to
be? The answer is the future prediction to the@mute of the phenomenon
or event and reading the prediction through mathiealavalue between
zero and one, or a percentage between zero penedritO0 percent. So the
probability is a prediction and an exploration for event in the future
through relative mathematical value. Is it a truatter then, for such
random experiments represented with a coin or a digen rolling it, or
playing cards, or even alleged random numbers @extiin the computer
or the lottery, to give a standard format guarashteed constant both
during the performance of those tests with limieenber of repetitions or
an unlimited number of attempts? Would such methoglsreliable for
scientific studies, such as biological events? fEimelom approach through

the alleged tools (like dice and coin) trying tg@bgtheir rules on scientific
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experiments such as (biological events) is the wrong approach. In such type
of experiments (coin and dice), the lack of control directly by human, will
conclude uncontrolled experiment. Thus, the results even when the number
of attempts approaches infinity, will remain skeptic speculative predictive
ones. Is it then correct to apply such laws deduced from such skeptic
events on natural biological ones such as for example, the expectation of
the fetus sex or the expected forms or types of peas when hybridized? Or
rather resorting to extrapolate what will end up as a result of the biological
events in such experiments, and then the development of a law in
accordance with the relative frequency of the scientific phenomenon??? All
the biological events with no exception have never been proven to be
random, and therefore, should not be classified as random phenomenon. So
it is wrong to use the laws that are attributed to undirected natural forces or
random derivative such as laws of the dice and flipping the coin to apply on

such phenomena.

-« Is it correct to link the term probability with chance or undirected natural
forces?
The principle of probability, which is an idiomatic definition has been
linked with a concept that has no scientific basis, supported or confirmed,
which is linking the probability to laws related to undirected natural forces,
(chance and randomness). This has been invoked in a Subjective manner to
trials of the coin, dice and playing cards.
Returning to flipping the coin, it has been assumed in the principles of the
experiment that it must be subject to chance alone during its performance.

Pure chance in definition is opposite of conscious decision, which comes



from a conscious determination. Randomness acaprttinthe concept
defined should not be subjected to the will of amsrit at all. It is subject
to the outcome of what alleged as undirected nhttoeces. The
mathematical definition of randomness is: equalndes of occurrence of
the values of variable or the experiment. The gy that equal
opportunities happening with the above cases i9g%iple no matter how
one tries to set the terms and conditions of thEeement. That is simply
because of the absence of an accurate measuratilEmsyic standard
factors that could control the performance of tkpesiment. Since the
probability was based essentially on undirecteddsy like flipping the
dice and coin, or playing cards, it means that oamiess and the alleged
coincidence was desired to be the bases of pralfyaliét us now look at
the extent of the credibility of such an assumption

When you flip a coin it is subject to several farcencluding the
momentum launched by the flipping person, the gyaagsociated with the
weight of the coin, resistance to friction with,add to this other specific
forces that can be measured. If all influencingdex were counted and
measured, it is certain that we will know precisetywhich face the coin
will fall every time you flip it. On this basis, ¢tfall of a coin or dice is not
random, and did not happen through pure chancegdoutrred by virtue of
specific laws.

From this we conclude that the application of tdematic probability
laws, by deriving them from pure coincidences aaddomness is an
unwarranted and dubious application. The coin oe diid not fall into its
site by coincidence, but rather, as we explainedvap according to

standard laws of factors. In case of the playingl€dahe selection of any
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card is also subject to the human factor, who liscsag the card despite
the lack of choice but with the existence of wijness. That rejects any
thing random, whether according to the figuratieéidtion of randomness
which totally eliminates the human willingness thas not been precluded
here, or through its mathematical definition whehphasizes the equality
of chances of occurrence, that is broken here atntbment of making
decision. The essence of determination whether comns or none is
present and will continue to be present even wheimgu artificial
intelligence such as the computer. Therefore th® tehenomena
randomness or pure chances in fact have no rea Iséisis. Everything in
the universe is subject to specific laws. Ignoraoiceuch laws would not
cancel their existence, and does not make randa@maesalternative.
Assuming random selection for any scientific tisaha prior biased choice
and will prompt certainly to skewed unsound resuR&ndomness in
conclusion is an idiomatic concept, and incorpogatt in science may be
required to be reconsidered.

-« Wouldn't random selection of samples be a preséqithat undermines
the concept of neutrality in a scientific experimn@md leads to a pre-
oriented results: For example, neutrality desired/hich the accuracy and
credibility of the underlying scientific experimemely upon, requires
between the two groups of individuals in the stddiample similarity and
symmetry in selection and distribution as much assiple to be
implemented in both different categories. The g&lacof the sample
through randomness would not grant such neutnadduirement as defined
above, because randomness would not lead to sipilgrecisian or

symmetry between the quality of individuals wherstabuted in the
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various studied classes. That is because randomvi#sshe undirected
natural forces is subject to a lack of choice atestin its definition, which
will lead only to uncontrolled distribution but Wiiever provide symmetry,
similarity or preciseness among individuals. Thatyocan be achieved
through conscious determination. This again remtssa preconditioned
premise through the (alleged chance and randomhésading to pre-
control of the course of the scientific experimenhus, the concluded
results from this experiment will be programmea@dvance which violates
the assets of scientific research in two ways:

On one hand, there is a clear disturbance in dgfiratndom concept, and
incorporating it into statistics with no justifieah. On the other hand, the
scientific experiment shall not be subject to pretboned rules
influencing the results orientation. For examplewidid statisticians arrive
on those numbers provided by the computer as beamgilom ones
according to their claim, selected from the resthef other numbers? How
would statistical books prove the claim that thosembers represent
randomness? Would random selection according taqare definition be a
choice that will bring neutrality required for asgientific experiment? It is
obvious that neutrality and chance both of whick apposite if not
mutually exclusive.

«ee« Are the laws of probability or laws of (Frequenty® correct laws?

The probability laws are not entirely self-innavat experimental laws,
but rather on what shows, were derived from theslafv(Frequency) that
are repeatable and applicable for investigatioregrgentally.

For example, referring to the coin: the repeatguearance of each face of

the coin without flipping it, is one of two wherlet coin contains two
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sides. In the case of the dice, the repeated agpeapf one of the numbers
IS one out of six, which are the six numbers agpgan the dice faces.
Accordingly, the repetition of a certain numbetrelik and 1 in two pieces
of dice is 1/6 * 1/6 = 1/36, one of thirty-six, igh is the total number of
the possible distribution of all different numbexspearing in both dice
together. These values are measurable repeatabtévfalues at any time
of the experiment without the need for flipping tteen or rolling the dice.
It is possible to conduct the experiment and olesetlve different
distributions of the numbers each time the expeantne carried out. They
are stable and reproducible. A value of 1/36 reprssa repeating figure
1&1 displayed on two plots of dice among the 36uealthat represent all
possible distributions of the numbers. But thispgatable)value 1/36 does
not mean or represent in any way the probabildy the emergence of the
two figures 1&1 while rolling the two pieces of dicWhen rolling a dice,
the appearance of any of the six numbers is navalgnt to 1/6. In other
words out of every six rolls, the appearance @& #ssumed selected
number will not necessarily show once. We cannecslate or predict
when the figure needed shows up. The emergendevafdigits after
rolling two pieces of dice, certainly will not bé36 (once every 36 trial).
Add to that the experiment this way will never bpeatable. The numbers
will be different each time the dice is rolled. @rese basis, this law is
accurately achieved with frequency, which is thstribution of the
different possible numbers, but not in the probgbilduring the dice
rolling. Laws of frequency have been pulled andiasd as the probability
laws. The probability laws also were consideredl#ves that explain the

chance, randomness or coincidence and represergnteegence of any
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number spontaneously when rolling the dice. While frequency is
measurable, probability is not. Accordingly, accuracy of the probability
results are considered questionable.
On this basis and through the above, when Mandel did his world-famous
peas genetic experiments, he was measuring in the new generation through
his inductive observation the frequency appearance of specific
morphological traits, not the probability of their appearance. This appearance
is subject to the laws of frequency (which is a tangible reality
to note) and not based on probability (that is just a mere speculation and
prediction).
As an elaboration example: in biological experiments, half the sperms in
human males having Y male chromosome while the other half carries the
female X chromosome, while in females, X chromosome is the only
existing one. When mating, based on the probability low of prediction, the
offspring appearance in each family should be close to 50% of its members
females and 50% males. On the contrary, practically, we see a countless
mix of male to female ratios in different families, so that the proportion in
each family is different than the other. The lack of symmetry in the ratio is
evidence that the mating is subject to laws different than randomness. It is a
(selective reductionism) involving an intelligent design, which is in most
cases non-human and therefore will decide the sex ratio (where this is a
concrete reality). Perhaps observation trials in this area may provide strong
evidence of the existence of an intelligent information system that
predetermines the sex of the baby and thus provide another proof for the
intelligent design existence supporting Dr. William Dembski and Steven C.

Meyers efforts on revealing the information carried by the DNA as strong
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evidence for the existence of intelligent desighéhat has been addressed
in the previous example applies to all genetiadra the world of living
organisms. The probability based on randomnesbkamce represented by
rolling the dice and flipping coin, will not have tlecide the proportion of
one sex to the other. If probability was utilizéat the count of this
assessment, the outcome will be without doubt wrdxarordingly, the
extrapolation of the repeatable (frequent) appearaof particular
incidents as they appear in nature and not ( teeigiive probability) is the
most desirable and most worthy to be used foreqosnt statistical study
of future default expectations in the world of oigy.
The turmoil in developing a concept of clear defom for probability
constitutes a tackling scientific complain for $kascientists who deal with
artificial intelligence such as computers and uasiaccomputer science
dilemma, especially when indoctrinating computerthogics related to
probabilities. Frequent authors have rejected fitibas illustrating the
inadequacy of their meanings for a variety of reasancluding: the
definition of probability as the ratio of iterativ@ather than being sure
estimation, an interpretation that severely resrits application. In
addition, there is a problem in distinguishing bedw the meaning of the
relative probability and the probability with comfiation, adding to that the
distinguishing between probability as a concept d@hd absence of
certainty, and also the interaction between théclag a concept and the
probability as a sense (11).

Provided is an applicable example of the confusiothe application of
the law of probability and its problematic linkatgethe concepts of pure

chance:
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In view of the (evolution) based on (randomness) grobability) laws
and on the (survival of the fittest) and (natwsalection) it was assumed
that chimpanzee as an ape is the living animal rotostely related to
human. Extinct fossil creatures (the transitiomaihfs from primate) come
between the ape and human, in a higher degreesihidnarchy of default
sequential of evolutionary descendants to man.npi@ objects:
(Pliopithecus, Proconsul (12) Dryopithecus (13)egpite the fact that all
of these objects mentioned here have been rectabas scientifically true
extinct primates).

At the molecular genetic level of study, and thiodige probability laws, it
has been assumed that in biology, out of every ttwusand (false
mutation), there is a potential of emergence ofstéirettive gene (good)
positive one, according to the evolutionary claif)(

Let's do this simple mathematical calculation adowy to the probability
law to find out the changes taking place in orderthe chimpanzees to
transform to current human as proposed by the slanh evolution.
Suppose, for example, that the number of human ggandumans are
24,000 human genes mounted on 46 chromosomes sugpose that 200
of these genes have evolved by means of naturaictget through
mutations, according to the laws of the probabfligm chimpanzee genes
carried on his forty eight chromosomes.

The 200 human allegedly evolved genes must be mited than the
corresponding monkey genes (according to the rolesvolution).
Accordingly, these genes have emerged succesdiyelye mechanism of
(natural selection) between the monkey and humaso(ding to the theory

of evolution).
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According to the probability, each good mutation appear, there are
10,000 wrong ones. And for the emergence of a moutgtrrespective of
its kind) in species like chimpanzee monkeys wighatively limited
reproduction, we need at least 1000 monkeys. Theans that for the
emergence of a single good mutation, we need: 1A@)000 = 10 million
monkey according to the probability laws of evadati Suppose now that
we want two separate positive mutations at the same. It means,
according to the rules of probability, we need 1didion * 1/10 = 1 / one
hundred trillion proliferations of breed monkeys & separate positive
mutations simultaneously. Apparently, this is natsgible in a single
generation. Therefore we go back to the first agdiom of the emergence
of a single positive mutation in each generationgisense, we need one
complete generation of chimpanzees to get a gaaqul ile the direction of
evolution towards humans).

We assume here that all the positive mutationsdppear are the ones to
be transformed into human and not into any othemfor models of other
alleged living kind (which means that in this expent we have in this
case lost the chance property from the start), Usscdhe appearance of
positive non-human mutations will lead (accordiny the evolution
allegations) to endless number of forms of othemndj objects, while
human as alleged by evolutionists, is the only kmaweature that has
evolved from chimpanzees. This means that thesations are apparently
(smart and with a specific direction "reductionidmThe next good
mutation will appear in the next generation, andosountil that total
number of mutations completed in the 200 generatiere we get the fully

developed human according to evolution. In theosdeyeneration one
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may wonder about the number of possible variatimgearing with the
positive mutations in the human-monkey object. Adcw to the law of
(Frequency) we have to have 199 pair of possildést among the
different possible mutations emerging from two atwains in the second
breading generation of those monkeys. By the sakent the frequency in
third generation in accordance with the evolutisril®9 * 198 = 39402
different distinct types of human apes carryingeéhmutational positive
genes towards human race. In fourth generation,vdration will be
199*198*197 = almost 8 million. Since these nunsbere rising
logarithmically, I'll stop at this number and I'maigg to provide more basic
assumption:

Let's assume that genes that will develop mutataaher than 200 gene
have been shortened to ten genes, less than aequadrithe human
chromosomes count. In other words, if mutationtiig monkey it has to
transform full four chromosomes with their gend® inew mutational ones
I Let the supposed genes be the following: lecéion and height 2.
length gene 3. skull size gene 4. the brain builgkeipe 5. nose morphology
gene 6. hair type gene 7. regulatory of the eyeshen face gene 8.
regulatory of the joints in hands gene 9 - teettheamouth gene 10. nails
morphology gene. Let's count the frequency ofdifilerent variations of
classes from human to monkeys that we will gethinfirst generation we
begin with one monkey. In the second generatioretiaee nine different
kinds of monkeys that carry two different mutationsin the third
generation we have 9 * 8 = 72 differentiated hupamates. Same way is
in the fourth generation 9 * 8 * 7 = 500 speciey] #&e fifth generation =
3000 species and so on to the tenth generationhiohwthe number of
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different species of separate human primates imseof genetic and
morphological traits, that should appear, will beast three million five
hundred thousand new species of advanced humaratgemCertainly,
these human primates are close to human, and hyevof natural
selection, and the fact that their genes are tsg baust be the fittest and
the better able to survive than originally the menkhimpanzee. So the
probability associated with mere coincidence intisghat there is a need
for an emergence of three million and five hundiieousand new species
of new transitional human primates eligible to sy if and only if,
humans poses ten different genes mutated from emege genes. Not to
mention much more than 200 different genes exisbedother words,
according to the frequency laws, the number of iptswerities of traits
among the 200 genes that generate various creatansformation will be
200 * 199 * 198 * ....... * = and this number iékly exceeds (10 to
power 300) different species of those virtual tramisal creatures that
should appear as intermediates between humans hend¢himpanzees.
Imagine that if we counted from each class of tiensitional intra-
organisms one skull, the volume for the skulls gegl in space will reach
more than 10 to the power 10 light-years away hisTmeans that millions
of our planet size will not be sufficient enoughftlb in the supposed
transition forms of the intermediate classes if w®k from each
intermediate species only one skull.

This example certainly applies to all creatures Barth, not just
chimpanzees and humans. In the alleged fossilslaveot see but very

remote number of those skulls which only offeredelglutionists. Where



did the rest of the alleged skulls that should pgan size millions of our
earth planet disappear if evolution and probabdrty true?

It can be concluded from the above example thatidtws of probability
have failed twice, once in the interpretation oé ttimergence of living
organisms, according to evolutionary perspectived d@awice in the
introduction of randomness and chance conceptshéoprobability in
scientific statistics.

Discussion:

If the monkey chimpanzee with lower classificatinraccordance with the
of evolutionary theory has confirmed its abilitysorvive and reproduce up
to this time, it is a fortiori that these human-apgbrid strains are
genetically more efficient than the chimpanzeesurvive. Therefore, it is
assumed to be found living somewhere in the eanthniay not yet be
detected!

Based on the stated, we conclude, according tbypethesis of evolution
and its laws and in accordance with the probabikiys and the pure
coincidences that if just ten genes from chimpsliigently transformed
and directed to human genes, not to any other gobehon-human genes,
it is presumed to see different types of trans#ldmuman-apes living and
multiplying on this earth not less in number thareé million different
subspecies. This is from chimpanzees to humang leew about the case
with the rest of other creatures exist? The spandltemporal space of the
globe would not allow an acceptance or even extgteh such hypothetical
assumptions unlike their real presence. Mr. (ERiche(14) had expressed
this point of view, saying: "The loss of continuitythe fossils succession

was of concern to Darwin. He was sure of the pdggibof their
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appearance in the end. They are still missing, iasdems that they will
remain always so." What raises the question igatiethat the evolutionists
always return to fossils or to generations of hasa elephant to claim that
these virtual strains are true evidence of evotutiwhat people want to see
rather, is those endless forms of living transcegdtreatures between
species, not only few pieces of skulls and teeth lzone fragments taken
from far apart places (15), they build upon in mastses untrue
assumptions, and the subsequent days often welatdathe falsity of many
of which (as did Hegel in some of his embryo draysinwhich he himself
acknowledged falseness), or be rejected later dheiscase with many
alleged human ape fossils that overturned lateter ahaving been
considered as evidence for evolution (12.13). Beae here in its scientific
reality is dealing evidence with observation ange¥knent, not just
exploring the transitional succession to be fouectlor there in fossils and
taken as proof of evolution. Even still, if theyufad large diversity of such
fossils, there remains from evolutionary perspe&gtian astronomical
number exceeding trillions of morphological vamats of living species
that must coact among intermediate creatures iardaod the transition to

occur from one kind to another.

This was expressed by Mr. Stephen Jay Gould of &tdriniversity, a
well-known speaker of evolution (16) "The enormosdsarcity of

transitional forms in the fossil records lies amgstery of paleontology.
The evolution trees that adorn the reference bdwak® covered in their

data only peaks and the ends of the branchesg#tasrnothing but mere
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conclusions .... not evidence of fossils. " His emwith no doubt reveal
that evolution is just assumptions and illusiore, nealities.
It has been proved beyond any reasonable doubaféerdthe man probing
every inch of the globe honoring to its sea andpaice, the non-existence
of even one living or nonliving kind (except for aththe evolutionists
claim) of these transitional forms of human prinsater any other
transitional species among other living kinds. &ctf all we found was
chimpanzees, humans, fishes, reptiles, birds aratiaty of vertebrates....
The hypotheses of evolution assures the inevitgloti the existence of
these transitional creatures living multiplying aase they are the most
complicated and most valid creatures for survivatcording to the
principle of natural selection compared to thosatures that fall below in
the hierarchy of the alleged evolution. Not onlatthbut the theory of
evolution, and based intransigently on the prolitgddws and chance and
by adopting them as the basis indispensable inralaselection and
evolution, is bound by the rules of the probabifity the existence of an
infinite vivid non extinct forms of transitional eatures fall among the
known traditional living creatures at this moment.

The real absence of such transitional creaturesgliwow could be

justified by one of two reasons:
1- Either these creatures have existed on the curfd the earth and
became extinct.
2- These presumed creatures had never been prasamy day with the
exception of their existence as mere illusions\migionists.
In the first case, the extinction of these orgasismith exceptionally the

survival of the lower class ones, including thesteaith chance for
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survival, suggests that there is some planned,tamechanism selectively
has chosen by conscious mode for these organismssirtave, and the
others despite their fitness and their degree ohpdexity, to become
extinct. In this case, this intelligent power, &cf, is eclectic controlling
who survives and who extincts by means of what mop@se as (selective
reductionism). Still if this assumption is true,aiso requires the need to
discover these endless number of objects in timsitranal fossils. This has
not been evidenced by any fossil, although extensxplorations in this
area was done. We may then drop this assumptiorGiBin brings to us his
opinion on this subject (17), "There are rocks tecat around the world
and sediments have been known as the Cambrian esediEvolutionists
believe these sediments have begun depositing SB@enillion years for
the duration of five to ten million years. Thesesdits consist of non-
vertebrate complex livings, such as shellfish, Bn#ilobites, jellyfish, sea
sponges, sea lilies, and so forth. Millions of thdgssils are found in
Cambrian period . There is to the bottom of Canmbfeyer rocks called
the Precambrian. Evolutionists believe that theoéiarecambrian has been
deposited during several hundreds of millions oérgeleading to the
Cambrian era. If evolution is a fact, the Precaarbrocks must contain in
them billions of the transitional forms of fosdilstween what are assumed
to be the ancestors cells or unicellular structuaesl between these
complex invertebrates. We should be able to traeke transitional forms
linking these invertebrates with the default anmesstThis must be true if
evolution is true. However, it seems that every ohéese invertebrates
has been fully formulated without any trace fosdithese ancestors and

without any trace of those transitional forms Imiithese invertebrates
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with their alleged ancestors. This fact is recogdiwidely in the literature
of evolution which is sufficient alone to undermimolution. It is
impossible for hundreds of millions of years of enimn to occur in which
mononuclear cells transform into complex invert&dsawithout leaving
any trace of evidence. Being objective, billionsrdérmediate fossils must
be there". He continues in another location," evewgjor type of fish
appears in the fossil record with complete accoshptient without any
trace of the ancestors, and there is no patterangftransitional form at all,
linking these diverse forms of fish with their titaghal ancestors.”.

Dr. Gish continues, "This is a paradox in itselfaused the Swedish
evolutionary biologist Soren Lovtrup, (18) to rdje®arwinism,
considering it as" the greatest deception in hystdiscience."”

What remains for us is the second assumption, wikithe virtual absence
of any of such intermediate living organisms. Tinigigs us back logically
and scientifically to the conclusion that all ligirorganism species are
virtually formed complete and separate, each ofctvluonstitutes a unit
completely independent of each other. Man certdnaly resulted from a
couple of male and female, and the monkey has gtfrom a couple of
monkeys male and female, as well as the birds dhdr animals and
organisms etc. .... This is what has been signifigdserious studies on
fossils and living organisms, as no transitionainfoappears to exist
between any of the living or fossil species conéiror indicates such
transitional evolution, it is a complete separatidrhat Stephen J. Gould,
comments: "The evolution trees that adorn the esiee books have
covered in their data only peaks and the end obthaches, while the rest

IS nothing but mere conclusions,"” is a conclusivadence of an
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evolutionary figure declaring the virtual absen€swuxrh default transitional
organisms indicating the complete separation betwdferent types of
species.

If these species as we have declared have arisén igdependently of
each other, the obvious question that follows s dad these species come
to life? Is it through the indigenous capabilitydanecessity or through
dominant power with great intelligence capable ekigning with full
determination each living species independentlihefothers? Will leave
the answer of this question to every human beirdgtade for himself.
Going back to the molecular structure at the gémed, evolutionists often
pointed to these unique similarities in geneticcres of certain genes
among the closer species in the evolutionary coldike the similarity in
case of the B-globin structure in hemoglobin betwages and humans as a
clue for evolution, relying on this similarity irhé sequence of nucleic
acids (DNA sequence) as evidence for that evolufitirey meant that this
gene, according to the sequence of nucleic acidsban transformed to
the next species, with other mutations in otheafions, which later led to
the evolution of new species and genera from etdwotr.o(19-20).

What we in fact note, regarding the significanceswth similarities in the
genes is only one thing, which is that these géiaes been formulated to
be similar or identical in those different spediesause of the convergence
of functionality among the organs of these speaiBgh require the need
for genes that produce phenotypes with closer pedoce. For example,
the percentage of similarity in B-globin genes amadime furthermost of
mammals in evolutionary era beyond all humans coeth#&o humans is

about 75%, while in chimpanzee genes this proeit0i0% identical with
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that of human globin, and many of the remainingegemay be almost like
that. But still after all, chimpanzee and despie beta-globin gene match,
remains chimpanzee where the morphological strastand the genetic
composition have been completed entirely diffefesrh human as species.
That does not differ at all from the mouse whereBhglobin gene is 75%
similar to human. Both have completely separatayewith regard to race
and to performance and physiology, lifestyle anfawer from human.
They are mutually independent as a kind in charstieally clear
unambiguous manner. If the separation in the crestis the final status
between different species as shown, this thus wosfiother than what
evolutionists believe and claim, that the existeotsimilar genes cannot
be used as evidence of the evolution of living argas from same
ancestor. It is a proof that those separate spbees been designed with
separate plans but meeting few spare parts at.tifiles means that genetic
map is thoroughly planed by one designer for akséhcreatures to make
them various species. If what was claimed by evahigts is true, there
must have been a need for the existence of forrsnational, behavioral,
and psychological integration in performance amtggvarious creatures,
according to the proportion of the genes similafigr example, what we
recognize from the care shown by the lions famidgazrning the Panthers
puppies that are their siblings according to thelwionist claim, may not
exceed under any circumstances, the diligence qmeed by monkeys for
young rats that are their distant evolutionary amisSo why, one has to
accept, according to evolutionists model, the eree that through these
matches or similarities these genes had transfoongdnped from certain

living organism to another instead of inferringttitas a design completed
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by the same designer? The evidence that is usedenmonstrate one
hypothesis and at the same time its opposite, ¢dbeased as evidence in
favor of one team against the other. Thus, theutnolist to prove the
validity of their assumption have to come with cleat evidence showing
or confirming the transformation of these genesumleic acid sequence of
one species to another, and this certainly is nssiple.

If certain functions requiring that the phenotype lie with specific
performance as is the case the chimpanzees henmogioice these virtual
creatures in their forms and performance are thgeskt among other living
mammals to humans, a matter that can’t not be debw emphasized, it
is logical that some genes have to be similar entidal to some of the
human genome, especially in organs or systemsanbtidy where the
performance is similar. The morphological and fiorl divergence
among other species and human, is expected tddesaime divergence in
the sequence and structure of genes. It is cledrttie genes for hoofed
animals, are not going to be identical or simitathe genes that give the
hand shape in humans or monkeys, because the obtogmtal and
functional composition of these organs with hoofedimals, are
completely different from those of human or monk&yhile it is not
unlikely that these hand shape genes in man andaapenore similar in
the sequence of nucleic acids. In all cases, thidasity or match of some
of the gene structures, does not confirm in any thayissue of evolution
while it does not negate but confirm the designes©therwise, through a
comparative evolutionary aspect: it is the lizasdbe the closely related
animal to human, where the match in its numbethodmosomes to human

is identical!
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It is common when evolution experts talk about evolution to refer to
bacteria. Example: some coliform bacteria when exposed to harsh
circumstances such as lack of a particular type of food like glucose that
depend on, a transformation in the gene level and sequence of nucleic acids
appears, so that generated new gene generates new enzyme able to act on a
new type of food substance (21).
Let's go back to the definition of the mutation: mutation according to
evolutionary definition, is a random change in a chain of nucleic acids that
can in 9999/10000 cases be wrong and bad and in 1/10000 be beneficial
and lead to positive changes.
Here the transformation in these bacteria, it turned always to occur in
specific group of bacteria, not in all bacteria classes and this is definitely a
reductionist and selective performance. This means that with this class of
microorganisms a distinctive capacity directs the bacteria to rearrange its
nucleic acids according to a specific mechanism due to its needs in times of
crisis. Otherwise it is necessary to see this transformation happening in all
other different kinds of bacteria and in the same proportion. Or that this
transformation happens spontaneously with this type of bacteria, even at
times of traditional food availability. Even if this transformation occurred
in all forms of bacteria, that still does not mean and does not demonstrate
evolution. The transformation occurred her in the same genera and species
as well known, this will not lead in any case or condition to the emergence
of new species. All we began with is bacteria and what we got in the end is
still same class of bacteria.
The function of these bacteria may look analogues to the B cell lymphocyte

in humans. B-lymphocytes when exposed to a certain type of antigens, the
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cell uniquely differentiates to the later genematiproducing specific
antibodies for this specific antigen. In spite thet that the genes, which
build the antibodies are distributed in three saf@achromosomes which
are chromosome 14, 22, 2 where each of which geseeaspecific series
in the body structure of the antibody complex(Z2)e interesting thing is
that these three different genes synergies theuitgan a way leads in the
end to generate and build one specific type obadiy directed against this
particular antigen. So it does not potentially apgrobately (in accordance
with the alleged evolution) produce huge numbetriafs of nucleic acid
arrangements to generate the accurate kind ofaatiim order to achieve a
specific construction suitable for the antigen. édfise, it is necessary for
these antibodies to be built, to try an infinitemher of trials in order to
arrange the heavy and light chains to produce gpexific antibody. The
reduction in the number of cases of antibody areamnt from infinite to
only one is definitely a reductionist and selectperformance and is a
definitive guide supports the rules and principdsveloped by Dr.
Dembski and Meyers as evidence for intelligentglesihe question then
arises whether the plasma cell generated by B esh time when it
modifies its genes to produces monospecific antdsotends to evolve?
Scientists know that in the immune system sinceeatare named man
found, a cell called B lymphocyte is originated.tdbis cell since that time
till now still performs the same exact function. Béay mentioned ones
that this B cell has ever evolved to perform a fiomc of two separate
human cells, for example, epithelial and B-lymphecgt the same time.
Just as the antibodies generation from the B cafl and remains a part of

its job, these aforementioned bacteria containingsmid, or those



influenza viruses when changing their antigenscstine on their surface or
showing partially genetic modifications in theirngs, it is a reductionist
and selective performance granted within their germasis, and is part of
the genetic content, nothing has to do with mutatibat accounts for
randomness as a way for transformation or develapniéew forms of
influenza viruses that appear every now and tharresemble the different
looks of human beings that we see. Morphologicédlynans do not match
a hundred percent. Is it said then that every hubwing with different
features has evolved? Or is he of the same hunt&? rt&ame applies for
different species. If partial transformation in gestructure at the molecular
level took place and new phenotype appeared, thes chot mean that
mutation is the cause. Rather there is a distiaatapacity in the origin of
the inherited genera within their genes programmmed way to accept
certain transformation for particular adaptationtreg molecular level, to
achieve very specific action within species. Thasf@grms structurally, with
the emergence of new characteristics which werepmatiously existed.
This happens as an adaptation within the genenaes@n this basis, we
accept some kinds of phenotypic transformationst tfdlowed or
accompanied by genetic modification (non-mutatiacslses) at the level
of genes.

The explanation by principle is as follows:

An external factor (environmental) acts on the ctrral level of a living
organism or on the cell level in human or othembvobjects with the
existence of already inherited genetiistinctive capacity, will cause to
display a reductionist and selective character ¢oatd push the cell later

to bring about changes in the genetic sequenceder @o fit in some way
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with this environmental factor. Adaptation here rarppt program being
selectively reduced but not random or spontanesubdarefore designed
through an intelligent designer.

An example for evolution in action evolutionistually introduce:

Malaria parasite intrudes on the red blood cell aegroduces there,
causing damage to the RBC. It was noted that insdmae geographic
location which gets the epidemic, it is accompaméith another genetic
disease that affects the hemoglobin beta chairpiacement of the valine
amino acid with glutamic acid. Evolutionists reldtthat to a defect in the
transfer of genetic information, so that a new faxfrhemoglobin sickle
hemoglobin (S) is formed. It was also noted that RBC that carries the
sickle hemoglobin is resistant to the malaria p&rasEvolutionists
attributed the sickle cell disease as a result@b@d mutation occurred in
the hemoglobin gene in order to generate humaregiioh against the
lethal effect of malaria parasite on RBCs, espBcial these strains of
humans that carry double genes normal and affentaling these people
resistant to the disease and may live normal Tifes proves according to
evolutionists some sort of evolution.

From a different view, the existence of both digsais the same location
may not justify the interpretation that the malgvarasite is the cause for
the occurrence of the sickle cell disease. Theeeo#tner similar genetic
diseases like Thalassemia endemic in the regionlinkéd directly to
malaria. Linking malaria to sickle cell disease sthivay, does not
necessarily be a cause and effect link. It couldtheg both diseases
happened to exist in the same spot. In spite sf thwe assume that the

malaria parasite has a real impact in causing émemgtion of such genetic
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shift at the genetic level, such transformatiomappened, it is a prompt
transformation. It is therefore, a reductionist @mel in contrary with the
evolution in its random basis. If evolution is trtmo, malaria parasites
have long lived with sickle disease and must haaenhkable with this long
contact to produce some way to overcome this egsist by the sickle cells
through mutation, and must be able to reside withensickle cell which
has not been noticed. Professor (Maciej-Giertymtpressed: (3) "The
mutations, in fact, represent abnormalities in gembich will not lead to
any additions that can cause any kind of evolutiothe living organism.
They, if occurred, as in the previous example, woglve the gene
population a distorted gene limited in its positaetion only on a very
limited number of individuals, while its negativersequences would be
more harmful during the transmission of the gemeubh generations and
causing occasionally the sickle cell disease, wlnelplessly has yet no
cure". Such transformation can be analogues to wbatirred to human
population with change in their skin color as autesf living in different
climatic environmental conditions. If we take tHanscolor exclusively,
which is more pronounced and significant than tener Malaria as an
example, we observe the influence of the envirorirmansing changes at
the genetic level within species, in order to brafput the kind of adaptive
balance among living organisms with the environmé&Wié note in the
population of the equator a dark skin color as lladmark of all the
inhabitants of the equator, whether in India oAinica or in Yemen . As
we head into cooler regions, we note that peopereaireating this dark
skin, into graded skin color. Skin then becomelstlilgrown and then white

as we head towards the north. The dark skin cesults from the increase
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in concentration of the pigment melanin in the <dlinelanocytes) that
generate the color.

This pigment elevates in humans with dark color dedreases in light
color humans. The pigment has a protective rolenag#he sun exposure
and the incidence of skin cancers that may arise tduexposure. The
spread of skin cancers in white skin individualpased to the sun light is
strikingly higher than in the dark ones, while theatios of cancers do not
show in the dark-skinned people. That is becauséhefpreventive effect
coming from the high concentration of pigment malan their skin. It is
well known that skin color is inherited as a genégictor associated with
genes. But there is also correlation between skiorcand the weather
temperature together with the sunlight intensity, ieappears that the
correlation here is a true one. That is an incré@aseinlight intensity and
weather temperature, is significantly associatetth wWark complexion of
the skin. And the lack of the sunlight intensityassociated with color
whitening. Here is the explanation:

Proceeding with the fact that all human beings r@rae from one mother
and one father, then spread throughout the edri$,lagical to conclude
that the changes in the skin color, have been erieped later, as a result
of variations in the genetic population and duethe occurrence of
separation in addition to the impact of climati@ahermal factors on the
proliferating generations. With a special programgnand a preceding
particular genetic predisposition to interact wikie environment among
these people, much like the plasmid function inltheteria to resist certain
antibiotics in inappropriate circumstances, somemfoof interaction

between environmental conditions and pigment géassundergone. That
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made it possible through a selective reductionetimanism which allowed
adaptive changes to take place at the genetic tdvagllgment genes. This
ought to result in genetic modifications in thossidents of the tropics to
generate high concentration of melanin pigment.ikéntesidents of cold
regions with limited sun light intensity where need for pigment, genes
have become conducive to produce a limited amoumioomelaninThis
indicates that environmental factors and genetaifycation interact in a
certain way, with each other based on the prediSposcapacity already
programmed in genes origin. The modification ocedron the pigment
genes is a modified reductionist and orderly prontpis paradox to say
that it has been adjusted in accordance with raneh@chanism (because
randomness requires that these changes undergy place and under any
temperature circumstance. While we observe hererderly selective
reductionist modification). This form of genetic dification does not
apply to human only, but all the creatures in thele

On this basis, we do not deny the possibility oh-nandom positive
organized adaptive modifications (not to be ca#fedlutionary mutation as
defined by evolutionists for the lack of randomness means for
occurrence) as a mechanism of all living creatuaetheir molecular level,
and through ready special programming and a pregquarticular genetic
predisposition at the level of genes, to interaith warious environmental
living or non-living factors, so that it reflectssaght genetic change in the
gene or genes of the kind. This reflects speciaédtharmony by living
organisms, with different environmental factors. isThmodification
certainly will not cause the separation of speasesgvolution of new life

from different ancestors. These modifications remaithin the same
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species under the control of non-random organiaialy designed capacity
that controls and regulates these transformatidhsis a selective

reductionism by intelligent designer.
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4- Radioisotopes and dating of fossils:

Evolutionists rely on radioactive materials to cééte the age of the Earth
and the age of the various organisms. They meatheeamount of
radiation release of radioactive material in the@nimate or studied
organism based on half the life span of any radie@acmaterial. By
estimating what is left of the radioactive materiaky estimate the ages of
fossils or organisms.

This measurement can be prone to several errors:

1 - They assume that the amount of radioactive maatsontained in fossils
or organisms whose ages are to be determined dtetp@ning of their
origin is known and specific.

This assumption is inaccurate. There is ndenie to confirm or deny
that this radioactive material has been enterexn &td there is no evidence
to indicate a known estimate of the amount of radiwe material at the
start. It is not possible to measure the initiah@@ntration of the material
resulting from disintegration, and this means t@atrything is initially
subject to speculation and not facts.

2- They assume in their calculations that aftexr &mergence of the
organisms studied (objects or solids ) they dorective or release any
unusual radioactive materials.

This is a dubious assumption since it is not lagto assume that these
organisms exist in laboratory conditions and argdisd according to

laboratory conditions by stabilizing all variablesd working on one

variable only.
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3- They also assume that the rate of disintegraifaadioactive materials
Is constant from the date of calculation.

This is not accurate, since the disintegrationaoligactive materials is not
always constant, but may differ from time to timepdnding on the
external and internal factors related to the rattiva material and the
influence of the different external factors ontid#ferent times. Thus, the
assumption of the constant rate of disintegratsom dubious assumption.
One scientist presented the following example @ide to intercepting the
age of the fossils: Let us assume an existencebof@ng candle in front
of a ruler and trying to define when the candle vigisited without
providing additional information. The first thingenneed to know is the
length of the candle when it started to ignite, #r&h to know the relative
time of combustion of that candle and the amounshadrtness in length
through the factor of time. Third, to make suratttombustion is a regular
process within time factor. All these examples musttaken to account
with the use of radioactive materials in deterngnthe age of fossils. We
do not know when the radioactive material enteraad we are also
unfamiliar with the radiation cycle at which stadpring its introduction.
We also do not know whether the radioactive mdtevas exposed to
unknown causes and factors that caused its irrayula

Based on the above, some initial assumptions ofréwtional method of
the time cycle constant for converting metal frofmn Rto Sr should be
modified. And the time cycle constant of metahsfrmation cannot, for
sure, provide an acceptable information about tje @ any geological
system. Even if we confirm the procedure by ushegdtatistical method of

goodness of fit to obtain the data index of theeexpent by drawing the



points of the metal transformation of Sr 87 / t®66ragainst the plot of the
Rb87 / Sr 66 transformation scheme, this problemnecta be solved,
especially when estimating the standard punctudtima. Such questions
are also raised when applying the metal transfoomdtom Sm / to Nd or
using the method of constant radial disintegrattbb)-Pb conversion. 1*
The complex behavior of these radioisotopes, initemhdto their radial
disintegration constant has clearly shown thatgéelogical dating from
which they were derived can be considered geoltigiggthout exception,
null and void. On this basis, whatever radioacelement used to estimate
the geological dating, whether uranium - thalliuor dead, this radiometric
measurement system is considered unacceptable. 2*

In accordance with those allegations, We shouldoeoshocked any more
with those claims that the radiological estimateotigh the shifts of
radioactive metals (from U to Th to Pb ) to deterenihe geological date of
the Earth, by the geological column, has proved tih@ earth, the
sedimentary layers and the fossils in them, goek ivaio old ages back 4.5
billion years 3*

Studies using irradiated uranium have provided ga @r the earth of
about four billion and five hundred million yeai$is radioactive material,
during its dissolution, releases radioactive helinto the air. Therefore,
the amount of radioactive helium in the air shobdproportional to the
amount of disintegration of the uranium in the grduStudies have shown
that the estimated lifetime of the Earth accordiogthe amount of
radioactive helium in the air does not exceed Ztfusand years. The
contrast between the two values demonstrates ttemtesf the standard

defect in the use of radioactive materials whensueag the real age of
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different geological components. Such an imbaldrazbeen investigated
through numerous experiments with acquired sangfiegtive volcanoes
on various laboratories where the findings estichdle ages to be more
than millions of years old. Regrettably, for mdnart 20 years, it has been
known that radial disintegration systems E.G. Rlir&nsformation, or K-
Ar disintegration system, have provided conflictliages" of the measured
basaltic sediments, and the associated unicefiodails, in the rocky edges
and barriers of the famous Grand Canyon. Yet gestofave continued to
use them. 4 *. It is also known that helium is pidéy released material, so
its liberation during the break-down of radioactiveanium billions of
years ago would have been long depleted if thentdfigration of uranium
had been as old and as they claim billions of yags It is interesting to
note that many of the samples of zircon, whichemtémated to be billions
of years old according to their uranium decompositistill contain
significant quantities of helium gas far exceedihg expected amounts,
confirming that these samples have a recent lieetrihonly few thousand
years.

It is clear that radiometric measurement methods@abe considered as
the ideal methods for estimating the geologicakaage previously claimed
... The inherent uncertainty in the estimationtlué geological ages of
radial measurements is of great concern to botlogets and proponents
of evolution ... 5*

In light of what has been identified about the metbf radioactive carbon
and its mechanism of use, it was proven that the tfactor for the
decomposition of radioactive carbon is 5600 yedisus, radioactive

carbon must have been eliminated since long badkase animals like
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dinosaurs whose age has been estimated using radioactive carbon by a few
hundred million years. The presence of radioactive carbon residues in these
animals confirms that their dated ages do not exceed thousands of years. It
Is astonishing to see that many authors still refer to the radioactive
materials as proof of what they themselves think ... The dates and ages
acceptable to them are in fact the ages they choose as they wish. "This
suspicious thing is no different from the superstition that tfecEditury
chemists used to do."
Dating of the Earth and the living organisms themselves is, estimated,
depending on any entertaining article you read and any metal you use or
wish to measure with. "6*
In fact, the age of the earth is strictly unknown, since it is usually measured
indirectly, and the estimated age depends on any indirect method used to
calculate the age. The different methods used are:

1. Chronological accumulation of aluminum in oceans from rivers.
Earth age is estimated by 100 years

2. The Chronological accumulation of titanium in oceans from rivers.
Age of Earth is 160 years

3. The Chronological accumulation of manganese in the oceans from
rivers. Earth age = 1400 years

4. Helium-4 transition to the atmosphere. Earth age 1750-175,000 years.

5. Decomposition of carbon-14 in pre-Cambrian prehistoric age trees.
Earth age = 4000 years

6. The Chronological accumulation of silicon in oceans from rivers.

Earth's age is 8000 years
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7. The Chronological accumulation of nickelthe ocean from river.
Earth age = 9000 years

8 . Transmission of uranium from rivers to ane Earth age = 10,000 -
100,000 years.

9.Chronological accumulation of mercury in aae from rivers. Age of
the Earth = 42,000 years

10 . The Chronological accumulation of coppertihe oceans from
rivers. Earth age = 50,000 years

11. Chronological accumulation of barium geans from rivers. Earth
age = 48,000 years

12. The decomposition of the Earth's magneystesn. Earth age =
100,000 years

13. Carbon-14 formation in meteorites. Eagh a 100,000 years old.

14. The accumulation of carbonate in the oc&anmth's age = 100,000
years

15. Chlorine filtration from continents. Earthone million years old

16. Calcium accumulation in oceans. Earth=agne million years.

17 . The accumulation of potassium in the osekarth age = 11 million
years. 7*, 8%, 9%, 10*, 11*. 12*.
From above, it can be concluded that estimatinggeeof fossils and rocks
using radioactive isotopes is a real uncertaintynat a clear error.
Therefore, such estimates should not be riled wgmwalid estimates in
building assumptions based on those ages, espesiatte evolutionists
tend to provide measures that support their assangptike irradiated
uranium while overlook more subtle methods of agpnation of age. For

example, any biomaterial such as protein or DNAncarscientifically
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remain stable for more than 100,000 years withasihtégration even in
ideal conditions of freezing. It is known that testimate of the ages of
dinosaurs when extinct according to the evolutisnisas exceeded many
millions of years. What is interesting, howeverthat newly discovered
fossils of Siberian dinosaurs still retain not omltact proteins and nucleic
acids but some elements of blood components sueftytdsocytes as well .
Such discoveries confirm beyond doubt that themedid age of these
creatures does not exceed few thousand yearsrisotar system, comets
represent glowing snowflakes that arose with thergence of the Earth. It
cannot have arisen billions of years ago becausdudl needed to glow
them must dissipate in a few thousand years. Taniesponds to a newly
born Earth.

In any case, the evolutionists have chosen foihEart universe billions of
years of age in order to support their hypothesigwmlution, which is
based on the fact that the universe and life wegnated by undirected
unguided forces, through chance and probabilifiéeey may reconsider
their claims about billions of years of the agdeafth if they find that their
reliance on probability rules necessitate the erst of variations of
species and infinitesimal creatures that exceedithies of trillions that
already and still exist in the surface of thislgdpin proportion to the time
factor and the prolong ages. According to theireztations the longer the
age of the earth, the greater the numerical dityeosidifferent species in a
steadily exponential increasing sequence direelted to the time factor.
The very limited number of living organisms we seew or through
discovered fossils, which are supposed to exca#ris according to

evolution and probabilities, do not in fact, exceleel limits of hundreds of

Yo



thousands of living creatures. That indicates thatEarth's age does not
exceed a few thousand years. Perhaps proponeertshition rather than
using radioactive uranium to determine the ageawftEhave to rely on the
chronological accumulation of silicon or coppeitiie oceans from rivers,
because these estimates are closer in logic tditleesity of the various

creatures according to the scientific observation.
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4- Geology and Evolution:

Evolutionists assume that during the distant pasinte, the sedimentary
layers were gradually deposited according to histbiphases, beginning
with the oldest sequencing to the newer, contgimmany forms of fossils
that lived in that period and coeval to the seditagnlayers. Therefore,
these layers, and by relying on emergent evolutiorieansformations,
according to evolutionary hypotheses, are idemtifigy the fossils that
characterize that layer. On this basis, the Camlwztieata were identified by
the trilobites found in them, which lasted for 8@lion years 600 million
years ago. Evolutionary geologists believe thaseéhsedimentary layers
were deposited during the Cambrian period. In awldito the trilobites,
that period was associated with sponges, worrtigfigh and other forms
of amphibians. This era was preceded by anothertleeapre-Cambrian
period, in which multicellular fossils were obsedtydut no forms of life
were seen in this period that are supposed todarthestors of the fossils
of the Cambrian period. The Cambrian was followgdthe Urdifishian,
the Pennsylvanian, the Mississippian and the Dewoperiods. Although
no forms of fish were observed in the Cambrian qukrifish appeared
suddenly in the Urdifishian period, while amphisaappeared in the
Devonian era but not seen in any of the previoas.€elThe reptiles then
appeared and later the birds and then the mammals.

These historical periods ware arranged accordinghéosediments they
contain, depending on the default sequence of &walwf organisms
according to the claims of evolutionists, from irtebrates to fishes to

amphibians to reptiles to mammals to primates &et to humans. This
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arrangement was called the geological column. 6 teequence is
considered to be correct, it should be gradual fotaest to recent unless a
major disaster leads to the reversal of this aearent. What has been
observed is the existence of large numbers of tedearrangements in
various places of the world, so that the layers there supposed to be
older sit in top of other layers. This has causealwgionary geologists to
reconsider their assumptions, assuming that "pitecip defects" have
caused this problem. This new hypothesis lead ¢oolists to believe that
part of the earth's crust has been pushed up ama plushed aside
precipitously. The upper layer was then eroded tmsien factors, and
therefore the older bottom layer appeared abovantbie recent one that
appeared below it. Geologists, who believe in toeathave rejected this
hypothesis on physical ground basis and evidence ag facto observed
errors, which only allows the acceptance of thislewonary hypothesis if
the hypothesis of lateral folds occurred on a kahiscale. When it comes
to a more comprehensive level, the repetition @tisions in the layers
through many observations, without any indicationthiese folds, could

lead to the abolition of the concept of the geatagcolumn as a whole.
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GEOLOGIC COLUMN

If the
geologic
column

existed in
one
location it
would be
100 miles
thick!
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Fossils anomaly

When you observe kinds of fossils in a layer tltabading to evolutionary
considerations cannot be found in it, evolutiorall that anomalies. In
such case, evolutionists neglect the subject, dimkt to some form of
fossils anomaly. In the other hand, some creatiGaisolars have provided
many reports confirming this matter:

Professor Wilbert Roche 1*studied the archaeological human footprints
found in Kentucky. But the subject was given greateention when traces
of human footprints associated with the footprofta dinosaur were found
in the calcite rocks of the Cretaceous era in th¥* River area near
Glenn Ross, Texas. The professor presented histnepacating that these
human fingerprints were sometimes real. Howevay thiere not sure that
these fingerprints seen next to the fingerprintthefdinosaur feet were of
real human origin, which led to the withdrawal bétdocumentary which

was initially depicted for the confirmation of theeme 2*



Clifford Burdick 3 * reported a discovery of two skeletons of human
beings buried in the Cretaceous layer of the 10d0emiyear-old Dakota
Swamp near Moab, Utah, while excavating a coppenemBurdick,
concluded that the bones were certainly in thaitijposbecause of the
absence of any evidence indicating that the ro@d lbeen displaced or
changed, so it is believed that these skeletons fuaried at this site during
sandstone deposition at the site during the Creteceeriod. That means
that this era is not as old as the evolutionis@intl never the less
evolutionists disagree with this analysis and adersit fossils anomaly.

Dr. Gish 4* accompanied with Professor Wilbert Rusch inspectbe
skeletons discovered and preserved at Utah Uniyefishey found that
these structures were buried without any doubt deefhose layers as
(Burdick) mentioned in his report. Although theseno evidence of any
alteration or modification of the site, scientistave assumed that the
structures may have reached these depths throsighrathe soil.

Harold Slachar, 5 * of University of Texas, tested the assumed fold in
Franklin Mountains near the El Paso area. ( estichabout 450 million
years old) which was found to be in top of thet@ceous layer (supposed
to be 130 million years old) but the professor ah@ geologists
accompanying him did not find any evidence of eans or folds at the
site explaining this change in layer overlay. Thiscourse, according to
Slachar means that those layers have arisen arel lbiean incorporated
same as they were originated without any subseféattts that changed
the layer overlay. This raises a question about dredlibility of the

geological column.
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William Mayster 6* When he was searching the Antelope Springs area
near Delta in Utah, he found the traces of a hufoatprint in a rock that
also contained fossils of the trilobite. If thistisie, this means that the
footprint was formed when the trilobites were aliBut the trilobite is
supposed to have been extinct 500 million yearsrbdiuman appearance.
Evolutionists paleontologists have not paid attamtto this subject,
considering it to be a fossil anomaly. This obsgova points to two
important points: first, humans have lived togetiveh trilobites. If true,
that means that the trilobites are not so old asngd by the proponents of
evolution. Second, the existence of the humans teextilobites in one
period will deny any possibility of evolution asadtionists claim where
the complex and simple came in one era and cont@mpone to the other.
In 1956-57, Dr. Lammerts 7*visited a site called the Louis eruptions in
the national park in Glacier, where Louis's erupgigpan from 15 to 30
miles. The evolutionists previously assumed thdinsents of 1,000 feet of
Precambrian rocks at the age of 600 million yeagdeen pushed to the
top by layers of oil stone dating back to the Qretas era, which is
estimated to be 100 million years old. Dr. Lammestisdied the site of
contact with the original mountain and presentaeport expressing that
all indications declare that this positioning isediwd an accumulation of
Sedimentary layers rather than an erupting de&ttlf the report of this
scientist is correct, this means that the concéfiteogeological column as
a gradual sequence of geological eras, as a wikmkguestionable one.
Fossil record of pollen and spores:

Scientist Burdick, 10 * 9 * conducted a study dmsttype of fossils in
(Grand Canyon). What surprises him in his studyhissdiscovery of the
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existence of seeds of plants in the sedimentamlr$aghat are supposed to
be hundreds of millions of years older than thegaewhen it was thought
that plants began to appear on earth. He repotied discovery of
coniferous and flowering plants in the Cambrian predCambrian periods.
These epochs, which evolutionists believe thath the exception of some
marine organisms such as invertebrates, jellyfisth sponges, no other
living organisms like plants or animals seen. Htiohists believe that
these plants and animal species later appearede Tre/e been many
reports indicating the existence of coniferous f@an the rocks of the
Cambrian period. Even forest trees have been oot be present in the
Cambrian rocks. It is clear that such discoverisprdve the evolutionists'
claims about the absence of any Plants in the dambra, and that plants
existed later. These discoveries coincide with seeentific facts that
assume the necessity for green plants in earlyestaglife, because they
help to release oxygen in the atmosphere thatasssary for the breath
and life of all creatures. These facts, introdulseck, are not mentioned in
biology, geology and fossils books. They are unkmdo most specialists
in these fields. These specialists must be informegduch discoveries,
because they will change many concepts, not onbutathe geological

column, but about evolution as a concept as well. 4
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Neanderthal man:

This alleged being appeared according to evolutsnabout 75,000 years
ago with the beginning of the first ice crawl inrBpe, Italy, the Crimea
and Palestine. With the withdrawal of ice this wait human disappeared.
This object was characterized by a forward proge#shis head and a
curvature in his skull. His discovery sparked arghdebate among
paleontologist scientists. Some considered himldrpomate man, while
others considered him to be a modern man with @eades This object is
characterized by a larger brain than the currembdrubrain and a larger
skull. The size of the brain and the skull of thigect raises a scientific
dilemma for the proponents of evolution: since phesent man represents
the top of the creatures in the pyramid of evolutiGonsidering that the

size of his brain is greater than in other creatuteere another object
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(Neanderthal man) residing in fossil prior in thvdlationary era, never the
less, surpasses the entire range of virtual humaresr including
contemporary humans. *1. This means that evolutiomodern man has
been subjected to a regression. That contradiet®#rwinian standards of
evolution. Scientists have finally classified Neartdal as just a normal
human with rheumatoid disease or bone ricketsahased this deformity.
Magnetic clock and the age of earth:

Dr. Thomas Burns studied the phenomenon of the atagrfield
surrounding the earth. This field is caused by twagnetic poles. The
force that is achieved between them resulting @ gb-called magnetic
clock. The magnetic clock results from the exiseeatan electric current
in the center of the earth, where a mass of malad is believed to
generate this current. Sometime in history of eattie value of this
magnetic clock was the maximum and then diminisimeetime. If it is
possible to study the half-age of the magneticlgldtcis possible to have
an idea of earth's age. One scholar calculatedntignetic power of the
clock in 1839. Dr. Burns recalculated the magnetdwer of the clock later,
reaching the conclusion that the half-life of theck is 1400 years. That is,
the magnetic current doubles back each 1400 yegumsnentially. Burns
drew an exponential magnetic curve of the magrudtick and reached the
conclusion that the magnetic current, which existede than ten thousand
years ago, exceeds the orbital potential of anyhHiée planet. When the
current of the magnetic clock was measured a milljfears ago, it was
found that the energy generated by the currertierfarm of pulses would
have knocked the earth to evaporate. It was theremncluded that life on

earth could not be more than ten thousand yearsoifitain the subject by
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proponents of evolution, instead of the presen@nddlectric current in the
center of the liquid earth, which causes this magnkield, as Burns

assumed, they assumed that the earth has at ifsr @eself-functioning

generator, which causes the melted liquid to robatéhe center of the

earth, causing this magnetic field. Burns repliedt tho signs of such a
generator existed, and even if it exists, the cunell lead to the formation

of complex magnetic waves of an irregular nature.ddncluded that the
hypothesis of an electric generator could not babie. Dr. Burns said that
the data relating to the magnetic field indicatest the earth in its current
components and creatures, must have a youngehagshould not exceed
ten thousand years. 11*. Again and again, scieriifidings and practical

observations seem to point out to the modernitgaoth, which might be

only few thousand years old.

Black Ring Clay in Midwest lllinois:

Walter Peter 12*, applied optical microscopy taghes to study black
clay in the ecosystem in Pennsylvania, west ohdis. The traditional

evolutionary interpretations of prefabricated madekpressed that the
structure occurred in the form of sediments ancenailization of these clay
blocks in a slow, systematic manner over long Ekriof time. Peter

considered this interpretation was untrue.

Peter's studies included photoreceptors, microsc¥pRays tests of the
clay chips. He then proceeded to justify these megumulations, by

emphasizing the details of the exclusive crosskingc between the

incubating clinical layers and the black clay mold$is observation

included, rapid transport and burial of sedimenrtisThas been confirmed

by multiple observations, including clay layers ibdr horizontally over
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one-inch of Orbiculoidea spheres with flat chipserapersed with small
volumetric balls, while the distorted clinical laysovers both bottom and
highest parts of the chip.

Peter concluded that all his observations, conttarythe opinion of

evolutionists strongly supported the evangelicdenpretation of rapid

fossilization and accumulation (caused by the fjood

The fossilized trees in region (Joggins):

Scientist (Harold Coffin) 13* has re-examined theued section of the
Joggins region of Nova Scotia, which includes bibth Mississippi and

Pennsylvania eras, which evolutionists believe avehextended for 50
million years, 300 million years ago. The index which evolutionists

relied was the slow and gradual accumulation oinsendts during long past
eras. On this basis they calculated the age ofafole fossilized trees in
the area, considering that they were caused by slosumulations of

sedimentary layers on top of each other in the daosion where the trees
grew. With the formation of the quagmire causedrbguent sea intrusion
into the land, it caused coal to form slowly at Idepths after burying and
then swallowing the trees. However, Dr. Coffinlsdst differed. It has been
observed through his numerous surveys that the tnee moved from

different locations by water to where they were iddyr rapidly and

abruptly. The absence of agricultural soil, thestence of exotic plant
fossils in the deep cavities, the preservationlafspecific specimens, the
presence of many trees in horizontal position, telpresence of large
marine tubular worms and the presence of marinarasgns all contradicts
the premise of the above-mentioned quagmire. Thension of the

accumulation of these trees through two differessil periods means that
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the age of the era does not exceed the age of theesein contrary with
what the evolutionists estimated, where these sausnwere interpreted
by the evolutionists as being accumulated throumig ltimes beyond
several million years. So Coffin built his hypotlsethat these trees and
plant organisms, were extracted from their placewlayes caused by a
flood and then stored in the place where they agpoeavhich led to this
form of accumulation that appeared. In this regbnd Gish expressed that
it is possible in the laboratory to obtain petrofeail from cellulose waste
within twenty minutes and coal in several hoursisTineans that in order
for coal or petroleum to form in nature, this doesgt require those far
elongated times. This study presents an importhsemwation about the
existence of trees spreading in two different fopsriods which means
that these two periods are only a few hundred yelak,swhich is equal to
the age of those trees. This is contrary to thdu&emists beliefs who
speak of old ages. Geological eras, as shown eyttt observations are
of limited age, do not exceed a few hundred arixbat thousands of years.
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Geological study of the rural area John Day:

This study was carried out by Nevin 14 *. Studiesdrshown that these
areas have experienced several volcanic eruptibrmughout history.

Nevin explained that the fossils of large mammatnats and tropical, and
the adjacent to the tropical plants must form iecsjic conditions and

require relatively long periods of stability in oe¢. However, in only rare
cases of relative stability between volcanic e life has returned to
that region. This means that there was no podyibadf any kind of

evolution of those local creatures according to peespective of the
proponents of evolution in an unstable environmench as that
experienced by the region. This proved to Nevint tegidence for

evolution of the family to the modern horse, braufgi evolutionists is
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false and therefore unreal. In addition, he pointet about the limited
evidence that existed indicating that a historg@fmillion years is the age
of the region, as assumed by the evolutionistssudgested that, as long as
there was no evidence of a flood in the sedimehtlat region, the flood
must have occurred before the formation of thesknsmtary layers. He
believed that the period of time between the enthefdeluge and the start
of the last glacial period did not exceed sevetaidned years. Thus, the
great volcanic eruptions in the John Day area haddy layer that covered
the northern part of North America and Europe canatiributed to the
devastating results that have occurred during ¢neg@ of restoration of the
global organization after the disastrous impacth# flood. If Nevin is
correct in his scientific observations, this meatmat a deliberate
falsification of the scientific and geological fadtas been made to confirm
basic assumptions in evolution. Then evolutionh& primates and other

mammals has no ground.

Geology of the flood on Mount Arat:

In 1966, the geologist Burdick 15* went with a caigm to Mount Arat,
which is believed that the remains of the Noah'k, &s mentioned in the
Bible, had settled on it. This mountain lies in th@theastern corner of
Turkey at the border with Iran and Russia. Burdiajeological studies
have shown that Paleozoic and Mesozoic limestoh&hnoccupy eastern
Turkey, were deposited during the flood. During flomd, basaltic lava
burst through limestone as the height of the monnmached 20,000 feet.
Mount Ararat is located in a volcanic area called lava cushion caused

by the crystallization of volcanic rocks under wat&he peak of the



mountain has decreased by the erosion to the ¢uregght of 17,000 feet.
The existence of the remains of that vessel attapeof that mountain
accompanying these two periods indicates thatvleeperiods occurred in
the same era of the Flood, where the actual datéhath is not more than
8,000 years.

Geology of the flood on the Crimean Peninsula:

The Crimean peninsula is located in the Black ®ggon of southeastern
Europe. Sedimentary layers indicate accumulatiorsexfiments due to
water disaster. Traditional Russian geologists leymained the formation
of such layers in this region in accordance wita grinciple of gradual
accumulation of sediments. In an innovative way aoalyze these
sediments, the results of Alexander F. the exigtefcevidence indicates
that the accumulated sediment was caused by amemental disaster in
that basin. The first phase of the study was theonstruction of
sedimentary conditions at the bottom of the sedtargnchain. Surveys
have shown signs of sedimentary caused by floodcdra be compared to
similar strata in other parts of the world. Thedstuelied on the same
assessment of the evolutionists according to tldogecal column of the
layers of earth, which assumes that if the stratadains the same fossils,
the date of their ages is similar. However, theltegdetermining the age of
the studied strata presented in this study weeeteyl.

It is clear that the results of geological studaes directly affected by the
presets of concepts (which are in the form of readge templates). (E.g.
the progressive deposition concept over long tieeogds vs. the concept
of sudden disasters leading to the accumulatioamtl sediments). If there

are two individuals who did the same study, andehidgne same scientific
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competencies, but differ in the frameworks related concepts and
indicators, they will come out with results in cadt to each other,
although the data is the same. Various surveyd) aache results of the
Grand Canyon (Austin 1994, pp.21-56) studies, wm@s based on the
catastrophic concepts, proved same as the rebtdtned in this study
(Alexandre F. Lalomov study), which states thatimedtation in the
region Which were studied in the Black Sea Basthrbt exceed in age
2000-5500 years, compared to the traditional studi the geological
column which estimated to have been 40 million yesd (Lalomov and
Tovolitch, 1996). 16*, 17*

The fossil bed of unicellular algae:

Bernard Northrop 18* studied the fossil bed of detomite seaweed in St.
Barbara, California. Evolutionists say that thisdbwmay be formed over
very long aging periods, unlike the study of Nooilyr which indicated
existence of extensive evidence, that the accuronladf sediments
suddenly occurred in this bed. Infinite numberspicellular fossils with
silica wall, which are associated with other figlried in them, and retain
their full shape and even form are observed. Tlssif® deposited near
these sites appeared to be less regular and ahelizating that the first
sediments occurred simultaneously and abruptly.s@hgediments have
been associated with fossils of multiple fish, maribirds and whales,
demonstrating that these sediments have accumukpétly, abruptly and
catastrophically, rather than accumulating slowdgrthrop assumed that
the unicellular alga cells were formed initiallyfresh water, then washed
away into Lompoc region and gathered again in thenfof post-flood

sediments.
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Sedimentary fossils in Capitan "folds" :

Various studies have indicated that organic fofdsuding sediments, to be
formed require several thousand years with speoiadiitions related to the
accumulated sediments. If it was known that thd<dhat were formed in
the past took such a long period of time, this @itts in some way, the
rapid accumulation of sediments that the Bible axpduring the flood.
The interpretation of those folds causes a geadbgitemma that needs to
be clarified. Mount Capitan in Texas with its falkepresents one face of
this dilemma. Stuart Nevin 19 * conducted a studytlee fold there, and
discovered that sediments deposited there did eptesent in their
strength, nature and elements, the traditionaladtaristics of the fold. In
addition, it lacks the appropriate organic struetand sediments derived
from organic sources. Studies have shown that @apaid consists mainly
of fractured parts of the collected fossils in & goanular elements such as
limestone and sand, which cannot resist deviante®rduring their
accumulation. It represents therefore, a shallovematructure that is
unable to resist strong environmental deviant ferée for The organisms
that would cause the formation of the traditionald$ they either
completely absent or unclear. Nevin concluded ttaistructure previously
assumed to be a fold in Capitan is not really d,fblecause it does not
contain organic sediments that need several thdugaars to form. Which
means they were formed during a relatively fastggerNevin suggested
that it could have been formed and quickly accuredlaby a disaster
caused by an emergency flood. All these studie§irooithe reality of the
flood and the fact that its history does not extemdxtensive periods, but

only a few thousand years, and that many of thdogexal phenomena
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assumed by evolutionists over long periods havaadlgt occurred in a
relatively short period of time.

A man of the cave of al-Sakhul

In the Carmel mount, in the cave of al-Sakhul, nesaf the bones of the
present-day human beings were found, dating backh¢othird warm

period of the geological era, which precedes thpeamnce of the
presumed Neanderthals. The evolutionists face anothallenge: the
existence of human remains, similar to mankind bésé times,

corresponds back to the first half of the Pleist@cand the Paleolithic era,
followed by other evolutionary virtual beings (Neéanthals) who are

assumed to have preceded him in the evolution st@ps

100 million years old? .

200 million years old? «__

300 million years old?

400 million years old? \

Darwin did not like the round
numbers so he said the Wealden
degosits in England were
306,662,400 years old?

Noah to Abram the Turbulent Years,
by Erich von Fange p. 1 16
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5- Origin of the universe

The most widely accepted (evolutionary) hypothesmng its peers about
the origin of the universe has been technicalliedahe theory of inflation.
Its usual name is the hypothesis of a huge explogitig Bang) 1*, 2 *, 3
*4* 5% 6* 7* 8* This theory was criticed many times leading to
the addition of new innovations to save the theorgere Alan-Guth of
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) creaetew concept called
the quantum theory, which assumed that before thesive explosion, a
negative pumped oscillation occurred, resulting imolecule formation in
parts of a second that amplified itself to the 0fea grapefruit. At that
moment the world emerged according to the theoBigBang, starting to
form sub-atomic particles, then the hydrogen forrogd/5% and helium
by 25% . Then the stars and galaxies formed, ated taur solar system.
That is how we came into existence. There was maraldaw during that
early virtual period of creation of the universadaherefore evolutionists
should assume that the natural laws that governvtirel now have been
established during or after the massive cosmitosixgn. The emergence
of the universe then cannot be based on any ndawadccording to their
claims. Excluding the natural laws in the origintleé universe, according
to the hypothesis of the global explosion, natyraleans the recognition
of the other alternative. That the universe arogk an absence of natural
laws means that it arose through a capacity tleatstrends the laws of
nature with a creative ability beyond the naturaWpr that created this

universe.
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It is necessary to point-out here to an importdorgteovation in this cosmic
hypothesis: "A negative pumped oscillation occurredsulting in a
molecule in parts of second, amplifying itselthe size of the grapefruit”.
This hypothesis can not be considered a scientiie because it is
Impossible to conduct a standard experiment on ghatind. The other
thing is the amount of information thrown at onmeithat does not have
any scientific or technical evidence to prove iheTthird is the detailed
information in the hypothesis, “that it formed a lewule in parts of a
second”. So why was it parts of a second and ngthore or less? And
why amplifying itself to the size of the grapeffuidAnd how did the
grapefruit exploded and the world became to bei?®gy These assumptions
do not bear any evidence to be valid, so it shduddconsidered as
allegations than to take it for granted. It is arenallegation produced by
those who claim to carry the banner of science.

In a discussion between Dr. Hauvin and one of thelu@onists, Dr.
Hauvin asked: Before the creation of the univerdeat was the source of
matter that caused its existence? The evolutiorgied that he did not
know. Dr. Hauvin asked him about the source of gneand also replied
that he did not know its source. Then he askedatiout the source of this
universe, and he was astonished as he did not kdewasked him if he
could ask him another question, and the evolutiamiglied immediately,
"What else would you like to know"

There are fifty fundamental laws that are consideie be the physical
constants of the universe, which must have beercerted since the
beginning, without which there can be no way fée kbr the universe to

arise. These physical constants are very precisst@ats, they cannot be
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less or more than they are. These include Boltz@amstant, Plank and
Gravity constant, the molecular mass of primaryeuooles, Pion mass in
relaxation mode, Neutron mass in resting posit@@&ctron mass in resting
position, particle charge and the relationship leenvcharge and mass,
infinitesimal structural constants (Gravity, weakeirplay, electromagnetic
energy and fixed infinitesimal structures). Thelability of one of these
physical constants being created by randomnedssmitassive explosion
Is almost impossible, let alone fifty constantstta# same time. On this
basis, all the evolutionary hypotheses developedhkyevolutionists are
contrary to the laws of probability that we menadnabove in chapter 2.
Therefore, based on rules developed by the evaiist®themselves, these
erroneous assumptions about origin must be negleckbe physical
constants are increasing constantly and have rdaomme than 120
constant these days.

Returning to the hypothesis of the origin of thevarse, beginning with
the Big Bang associated with the chaos and disptiden the hydrogen and
helium gases formation then the world assembledf itthis claim in itself
Is a clear violation of laws of nature, specifigalthe second law of
thermodynamics. The law states that any isolatstiesy cannot develop
into a more complex form. On the contrary, any asad system will
eventually become fragmented and more disintegratdéere are no
exceptions to this law. Contrary to this naturat,l@volutionists believe
that the universe is an isolated system that haedself from the chaos
and irregularity, which accompanied the big bangl ataused the
appearance of the elements like hydrogen and hekibioh later evolved

into this very complex world that we see today.
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If natural laws in the beginning were the same aw,rnwhich is what
supposed to be, the universe cannot assemblebiséelf, because this is
a flagrant violation of the second law of thermoalynics. The only
alternative to these claims is that this cosmidesysis not an isolated
system, but rather there exist a wise intelligemivgr separate from this
natural universe, which is responsible for the woseof this universe. This
wise intelligent power has also created these ahtaws governing the
universe. Some evolutionists at this point havdateal the hypothesis of
the massive explosion when they found themselvasdead end, contrary
to the natural laws set. If we skipped the clathe the universe moved
from simplicity to complexity by self- assemblinge remain with two
options: either the universe originated in compieanner from the very
beginning, and since then it has been stable. &1thie universe has been a
complicated one, which in time is destined to degmate and decay.
Evolutionists who have opposed the hypothesis gf Bang and the shift
from simplification to complexity have chosen thgpbthesis that the
universe has emerged as complex and has been staobistate since its
origin. While recognizing the universe complexityce its origin, they
must acknowledge that there is an intelligent dedltat designed such
universe. Any complex order subject to informatiematever it may be,
must require the existence of a designer. Theséhareimplest principles
of any scientific critical thinking. In no way cahe complexity that is
equivalent to what we see today in this universene&edrom nothing.
Nothing cannot produce anything except when somewah® tells

otherwise has a vague judgment.



However, cosmic evidence and natural laws alsotradict the
assumption, that complexity is associated with egbent stability. Stars
appear to be disintegrating. Every second therdidirens of tons of fuel
burning and disappearing. The energy reserves @futiverse cannot
remain forever. Without the intervention of God&amer, the universe will
be bound to a boundless end 9*.

It hasn’t been yet agreed about the age of theeuse. Estimates varied
between 15 billion years, 19 billion, 8 billion, 2fllion and 11 billion
years. 10 *. Studies done by Barry-Setterfieldlmndecline in the speed of
light have shown that by turning the light of starto redness, the age of
the universe can be estimated at six thousand yd&rsThe shift in this
light color occurs through astronomical valuesaapls, rather than a fixed
gradual mechanism.12*

As for our solar system, proponents of evolutiohelve that the age of our
solar system ranges from 4.5 to 5 billion yearsréhare studies that refute
these claims. In a study by Professor Wan Lai efS8hanghai Observatory
of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, he found tmatstun is shrinking
annually by 1.5 km, where the diameter of the sumarsk 410 km from
1715 to 1987. If the sun is now a million years, atdthe beginning, it had
to be twice the dimensions of the current sunt i ten million years old,
the heat emitted from it during the start that walach the earth will make
it impossible for organisms to exist on earth stefalhe sun would touch
the Earth if it is 210 million years old. Based thve above, and based on
the persistence of these contractionary rates, ipossible for the solar
system to be several billion years old as evolugisnassumed 13*.

Harvard University scientist Fred Whipple foundtthii@ere are no signs of



orbits around the sun that point to Robertson nfiay, a phenomenon that
occurs when photons collide with galactic dust,soag a slow of its
movement, so that, over billions of years, Smaitiples slow down by this
phenomenon before large particles. This study stippbe view that the
age of the solar system is not several billion ydar

Here we present different views and opinions ofi@escientists on the
alleged hypothesis of the Big Bang in the universe:

" The theory of a massive cosmic explosion is m& only theory that

explains the origin of this universe," says Eriariax, "The theory of the

current state and the theory of plasma are twedfit theories supported
by many scientists who reject the hypothesis afjdbhng." These theories
provide alternative explanations of what proponemitsevolution have

called " The hypothesis of a Big Bang”. AccordingBig Bang cannot be
seen as a reality. 15*. He continues “ The thedrg global explosion is

fading, but many colleagues still refuse to admnytet ... But during those
days when Galileo lived, ready ideas were alsadatifif to change ... So
there is nothing that hinders cosmologists frormgiag their sights if they

find that there is no evidence to validate theamk (about the Big Bang
hypothesis) and that none of these allegationpoawide a real solution to
the problem. " 16*

In a note by the Editorial Board of the New Sastinnagazine, "Never has
such an edifice been built with such a sanctitg @ihg Bang hypothesis) on
such loose foundations as they were based on". 17*

In an article in Science journal, the magazine rigbthat the variations in
the oscillation claimed in the COBE project, a pabjin which the cosmic

oscillations of the cosmic explosion were measutied,alleged forces of



these oscillations were less than the average rlewsds that allow the
devices to detect them. This is a kind of backgdonaise, which cannot
allow to obtain such readings. These studies have gn to say that these
readings have been obtained through statisticahadst and they still
require an accurate survey to verify thenr18

A report by couple of Yale University scientisteey admitted that the
pulses in the readings, in the background of (COB&)e nothing to do
with what the universe was like billions of yeagoaTheir theory assumes
that the variance in these readings was causeddigtion taken from the
gravitational oscillations. This confirms the piple assumed by the
theory of general relativity 19

George Smoot, the man in charge of the COBE prajeStience journal,
acknowledged that the readings (on which scientislied on regarding
their hypothesis of massive explosion) could beealistic, even if the
measurements were real, they could have been edsiutim other effects
such as the motion of our cosmic galaxy that prbbataused the
oscillations that appeared in the background oftkasurement 20
Evolutionists assume that the stars go throughfeadycle of thermal
nuclear nature, claiming that billions of years i@guired for the evolution
to take its course. What scientific observationswslis that stars of very
different ages have similar chemical structuredikarwhat should be true
if evolutionists claims are to be imposed, whichfaons that the evolution
hypothesis in this framework is a confused onesTilnturn leads to doubts
about the reality of the age of the universe 21ldmdrous studies of stars
have shown that the light produced by them chaogks within a period
not exceeding a few hundreds of years. Star FGttaaghas changed its



light color from blue to yellow only during the ggseriod of 36 years, and
this naturally intersects with evolutionary visiotheat assume millions of
years for stars to evolve 22*.

With regard to the planet earth and other planétshe solar system,
studies have shown the following:

The planet Uranus was completely classified as Neptplanet. It is
composed of elements, ranging from helium to hydnohat are present in
Jupiter and Saturn, in addition to minerals, oxyged rocks that exist in
the rest of the inner planets of the solar sysitdms study is based on the
information provided by Voyager 2. This informatictearly contradicts
evolutionary assumptions, where the lighter elesere the ones that
supposed to be farther away from the sun due toh#s evaporation
factor. This does not appear in the planets NepamaePluto 23

The data provided by the Magellan spacecraft onugenave amazed
scientists. The scene showed no volcanic crateeyamted areas or even
active volcanoes. This is a proof that this plaset newly created planet,
not as old as earlier thought by evolutionists, tluehe absence of any
evidence of ancient sites on its surface 24

The studies provided by the spacecraft Vikiigdid not confirm any form
of life on Mars. Therefore, Mars cannot be religebn as a guide adopted
by evolutionists for the evolution of life in tha@iverse.25*

The images taken from a Jupiter satellite showeddive volcano there,
contrary to claims by proponents of evolution relgag the age of the solar
system. If the solar system is estimated to beraéwdlion years old as
evolutionists claim, this volcano would have beeng dead. This also

confirms that the solar system is a recent on& 26



The amount of atomic cosmic dust earth receives fspace is 14 million
tons per year. The height of the dust layer onlEsagurface then, should
be 60 meters if the Earth is 5 billion years olcdwdéver, there is little
evidence of this dust on the ground, which confitiret the earth is new
and not as old as the evolutionists assume 27*.

The Earth is influenced by the gravitational foofeboth the sun and the
moon. If Earth's age estimate of several billioargas true as evolutionists
assume, the Earth's shape should be more flatrendaontinents must be
closer to the equator by the effect of the Eartdysd rotation around itself
since that distant time 28*.

Evolutionary studies also suggest that land had daer the sea for
hundreds of millions of years. Studies based oh &wd wind erosion,
which estimate a 25 billion tons of soil erosiomaally, confirm that all of
this land would have been completely depleted lbamiyears ago. Thus,
the Earth can not be 5 billion years old, as evohsts claim 29*.
Evolutionists believe that the continents were ra@ Gme interconnected,
forming one continent called Gondwanaland. Thes&igents began to
separate from each other by shifting in the eadthist, leading by millions
of years to this new positioning of the continenthis long-term
displacement supports the evolutionist's claim ol earth. This
displacement occurs by 1 cm per year as demonsdtiateseveral studies
by evolutionists. Advocates of evolution develogestudy of crustal drift
leading to continental drift, which have shown dagically that, as a result
of this displacement, Texas in the west and thee sithMassachusetts in
eastern United States are approaching each othé&rdm per year. This

study cannot be correct, because both states astetb on the same



continent and are not on two different continefisis raises suspicion
about the statistics and methods of study followgdhe proponents of
evolution 30*.

As for the moon, evolutionists believe that the m@otoo old, about three
billion years old.

All rocks are exposed to the phenomenon of flowrauwae. Although
evolutionists believe that the Moon is estimatedé¢othree billion years
old, the study of basalt rocks taken from the Msanrface by Apollo's
journey has shown that the volcanic crater is noentiban a million years
old. If the upper limit of relative flow is usedrfmeasurement, the lifetime
of the volcanic nozzle will be several thousandryealy 31*.

The moon is still geologically active and if itofd as evolutionists claim, it
should be dead and cool a long time ago 32*.

The moon has abundant amounts of short-lived rath@amaterial, such
as uranium-236 and thorium-230, as reported byrtheth Moon Science
Conference. If the moon is as estimated by evatigts a few billion years
old, these radioisotopes should have long disiategr33*.

The moon is, therefore, has a young age, unliket wiliia evolutionists
claim.

The claims of proponents of evolution relies onft that they base their
views and beliefs on natural laws, but their clagaslescribed above differ
from the scientific facts presented. The laws ofure show that the
universe is relatively recent, and that its galsxi&s they appear, tend to
disintegrate and decay, unless external factohsante this approach. This

contrasts with evolutionary hypotheses relatedh® ¢arly origin. The



universe, through evolution, is an old one and ¢emal increase in

complexity from the simplest forms.
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6- origin of life

As for the emergence of life, evolutionists in masfytheir assumptions
violated natural laws.

"In the early beginnings, long before life begdre surface of the earth was
composed mainly of minerals and rocks, althoughctralitions demanded
the necessity of large quantities of organic mdtteays Salvador Luria.
“Experiments proved that A large number of orgamimpounds was made
from simple materials, exposed to radiation or ko vacuum: This is
certainly what happened during early years of Ea&thmost important,
there was no oxygen in its free state. Fermentati@asthe only mechanism
to provide living organisms with energy requested life. Coal storage
was gradually diminishing on earth due to simpfe &xtension. Carbon
gases accumulated in air. A new way for obtainingrgy was found: by
photosynthesis, capturing solar light and usingengergy to make ATP
(energy-saving). This ATP served to bring enerdyg e chain of reactions
that retained carbon gases; the atmospheric catooms thus recovered in
a cycle of the existing living organisms." *1.

" Long Before life began," says the author. How kl@know that life had
been delayed so long until it appeared? Providimgevidence to indicate
the date of the emergence of life, and he did na gs any idea about the
duration of this time too. His words here are meedlections and
speculation based on no evidence. "The surfadeec¢arth was composed,
in particular, of minerals and rocks." This is jegteculation, because no
one lived that era. Scientific studies still hypetibally believe that

hydrogen and helium are the first gases to ariberd is no conclusive
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evidence of the shape and nature of the Earthfacguat that date, except
what is a speculative. He saidalthough the conditions demanded the
necessity of large quantities of organic mattér”. Luria did not tell us
precisely about the mechanism in which these ooganbstances were
formed on the surface of the Earth, which accortiingvolutionist’s claim
are the secrets of life origin. The process ofvaicuum, although it may
prove that it can generate organic matter, requateleast the following
three elements, in the free gaseous state: oxygeirpgen and carbon.
Since the only available gases in the atmosphepaily stages from the
evolutionary perspective, are hydrogen and helonganic matters cannot
be produced this way. Therefore, the process reguine presence of
oxygen , carbon as well as hydrogen and nitrogesegas a minimum in
the atmosphere, in order that Miller's method osirailar one that the
writer relied upon, may generate organic compouAtidiving organisms
need organic matter to build their bodies and piyltiOrganic matters are
vital for their metabolism and energy generation life sustenance and
motion. Therefore, Dr. Luria had to explain to uswhthis organic
substance produced at the very early stages qfuifiéke the previous
unacceptable method, because of its factual lack pbssibility of
occurrence. Then one may wonder, what Dr. Lurianhbg his statement
“the conditions demanded”. Is the “conditions dededi, that caused the
existence of organic substance! Is “conditions defed” the acting reason
of life generation? If so, would it be under suctiemnand that the organic
matter with its suitability to life conditions beg&o generate which made
life emerge later !! Who in the world will produti®@s organic material and

then provide it with such huge quantities for kfestenance !! Life cannot



be generated by virtue of demand, except througiracle accomplished
by a designer and a decision maker meaning thet@r¢he one who can
do it. Here appears a miraculous action which dumiists do not

recognize as principles of the foundations of theypotheses, as we
observe.

“This is certainly what happened in the early yedrthe Earth,” Dr. Luria

mentioned in an assertive tone. He asserted thergson of the organic
matter by vacuum gas and ignition “has certaidgpgened”, even though
all his claims were still mere speculations. Thetspirit of a scientific

research requires that one who speaks on a sdlgeetumably scientific —
must indicate that what he says falls within trerfework of hypotheses or
mere speculation. He should not present such dsbge facts without

evidence. He talks about the formation of organatter by vacuum. and
confirms that this is certainly what happened ia #arly years of Earth.
Air vacuum with ignition is an experiment similar that scientist Miller

tried, to ensure the production of organic mateilimited experimental

amount by an act of spark as a source of energy wmtkkr special

conditions. It represents a hypothesis that predie possibility of organic
matter being formed by this procedure. To say ftain, this is what

happened in the early years of the earth, is td plus subject far beyond
limits. This experiment suffers from serious obksacas we will show

later through the conductions of many valid studiggrominent scientists
who declared weaknesses in that hypothesis. Thiesntne formation of

organic materials this way, an unacceptable hypmhdéiow the author

based his conclusions on a rejected hypothesisramboting scientific



observations and then confirmed with certainty thet is the source of the
organic materials in the early year of earth isiasgionable matter.

He follows: "What's more important, there was nggeq in its free state,".
He assured again the absence of free oxygen iprimary environment of
life. What about cosmic rays then, and ultraviotadiations that would
penetrate any living material that is predictedoadmg to the hypothesis
of evolutionists to form, and kill it at the momeoftformation, in case of
absence of ozone layers with a complete absenogygien gas? How did
the author based his claims on such unreliableeeze, and how he knew
that free oxygen did not exist at first? If freeygen was not present at
first, how did the composition of the primary orgamatter accumulate so
abundantly by means of air vacuum and ignitioneaslaims? That method
requires oxygen literally in gas state for the organatter to be produced.
If Dr. Luria does not believe the existence of foaggen at that stage, how
did he based his claims on the theory of air vacaumah ignition, which
demands free oxygen and carbon existence to genan@gdnic substances?
How could he bear confirming to us without any grabat this what
happened in the early years of earth? His statesrsggm to contradict
each other, and contradict other hypotheses telfiagthe atmosphere and
free oxygen have been present since the rocksnategl, as Nobel Prize
laureate, Greek, emphasized 2*.

"When the first living organisms evolved, conditsordemanded that
fermentation was the only mechanism by which energguced," says Dr.
Luria. Here he argued that evolution was takendgi@nted. The author

certainly knows that evolution is only a hypothesesone came with any



proved evidence confirming it, but the evidencesprged in the context of
this book and from great number of scientists @mhtts evolution.

" conditions demanded that fermentation was thg ordchanism." writes.
Dr. Luria. He insists on the term " conditions dechad ". If true, it is
necessary to know who demanded it, as “demandsiireecan affirmative
well known not anonymous, ignorant or random sttbj)@/hen he does not
specify who made this demand, he leaves the rgmptexed. Conditions
demanding represents technical information which as reducible
mechanism. According to artificial intelligencehstars, an intelligent
designer must impose it.

Dr. Luria continues citing his story about the exmn of the first living
organisms that generate energy through fermentateszhanism.

Never the less, it should be pointed out that tineplest fermentation
process, as provided, requires the following:

1- The availability of carbohydrates as organicssabces that introduce
oxygen in addition to carbon and hydrogen.

2. Complete and varied systems of enzymes, inauldy@rogen-extracting
enzymes, such as dehydrogenase.

3 - The aid of enzyme nicotinamid adenine de nucedNAD).

4. Availability of water.

5 - The availability of special space “chamber”hirnt the living biological
structure presumed, to perform the reactions ingjd& else the digested
enzymes will digest the primary cell itself, hemceill not survive.

6. the existence of cellular transport systems titzaisport the product of

fermentation to be used in the appropriate location



Dr. Luria excluded from the picture all these intpot elements that
should be available for fermentation. It is knowratt these fermented
organisms, like any living organism on earth, mashtain at least a
composition of water in its body between 70-90%t®fwveight. Dr. Luria
did not mention water at all. Were these organiabis to live in some way
without water? or was there a reason why he hadjriore the water
existence? The reason why the author was reluttataik about water is
his claim that hydrogen and helium were the ongneEnts existed during
early years of life with no water or other gasefai\is interesting is that
any living organism requires water as a fundameotahponent of its
composition. Living elements and even the onesigivon fermentation
contain at least a minimum of 70% of their weighdter. According to
Luria claims, water in that early environment wad yet produced. How
can these fermented cells then come to life? Andtvabout the existence
of the enzymes and other elements inside thesgeall fermented primary
cells! Where did these enzymes come from? Did tbeyme from the
primordial soup too? If so, how did they find theiay into this cellular
structure represented by these fermented organisivg® this a
coincidence? Or was it done by a directed precisehanism? Then what
about the wall membrane around this fermented detlfrere was no cell
wall, none of these events can end with fermematamd fermentation
would not occur at all. A cellular wall surrounditite cell should therefore
be present. Why he neglected mentioning anythingutalthe cellular
membrane? It is known that the cell membrane ofidi\cells, whether in
eucellular or in multicellular living organisms, iaa very complex

biological structure, which cannot be compared g ather non-living

Yo



envelope in nature. It allows selectively the emtea of the elements
needed by these cells inside, and allows the ekitmetabolized
components out of the cell through complex reguatoechanism. There
must also be many other different cellular compdsmemside that
fermented cell that life began with as Dr. Lurigswases. Only existence of
a fermented enzyme surrounded by cellular wall oamead to life and
fermentation. There has to be elements of diffecatiular components
within this fermented cell including network of @mhal rough and soft
endoplasmic reticulum, Golgi system ribosomes gsddomes. All these
particles must be in a state of harmony and coatdin and a very
accurate performance within time and space. Mogontantly, the RNA
and DNA, that will provide this primary cell witnfiormation about the
proteins synthesis and reproductive capacity ot#ie Without DNA How
could such primary fermented cell offer multiplicet and evolution of
various life according to Luria’'s assumption, withhothe ability to
reproduce? Certainly, we have reached a very congyld irreducible cell
structure that must have been equipped with alhwmessary components
for life sustenance and reproduction since therbmegg. Scientists refer to
this stunning structure of the primary cell as pefiar more complex than
any spacecraft or machine ever designed by hunBarthow did all these
different organelles come into existence and méogether to form that
miraculous fermented cell at the beginning of lifld#s is what we find in
Luria's words "conditions demanded" which provneclear explanation,
while require themselves an explanation. In a gesty Judge Philip
Johnson to these vindications, “you always fintheir novels claims such

as that the elephant needed the long trunk to dniater, so the nose



elongated into a trunk. The tiger needed long,shargs to catch the prey,
so his fangs appeared. The giraffe needed a lotigtogpick up food from
the tall trees and giraffe neck became tall. Thede are still found in
various biology books. All these are mere narratiteat lack any scientific
arguments that prove them".

Dr. Luria writes: "Coal stores were sequentiallsnoishing on earth as the
first forms of life expanded. This caused the aadaton of carbon gases
in the atmosphere." But in early days of life, @ding to evolutionists,
there was only hydrogen, helium and nitrogen. Durid did not make it
clear to us how in the beginning coal came intcstexice with the early
days of life? What then led coal stores to diminishm the Earth? Is it
because of the extension of the first forms of?lif2oes that mean that all
coal minerals have converted to organic matteoutdin the alleged air
vacuum and ignition, resulting in a substance dake bio soup? With the
absence of oxygen did those fermented objects coaduhe soup in their
metabolism, releasing the discharge in the formasbon dioxide gas? Is
that how carbon gases filled the atmosphere uhtibost coal minerals
drained from the earth? But like oxygen, the coatassary to produce
organic matter originally, is required to be in eeefgaseous state,
otherwise it would not have been possible for N#leexperiment in
preparation of organic matter to occur. So carlsonontrary to what Dr.
Luria claimed from the start was in a gas form.sTéwntradicts evolution
theory because the theory requires the presence adngjases such as
hydrogen and helium at the beginning of formatidnlife or else it is
assumed that the world since the beginning was @xn(t is not possible

for the expansion of the so-called early life fortmdead to drainage of the



coal stores from the earth the way Luria claimelde Tepletion of coal
stores from earth, based on his claims, meansathabal savings have
been first transformed into a vital bio-organic gofor the fermented
organisms to metabolize. In other words, Luria ab&rs that all the earth
coal stocks that are now seen in forms of treesli@nm) green plants as
organic compounds, in addition to all coal and gdetrm that are found
within earth, have been consumed by these ferngrimganisms, after
being manufactured by air vacuum and ignition itite form of a vital
soup and then metabolized and converted back mitiesl carbon gases.
This means that Miller's mills in the organic matiedustry, not Miller
distinct experiment, were working 24 hours a dagy é&nd night, to
produce billions of tons of bio-soup a day to feledse virtual fermented
organisms, before the carbon gas was released o atmosphere.
Evolutionists insist that coal was only in a mindoam and was not until
later released as free gas. They also relied oteidilexperiment, which
requires the existence of carbon in free form gheoto produce the organic
material necessary for the emergence of life. Weocasselves how could
they reconcile in their claims, between an objeu &s opposite at the
same time?

In addition, the hypothesis of air vacuum is a sgeand restricted
hypothesis assumed by proponents of evolution asehanism for the
formation of organic matter, namely, bio-soup asytltlaim, in very
limited quantities in order to produce organic mags precursor for the
emergence of life.

This bio-soup became a form of ready-made meaictwhenefited all

organisms that can ferment organic matter, andlgadto loss of billions



of tons of coal reserves from the earth. This mehas billions of those
fermented organisms were encountered initialjhatdurface of the globe.
This raises the question: How could such organisveswith the limited
source of food, bio-soup, coming only in experitaémmounts with an
absolute absence of oxygen that ensures protegtidthe atmosphere?
These strange claims contradict the hypothesistalfsoup and undermine
the claims of the emergence of life, according e proponents of
evolution at that early stage. The hypothesis ofduiup and fermented
cells, no matter how they have been circumventade Iserious constraints
that make them impossible to be valid experimepntatid scientifically.
Therefore, the talk about the emergence of lifésrearly stages according
to evolutionary claims remains vague, lacking anierdific evidence.
However, it is clear that Dr. Luria in the allegadcumulation of carbon
gas in the atmosphere, was preparing the readahance, as usual in the
ready templates, for the emergence of photosyrgtsesl the green plants
live. In fact, contrary to what Dr Luria claims lms evolutionary approach,
the purpose of the photosynthetic plants was nstoreg the lost coal
stores in Earth, because the coal compounds ditkawe the earth in the
first place to be needed to return back. How sogsible that most coal-
fueled gas filled the air and still have any chafaeany kind of life to
emerge on earth? The main purpose of these gresmspis to convert
inorganic elements such as coal, oxygen, hydrogsh ratrogen into
organic compounds that enable other creatures t¢hanot carryout
photosynthesis like those fermented organismske &avantage of them
by consuming and generating the energy neededhr tives. This

fundamentally contradicts all the basic points wblation because the



conditions demanded that the green plants exmsi fiiom early stages of
creation before the emergence of these fermentgghelles, and requires
the presence of free oxygen in the air too. Thishat is evident in nature
now. Without exception organisms that are unable poocess

photosynthesis must take advantage of the orgamnpounds produced by
green plants for their metabolism as the only sewfcenergy they obtain,
in contrary to the opinion of evolutionists, whehe alleged bio-soup has
never been present on earth at any time whetheraraw the past. The
high concentrations carbon gases in the atmospleréhat enormous

amount described above according to Luria clainmylaévnot lead to the

evolution of new organisms using photosynthesisettover atmospheric
carbon atoms, or to expand and extend new life $caimd the emergence
of green plants. On the contrary, the thermal tetandue to high

concentration of carbon dioxide on air will leaddamage and kill those
green plants that process photosynthesis if thelydmy chance to exist.
Green-house effect, has a tremendous consequenceth® decline in

green forests in nature which is the best appleabientific evidence of
the effects of the increase of atmospheric carbaseg This raises an
important question about how evolutionists offer efpbricated

interpretations without relying on applied scieiatievidence, that often
contradict their justifications, which makes us wen whether they are
speaking real science or imaginative stories. Thensfic data confirms in

the early stages of the emergence of life the rfeedan atmosphere
surrounding the Earth identical in composition aements to the current
atmosphere, where the first forms of life would rave a chance to

emerge without it.
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We have come to the conclusion that organic mditenot have a chance
to arise in the way the proponents of evolutiordmted. If organic matter
had to emerge, the only alternative that makes vailable is the
photosynthesis.

Thus, the scientific argument requires that theucstral complexity
represented by green plants has come a head \aitho$tlife. This vision
coincides with the many scientific observationsha fossils world, which
we have come to some of which. The fossils indit#éte existence of real
signs of green plants in the early days of emerg@fdife. Dr. Luria then
talks about ATP which is adenosine triphosphatel, ié$ importance in
providing cells with energy, and turns his eye afvayn the mechanism by
which the ATP molecules are synthesized. This regua complex series
of reactions that require various special enzynesbé¢ all provided
together, within the Living cell, to obtain the enactions needed to
generate energy. The lack of any enzyme unit ia émergy system will
result in the complete process discontinuation lasd of ability to build
the ATP molecule 3 *. In addition, the process ehegrating energy is a
complex, joint and concerted process, so thatntroat be done with the
presence of compounds and absence of others. DhuBghe considered
this process, like its peers of complex and prebistgical nature at the
molecular level, calling it Irreducible Complexdy. The process therefore
IS not as simplistic as the evolutionists try traduce: “ATP served as a
factor to bring energy to a chain of reactions teédined carbon gas. ".

“In the beginning, photosynthesis was not a prgeleexcept for some
bacteria," Dr. Luria writes elsewhere in the botkt a new breakthrough

appeared to have occurred hundreds of millionseafy later: the special
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form of photosynthesis that occurs in our day tgneen plants, land, or
aquatic. This unique composition of photosynthésianique to the fact
that, at the same time as carbon gas is graspgdeonxs emitted. As a
result of such matter, oxygen was released intoatingosphere, which
radically changed the course of life on earth. disvgignificantly possible
for living organisms to breath. This largely incsed the amount of usable
energy that organisms can obtain from organic fotghis way, plants
pick up by photosynthesis, carbon gas and produganec materials that
feed all animals and at the same time bring alsggex, which allow
animals to benefit the most from foods.” Dr. Luhas been so late in
introducing oxygen to the life complex. It followsat the oxygen appeared
in the atmosphere after the emergence of greentsplamd due to its
photosynthesis. But for the presence of these grkams and all the living
creatures on earth, there must be a gas layer dtegdrthem from
destructive cosmic rays and deadly ultraviolet rdyse ozone layer O3, as
known, is the air layer that protects the earth edliving creatures from
these cosmic rays that would not allow life to auifsit is not filtered. This
means that this ozone layer must have existed édfer emergence of
green plants in nature to ensure prevention anteg@ron. This indicates
that free oxygen must be present on the earth cauréand in the gas
atmosphere before in order for the emergence iofgigrganisms 5*.

This view is corroborated by Francis Greek, thealerer of the DNA
model and Nobel laureate, who says, "The studpcig at all ages clearly
demonstrates that they were formed under the infleef an atmosphere
containing oxygen. Earth's air in its early stapas certainly contained

oxygen.” 6*
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Creek made this important information which becawmdrely circulated in
the scientific media before Dr. Luria published baok, which means that
Dr. Luria was familiar with these scientific facfwesented. Yet he
completely ignored them.

Dr. Luria also writes on page 92: "The opportunefmatural selection has
allowed the protection of all things that have movo be useful later for
life. Just as it is wrong to consider evolutioraawatter of fact that, prefers
"better fit" living organisms on cost of the "lef#S living ones that might
find themselves later vanished, it is impossible think that natural
selection, has not found a more efficient systenmtibilize the energy
necessary for life processes, and may at the siamee have been able to
remove all processes with lower yield. The greatdstiom in terms of
evolution as well as in humanitarian affairs, lissmaintaining a balance
between different, integrated and mutually reinifogc patterns, to
accomplish a task. "

Many experts have shown that scholars who wish resgnt a false
approach and market it as an eye of truth resorisubtle illusive
expressions that lack clarity and precision. Mactyofars agree that when
evolutionists want to make inaccurate propositithey seek vague words
that carry different meanings and perhaps the megaand its opposite at
the same time so that the reader cannot have adeaabout the subject,
and may himself donate and provide an explanatfomhat he thinks the
evolutionist wants to clarify. Luria presents hea@s expression of
opportunism for natural selection. The author mdanspportunism, the
ability of natural selection to choose the best antthe same time preserve

the life of the less viable organisms. We wondew hairia managed to
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reconcile the extremes. Natural selection, as Darexplained, means
abolishing and even eliminating the least efficierit survival among
organisms. This means that less efficient organisith&ventually become
extinct. But in nature, we see examples of thetemte of large numbers of
other living organisms that share their lives orttealthough they are less
efficient and viable. So how do we get out of impasse? It is through the
effect of opportunism in natural selection, whickans, in the author's
words, "maintaining a balance between differertegrated and mutually
reinforcing patterns, to accomplish a task." Thaswhat he called the
greatest wisdom in evolution. Let us now returtht® phrase "maintaining
the balance between different patterns”

That is accomplished between the best and the Vadigtand efficient. If
we accept preserving both the most valid and #astl valid, then the
concept of natural selection and the concept ofigair of the fittest on
which evolution is based, become null and void. &/im Luria’s vision,
because the fittest and the least empowered has@rige opportunistic,
they have an equal and shared opportunity to saervitaus, by that, Luria
has revoked natural selection and evolution priesigs whole. But if we
say that maintaining this balance has resulted tlmgreatest wisdom in
evolution. This is because evolution can balaneedifferent patterns of
different organisms and can preserve the lessi@afticorganisms in
evolution, even though they are less developed|ewdti the same time
allowing the most advanced creatures to exist eptoduce in such a way
as to ensure the balance and harmony between edle tlorganisms,
ensuring mutual interest among those different miggas, and to common

benefit among them, all of this is presumably dbye¢he act of evolution
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that "assumes" that it is essentially and absoludependent on undirected
non oriented forces, such as randomness, mutatsmsntaneity and
chance, this then must be a new form of evolutthifierent from what we
have studied at schools and universities. It hasmaparative information
system and an extraordinary ability to determingé sumake choices that are
not enjoyed by all intelligent people, even if trehared their talents. Luria
most likely speaks of miraculous characteristics #volutionists do not
recognize, or perhaps he speaks of a wise, exptaljgent designer who
created living organisms and organized such redahigps and links among
them and established coordination among all of themsustain their life.
The natural selection that Darwin meant throughhlglsrid experiments on
dogs or on birds and even his observations onittehds of Galapagos
Islands was no more than the appearance of reegsisenotypes that were
hidden in the genetic population and were manitest¢her through
artificial selection during hybridization or by het environmental factor
effect that led to the emergence of these recessaits already present in
the genetic population in the beaks of those fischNéhen environmental
conditions returned the usual beaks returned teadreWhat Darwin
thought from his experiments and observations vea&inly not a natural
selection or evolution at all, because the selactend evolution
necessitates the existence of new genetic infoomdbrmed not already
present, and this did not occur in his experimamtsbservations. While
what modern evolutionists meant is the selectiomeiv genetic traits
generated by mutations. Once again, many spedlatizentists agree that
mutation a term created by evolutionists, is eitliatal or causes

malformations with negative effect or at best naluaffect. Even when
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these mutations occur on the genes, they are ysseictive in nature.
They select specific sites at the level of chromos® in a meaningful way
and with a reducible selective mechanism not cdertial, as confirmed by
recent studies. Thus, such distortions on genesiotatead to the
miraculous properties presented by Dr. Luria whenattributed them to
the alleged natural selection. Evolutionists hawaewtly criticized the
religious evidence because they think they are doase miracles and
paranormal that they do not acknowledge in accaawith their
empirical material perspective. When going deep the details one finds
as in the previous paragraph that they themselrebraaking miracles to
prove their claims.

In an attempt to imitate models matching the fuigiual conditions of the
earth in early stages of the alleged formationifef kcientists conducted
several experiments:

In their design of experiments that build simpienlg molecules according
to the model assumed by evolutionary proponentemdts have
experienced many problems, including the needrergy to allow simple
molecules to be connected to produce more compleleaules. The
sources of energy that were supposed to be avaiilhat time were the
sun or lightning, or the imitation of radioactiveatarials and heat. Solar
radiation is the most abundant source, it is knthvat raw radiation (non-
veiled) containing ultraviolet radiation, is lethraly that destroys any vital
molecule necessary to start life, such as amindsagroteins, DNA and
RNA. Ultraviolet radiation kills germs by disrupgrtheir parts. All life
forms, from bacteria to human, are destroyed bysxpe to such radiation.

You can imagine as a comparative example a persanisvstunned with

YY1



lightning. You see, he will turn into a more coneplied structure like
superman, or he will be badly hurt unless the hgig kills him by shock.
By using raw energy sources, from any source tatkenend result is that
the rate of destruction in living matter will excemany times the expected
construction rate. The important question themésfollowing: How could
Miller in his famous experiment build some aminada® He used a trap to
collect these acids. He used some gases and mamectinstantly wander
through raw energy (like lightning). Without thiap, however, he could
not get anything, because the material would haen lWestroyed as soon
as it formed, much faster than the speed of generdt.

But was there a trap available to isolate thesm@mcids in those early
stages of earth formation? There is no doubt theth $ormed amino acids
will be rapidly damaged before they had the chaicesach the ocean.
Even the oceans themselves will not be able toigeoadequate conditions
for the survival of these acids because destrucperations in the oceans
will also directly destroy these alleged amino acithe oceans in the start,
did not contain water at all and nobody can prethettype of alternative to
water existed. In any case, what was to be perdeas a trap in the
experiment would ultimately be considered to beocawion of this whole
hypothesis. Because the goal of the trap is taisolhe products from
energy sources, which will eliminate them if enecgytinued in existence.
Ultimately, that will cause the whole process tecamplete failure. The
availability of a large amount of energy later adlswing the construction of
peptides, is important for the connection of thaseno acids. Therefore,
isolation by trap means not to secure energy fesalraw materials. So the

whole process will also stop. In other words, ihat possible to provide
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energy only for molecule generation, and after gaien, to isolate the
amino acids, because the generation and disassepnbbedures are
simultaneous. Assuming even that these amino &ads been isolated, it
has been shown that half of them are right-aligaed the other half left-
aligned, while all the vital amino acids in livigganisms are of the type
left-aligned. This means that the right-aligned \wé damaging if linked or
at best, of no vital rule. Building protein fromede amino acids is a very
complicated process compared to all of the abowrm&tion of one
polypeptide with a vital efficiency requires theeal at least for 200 amino
acids with a suitable geometrical distribution tombine with each other in
a suitable design to form multi-peptide suitablelfi®. The next question
iIs how did these amino acids combine to form aablgt structure that is
vital with precision that qualifies for life? Did hey combine
spontaneously? Or is it through a complex infororatsystem that has
allowed those acids to line up in their alignmefiti®e next question is
where did this information system come from, whillowed for this
precise alignment of amino acids with left aligntnéistribution? Then we
come to the Great matter, that a single polypeptateprovide no benefit
in building any virtual basis for any life. We need a minimum, to build
what evolutionary proponents call the primary celgre than 200 proteins
that have Structural, physiological, vital and enayic functions combined
in their whole work in a harmonious mechanism toegate an initial cell.
If all these proteins can be available in one wagrmther !! there must be
a mechanism that allows these proteins to be limaezhch other according
to the appropriate design system to obtain a vistslecture. This certainly

needs a new information system very accurate gm@ammer exceeds
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in stages any automated program system found ohtnfug created by
human. Even if all of these settings are ready,ve#i will encounter a new
dilemma: that this structure is without live. Thgent question now is how
can it be transferred from the world of matterghi bio vital? Even with a
living organism, we will eventually come to a statkll because such an
organism, if existed, cannot survive without begige to multiply and
transmit its genes to later generations. Red b, for example, can
survive only for three months but then die, disgnéde and disappear; they
have no ability to reproduce. Now we are back tatsb. We urgently
need a complex reproductive system for life to cwd. It is the DNA
system of chromosomes, nucleic acids and genessidahychemistry
scientist D.E. Hull has concluded since 1960, raftaving taken into
account the rate of vandalism against generatiain'ghscientist of physical
chemistry, supported by scientifically proven pinoles of thermodynamics
and principles of motion, cannot offer any encoeragnt to a biochemist
who wants an ocean, even if it is full Organic cowonpds, to form a dead
hair 8*". The assumption that all these happy eventur spontaneously at
the same time and place as evolutionists clainm ifact, a real miracle
beyond the limits of perception. The so-called tedi changes or natural
selection can not provide the correct scientifteipretation for it. Science
and laws of nature are increasingly supportingligent design realities.
The "first cell,” which evolutionists believe to Ilee origin of life, could
not have survived with these large rates of ultketi (UV) radiation,
supposedly due to the so-called cosmic environméhbut oxygen. There

was no zone of ozone to absorb the radiation dted it 5 *. Therefore, it
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was suggested that there should be a gaseoustay@ining oxygen since
the onset of the oldest rock layers in Earth 9*.

The chemical reaction that occurs during bio-preices supposedly (as
evolutionists claim) assumed to lead to the amrid aombining in order

for the formation of polypeptide (a compound proetiby the combination
of amino acids) is a reverse reaction. This medra this reaction

transforms the polypeptide back into dissociatednanacids. In a non-

living environment, both reactions, if existed,rev@ccurring at the same
rate. The end result is zero. If the conditionsdate that the catabolism
reaction was more rapid than the building proctss result would be the
disappearance of the amino acids completely anevéor Biochemistry

says that although there is possibility to aminadedormation under

certain conditions, the step that follows is therggneous association of
these amino acids to form polypeptides. This precesquires dry

conditions. Under these dry conditions, the subsetjsteps followed to

form cells containing a large proportion of watedt wot be possible. In

addition to this, there is no geological evidenudigating that there is any
organic soup, or even any small organic pond tlaet lbeen present on
earth.

It has become clear that as life appeared on ,edm¢hidea that life has
been created by the presence of organic chemioap $® the least

believable hypothesis. On this basis we can faialy this perception "the

myth of primodial soup".
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7-Molecular biology and evolution

Evolutionists believe that all living beings haveolred from common
ancestors . Perhaps the living cell as they claithe first living element
from which all other living beings came. They be&ethat evolution of
organisms began from the very bottom from the gvicell, and then
evolved into the most complex, even reaching huriidans development
occurred slowly, gradually and through random motet, on those
primary cells at the level of their genes. The rates have been
characterized by good positive qualities on theegethat are superior to
those of the mother they descended from. Thisdeti¢ formation of new
living organisms that became different from thdd kinds. Over millions
of years they grew and formed new species of osgasi Thus life evolved
through the law of natural selection, till we reedhwhat we see now, as
diversity of beings in our present world. It is fudeto introduce some
statements from evolutionists to be witness in tiysc:

Max De Ceccatty, in his book “La Vie de la celldehomme”, * 1 in a
translation by Mohamed Hassan Ibrahim says: “As tbots of our
biological personality extend to the individuallaafi Protozoa, In view of
all of this, we will discover that living subjecas not made himself by self-
action. The present succeeded beings, are nothihgehl living fossils.
Today’s man may be only a moment in the evolutipmaovement of
nature, which is important to explore its originonder to recognize its
directions. This analysis for the links that cortnes with historical
animals as well as all current animals, indicatest tthere are many

similarities and parallel behaviors together witmbined failures, up to
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the case that human conclusions become ineffestiiilding up social
science that may not consider adaptations as aroigd#ble factor. As man
emerged an apical deeply rooted living being assalt of wrong and right
attempts, he will learn that erosion can destr@ygteatest peaks, as much
as cracks and earthquakes can do".

Salvador Luria writes in his book "Life is an incplete experience"
translated by Mohamed Hassan Ibrahim also * 2:

"Life, too, as a human history, is a historical qgg@ss, and the living
organisms present in these days are nothing buncamplete recording of
the probabilities of the past. Bacteria, snakeghe@rms, mosses, algae,
Human beings are shrunken samples of the grougiofjithings that may
have been able to exist. Individuals often feel Ilpddostalgic when
thinking about what might have been the other a#teve in the past,
whether neglected or unrealized, that at leastd@mopening range could
open up to them, ...

But how many who stop thinking that a mere faansoutstanding criteria
in itself? Every human being is the attainment ohast unlikely event -
indeed, a series of unexpected coincidences - shete"day" 3 billion
years ago, when life began its dangerous journeiyasth.”

In the same book, page 24-26 he writes also:

“In order to return to evolution, its most presbigs peculiarity is in its
apparent judgments - the almost hidden judgmeniseoddaptation created
by evolution - that every living organism existsems to have been made
for an appropriate function with highest Precisianth its natural

environment.
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It is the natural evolution that does this realroeening through so-called
the law of large numbers. Genetic mutations ocandomly in the exact
sense of the word, and the modification of the geimeeach marriage
(except for relatives) is largely, if not entirelg, coincidence. The false
fitness that is, by accident, the fitness of soneakMndividuals within the
population provided, their reproduction instinctalso due to chance. It
seems that the main force of natural selectiomgrigd to everything except
chance. Natural selection by acting on possibleinmerable genotypes in
populations, by its random and repeated actioge®these populations to
become increasingly compatible to an extent wittirtbwn communities
spectrum. Generation after generation, the mostesstul genotypes
prosper producing more offspring. This is certaialglose cycle, because
evolutionary adaptability is defined by adaptati@hated to the relative
abundance of the offspring "....." even when tharenment changes: The
lottery of the sexual process always maintains,hiwiteach natural
population, a reserve of genetic variance thatresca variety of genetic
patterns . ... "

"Natural selection does its work without vision,t effectively, and its
actions, when contemplated by retrospective rafiactreveal incredible
precision. This precision is a precision with a réegof accuracy that
allows for calculating the odds of getting a tmopoker. Only by virtue of
the law of large numbers, probability becomes taame way as when it
suddenly occurs in blackjack lasting a very lomget This probability of
playing, whether it is poker or survival, becombsotugh the repeated
number of great coincidences almost inevitables Tapplies to the past as

well as the future. Many scholars including scigtstirefused to believe
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that a process as natural selection has worked sutth precision in
accordance with the law of probabilities, and thiatbabilities have been
able to come with perfect adaptation of animals atahts with their
natural environment, which is almost unbelievalals,it came with the
wonders of human thoughts. " .

In reviewing these aforementioned paragraphs thgosition indicates an
elegant literature and wording of high quality witlords of talent, but it
carries with it many contradictions and confusievith clear scientific
errors hidden in the caches of that casting. Wisetlee actual link between
the trio of poker and the diversity of creatureS€ience has a novel value
that must not be reduced to the level of a pokengyafrom which
measurements and simulations related to the imt&fpon of diversity
among creatures are derived . Poker is a fun airterent and for leisure
at its best - unless someone utilizes it for gangplPlaying with cards and
being a winner or a loser will be based on luck laic# only, that is, it will
not be subject to any human rule in controlling taeds that the player
possess unless the player resorts to deceit. [®ritect to take this
measurement and draw from it scientific aspectsnpertant as diversity
in living organisms by saying that diversity occutBrough this
simulation?? The chances in playing cards and tb#t @nd loss in these
games represent a form of futility that is uselasd if it is dropped on
science, science will also become a form of entertant and futility. Is it
true that science in its definition is vain? Is tlus what the proponents of
evolution want us to believe by their previous angat? By referring to
invalid laws such as laws of probabilities, as expd in chapter 2,

probabilities have been used in a different conteptove the possibilities

Al



of new species formation through such wasting gam@esented by these
probabilities. It should be recalled here that frexacy is scientifically the
acceptable subject. Its equations should not bel @sea measure of
probability as demonstrated in the second chasteisad by proponents of
evolution in poker and other lottery games, orrey tapplied it to measure
the diversity phenomenon of living things throudte tperspective of
evolution. The scientific experiment as recognibgdll scientists requires
neutrality. The absence of neutrality through piejas, however, will
challenge the credibility of that experiment. Theasure of the diversity of
creatures on odds of gambler's playing cards isresumption and
prejudgment among proponents of this idea. It Gleardicates that
randomness is what they believe to be the basisdie¢rsity and
multiplication of species. Where is the neutralexsghat evolutionists are
supposed to possess when talking about a hypstluésdiversity of
organisms randomly attained through probability?tinother hand, when
referring to the law of frequency, which is caldath through scientific
extrapolation, and by counting in a survey the diig of creatures in the
universe as declared by the investigation of thelobist on living
organisms or through fossils, this indicates withaay doubt, a relatively
limited number of variation of creatures that lived this planet. This
number may not exceed hundreds of thousands ofiespeé different
creatures. The limitations of this diversity, apwely noticed scientific
fact, require a reductionist conscious selectiatyd wisdom of choice.
This reveals the difference between the two termsbability and
frequency. For example, the probability of evolatiomplies an infinite

number of different types of transitional organigimst must exist between
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two types of living organisms. Evolutionary clailmssume that living
organisms evolved from each other, as for exampl@nans and
chimpanzees, where the appearance of each new rgEoessitates an
arithmetic sequence of diversity of transitionafjamisms between these
creatures. The statistical study, which is invedgd by extrapolation in
nature, indicates that the number of transitiopakcges living among them
Is usually non. In fossils, it is only hundreds wftual organisms that
evolutionists only have claimed to exist, often dgoenisinterpretation and
ambiguity due to distortions during the investigatiof these fossils in
ancient sediments, and the difficulty of accuradyew performing the
survey. Still the existence of these so-called ils$oes not have any
scientific value, since billions and trillions ofahsitional organisms in
fossils will not serve the purpose supporting piciples of evolution
and natural selection due to probability and exptiak requirements.
Evidence clearly shows that a selective reductiorchoosing specific
genes is an obvious act in human creation, like oifler creatures,
surpassing all those so-called virtual transitiasrglanisms. Selection with
the absence of living or fossils transitional foohorganisms means a
systematic reduction, wisdom, creation and cam®sign. An existence of
an infinite number of species and their appearamdke fossils, if found,
would have proved natural selection, then evoluasnsuch, becomes an
acceptable fact not just an allegation. When hented his hypothesis of
evolution, Darwin did not know anything about gecetbecause this
science was later discovered. In spite of this, &t limited scientific
information then, it appeared to him in order émanstrate the validity of

his hypothesis based on the apparent characteitsf of any species, there
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must be a necessity of an existence of a numberaokitional forms
between the original living forms and what he clkadhto be the descendent
forms. What he was not aware of at the time, thamntumerical diversity of
the transitional forms requires, according to plolitst, an astronomical
variety. And because he could not discover anysttimmal diversity, even
limited, because of its lack of reality, he insteddecognizing the creation
as a fact, implemented a new hypothesis, calleanibsing link, claiming
that there are yet undiscovered transitional beibgswin died waiting for
the discovery of his lost link. But what later ewtbbnists found after the
discovery of genetics, is that these diverse geaksthe level of
chromosomes in the genetic map and in contrasieg@pparent character
traits of the organism necessitate, accordingecetiolutionary hypothesis,
the existence of infinite numbers of transitiomaérmediate forms between
the supposed ancestors and branches of the altkxzpe@ndent ones. The
total absence of these intermediate forms as esgdeby scientist Gold
and other evolutionists implicates the impossipibf the idea of natural
selection acting on random variation, hence comfigrevolution as a false
assumption that have no scientific credibility ahds by far, emphasize

the concept of intelligent design.
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“If my theory
be true,

= numberless
intermediate
varieties..

must assuredly
f have existed;”

Charles Darwin The Origin

. \h of Species... 1859 p. 211

Let's start from the last conclusion by Dr. Luriaat the process has

worked with such precision in accordance with dn@ bf probability. We

will provide a simple example of the probabilityari event in a living cell

according to the perspective of evolutionists te $ke validity and

consistency of what Dr. Luria sees as a fact witlomwbt

We wonder according to the probabilities of evaoists: what is the

probability of a single protein formation consigtiof 100 amino acids

when these 100 amino acids randomly combined veith e@ther

1- There are twenty different amino acids that contelto the formation
of proteins in living organisms (remember that thescids must
combine with each other by chance).

2- There are (twenty to the power hundred) of theed#ht proteins that
can be built from 100 amino acids

3- This means that the number of experimental attemguals (ten to the
power hundred and thirty) attempts to form one Heprotein as
meant by chance or coincidence, by gathering 10ha@amacids. The

hypotheses of evolution dictate that these prothiange bound their
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amino acids with each other by coincidence and then a variety of these
proteins also met coincidentally, bound and evolved as a living cell.
4- However, in order for a living cell to be formed in this alleged biological
pre-soup, two things must occur:
A. The different proteins that should form the components of the living
cell should be formed with the same rules as a pure coincidence.
B- Each protein must also line up next to the other protein to form the
cell structure through the bases of chance.
5. The probability of certain events occurring coincidentally is the product
of the that probability of each event.
6. Thus, the probability of two different protein molecules formation is the
product of the probability of each of them (ten to the power 130 * ten to the
power 130) = 10 to the power 260.
7 - The probability of a cell forming with several thousand proteins (which
Is the minimum number of proteins in a living cell) is 1/10 to the Power
130 * 10 to the Power 130 * 10 to the Power 130 * 10 to the Power 130 *
10 to the Power 130 * 10 to the Power ... Several thousand Times
according to
the number of proteins assumed in the cell. In fact, this number as
scientifically measured and according to what evolutionists claim is
an unimaginable figure for its enormous smallness magnitude, which
cannot be given more than 1 / infinity = zero.
8. We will now calculate the size occupied by 10 to the power 130
amino acids of these alternative proteins made by combining 100
amino acids randomly to obtain a real and one specific protein to be

used in the cell.



9. Suppose that the average weight of an amino iacidD0 Dalton, in
which a protein consisting of 100 amino acid wikigh 10 to power 4.
With 10 to the power 130 different protein, the g¥aiis 10 to the power
130 * 10 to the power 4 = 10 to the power 134 Dalto

10. That means in grams = 10 to the power 134t6 16e power 24 = 10 to
the power 110 grams. That is equivalent of 10 éogbwer 107 kg.

11 - Suppose that each kilogram occupies a spaegudl to 10 to the
power 3 cc, which means that 10 to the power 1@8lemetrically 10 to
the power 104 cc, = 10 to the power 89 cubic kiltere The question that
comes, what is the volume of the 10 to the powekr89 It is equivalent to
10 to the power 20 light-years only.

This means that, according to the Law of Large Newslgprobabilities), as
Dr. Luria suggests, in order to obtain one spegfaein composed of 100
amino acids through the evolutionary claim anddtecepts of chance, we
should have a cubic container measuring in itsetlienensions 10 to the
power 20 light years that contains those diffeqgmateins that happen to
occur by chance, through which we will have onlg @notein that is useful
for building that living cell. You can imagine tlstize of the inaccurate
waste proteins that had to be formed accordingatmlomness until the
group of living cell proteins are fully formed. !'$elective reductionism is
again the decisive factor in the subject, whichunesg intelligent design.
This led Fred Hoyle to refrain from believing thde had evolved as
evolutionists claim on the surface of this earthhére are about 2,000
enzymes in the cell," says Mr. Hoyle 1*: "The prbitity of getting them
all by chance and coincidence is 1/10. to the P@@epo the power 2000 =
1/10 to the power of 40,000 is a possibility, uralsy smaller than can be



imagined and cannot be achieved even if the wholeeuse consists of
that alleged organic soup.

When we have a regular sequence of organic elerhakexl together, as
in the case of enzymes, DNA, RNA, with the enenggded to multiply
with an energy generator system available, oneicegine how these
sequentially replicated compounds could multiplyt he cannot explain
the origin of the systematic sequence of these comgs in the first place,
which is a tightly controlled information systemlpthrough the presence
of a brilliant world organizer that was the reasfom achieving this
regularity.

Some have imagined the possibility of this regtyatrough the processes
of randomization by chance, claiming that it walke a period of up to four
or five billion years, which is the period assuni®devolutionists as the
age of the Earth. The time required for a singletggn to be formed
through the concepts of chance and according to rties of pure
probability will exceed the five billion years thavolutionists claimed for
the Earth assumed by evolutionists several hundiidn times. For
example, one protein consists of seventeen amins @an be rearranged
355 trillion times differently. If we took 17 diffent colored balls and tried
to sort them out, we would have 355 trillion difat ways to classify them
in one format. This figure is so large that it maké impossible for
complex compounds such as proteins or others e arifive billion years,
the age proponents of evolution have assumed. idow it takes a protein
composed of 100 amino acids and requires 10 tpdker (130) different
attempts to be obtained by mere chance? How mucé tio we need

before getting it ??7?



Because one molecule, like an enzyme, without aoybtd cannot be
formed by chance within five billion years, how abdillions of tons of
proteins, nucleic acids and various enzymes witlergint micro-functional
activities filling our Earth? The probability of gu a thing happening as
these organic molecules are accidentally createshifyy impossible.

The following illustrates the probability of emerge of the first living cell
in a world of sea filled with such proteins, enzgnadd nucleic acids. Such
an emergence is in fact, more complex than the gegnee of a simple
elementary molecule that we mentioned arises. Mereneed to explain
how these molecules have come together and havedi®e to create an
effective metabolic system capable of preservisglitand multiplying,
and thus having the capacity to diversify and giee/ forms of organisms.
"The transition of organic molecules into cell faton is a leap of
imaginary proportions outside the framework ofdabst hypotheses," says
Goldberger and Greene, "in that region everytheng guess. The available
facts cannot provide us with any basis for the gadwmn that cells may
spontaneously arise In this planet "2 *.

Yet evolutionists insist that life has spontanegpwsiolved on this planet,
but this is impossible, because the emergencéephlere we mean the first
small living cells requires these so-called orga@mpounds in the sea to
separate and assemble in a neat manner, shut doavifioem a living,
organized organism that can carry the differentliges of life. This
certainly contravenes laws of nature and is a engh to the second law of
thermodynamics, which says that all systems in wheverse tend to
disintegrate and become out of order over time. éles, evolutionists

maintain that life has spontaneously evolved. Ty@othesis of Uberin (a



Russian  scientist) presumes that a transient contgpou
(COASCERVATES) made up of a mixture of organic matsuch as
histone and DNA may attract some enzymes. Thig@llecompound has
been connected with purely chemical and physioap@nties. In the sense
that the histone, a negatively charged protein besn bound to positively
charged DNA in the framework of a chemical bindimd. In this picture,
the electrically charged bonds occur. Howeverseéhsonds are not, in any
case, specific but rather chaotic associationslédaat to a composite that
does not possess any characteristic of reguldxiéver the less, for the
sake of argument, let us assume that a varietynafrees have been
included in this coascervate, which would still useless. These enzymes
will dismantle the substances. This substance]tmegurom disassembly,
needs enzymes of another kind to be used for thialmkc process, so the
resulting metabolite also requires a new type alyere to take advantage
of it and so on . To take advantage of any substamud to metabolize it,
the living cell possesses a series of enzymaticaches that take place
during substance processing, and the absence ofrayyne in this chain
will lead to a halt of the whole work and a complebalfunction of the
system. This system, which has now been explaigddrbMichel Behe, is
called "Irreducible Complexity". The enzymatic ®rstin the living cell is
a very complex system. Without coordination betwedbkase various
enzymatic events, enzymatic activity would be useleand rather,
destructive. Suppose, for example, that a protgsmd enzyme has been
associated with Coascervate. The results of tliession will undoubtedly
be catastrophic. Uncoordinated enzymatic activityl wertainly be

catastrophic in terms of destroying the proteinctire that is intended for
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construction. In their existence, the metabolic Inamisms of organisms
owe their effective activity to highly complex sttures that exist only in
living organisms such as mitochondria, photosymthgdrticles, the Golgi
apparatus, centromeres and lysosome. All of thésectsres, simply,
should be present and concerted at the same tinllefwarious systems to
function, which in itself makes evolutionary claimspossible. This
confirms that the principles of the origin of thaiverse must be the
regularity first and not the alleged chaos or randess.

In addition, there is another fatal error in Ubehwypothesis. These
compounds are formed only in special conditions ard directly
disintegrated under the influence of any otherdis;tsuch as pH change,
high temperature, or pressure etc. The instalditiie main obstacle to any
system that is supposed to bridge the gap betwe=mblecule, and the
living cell. The hypothesis of Uberin and Fox (noiglobules) or any other
similar hypothesis, will suffer from this deadly akaess, which is the
instability. The most important thing that distingjues the living cell and
prevents it from being unstable is that it contaandouble cell membrane,
which gives it its specificity. This cell membrahas a complex structure.
Even if a membrane-like wall surrounds this celltemains non vital or
active structure, and can be disassembled withirt$tedirect contact with
environmental factors. It does not contain any dhahbonds that allow
molecules to bind. On this basis, it will be subjecdisintegration at any
time. Then it will lead the entire internal conteafter being dismantled to
reach outside again. As instability is an inherel@ment of the initial
stages of transformation into a living cell, thisans that this Coascervate

will have no chance to be a step forward in thergemece of life.



The living cell and its complexities, which couldot have been
spontaneously evolved as explained, should corfitam the beginning a
special system that repairs the damages that itrbig exposed to during
its growth. There are many injuries to which theslls are exposed, and
there are enzymes with special function to fix éhdamages, both at the
nucleus level, or at other cell parts. The livoedl would not have existed
without the existence of these enzymatic restamasigstems, which must
have been found from the beginning, meaning that dbmplexity has
come since the cell came and not subsequently.h®rother hand, any
living cell is ultimately destined to die. Thus, oaits in living systems
can survive as species, without being able to depre. The ability to
reproduce, therefore, should be present in thieesy$rom the outset, no
matter how simple or complex this system is. Howgevke ability to
reproduce requires pre-programmed, planned, andgleammechanisms,
which will be the last expected to be evolved ia #volution steps. This
issue remains unresolved. It is considered thezefioe ultimate barrier
that cannot be conquered in the origin of life adowy to evolutionary
process 3 *. The empirical observations in thisdfimay provide strong
evidence on the existence of information systent gnradetermines the
process of cell division and thus provides anogeof that supports what
Dr. Dempskey has already discovered from the in&ion that DNA
carries as evidence of the intelligent designem.tlis basis it can be
concluded that life would not have been emergedrdaeg to mechanical
evolutionary materialistic methods but rather araséh the power of a

mighty capable and wise intelligent designer whalenthis life.



Returning to the next paragraph, from Dr. Luriasoly “the living
organisms present these days are nothing but amplete recording of
the probabilities of the past. Bacteria, snakegha@rms, mosses, algae,
Human beings are a shrunken sample of the grouping things that
may have been able to exist. Individuals often fesdly nostalgic when
thinking about what might have been the other iadteve in the past,
whether neglected or unrealized, that at leastd@mopening range could

open up to them,.”

BIOLOGICAL EVOLUTION:
Descent with modification

o Descent: I view all beings not as

special creations, but as the lineal

descendants of some few beings which
lived long belore the first bed of the
Cambrian system was deposited.™
Charles Darwin,
I'he Origin of Species 1 1859

What an imaginary, hypothetical, and factious egpi@n is the one Luria
came with, in that phrase (what might have beerother alternative). Is it
obligated to take such words of an alleged imagnaand then accept
them as a reality that cannot be denied or objettte&volutionists when

speaking of their claims formulate them in termglo@ibt and uncertainty



like the words, perhaps, it is possible and probabat you will be able,
might have been, then, when we come to the comeluthat is the final
report, the reader or listener is asked to acdsgintas an absolute and
assertion that these allegations are unquestiorfadtie

Words of embellishment are what they write, a rclemnipulation of
expressions and meanings, and an attempt to adédtrary creativity of
some of the views believed by both authors Max Katsiand Dr. Luria.
Never the less, they want to share their faith wigh But the substance of
the speech is no more than what was presenteck isutmmary above. All
what they claimed is an emergence from one celldnersity came from
mutations and natural selection. What makes tHisfodistinguished, only
if they could provide the scientific evidence tapports and confirms it.
We see claims without scientific prove. In facte thcientific arguments
refute these claims, making them mere embellisisnerithout any
scientific value.

Hence, our biological character does not extendhto individual cell
(Protozoaire). No living being can make himself hgtural mean. All
living organisms were created by a mighty, and Halfdled the Creator's
wish, are far from being actual living fossils. Hamtoday is but a puff of
spirit generated by a wise sage. He is not a momnetite movement of
nature eternal evolution. This analysis, which &ped links that bind us to
all the historical and current animals, and whiclghhghts many
parallelities, tendencies, and complex failurespresents a serious
imbalance in the estimation method and a real dhance in the
mechanism of analysis. Analysis according to Lgpeaks of a form of

formative fusion among all living beings, althougleparation is the



observational, evidence-supported scientific attelthat is proportional to
mental conciseness. Therefore, the conclusionsecoimg the construction
of any scientific views that pay attention to tHairms of integration and
common origin without accepting separation in lgyspecies as a basis for
their existence and relationship are wrong delussidinus, the claim that
man emerged as an apical deeply rooted living bagg result of wrong
and right attempts, is a claim that proponents wbligion have no
scientific clue. Man has been created as an epihenworld of living
creatures on this earth and not as an absurd clwhaxrong and right
attempts as appeared in the imagination of thegmempts of evolution.

In his translated book "Life is an Incomplete Exeece," Dr. Luria writes:
"Nature builds crystals from simple atoms. Whenna&ocombine in a
solution to build a crystal, there is no directither than its physical and
electrical properties, Which forces them to ent&o icontact with the
clusters of atoms that have already taken theceptan the surface of the
crystal and are growing. Then they become combiethe influence of
the electrical attracting forces, among othersldsug a house or molding
a statue, requires another intervening elemerg.dtplan, a program. Then
the form is simultaneously created , from the stmecof the material and
the intention.

Each cell is generated by a cell division alreadists. The cell has a
specific regulation that is largely consistent wtthfunction, which seems
to have been produced only for that purpose. Duceltplar generation,
new molecules are synthesized and interconnectextéte cell structures -
chromosomes, membranes, mitochondria, etc. Theeereil has a semi-

specific form, not an obscure spherical shapedaatbe formed by a drop
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without any specific shape within a viscous liquide a drop of oil for
example, that can be poured in water ... ".

What is clear in the previous statement is theaang of Luria to explain
that the non-living compounds, like crystals witlredatively distinctive
and complex form have acquired their charactegdty necessity through
self-act, which is the exchange of electrical fereecording to physical
properties and self-electricity. We can argue thiagsical and chemical
properties of any matter in the universe are aeguiand non-self-
properties. What gave copper its atomic weightedéht from iron is not
copper and iron themselves, but it is the desigmeo designed those
elements the way they are. Minerals, metals andyaroc elements, which
include the non-living components of the universainot be formed by
themselves because this is in itself contrary te first law of
thermodynamics (nothing is made up of nothingnessattributing thing
to itself has no scientific evidence. It is impoittato realize that the
attribution of any characteristic of any organic roetal element to the
necessity clause or the laws of nature means wiisiio of the element to
itself, and this is a common mistake by proponetsvolution. The laws
of nature have been found to control nature's mattel as a stabilizing
factor. But nature as an existence cannot be at#abto these laws. To say,
for example, that the Alps have formed themselvesdcordance with
natural law is contrary to logic, and this perfgctiorresponds to the
example of physical properties and self-electriaitgrystals expressed by
the proponents of evolution above. The other emdhis example is the
analogy in which Dr. Luria's suggestion clearlyigades that the cells in

their shape formation together with the interrelatof their molecules, are
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similarly caused as in the previous example ofctlystals by a mechanism
attributed to the self, same as in binding crystélson-living compounds.
A generalization of the mechanism of forming nonAg crystals is
applied to living cells. The objective is that ®nwon-living elements, such
as metals, are linked to each other by connecatinbuted to self whether
physical or chemical, in the same way, living caltamponents can be
similarly correlated. In this way Luria has omittdte concept of life and
what makes living being distinguished from the tiemg one. As simple
as appears, living being is an extension of thelivamg subject with little
or no modifications. But the scientific facts instmegard don’t go side by
side with this claim at all. A living cell cannoteate its own components
through synthesis and self-regulation. There is etbhmg important
missing in the interpretation of Dr. Luria. Thereush be a precise
programming mechanism organized according to ateuecord system
available in the cell chromosome within its nuclelifese genes will
accurately determine what will be built and howsthonstruction will be.
As evidence, vital experiments were carried outiving cells, where the
nucleus as the center of programming and orgaarzatas removed. As a
result the cell lost its ability to manufacture tiagal components and
compounds needed to sustain its life. The red blmls$ in human body
are form of cells without nucleus. They lack thdigbto compensate and
reproduce, and have a limited life span, so whéraested, damaged RBCs
are shucked in the spleen without being able taire@he stem cell
(Robroblast) of the bone marrow, which possessesititleus, is the cell
that can build the new red blood cells. Living cell living organism

containing multiple cells is unlike the atoms imrAorving subjects which
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will form a crystal as part of a whole. Living cdlave specific function
within the organ. The description provided by Lumaich deals with the
possibility of cell synthesis of its own molecuksscording to a subjective
mechanism, if it leads to anything at all, it widlad metaphorically, to a
configuration abnormality that will not be able &chieve the common
functional efficiency programmed at the level ohgg in the framework of
joint affectivity of the multiple cells within theiving organ. If Dr. Luria’s
description is likely to be accurate enough, th#é# det claimed self-
efficacy would have to work on self-immortality nat than being
dependent on other cells within a framework of mplex system in which
each cell is regulated and combined with otheisaalthe same tissue. It is
known that in any living cell, age is programmedanivance, and then it
must die. The number of times a living cell is aldte divid is also
genetically determined at the DNA level and therl wiop dividing.
Estimating the age of this cell represents a pleprtegramming system
that controls the life of the cell and this is e@mty in contradiction with
the allegations presented on the cell self-synshesi its different
components. The assumption that the cell has foitsetf must lead to a
creation of an ego cell that controls its destiegduse survival instinct is
the basic principle of evolution. This means exatttht the cell itself must
have the attributes of immortality, unlike the mgabf living cells that are
seen in nature who have a predetermined age.

On page 99 Dr. Luria wrote: "The form of a viru®guced simply by the
aggregation of protein molecules, like any molecwucture, tends to
reach a minimum energy state, which, in appropriatnditions,

technicians can reconstruct the virus in a laboydtom its elements. The
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reconstructed viruses are functional viruses aadaive" just as naturally
occurring viruses are. Synthetic viruses are auticallyy synthesized by
viral genes attached to recompenent protein toteraaform, thereby
renewing living organisms."

The example of the virus here has been chosen taush simpler in its
structure than the structure of the real cell, preameditated manner among
evolutionists, with ready-made templates, aiming maarketing the
mechanism they deserve.

Evolutionists claim the protein molecules in theusi are combined by a
chemical and physical mechanisms and by covalentd$do reach the
minimum energy. If parts of any virus are recondtd, life can be
acquired spontaneously. Meaning that life can beeglbonly through self-
action of natural laws, by combining molecules amith the physical-
chemical relationships among these non-living mdles. That is, the
complex physical-chemical relationship that bindsd molecules together
will eventually according to this mechanism, gréf& to the virus. If the
virus, one of the most basic forms of life accogdio evolutionists, has
been rebuilt from non-living elements such as pnsteand has acquired
life spontaneously, why not a living cell. Agairmoponents of evolution
proceed from the principle of generalized assumptdne may assumes
what he wants, but he has to give a proof of tlasseimptions, otherwise
they will be just amusing tales. Comparison of miwith a living cell
cannot be true. The virus cannot independentlyoperfany vital activity,
such as movement, metabolism and reproductionoras as it is outside
the living cell. When it enters the cell, its protsheath remains out, while
its DNA enters the nucleus, attracted to the DNAtle cell inside the
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nucleus, it uses it to construct its primary congas, protein sheath and
its nucleic acid. This means that the DNA compounmthe virus, which
carries its genetic and functional record, is thgical element in the
application of its vital work. The virus can not doy of its vital functions
without the existence inside a cellular incubatomake it functional. The
living cell is independently able to carry out thel vital functions of:
movement, metabolism, reproduction, growth and rfaoture of the
different organelles needed for its life. How cam @@mpare the virus (with
a loss of most of the vital traits and componenéd thakes it independent,
keeping it incapable of any characteristic of bfeof reproduction without
the DNA of the host cell), with the living cell thi its structural
complexity and independence in its physiology vittth biovital activity ?

he writes later "As a virus that can be reconsédctit may seem
reasonable to do the same with a cell. A viruenly a very tiny living
organism, and as far as the mechanism by whichilees the cells for its
growth, all that it needs is a protective shell amdpass into the next
occupied cell. Opposite to that, the cell in a&fstage is an open system,
through which a flow of energy and flow of substsmig@asses through,
and, more importantly, it has a history. (Each eienerated from a cell.)
That has been one of the basic principles of biolgheory in the last 100
years. Can this principle be reversed if we fine tonditions that allow,
with purely physiological conditions, combining thasic parts of the cell
in order to create a functional living cell?

Such question is not worthless. This means thatwweader whether
everything in the regulation of cells as we knovest days has been

dedicated to the internal structure of its consetitumolecules. In such a
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case, it may be possible in theory, to at leasbnsituct the model - or
whether this regulatory model itself has somehowob® independent and
indispensable. In such a case, cellular regulati@y no longer, when
"disassembled"”, be regenerated by simply re-gatbethe constituent
molecules: a major media element may have been dstedia component
provided by previously existing cellular structueegsl necessary to the cell
“initiation” of gathering the different new comparte during cell growth .
Choosing between these two options is not easyt blokgists are more
likely to support the first hypothesis - accorditagwhich the molecular
elements of a cell, re-gathered in ideal conditi@esild once again form a
living cell. Some biologists have objections anithkithat some patterns of
cellular regulation have become independently detached — a necessary
condition for its survival through successive gatiens. These
imaginations are not far from truth: it may be usdfere to refer to the
structures of the membranes that determine the et their internal
spaces.”

It is interesting to see how, when evolutionistsniveb make a certain
assumption supporting their point of view, the naubms that are so
sophisticated as the case of living cell condionl its combining factors
turn into a simple and easy matter . "All it neexla protective shell and a
mean to reach other cell ". Conversely, when otheply scientific
methodological views that contradict some of thexitoneous reasoning,
they try best to find justifications such as express of" fossils
abnormalities and erupting defects "which mentiomedhapter 4. As is
evident from the first assumption the author poiotgathering of different

components of the cell with the same mechanismhichvthe crystalline
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molecules are formed, will gain according to hisair this cell
automatically principles of life that we know ivilng cells. It is again the
second rule for the emergence of subjects fromthinee alleged rules:
chance, necessity and determination. Chance ipasgible. It became a
burnt subject with the spread of knowledge aftevas possible to proceed
with for the interpretation of evolution in its begings, due to the
ignorance and limited scientific experience of geopf that time.
Therefore, Dr. Luria must come with a new idea taal be more
acceptable and convincing. It is the necessity ithed has been directed
against design, arguing that necessity is requisedatural laws such as
laws of various chemical reactions. But here tao whiter suffers from a
serious scientific dilemma. The emergence of agjwell according to the
necessity factor makes it applicable for scienoeirtvestigate the
possibility of producing in a laboratory a livinglcsuch as any chemical
experiment. In that case, the possibility of faalaf such experiment means
that (necessity) does not permit producing a livoedj. This necessarily
leads to design as a logical rational solution. Tm#ter through his
evolutionary belief totally denies design. It igtéfore necessary to find a
solution to fill this gap, namely the inability @roducing a laboratory
living cell. Therefore, in order to bypass thisediima, Dr. Luria invented a
claim that during the stages of cell formation dbst a major media
element that may have been forever lost, whiclecesasary to "initiate" the
compilation of new structures during the cell grow®o this necessarily
means that while failing in simulating the prodoatiof a living cell in the
laboratory, proponents of evolution have the jusiifon to say that a

media element has been lost forever, not to sayce#lareconstruction is
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impossible except through design. The missing metBaent here is in
fact the cell construction scheme, which is the wesign. It is clear from
above justification that Dr. Luria is well awareaththe design of the cell
with its amazing complexity cannot be achieved by available human
capabilities neither at the present time nor at aryre time, and the
influence of a supernatural designer capacitighasonly justification for

the emergence of a living cell. Since Luria does m@gcept this

interpretation, he attributed the matter to ne¢gssr loss of design
scheme. In this matter both explanations introdubgdDr. Luria are

purposely made incorrect. The whole subject cameosimplified to the

point where the assembly of cell elements is sitedldike assembling
parts of a car, and then the vehicle is ready de.riThe car, although
represents a complex system and to an extentigres, it lacks the most
important character contrary to a cell which ig.liThe previous example
may have been acceptable in case of a car. Inafage cell, life is an

acquired, granted, non-self-imposed by necessithis Tis what

distinguishes the living organisms from the nomgiones. The simplest
forms of living cells are much more complex thamsd ice crystals
presented in the example Luria provided. It canm®tpossible through
ideal or non-ideal conditions, to reassemble delnents when it comes to
real construction rather than deception. Reasoni$ bev reflected in the

following paragraphs.

The phrase "However, some biologists have objestaomd think that some
types of cellular regulation have become, in evotuyt very weekly

independent and necessary for cell elements owa &abe sustained

through successive cellular generations.” Thigradtieave view is also false
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because the living cell, no matter how simple, vaillhof its components is
a complex system. Attempting to manipulate its congmt in any way,
would eventually lead to some form of cell damégame parts of the cell
can not be first formed and then other parts le#@ived, because the cell
represents an irreducibly complex unit where corgpts perform their
functions together. Thus the existence of all degivatives from the
beginning is required. It is worth noting here tiatorder to justify a
biological event, the proponents of evolution adiuce justifications that
are usually in themselves need explanation soithmcomes a form of a
close circle and self-rotation. Suppose, as ewwhigis claim, that the
mitochondria was a germ that invaded a living @ald then lost its
independence and became the source of energy &brceil. In this
example, many questions must be posed, all of witiechtradict the
supposed assumptions: How did the cell get theggneneeded before the
germ entered the cell? How did the germ cell prevftk host cell with the
energy needed? Is the energy generated insideetine @seful energy for
the cell or it causes damage Inside? How couldrthesobial element in a
hostile cellular environment stabilize and thems$farmed to mitochondria
without one or both die? How did the genes in tbeupied cell acquired
the genetic characteristics of mitochondria andeapgd later in the next
generations? Why don’t we see evolutionary phenemen any forms of
life these days? Why such assumption cannot bed@sta laboratory with
the provided facilities? ..... There are too mamegions that are not
answered by supporters of evolution. The subjeabisjust an allegation
without evidence, otherwise it will only become tiomal stories and

illusions.
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The Holy Quran gives a challenge to the proponeitsvolution. God
Almighty says in verse 69 of Surah Al-Nahl: "Andiein cattle (too) will
ye find an instructive sign. from what is withineth bodies, between
excretions and blood, we produce, for your drinkknppure and agreeable
to those who drink it.” The lesson that God gavéhie verse is to remind
us of the process of producing milk from thosdleatThe milk consists of
a group of food elements that share nutrientsh different concentration
among the different cattle kinds. This includes exaproteins including
casenine, sugar lactose, fat and salts, includialgiuaon, phosphorus,
magnesium among others. These nutrients form tledewhilk where God
reminded us in its production with an example andsgon. It is known
that cattle such as, sheep and goats, produceaintbs milk for humanity.
They are herbivore creatures, that is, they edishend drink water. After
consuming these foods and digestion of these retighe entry of their
products into the blood, special organs in the bodhich are the
mammary glands provide the separation of elemdrds compose milk
from the rest of blood to produce in those glandsepmilk for human
consumption. The residue is passed. In betweem foimod and waste,
milk we drink every day is extracted. God Almighsy introducing the
production of milk in the breasts of these mamnmainals as an example
for mankind. Given the alleged hypothesis of thestality of building up
a living cell with its complexity and ability tavie, would it be possible in
an extraction plant with provided water and affedent herbs to extract
out of them pure milk? Certainly, the process ofaobing milk is much
easier and much simpler than the formation compjefia living cell. It is

obvious that these herbs with water contain alleleenents needed by the
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dairy animals to produce milk. By providing theselis we have exceeded
the pre-organic stage into organic compounds reauty all that is required
before talking about the possibility of generatandjving cell is a simple
process of extracting milk with its qualities arabte in organic plants
identical to that produced by the cattle. As tedbgp reached a high
degree of advancement, with high-resolution sepesatsuch as
chromatography, centrifugation, with all that teclogy invented being
used to separate and re-synthesize the milk elsmeankind should be
able to make identical milk as derived from animalse advice provided,
there is no hope even remotely to get milk thaeagiin its characteristics,
properties and benefits with the milk obtained fritrase herbivore. Some
have tried to produce soybean milk but those whktetd know to an extent
the limitation of their nutritional value, taste caproperties . In simple
words written on boxes containing these alternatigavatives, says the
note “Soy milk must not be used as a substitute aoimal milk for
children”. Those who cannot extract pure milk wdh the elements
provided as stated in the verse are for sure, hgcttie capacity to create a
dead hair rather than a living cell with all itsgolexity.

Cows, sheep and goats are mammals that evolusoolaim to have
appeared on earth hundreds of thousands of yefnelibe appearance of
humans. How could evolutionists explain through urelt selection
mechanism with its blindness and inability to potduture the planed
estimation that made these animals a real factrymilk so that human
life would later be totally dependent on? Is thegestifically or mentally
reasonable? And since the talk is about mammalsesallition, why did

mammals such as cattle, which came earlier in ¢oolusteps, provide
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mankind with milk while other mammals, such as themates, as
evolutionists claim to be closer to us could natviie us with their milk?
Then why couldn’t these primates benefit from th@ydproducts of cattle
same as humans?

Here Michael Denton 4*. refutes the evolutionargimis according to his
scientific viewpoint letting the reader decide fumself which between
both alternatives has the scientific credibilityddogic to be taken into
consideration:

"Molecular biology, rather than showing the existenof a variety of
transitional forms through which evolution of ligircells has emerged, has
certainly shown only the magnitude of the gap dredvolume of the hole.
We now know not only that there is a rift betwe@rldgy and the world of
non-living organisms. The difference between livicg)l and non-living
form with its most regularity among its countergaduch as crystals and
snowflakes, is as huge as imaginable.

Molecular biology has shown that even the simplesidels of living
systems on earth now, like germ cells are exceysommplex. Even the
smallest types of microbes, which are too smaWéogh more than 10-12
Nano-grams, are therefore a highly designed bioamchl plant
containing thousands of complex molecular machia#syuilt up of 100
thousand million atoms, far exceeds any machiee égsigned by man. It
Is without a doubt, cannot be compared with angngde that can be
obtained from the non-living world.

Molecular biology has made it clear that the badssign of cellular
systems in all organisms living on earth is the esafrom bacteria and to

mammals. In all these organisms the role of DNAsseager RNA and
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protein is a symmetric role. What the genetic cexgresses in all cells is
essentially identical. The model, size, and desgstem of the protein
processing mechanism is essentially consideregdahe in all cells. With
regard to the basic concepts of biochemical desigrgn not be thought
that any living system can be considered as a pyimaprior to any other
living system, and there is no evidence of any kewén limited, indicating
any gradual evolutionary transitional steps betwéesse uncountable
variations of living cells seen on earth. For tha$® hoped that molecular
biology would pass the rift between chemistry amatihemistry, the data
presented in depth is disappointing. "

"There may not be nothing more challenging andrdlean what modern
biology has shown with respect to the infinite céempgy and ingenuity
that characterizes the biological constructionhaf tascinating new world
given by the molecular study of the living cell. l&nged only several
hundred times, by the microscope used in days oWibathe living cell
appeared to be somewhat disappointing, it was sadnfixed, irregular
appearance with an irregular pattern consistingpufbles and vesicles
where the cells appeared to be exposed to a cHainvisible forces,
Haphazardly in all directions.

If we want to grasp the reality of life, as demoatgd by molecular
biology, we have to amplify the living cell as maay thousands of times,
becoming about 20 kilometers in size, like a gi@ahe covering the sky of
a big city like New York or London. Then we can gbat unmatched
structure, with a creative design accomplished tl@&nsurface of the cell,
we can observe millions of craters that resembéegiites seen in a huge

spacecraft, opening and closing, pushing streanrecoming and outgoing
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flowing material. If we are allowed to enter onetloése gates, we will find
ourselves in a world of cutting-edge technology, panalleled
unprecedented in complexity. We will see endlessibmers of corridors,
channels that branch in each direction of the c@me leading to the
central memory bank in the nucleus, and othersi@caggregation factory
within the unit of achievement. The nucleus itsslfa massive globular
chamber of more than one kilometer in diameteredembles a dome with
enormous disks for data encryption, in which weeobs in each order
properly arranged automation systems, in a serfesnites of DNA
molecules. There are huge amounts of raw and pedasaterials, which
pass through these multi-directional channels alogrto a carefully
organized mechanism, to and from the assemblyglanbut of the cell. It
IS necessary to ask who is responsible for thetguaintrol, the movement
of these infinite particles in number through thasa ending paths, at the
same time, and in perfect organization. We carafidbose tracks in front
of our eyes in every direction, all shapes of otgj¢lcat resemble robots go
in every direction. We will also note that the slegt form of functional
compounds manufactured within the cell, the proteatecule, is part of an
amazing molecular machine, each of which consistshieee thousand
atoms, which has been precisely organized in thacespof three
dimensions. We will be even more surprised when abserve the
purposeful activities of these molecular wire maelsi especially when we
realize that, despite our accumulated knowledgehgkics and chemistry,
the task of building one effective protein similathese molecules today is
completely beyond the scope of this decade and mebaply cannot
achieve it until the beginning of the next centuspwever, the life of a
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single cell depends on the combined action of tands, and certainly tens
of thousands, perhaps hundreds of thousands oé ttéferent protein
molecules.

We can note that every form of advanced machinemyur technological
possession has something similar in the cell: tlageesynthetic artificial
languages and their own cryptographic systems. eltege banks for
memory and information storage, monitoring systehet organize the
assemblies of parts and compounds automaticaltttzere are devices to
monitor and correct the reading of wrong codes useduality control
systems, and assemblies that include the principfiggeparation for the
manufacture of models, and then modified constoactlhis will give us
an unbelievable feeling of the abundance of sucikirsg similarities
between what we know today of technological terresduin twentieth-
century technology and what can be used to desdiiee amazing
molecular reality within the cell.

What we can observe is an enormous automated pléattory larger than
a city, that builds remarkable machines like alhmaade processes on this
earth. But it has a special capacity not equivaterdny capacity of any
modern machine in our possession. It has the dgpexigenerate and
multiply its entire structure, within a period obthmore than few hours.
Watching this work through an enlargement of uf@6,000,000 times, in
fact, should be an inspiring scene.5*

As for the pre-life soup that has been mentionedngumany debates
regarding the emergence of life, and being an ustqueable fact, it is
regrettable that the evidence has indicated tleaetis certainly no positive

proof indicating the availability of such soup. 6*
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The complexity of the simplest form of living cells so great that it is
impossible for such objects to be obtained afteowing their initial
components together at random, through a strangesnally bizarre
event. Such an event can only happen through rasatt.

It is astonishing to think that this mechanic (liveng cell), which has the
exclusive ability to shape everything that livesearth, from giant forest
trees to human brain, can build and multiply itsirenelements within a
few minutes. While it does not exceed 10/16 of graan, when its size is
compared to the smallest man-made machine, it @djose in a
million/million parts of that machine.8*

This cell represents in its structure all formsabkolute perfection, a fact
we observe wherever we look and towards any depthigw. We will see
the infinite creativity and style, the outstandopgglity that is unbelievably
incompatible with the idea of coincidence. Is ilhg reasonable that such
random mechanisms have been able to build thigy2a\ small element,
such as active or inherited protein, is undoubtedimplex. It is certainly
beyond the complexity of our creative human alesitto produce it. This
fact that contradicts chance, confirms that thendjvcell outperforms
everything that has been invented by human intllog. 9*”.

Returning to the following passage in Denton'destent:. "Molecular
biology has shown that the basic design of cellsyatems in all organisms
living on earth is the same, from bacteria to malmé all these
organisms, the role of DNA, messenger RNA and pnagethe same. The
shape, size, and design system of the protein sgisthmechanism is
essentially the same in all cells. As for the basincepts of biochemical

design, it cannot be thought that any living systam be considered prior
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to any other living system, and there is no evigent any kind, even
limited, indicating any gradual evolutionary stdpstween those endless
variations of living cells seen on Earth. "

We can conclude the following scientific findings:

1- The basic design of cellular systems in all arg@s living on earth is
the same. This clearly means that the one who guicsimd this design
can only be one individual. This is the common seufsscientific analysis
compared to what evolutionists have claimed. Theycluded that such
design indicates the common origin of these orgasislhe extrapolation
of the common origin can not to be concluded thihoagnformity of the
basic design. It is usually concluded as is tlse @@hen tracing the lineage
of people through genealogy. Evolutionists mist&#keronfused basic

design with genealogy.

Similar design might
be evidence that the

same designer made
them.

3- It can not be thought that any living system carctesidered as a
primary system or advance and prior to any othendi system.
The living systems of different species on thisifyaae considered

from the beginning in their design, complete anchgl@x wither in

Yy



less complicated or more sophisticated creatymesiary in the
pyramid of evolution or final.
3. There is no evidence of any kind, even smatlicating any evolutionary
transitional steps between those endless vargmidriving cells seen on
earth. This means that it is possible for differerganisms in their virtual
complexity to have come into existence and lifé¢hat same time, and this
proves that creation is the mechanism that causesetliving beings to

exist.

“I fully agree with your
comments on the lack of
evolutionary transitions in my
book. If | knew of any, fossil or
living, | would certainly

included them. | will lay it on
the line—there is not one such
fossil...”

Dr. Colin Paterson, Senior Paleontologist, British Museum of
Natural History in correspondence to Luther Sunderland
quoted in Darwin’s Enigma 1988 p. 89

4- The possibility of the formation of simple ligrorganisms such as one
cell is lacking without any real, pre-designed mfation. This information
requires a wise and informed ability who designed manufactured the
cell. This ability, which came through a wise makeficates without doubt
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that from the moment of creation of those simplenly elements their
complexity reveals that the knowing creator is ltlassly aware of
accomplishing any complexity whatever its degrewjuding what the
evolutionists claim to have come to be at the tépghe evolutionary
pyramid like human creation. The one who createdcct#il and made it first
Is capable of creating a man in the first placedoles not matter whether
the cell came first or human or even a creatureemomplex than human.
Denton's description of the molecular structuretto$ simple and tiny
living cell and the complexity it carries in its ol makes it easy to
understand that creating mankind in the hands isf gheat creator after
perceiving that cell's design is more than easyl §&xys in Surat Al-Ahgaf:
33

" See they not that Allah, Who created the heaamaisthe earth, and never
wearied with their creation, is able to give litethe dead? Yea, verily he
has power over all things. "

If the knowledge of the creator with creation atsdsiophistication appears
in his simplest creatures, as the complexitiethefcellular structures lead
to, as we have observed, the need for gradualiswhioh the proponents
of evolution based their hypothesis on, with evanall and large matter,
will be eliminated. If gradualism is not necessaag proponents of
evolution see it, the end result is a complete #Hakaims of evolution.
DNA:

In his book, Gene Revolution a Thought and a Cygldr. Mohammed
Al-Afifi *3 writes on page 167 , "As for the nuclkeacids, which carry the
genetic codes of cells across generations, unlikatwas common, it is
believed that, the first nucleic acid was RNA ratttean DNA Which is
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considered the genetic code of any living cell. $&@ais so simple: to have
one organic molecule that performs the vital fumtsi of a cell, it must be
able to perform many functions at the same times €an be performed by
different RNA molecules. In addition to transfer ggnetic code through
the generations, some RNA molecules called (Ribespmare
characterized by an important feature which isrthbility to stimulate the
chemical necessary for life interactions and pleyrole of enzymes in the
vital processes of the cell management, contrapofular belief that these
stimuli must belong to the proteins.

Thus, RNA has two important properties that endidhe to be for some
time the only molecule of the cell. First, it cagithe genetic code (an
original property of DNA) and the second is thathds the ability to
produce enzymatic activity necessary for DNA regiien and protein
synthesis. This enzymatic activity is basicallyratgin function. If we look
more closely at what RNA molecules can do, we bagin to recognize
the secret of the belief that RNA is the first nwolle to be formed in the
cell, and that once, all the cells on earth hag tm RNA molecule, which
we may call it the RNA world.

RNA molecules called (Messenger RNA) is the ors ttansmits genetic
information from genes to the protein synthesisnplahe ribosome.
Transfer RNA and ribosomal RNA contribute to protsynthesis. Some
RNAs Primers initiate the manufacture of a newrstraf DNA, and some
other molecules of telomerase RNA act as tempfatethe manufacture of
telomeres, the end section of chromosomes thabqpenihany functions of

the cell, such as cell age and antigenic variation,
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It is important to note several observations ingh&vious writing that may
not be passed without taking a thorough evaluation.

The author's opinion, which represents the vieewafiutionists, marketing
the RNA molecule as the first nucleic acids to foas a necessity to
explain the need for the existence of only one Bropganic molecule that
can perform the different vital functions in thellceespecially since
evolution demands in the beginning of life, the @iest possible forms for
most of the vital activities. According to evolutists, in the start, life is
expected to have, a simple molecule, which mustldbe to perform many
of the cell functions at the same time. RNA camerdpresent this
molecule. Contrary to that, studies have shown ftin traditional
evolutionary problem, whether it is DNA or proteuno came first, has not
been resolved by introducing self-generated RNAnasy reference books
have pointed out. This theory lacks credibility dese it was based on
highly falsified laboratory claims, and the expesmts were manipulated
by scientists who conducted them 10*.

The writer based his claims on refuted allegationsue scientific facts on
one hand. On the other hand, deception is a phammmeometimes
promoted by scholars, and evolutionists are no @i@e to strengthen
their point of view. When he wrote, " one organiolecule that performs
the vital functions of a cell, it must be able ®rform many functions at
the same time. " It is understood from the firstt paf the phrase that only
one RNA molecule is able to perform many functi@she same time.
Then the writer continues in the second part, “Idas be performed by
different RNA molecules”. This eliminates the paows an individual

capacity of the RNA molecule he granted in histfphrase. The modified
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concept of the phrase, based on the actual dateed®NA molecule, must
then be corrected as follows: "Different RNA mollsuhave the capacity
to perform many functions", whereas we initiallydenstood that only one
RNA molecule is capable of performing many funcsioh is known that a
single molecule of RNA can only perform specifiaddmmited function.
There are multiple types of RNA as explained inghene section, each of
which has a function quite different from the otrss that messenger RNA
does not fit the function of Ribosomal RNA. RibosdnRNA is not
suitable for the function of transfer RNA and sa dndifferent types of
RNA molecules exist in the cell at the same timenasced, the high
complexity of the cell must have been in existesicee the cell came to
life, and this refutes the concept of evolution Wréer is advocating. It is
clear that the writer is promoting the evolutiondogctrine in genetics. This
is evidenced when he writes: "Some evidence schqeymote to prove
that cells have lived four billion years ago inRINA world is the existence
of many viruses that only RNA represents all ofrtigenetic makeup. The
most common of which is the virus that causes AlD&er time, cells have
to modify the vital functions of their system tbdvolution and to elevate
their complexity until it is replaced with a mor#i@ent system, often the
protein which is the major system in cells now.sltherefore clear that in
the preceding paragraph it is suggested that ssisapports evolutionary
views, through the alleged evolution of the firddAR system in some
viruses into the subsequent protein system of ithegl cells, keeping in
mind that all what the author came with is a m@ecslation.

As an illustration of the illusion given, it muste bpointed out that

scientifically, viruses cannot be the first orgamésto emerge in the
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evolutionary process, because they are parasg@nems that multiply at
the expense of real cells. It is not possible tinaly preceded in their
emergence real cells. On the other hand, cells heneprokaryotic or
eukaryotic, cannot possess only RNA system likell virus. No living
cell can ever live only with an individual RNA sgst. Rather, there must
be an integrated set of functional cellular systeeah of which has a
separate, independent but harmonious and collaberable with other
systems, so that any distortion, disturbance oslad®ne of these systems
will result in a complete system dysfunction in tiving cell. This is what
Dr. Behe called (an irreducible complexity) mengadnearlier. All these
systems must have been emerged at the same tithatgbey can function
together not as proponents of evolution claim. Arotobservation is that
HIV is a newly discovered virus around the mid-19880 one can claim
when this virus appeared for the first time, busicertainly not one of the
first living organisms to emerge for a simple reasb cannot perform its
vital activities without a host cell. This concldimat the author's example
of HIV cannot be evidence that the cells were hivin the RNA world.
What is interesting is the arduous attempt by ewmhists to impress the
reader that evolution from the simplest to theHartcomplex is almost
self-evident, although that is not the case.

Dr. Afifi continues on page 170 of the same boolplaning the doctrine
of evolutionary proponents of the emergence oflitheg cell: “However,
what we mentioned in the previous paragraph doesxmain how the cell
moved from the primitive stage to its complex statbich we see now in
the existence of various complex organelles thatopma functions like

respiration, nutrition catabolism and others esbciin complex cells
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containing a true nucleus (Eukaryotes). The intggtion of the cell's
transition to a more complex stage and acquisibibnew organelles was
revealed by an American scientist, Lynne Margulebo assumed an
interesting theory called (Endosymbiosis) now ateg@s a scientific fact
In biological circles. The theory expresses thanynaf the organelles
present inside the cell are considered externahegaiorganelles not
synthesized by the cell itself. How they are acepliis more exciting: it
suggests that the cell has acquired them throughma@sive bacteria that
invaded the cell during its life cycle and livedamon-harming symbiotic
manner. This later gave the cell some of its orti@sie The genetic
structure and sequencing of the nucleic acid balsesganelles acquired in
a symbiotic manner, such as mitochondria (the loel) and chloroplast
(Which represents food photosynthesis machine)balieved to be closer
to the genetic makeup of their counterparts indrgcthan to other native
components of the mother cell. Seventeen of thalesbl 34 proteins
contained in eukaryotic cells appear to have cawm fa bacterial source”.
In the previous paragraph, the theory of endosysibim terms of being
accepted as a scientific fact in biological sesintpis must be reviewed
with reservation. It was declared in the secondotdraof this book that
theories to attain scientific status should beudel within the framework
of experimental science, and should be subjectetting, and the
hypothesis that falls outside the framework of expental science, which
cannot be tested, cannot be considered scierttiéiory. It is obvious that
this hypothesis cannot be subjected to any tesause it is practically
impossible to keep up with the predictions madeDbyMargulies, either

through laboratory experimentation or observatiomature. If that is the
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case, Endosymbiosis cannot be considered a saetitdory. How then
did the scientific community in biological circlesccept such a theory
which at best called historical claims, as a sdientact? An important
guestion also rise, if there is a similarity in tpenetic structure of certain
intracellular organisms such as mitochondria anttdse, does this allow
the researcher to assume that the bacteria intwmbe the cell and
subsequently transformed into some of its organ&g®tisg from the
concept of randomness towards building a model désign complexity
must be rejected both axiomatic and scientific. Tdeder of such strange
hypotheses constantly asks how did scientific tustins such as the
biological community accept such theories?

The observed studies of intracellular parasite$ asc Malaria on human
red blood cells and leishmania parasites on theapaage, both of which
unicellular, clearly demonstrate that these pagastiave no ability to
induce any structural change that can lead to rsfibamation into any
useful intracellular organelle structures. Bothgsées have been invading
human cells ever since mankind was found, It isardy obvious that after
that long period of parasitism these parasitessalleseparate entities of
their kind. They retain their parasitic harm tonfan incubating cells
without any transformation in function. Stability character and traits is
inherent to living species and denies the theoiptetnal interdependence.
A clear explanation of evolutionists' perceptiorcefl biology is presented
here, then refuting their concepts from the scienpoint of view, and
defining the erroneous connotations or conclusidresvn from these

concept, all should be identified.
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Evolutionists believe that living cells have evalveandomly and their
structure became complicated from simple componemithout the
interference of any capable designing power thaated such complex
cellular structures. Evolutionists had thereforemarket their views and
present the alternative they believe that satighesscientific justification
of their evolutionary views. They therefore relieh a hypothesis
developed by scientist Lynne Margulies assumingt timaracellular
catalysts such as mitochondria, Golgi system, lys@s, and chlorophyll
carried in plant cells are organelles acquired franside the cell rather
than being an essential component of the cell's siwicture.

Let us begin by defining what is the plain struetawolutionists assume to
be the principle foundation of the cell, withoubsle additions introduced
later. We cannot, logically and scientifically, gia description of an object
without a space occupied by that object. So itagain that there is a
casing surrounding this purported primordial ckdttwill turn into a real
cell later on. This envelope is the cellular memletaThis membrane
should have very important characteristics, to emsital exchanges inside
and outside the cell, considering that the cdll lizing cell. The membrane
should be a vital membrane, allowing optional sedecof the various vital
elements the cell needs for its life. At the sameef it prevents harmful
substances from entering the cell. An effective pmg mechanism
connected to the membrane should also be availadlewing the
electrolyte and high-concentrated materials to i inside the cellular
structure. Without this effective pumping, conditiwill lead to the cell
bulge with the materials carried, causing cellubxiplosion. Effective

pumping is one of the foundations where scientiffcao living cell can

yva



survive without it. This effective pumping requir@source of energy, and
enzymes that help the reaction to ensure the psoads material
transformation, both from outside the cell and imtor from inside the cell
to the outside. This energy source is either thinotngg mitochondria and
oxygen generation, a complex mechanism that coolchave arisen early
in the beginning of life according to evolutionist&ecause this would give
room for early complexity that refutes evolutiohel'second mechanism
remaining, is fermentation in these virgin cellsriientation also requires
existence of elements within the primitive livinglidike the following: 1-
Fermented sugars 2 - water media within the ceall #llows fermentation
to occur 3 - Special enzymes for the fermentatieactions 4 - Special
compartments that allow the fermentation to occithoaut the damage of
the rest of the cell 5 - Special channels to datgroducts of metabolism 6
- A mechanism for generating energy and savingth Wihe NAD system 6
- Other special channels allow the entrance ofehmented elements into
the fermentation chamber from outside 7 - A systéraelf-correction of
the existing damages and rebuilding the damagedher consumed
organelles 8 - Another system is a system for [ellmultiplication that
allows cell multiplication within a frame work oiinte, and the emergence
of a new cell from the original one. Otherwise, @tiais virgin cell dies, it
will extinct. These are the basis that must beedjtgoon to be available in
the primordial cell, so that it can remain alivelanultiply. The absence of
any one of these components will not allow the ¢eligrow or remain
alive. To elaborate more in these systems:

The process of fermentation requires the availgbaf enzymatic groups,

namely hydrogenaze and carboxylase . The membrasie the cell and
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the cell membrane require the presence of enzynegsabte of
disassembling or binding protein. Building energgni the process of
fermentation requires a special enzymatic systeine dntry and exit of
organic and inorganic materials, to and from tHetbeough its membrane
requires the presence of multiple vectors, coenzynteenzyme assistance.
The process of reproduction requires a system inclwiprotein is
generated, so there must be DNA and RNA of vartgpses, and enzyme
linking and disintegration of proteins. Even ifist only primary, as they
claimed, it is still a very complicated structume &1 primordial cell. Then
comes systems of repair at each level of this etlegrimordial cell, and
each of these systems of reform, is a complex eazgystem. If only the
minimum number of enzymes required by the simpleshg cell to
survive and multiply is counted, we will find thétey exceed several
hundred if not thousands of different enzymes. Aseg that this primary
cell gets its nutrition from the ingredients of ifpordial-soup™ mentioned
earlier, not from the products of the eukaryotikscinat are provided with
advanced photosynthetic system. But if the vitalpswvas just an illusion
that does not exist, what remains then, is thastlgars consumed by that
first fermented cell must have come from a planirse derived from a real
plant photosynthetic cell.

It does seem clear that this first cellular systesmich is supposed to exist
from the very beginning and is indispensable fég to exist, is a very
complex system. Is it possible to explain sciecdiy how these
organelles and elements mentioned, which the sshfidems of life can’t
be achieved without them, have been assembled agceh so one is

convinced that evolution is a reality? Based onrthes of probability and
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chance concepts, it is impossible to explain bycidience the existence of
few hundred enzymes with synergistic events clest@n a confined space
surrounded by a cell membrane, capable of repraduand possessing
multiple metabolic systems. There is no explanati@t can explain such
phenomenon except one explanation only, it is theoha capable expert
who designed this primary cell in such a complexina . This complexity
in the primary cell is what Dr. Behe referred toirasducible complexity.
This great design of the cell was done by what Ititelligent Design
advocates (who believe in the existence of a desigreated the creatures)
called the Intelligent Designer.

Dr. Lin's hypothesis speaks of the presence ofineasive bacteria that
invaded the cells. sincere reporting is one of #oeeptable scientific
methods as mentioned. In fact, nobody has seemd lerascientifically
reported, that non-invasive bacteria entered ifteirag cell and coexisted
with it. For example, cells in the human body, whiare made up to
phagocytose bacteria, are the defense cells likeooytes or neutrophils,
which are specialized cells. Once they swallow ltheteria, these cells
considered them as foreign antigens and harmfidrosgs, their defense
mechanisms are used to eliminate them. When tHende cell fails to
eliminate these bacteria, for reasons related & défense cell, what
happens is that bacteria destroys this cell. Thiatvecience says. As for
the story of introducing non-invasive bacteria iatoell, coexisting with it
and becoming part of its vital organs, no one eeported or heard of
such. It is impossible to experimentally introd@cg non-invasive bacteria
inside a living cell with a survival end of botretbacteria and the cell with

proper function, not to mention the transformatodnthese bacteria into an
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organelle as an integral part of the cell as onésotomponents. This
modification in organelle has to concur with thél ae its reproduction
activity to pass to future generations. Let us sgppthat these bacteria
have been able to survive inside the cell and beceamewhat, a cell
organelle. The next question is whether the bactdrat entered the cell,
have, at the same time, transferred its genes saaydanto the DNA and
cell chromosomes merging with them? How could temesg of these
bacteria merge with the DNA genes of the host céi® genes of the
invading bacteria are specified genes, which wiliuture generations give
the same identical bacteria, which evolutionistsnalto have invaded the
cell. How then did the bacteria later appear adogrdo the claims of
evolutionists, in the form of mitochondria or arth@r organism in the next
generations? Have the bacteria been morphologidadipsformed in
association with a corresponding mutations tottfaissformation ?7??

The effect of this theory may be more acceptableafmitochondrial gene
in the current living cell is completely separatenf the cellular DNA
genes in the nucleus. Dr. Lin's theory will only vedid If each assumed
organism entering the cell carries its own gengsusde from the nucleus
chromosomes and multiply separately without anynfaf coordination
with the host cell DNA. But this creates a new mtilea. Namely, that each
of these organisms must multiply by a mechanism satekdule different
than the timing of the proliferation of the resttbé elements of the cell.
This, of course, will lead to cell damage. The bgeneity, balance,
discipline, and harmony in cell elements and stmad are all in their vital
activity the strongest evidence that the cell wasned as an integral unit

other than what was stated in Lin’s theory. Theostibndria in the living
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cell have a specific function of generating theassary energy needed for
vital activities within the cell. It is really comtered the cell lung. Each
living cell has specific numbers of mitochondriacieasing numbers of
mitochondria will damage the cell and the lacktokill cause the cell to
suffocate with the lack of oxygen and energy. k& first mitochondria
came from a bacterial cell that spontaneously iadatthe living cell, how
did the rest of the mitochondria come? Are all atifey germs transformed
by mutations at the same time? Is not this whaty tineean by
macroevolution with leaps, which Darwin said theéids mean miracles?
Or that every mitochondria evolved separately frioen sister! In such
case, how did their genes developed? Is it a compi@momenon for
species of bacteria to transform this way in thelavof nature? Laboratory
and scientific experiments have shown that the mam that bacteria can
get from mutation is to develop resistance to s@ngbiotics such as
streptomycin. These mutations have proved to benae than a genetic
abnormality, leading to a loss in the some recaptbat have affinity to
that antibiotic. Some bacteria may have benefiteoh that loss and as a
result, they become unable to consume the antibidfo the bacteria, in
fact, has lost genes and became weaker than i¢s sist affected by the
mutation. In conclusion, we started with a bactenmal ended up with
bacteria. Where is the evolution in this case? frahasformation from
bacteria to mitochondria requires far more mutaioffhousands of
proteins and enzymes within the microbe has tostoam into new,
efficient patterns commensurate with the mitoch@dunction within the
living cell. This necessitates a dramatic modifmatin the construction of

the living systems of that organ. It certainly neethormous evolutionary
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leaps and time far beyond the five billion yearattbvolutionists claimed
to be the age of life. This makes the design imfeeemore reasonable,
since the construction of mitochondria certainlgkanly a limited time,
even through evolutionary standards, as compareevédution of other
living systems and living organisms. Therefore, tleeluction and re-
selection in time and space and the limited nundddiving organisms
found in earth is a clear indication of design. §has a general rule,
whenever we find a reduction in the constructionliging organisms,
whatever it is, it confirms that the design is thanner of the process.
“The genetic structure and sequencing of the nachkmid bases of
organelles acquired in a symbiotic manner, suchiéschondria (the cell
lung) and chloroplast (Which represents food phgttieesis machine), are
believed to be closer to the genetic makeup of twinterparts in bacteria
than to other native components of the mother Eelienteen of the oldest
34 proteins contained in eukaryotic cells appeahave come from a
bacterial source.”

Referring to the upper paragraph, there is a wabwn example among
statisticians that is usually used to denote tezlrfier proper reasoning.

In Britain one year, they noticed an increase isting and breeding of
storks over buildings. This was accompanied bynanease in the number
of children births in Britain that year. The firgflance, correlative
relationship requires that the increase in the rermbstorks has caused an
increase number of child birth. While the truththat the relationship was
not directly correlated. Dr. Lin's conclusion aleveals that the existence
of similar proteins between the bacteria and thtochondria has been

misinterpreted as a common origin of both. In cake child births in

YAY



Britain, the fact is that during pregnancy womeayst longer at home and
increased the use of heating and stoves. Storksdfdlie environment
suitable to adopt their nests on the roofs. In ch$er. Lin's hypothesis, the
similarity, symmetry, or congruence in some of thenetic makeup of
organisms classified in different species, has @ation and does not
support or imply the conclusion she came with thia¢ specie evolved
from other species , rather it indicates that the who designed both
species is the same designer. Just as one loakseat and closet in a room
and finds that the decorations are the same, amduates that the one who
designed both the bed and the closet is the samsmmewhere it is
unreasonable to conclude that the bed has corstrutte closet and
evolved to it. The same is true of the similaritygenetic structure which
directs to the same designer but not evolution.

When researchers offer hypotheses such as thereamk and some seek to
market them as a scientifically acceptable hypashesnd certainly as
facts, despite the obvious irregularities and gienmperfections that are
clear, the reader remains wondering about the ergd such inclined
presentations. Why do we have to assume very veaisés such as that a
cell has already been invaded by a non-invasivedebam? This is
remotely rare, only seen in certain groups of cehalar bacteria, and does
not cause any transformation, mutation or changéenbacteria or in the
host cell structure. From where did the proponesftdhat hypothesis
fabricated such great transformations that haveeméeen observed on
reality, such as the inversion of the bacterianeodcholar that behind these
assumptions an implemented ready templates. It s@snif the author of

such hypothesis instead of proving a certain ileayorks on rejecting or
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at least disrupting the reality of design. Theriyicell, as described above,
Is a very complex cell in its formal and structu@mplexity. It is
impossible for its organelles and structures toehtormed gradually at
different stages. All its organelles must have ¢sted at once and
simultaneously. This means that an irreducible rhofle@ design that is
compatible with the design of this living cell Hasen genuinely created so
that this cell can exist. This design model cary al@velop by a wise entity
because it fits in with the great design of thel addelf. If one
acknowledges that cell design is an inspiring oveatlesign as described
earlier in Denton’s description of the living cell, must be admitted for
whoever created the design with greatness andyabAlt this point, it is
appropriate to step away with the proponents ofugiam where they claim
that such creativity is a random self-execution selftestablished. In spite
that, they all recognize by their instinct suchcfaation and that nothing
comes from nullity. This fact, they have learnednitkindergarten class
from the first law of thermodynamics. This achiewsrm(the living cell) is
done by what is called intelligent design and thatest be a designer who
accomplished the creation of that cell. Dr. Lirher theory wants to tell us
that the cell has randomly manufactured its paitis absolutely no plan or
design.

As for DNA, it can only be doubled with a speciakzgme. This enzyme
can only be synthesized by existing DNA. In thesgethat both DNA and
the enzyme are essential for each other. Both aflwimust be available in
order to achieve DNA replication. Consequently, DNAIst be available
from the start of life if he has to control life 11t is known that DNA
carries the genetic code that distinguishes eegdnism from the other. It
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provides information and orders to manufacture enast in the different
living organisms, which will subsequently give theing organism its
morphological characteristics. DNA is an accuratermation system, just
like any language with programs and plans that titoms in one human
more than 10,000 books of information. It is notaglmissible to say that
this complex code system has been generated spootsiy or randomly
or even by human wisdom, but is an ability of aigiesr to execute
mankind and the rest of all beings with absolutdgotion.

Computer scientists have clearly understood frorformation and
automation systems, that information cannot ariggngneously.
Information arises only from a source that produwsss provides archiving
information, through full supervision and contre@rformed by a conscious
entity. Thus, since DNA represents information,cénnot be formed
through random, chemical or natural methods 12 *.

As there is no natural or chemical laws that coaedglain tendencies of
series of chemical bases of DNA to align in riglbsipon (R-group) as
appeared by the systematic arrangement of DNAlitivahg organisms,
DNA by contrast, with natural and chemical laws lationists claim,
through the sequence of its basis and its alignnremight position (R-
group) cannot be a result of arrangement by anythoke factors:
randomness, necessity or chemical reactions. 13*

In summary, Professor Maciej Giertych, head ofgéeetics department at
the Polish Academy of Sciences, summarizes his viewhe evolutionary
relationship with genetics "Genetics and genes haot shown any
evidence of evolution, but they have a problemxpla&ning evolutionary

claims. The more looking for evidence to prove atioh, the less evidence
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is found. In fact, the evolutionary hypothesis aomés to develop theories,
but they fail to prove them, then move on to depebbher assumptions
such as (missing links between fossils, naturadctein of best species,
positive mutations, molecular succession of foss#€.). Nobody can
imagine science to be this way. 14*

Genetic revolution and ethics:

In a lecturer by one senior consultant about cdgnithe lecturer said,
"Science has been able to create a cloned beirigighdentical to the
original one, and later science can create by ofpriiuman with the exact
same genetic characteristics of the original." sTgmophesier repeated the
word creation and its attribution to science mames in his lecture. In his
book "Genetic Revolution, The Thought and the Huame" page 204
Mohammed al Afifi writes "It would not be surpmgj to hear a monologue
similar to that from a genetic engineer expert Wekaomes excited by the
euphoria of science of the possibility of separgtionodification and
transfer of genes, being deceived to the casehinahinks he became a
God or half a God". In his book, Biology and thesiiny of Man,*4 Dr,
Said Mohammed Al-Haffar writes: "Shouldn't it beoegh for man to be
the successor of God in earth to argue that heapgrlays the role of God
himself, and interferes with his creation and hisd of life?"

It is necessary here to clarify and separate threin@logy with respect to
the infinite power of God from that limited and nmmal possessed by
human beings. Knowing some of the secrets of gerlesot make man or
science a creative God. The Creator God is themreecreates things from
nothing and makes life from the lifeless, he raibesdead with his entire

life legacy that he lived before he died. As forstman, who achieved
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some of the cognitive gains, he thought that heaitmec equal to the
Almighty Creator in his ability to create. All thirman has achieved is few
scientific techniques, only like the process of smiseeds, then he claims
that he who planted them. Seeding means that etb@gssare buried in the
soil and perhaps a little compost is added anavtiter passed on the seed.
Planting is the split of the dead bean, the explogf life in it, and the
release of green leafs, the utilization of sunlight the process of
photosynthesis, the extension of the root to thieasal the trunk in the air,
and the growth of flowers and leaves and fruitsnfrihe dead seed. It is
necessary to distinguish between the planter wiBos and man who only
sow seeds. Similarly, in genetic revolution, clapinseparation,
modification or gene transfer in any way, is anotfegm of instinctive
mating performed by all creatures on earth. Alatuees mate and bear, do
we say that all these creatures have become gaalsie Spplies to the
applications of genetic technology: It is the coeatho created the scheme
and the genetic system represented by genes and DNéther man made
conscious adjustments through technological apjpbiea or unconscious
alterations through physiological mating, he adyuplayed no more than
modification of the mating process, and thoughtdalha creator. The
Holy Quran has expressed this deceptive phenomenduarat Al-WAgqiah
58-61 " Do you then see (human seeds) that yawtlout* Is it ye create
it or are we the creators?* We have decreed dealtle tyour common lot,
and we are not to be frustrated* From changing youns and creating
you again in forms that ye know not*"

Mankind lives in this life prepared with good gtiahtions that is

absolutely in him, and evil too can seize himslvery important that man
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understands his own destiny and limits, and shoatdexceed them. He is
a distinctive creature, conscious and intelligéhs. distinctions should be
used in the interest of humanity, not in harming it

Molecular biology and genetic revolution are sceerlike other sciences. If
a man wants to use it in destruction, he may dangbif he wants to use it
in reconstruction, he with no doubt, can do so too.

Mutations and evolution:

Gene can be defined as the unit within the celtgrdaon the chromosome,
which transports the genetic traits of the livingganism through
generations. In terms of their biochemical compasjtthey consist of
hundreds or thousands of sequential nucleotidergple- nucleic acid)
(DNA) units. The sequence of DNA units in the gen# determine the
genetic message that this gene will transmit tor&igenerations.

Mutation is an invention of evolutionists, as thagfine it: a disturbance
occurs randomly and affects the chemical structdirtne chromosome at
the level of DNA units, causing in random mechangitoreak in one unit
or more, merge one unit or more, change the lacatianits, implantation
of units Or units misplaced. Of every 10,000 distunces there are 9999
deformities and only one they claim as beneficldde mutation is called
beneficial shift. The introduction of mutation aodimg to the previous
definition is a misrepresentation that does nokehiéne scientific basis that
supports it. Science denies this definition by nseahthe following: The
phenotypes that are the apparent features of vy liorganisms, when
exposed to any form of damage, doctors and peaplgeneral, since
ancient times have called the damages injurieooditons that affect the

organs or body without any philosophical or evaéry significance.
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However, disease is always contrary to health aelttheing, and usually
require a specific external treatment to remoand make the body return
to normal. The body may exhibit resistance by spabefense systems or
compensation to correct this damage. The damagéheirapparent traits
that are reflections of the genetic traits, hasenéeen linked to evolution,
since doctors, or people in general, have never éhaatior orientation
towards the philosophy of evolution. Same applesase of damage to the
gene, which is no more than a similar injury thaltyaccurs at the genetic
level. The living organisms and according to thasgries also have
defensive mechanisms and compensations simildrogetthat correct the
apparent harms, capable of correcting the defégieree level. In all cases,
the whole matter has nothing to do with the termation assumed by the
evolutionists, which has no real origin and ha$imgf to do with any form
of evolution.

Although the genetic changes are always harmful @distbrted, and in
many cases fatal, evolutionists still believe thatew of these alleged
mutations can be useful, and therefore can makescteq genetic
modifications. They consider that the sources wédiity in organisms are
only caused by those good mutations when theyroddwey believe that
good mutations exist. Despite the existence of wdural phenomena that
are billions in numbers or more, up to this momémtre is no conclusive
evidence brought by evolutionists that proves tkistence of such benign
mutations, except for some shy opinions that heotdived up to be real
evidence of mutations. In a world supposedly deyedoby mutations as
evolutionists claim, mutations must be seen inaive state wherever one

looks around him, which is totally lacking and wodbserving.
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No good mutation has been confirmed, nor the alledjgersity of that
good mutation has shown any signs of achievemdra.whole thing is just
speculation and assumption. All of which is relgtiague to vague.

It is useful here to mention the opinion of a secatass of scientific
scholars and congregants (proponents of creationhe subject of
mutations.

Believers in intelligent design believe that usefaltations are very
doubtful, and that any random change occurringhatié¢vel of genes will
lead to disruption or loss in the effectivenesshefgene. Even if there is a
useful breakthrough, it will lead to a change itrat that is inherently
present and will not lead to the creation of a i or the generation of
more complexities.

Mutations cannot produce new raw genetic mate¥ial will not create
new species by making mutations in species. Tharomace of mutations
by chance to allow animals and plants to securer theeds and
requirements, seems difficult or even impossibl&dbeve. However, the
Darwinian hypothesis seems to remain more demandirchange in one
plant or one animal needs thousands and thousdnaigpoopriate lucky
events. Thus, miracles become the rule: events wihy limited
probabilities do not seem difficult to occur .In.turn, there is no law to
prevent the advent of daydream! But, it is not trifgin science to indulge in
it. " Mutations, however important, even if theyn@® in many and many,

cannot produce any kind of evolution. " 16*
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8 - Research and scientific studies contrary to elion

Natural selection:

BIOLOGICAL EVOLUTION:

Descent with modification

* Modification: *Natural Selection

has been the most important, but
not the exclusive, means of
modilication.™

Charles Darwin,
T'he Origin of Species (1839)

One of the essentials of evolutionary thinking ise tconcept of
diversification within one species through mutasioand other genetic
variants. Genetic diversity that occurs in this wagsulting from
differences in viability, fertility capacity, etall contribute by increasing
the differences in the genetic yield of future gatiens. Some organisms
produce offspring more than others. Among those wdmsi larger number
of offspring than others are said to be the beaptke. These species are
said to have been selected by nature. The evoarygorocess is so far the
process of mutations associated with natural seleciThis is as if the
passive nature, which cannot and does not havenagiligent power, has
acquired a miraculous ability to distinguish, remag and control the
process. Nature can select whatever she wants.ds iif we are talking
about different nature other than what we know i@adize. Proponents of
evolution by their attitude here, give the selmttproposed by nature,
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supernatural qualities close to miracles. What wascized by the
proponents of evolution against the creationisthesr belief in miracles,
referring to the Creator ability of creation, amdmetaphysical metaphors,
which for them is incompatible with their claim eystematic inductive
natural thinking. Evolutionists by the definitiohety proposed above are
giving nature supernatural qualities such as nesycland placing
themselves in the same position with their criticd clear difference in
favor of the proponents of creation is that the afye Almighty sent
messages and messengers with concrete evidencangible creation.
Evolutionists in their supernatural claims, whibky yielded to the natural
selection, have nothing but their guess thatrimdking to do with truth.
Another key concept for evolutionists is the betledt these subtle changes
or limited mutations will accumulate in some wagading to emergence of
specific living organism, which can essentiallyntuinto different kinds of
species 1*. Simple being will therefore evolve oininore complex
organisms. Again, this is just speculation thak$aevidence. Where do
they come with the clues of existence of the allegenor shifts, and how
do they prove that they will accumulate if they stxiand how will it
eventually lead to the emergence of a new spedMdisthese questions
need to be extrapolated, proved with scientifidderce from observation
and experience before they turn into a hypothasid, this is what is lack
by those allegations.

In his article 'Darwinism and Evolution' (Al-Aralmhagazine, Issue 612,
November 2009), Dr. Ahmed Abu Zaid mentions thatdigtionary
Development aims to create more sophisticated amdplex forms of

biological and social life alike by using the inmdns and products of
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modern science and technology. Although free formpmntaneous natural
evolution has led to the emergence of many comfaaxs of life during
the stages of evolution that have taken long psraidime, they have also
led to the disappearance and extinction of mangrdibrms of natural and
social life, in contrast to evolutionary developméthich prevents the
recurrence of such disasters by intervening andh es@ntrolling the
direction of the process of survival of the fittesid directing it according
to future life demands. If biological evolution &cordance with classical
Darwinism made this progress within all species,oagn which the
conscious ones with their characters and inteltigématures, the
developmental evolution cares more about the tdofmal and the
cultural progress as an associate factor for hui@ea for advance and rise.
This can be attained with conscious planed mechmamsfaster way than
the traditional old one by means of natural sebectiThis will achieve an
elongation of human life span on one side and psgyin production,
scientific knowledge and social and political aena the other side."

It is important to point out that in this statemenany expressions and
terms have been introduced giving an impressioclezr scientific nature,
while in fact, they carry foggy meanings. Evolutoy Development as Dr.
Abo Zaid defines it, it is a new mechanism for exoin applied with an
advanced way, using all scientific progress antirtelogy with the aid of
traditional Darwinism. According to what he said, Bbo Zaid seems to
be a strong believer in evolution as a true faetreievolution as a concept
must be put in its correct criteria. Whatever matteproved scientifically
must be considered as an assumption, while in ttesescientific clues

came rejecting it, this will turns it into an alkgn. True scientific facts in
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hand, do not support evolution. Dr. Abo Zaid haadtdr as a credible
scientist, define evolution as a hypothesis. Dro Aaid also built up on
evolution which he called biological evolution, acahsidered it the cause
behind the rise and progress of all living kindshaligh this alleged
(biological evolution) is questionable and denidljemany scientific facts.
Darwinian evolution relies on mutations and natgedéction. Mutations is
an expression very much suspected while scienfdicts denies its
existence never the less its function. In order rfatural selection to
operate selectively there must be unlimited nundlb@ssociated mutations
to chose from. Here comes the dilemma in evolutMaost scientist agree
that such necessary huge number of mutations snalexcept for some
limited deformities that can lead at best to thenfation of apparent traits
with limited benefits. This is why it is hard tolyeon mutations as a
mechanism of evolution. The scientific clues chgathow that creation is
the only way to provide the variation in living @amsms through the
existence of sum of genetic population in eachedafit species which shed
the light on the variation in traits within the pogtion. This is achieved
through intermarriage with different genotypes.islttherefore regretted
when Dr. Abo Zaid pointed: "Biological Evolution thin the frame of
classical Darwinism caused the progress of alh¢§vibeings including the
conscious ones with their properties and qualities.

The different genotypes of each apparent charattethat are present in
the genetic population of each species are in #aetone behind the
variation within the species and the cause ofdikiersity observed in the
phenotypic traits. These are confined by the genptiol within the
population and not due to the emergence of new tgernmits not
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previously existed within the population. Accordingthe acquired traits
must be present in the genomes of the genetic aopalin a recessive
condition which allow them to emerge later whes ¢brresponding alleles
of the recessive traits are mated. The hiding see¢estraits due to the
existence of dominant traits, which usually impo8emselves in
phenotype, then appear. When mating does not iavaiw selection of
recessive traits, the dominant traits tend toasg@nt themself again and the
recessive ones disappear among members of newagjensrof one kind.
Darwin in the construction of his theory of evotutinoted the emergence
of new traits that did not exist originally amormggtpopulation of the same
type, whether in dogs or poultry. When he carriatitbe hybridization of
these species he obtained new traits, such ast lmofgrs in birds. Darwin
believed that these new traits that emerged asudt i@f this hybridization
are evidence of evolutionary action in the fielthce those new traits that
emerged were not previously seen, while appearder lafter the
hybridization process, thus indicating a false ag#ion of evolution
through the emergence of new traits. At that tibarwin did not know
anything about genetics that was later discovefet Barwin. Never the
less, in the subsequent experiments he carriedioself, and when he did
the hybridization without selective separation laving the animals to
reproduce on their own, the dominant charactesistid wilderness
predominated again in all the members of the nenegation with the
disappearance of recessive ones. Darwin did naeagte the value and
significance of this important phenomenon to omly ron the emergence
of recessive traits as evidence of his hypothesievolution. Perhaps he

could have reconsidered his hypothesis if he haxh [able to discern the
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implications of the reappearance of wild dominardits among all
members of the new generation even if he had nstared genetics. The
return of the predominant traits seen in the nemeggions resulting from
individuals with recessive traits coupled with mduals with predominant
traits is a clear proof that the characters thaeaped in those generations
are predominant characters while those disappearedihe suppressed
ones. This proves that both types of traits muse hexisted from the start
in any population of living creatures. Mandel wddeato appreciate the
importance of the reappearance of dominant traligewDarwin did not
notice these connotations. That is why Mandel ootetl later his next
experiments, which became the basis for later genedn this basis, the
apparent recessive traits which Darwin believeddonew forming ones
were not at all evidence of evolution but rathedemce of the persistence
of the species, and this attests to the assertiseparate creation.

It is surprised that Dr. Abu Zeid, who believesewolution, mentioned
many times the word "creatures" . Whoever beliewvesvolution, of
species one from another, cannot believe that #reycreated with a
separate independent creation. He mentions "Althdtge or spontaneous
natural evolution has led to the emergence of nanyplex forms and
characters during stages of evolution that haventding period of time,
they have also led to the disappearance and awgtnat many other forms
of natural and social lives". His saying lacks tloerect scientific evidence.
Long period of time is an evolutionary claim. Theiection of different
forms of life in the past does not mean that evatubas any role with this
extinction. The writer in his extrapolation reliesm the hypothesis of

evolution as a basis for the emergence of livingparsms, which requires
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the emergence of infinite number of intermediateecggs of those
organisms that have missed the opportunity ancktyuextinct, giving way
to species more evolutionary fit to remain. In taision, the writer has
surpassed the scientific facts presented by fosshgch declare that very
limited number of organisms lived in earth, whistcompletely contrary to
that vision that he adopts. There are many scierg¥idence by many
researchers pointing to the occurrence of natusalsters during the course
of earth trip led to the extinction of many speciest remained within a
relatively limited number. With regard to the terfievolutionary
development”, the author gave it a broad but vatafimition. What is clear
Is that he sees it as an extension of Darwiniatugenary claims and what
beyond, through new frameworks and different medmas. he attributed
to it magical qualifications that all previous maolsms of evolution do
not seem to have. Evolutionary development is dapab creating more
sophisticated and complex forms of biological aodid life. It is capable
of preventing the recurrence of those disasters b@zwve led to the
disappearance of many other forms of normal andklife by intervening
and even controlling the adjustment of the patbustival to the fittest and
directing it to the requirements of future livingnditions. In defining the
potential of evolutionary development, Dr. Abu Zdeliberately integrates
the concept of civilized development, which meaasioms growth and
prosperity, with the concept of Darwinian evolutiona single term. It is
therefore necessary to emphasize here the neaxpswase the terms. It is
the scientific development that will bring humarkingrowth and
prosperity, not the rise of breeds and the mutiigfliof species and races

evolutionists claim that Darwinian biological evbbun will achieve, when
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coupled with modern technologies. Genes are alrpegent in the genetic
mass of each species. What evolutionary developoantlo with modern
technology is to control certain genes that aréeebetl to be good and to
transmit them to subsequent generations. It isr ¢legt the process is in
fact, a form of selective hybridization of indivials but using sophisticated
microscopic techniques. This technically, will nead to the development
of any new gene that did not already exist. On blaisis, the development
addressed by the writer is a deliberate contrathedical development that
some have tried to use to improve human medmatliions. It is not
evolutionary and has nothing to do with evolution.

Creationists on the other hand believe that alhgjvorganisms have the
potential for diversity, but insist that all evideEnindicates that this ability
Is restricted within the limits of the genetic ptgiton in each species, and
that there is no evidence to confirm that a certgpecies of living
organisms has resulted in conversion into a livanganism of a different
kind. They also believe that the creation and aateqt of the species has
been accomplished and presented by the Creatdslimp@ach species to
survive in diverse climatic and natural conditiorss, that the species
remains viable if conditions vary. Creationistsenmpret biological data
according to this concept instead of evolutionaglids 5*. This concept,
which the proponents of creation believe, is a ephcorresponds to what
was mentioned in the introduction of this bookttioae of the most
important basis to rely on in the recognitionadas and their credibility is
the true honest referral. The revelation, which €drom God, is the most
accurate of truth and of references, provided thad conclusive in its

provenance and in its meaning. Rather, the fundahdifference between



the evolutionists and the moralists is that theahsts based their standers
on an exact criterion which is in the heavenly ®dk addition to being
correct and accurate in terms of origin, they ads® a&ompatible with
reason. In addition, empirical scientific facts angbectations are identical
with the information provided by those books. Evigoary thought, on the
other hand, is not based on true honest transteryrdither on personal
aspects, views and claims, which the evolutionsgtesmpt to generalize.
Therefore, the possibility of error is predominabhecause there is no
comparative criterion on which they base on. Thienddic experiment
should be neutral between the two parties, whidhdecide which of the
two is right. Therefore, the monopoly created by throponents of
evolution during the last two hundred years by rsmge and scientific
system is an act against neutrality. It has domatgihharm to science and
then to humanity as a whole, by teaching mankirsefaonvictions. If
science left neutral, such wrong believes coulceHaen easier to avoid.
Molecular approach to living organisms classificatn:

The science of Taxonomy is a science that clasgients and animals. It
Is clear that there are living beings in this wowlsth morphological
characters that can be compared to each other. Susties of living
beings have always appeared in the fossils, an@ \@etermined to be
classified into different types based on thoseed#fices in morphologies
and characters. The founder of the science of taxgn Carlos-Linnaeus,
was a strong believer in creation, and believéa, this current creationists,
that some similarities in morphologies or characteramong living
organisms were not due to having originated froemd¢me ancestors, but

because God had based his creation on a complexh@aincluded a link



of unity among the creatures. The approaches of né/dyrair 2* in
taxonomic studies of organisms have rejected thevolugonary
assumptions because of their inappropriatenesshytisthesis is that this
world of biology should be seen as having origiddtem basic creatures,
which are the original species mentioned in Genéstsbelieves that the
proper task for the taxonomist in classificatiosshe responsibility of
classifying living creatures through species, amalihg common links
between these species. Fraier's interest in biologluded a special
emphasis on serology and herbology. He has inclueagh of the two
sciences in his taxonomic studies, using antiboidbe tortoise as means
of establishing taxonomic relations between thelgsir He injected the
turtle's blood serum into rabbits and chickensroheo to obtain antibodies
to serum proteins. These antibodies were taken fadybits and chickens
and then reacted with successive dilutions of #rara taken from different
turtles. It was expected that the serum taken fileenmore closely related
turtles would react more densely, while the reactioom the farthest
turtles would be weak or no reaction. Frair stadied not support the
well-known view that the biting turtles should blassified in a different
family (Kinostenidae) but should be placed in fam(Emydid). Such an
adjustment can be so small that it poses no prolidenthe evolutionist.
But for the proponents of creation, they assert thrganisms must be
categorized without returning to any evolutionarynatural basis, rather
rely strictly on the degree of similarity insteafdtloe evolutionary linkages
between living beings.

The population of New Guinea and the pattern of migation

dispersion:



The origin of the population of New Guinea is quesble among
anthropologists. Regardless of their origins, thpeseple have isolated
themselves in groups, so they have been separaittd their own
languages and genetics. R.Daniel 3 * studied thenr mmad sub-blood
groups of these native people in 37 different locet throughout the island
in an attempt to uncover the details of the gendtdta and the links
between these diverse groups. Although the datad®d is not sufficient
to produce an integrated theory, this data hasatgu the hypothesis of
the dispersed migration model in New Guinea grodyesording to this
model, when small groups migrate from a common gememunity, this
new group becomes more distinct from the origifidis happens because
new generations will result only from a limited géio pool. They will be
isolated from the normalizing effect of mating witke rest of the original
community because of isolation. As a result of ¢hesnditions, the
recessive genes will emerge strongly and rapidlye ¢b the constant
mating between relatives.

It has been assumed that some of Papua-Melanestes migrated to
New Guinea in big numbers. Having settled there,tlom uninhabited
shore, the increase in population growth prompkeantto migrate inland
through the river valleys. These groups have becdimguistically,
geographically and culturally isolated, resulting the emergence of
genetic diversity in societies in which each graliffers from each other,
as each immigrant group has been part of the pmpllation genetics.
Although evolutionists assume that the origin afesarequires a gradual
process for an extended period of time, creatisrbslieve that a process

similar to what we have been seen in this repost beathe cause of human



races within a relatively short period of time. Thspersion of people after
their tongues differences in Babylon could havellted in the isolation of
groups in small numbers, in addition to God's gfifa variety of languages
to nations where every nation had a different laggy after having spoken
one language. This may cause as a result, gersgiegation between
groups with a common language. Therefore, those genes closer to the
black race took on the features of their race. sautte Caucasians, etc.
When race as a result of intermarriages originabéigder migrations and
isolations such as those mentioned above occumesljlting in the
diversity within each major race.

Birds of Galapagos Island:

Darwin and other evolutionists assume that therdityeof birds that now
exist in the Galapagos Islands, 600 miles or morghsvest of America,
resulted from birds migrating from South Americ&eToriginal migrating
birds were thought to be fairly similar, but mubais, as well as natural
selection, gave justification over a long periodiofe to differences in the
birds that live there now (specifically the sizedahape of the beak) as a
response to the difference in type of food avadabl those birds in those
different islands.

Creationists interpret these data the same wayetwd) with important
exceptions. They first point out that the diverdityat is evident among
these birds is very limited, since these creatagsonly remain birds but
also finches. None of the evidence supports whatlugenists have
claimed in their generalizations in evolution ofetlorganic molecule

gradually turning into human beings, nor have thag any support for the



claim that the various species of birds, such &sgehumming birds and
eagles, all came from a common ancestor.

Second, creationists believe that the genetic gpedition or genetic pool
carried to the Galapagos by migrating birds fronutS8oAmerica was
sufficient to allow this diversity to occur. Thigvdrsity did not occur
because of mutations, but the genetic predispositias present in early
migrants, which allowed room for divergence intdfetent forms of
finches, as a result of the reorganization of tmherent genetic
predisposition of diversity in native birds (thrdutipe fact that this inherent
readiness for diversity at these birds and theiregje makeup are not a
result of any chance!).

Studies by Dr. Lammerts 4 * have shown that thengka in these birds in
the islands are in fact, much less than those teghon evolutionary
literature. Dr. Lammerts studied a large group st birds (sometimes
called Darwin finches) at the California Academy 8tiences. He
investigated in particular, 1- the length of eaol from the tip of the beak
to the end of the tail, 2- the height from the ahda to the upper back. 3.
The total length of the beak; 4. The width of the lower jaw of the beak. The
result of the study concluded the classificationtlodse birds into four
categories: Geospiza, Camarhynchus, Cactospizdhi@=a. These birds
studied by Lammerts have previously been divide@\lutionists into 17
different species. Although Lammerts consideredt tRzrthidea as
distinguished from other species, he stated thatfolir other kinds are
guite similar except for their color diversity astould be classified into
one specie instead of being classified as diffespeicies. Lammerts also

noted that if all attachment notes of Galapagosispevere removed and



the finches were re-categorized according to the of the beak and the
body, a full scale arrangement can be seen amang. t8ay the same for
the length and width of the beak and the colorhef feathers. Lammerts
considered that it would make more sense if thesis liwere classified into
one specie. He strongly discarded the idea thvatrsity in beak size is an
adaptive shift due to (natural selection). Lammertsfirmed that the
eating habits of these birds are particularly duthé type of their beak, not
because these beaks have grown slowly to adajtetaype of the food
available.

Dr. Lammerts 5 * performed the neutron irradiation experiment org€u
Elizabeth) rose buds to establish (mutation).s€hieradiation processes
are a rapid experimental procedures that matchest wiay happen in
nature as changes at the gene level over longdseabtime. It has been
found that variety of forms of these roses haslteddrom the process of
irradiation. However, his results showed that aise mutagenic changes
resulted from distortions of the morphological @weristics of the original
model prior to irradiation. His studies have shothiat these mutations
have only caused changes in the level of phenotypgdhere has been no
change to the model as a whole. It has thus beewluted that
transformation through the accumulation of mutaido generate new
species as evolutionists assume is not possibleth@nbasis, neither
mutations nor changes in DNA arrangement or seqograr the reverse
sequence of DNA can provide with the mechanismireduor evolution,
through the what was assumed by the theory of &woluThus, Dr.
Lammerts concluded that this complex and integrgguetic system can

only be made by a mighty creator.



Plant Sequence Studies:

Walter Lammerts and George Howe 6 * used plant esegjong studies
through repeated cultivation, to observe the efdéctatural selection under
the influence of diverse conditions. Frequent fialtalyzes were carried
out on five plant species, including: Californiappg, thermos, mountain
marsh, archery album and yellow violet. These glaapresent families of
five different plant species. Notes reported forefconsecutive seasons at
Newhall and Corralitos in California. Although tlkeewas a large variation
in rain during the study, no tendency was seen poogressive
transformation or evolutionary trends. The observedural selection
limited the diversity in the plants, bringing theogps back to their
traditional patterns during the years when the lklitsnwas stressful. The
researchers concluded that no evidence of any fdrmatural selection
occurred according to the hypotheses of evolufldre emergence of large
variations in some plant species has been discudSed Lammerts
concluded that plant diversity has been derivedacnilously from the
major plant groups that have survived the floode @hernative possibility
that provides an explanation for plant diversitieathe flood, is that there
IS a variety of genes in every plant that survitlesl flood that has enabled
this plant variety seen these days. In fact, theselts are clearly consistent
with many hybrid experiments on pets, including spto obtain hybrid
patterns with more meat or milk production. Afteeveral targeted
hybridization processes, the ability of these amsnstopped at a certain
ceiling and could not be exceeded. This, if anyghindicates the state of

constancy within species, which supports the assompof separate



creation and negates the mechanism of natural teeleand hence the
evolution of the common origin adopted by the tlyexfrevolution.

Seed germination and plants' ability to survive afér dipping in salty or
fresh water:

The study of the effect of permanent dipping ofdseef floral plants in
seawater and fresh water was conducted by George Hd as a means of
understanding how plants survived the flood. seddsve types of fruit,
and of the families of flowering plants, were telste see their growth after
dipping into seawater, fresh water, and an equature of both types of
water. The dipping was performed for 140 daysragmated, as was
estimated as the duration of the flood. This pema$ estimated at 150
days. During alternate periods 4, 8,12, , 16 a@nhav@eks of dipping, some
seeds were removed for each type of plant fromnvated then planted in
appropriate conditions to grow. There was diffeesimcthe ability of plants
to survive, but even after dipping for 140 dayseech of the previous
solutions, three of the five grains of the plantaild survive and grow.
Howe's first suggestion to answer the question ithaét plants could not
survive during the flood is that large-scale degttam has occurred on
plant life during the long flood and many of thedants became extinct as
a result of that flood. fossils studies of plant/é shown that there are
many types of plant fossils extinct today. Howevted an explanation
for other mechanisms for survival of some of theglsats during the flood.
In addition to prolonged dipping, some plants frarees have been
removed byCyclones to the sea were still soaked in their gwlt the
surrounding environment gave them the possibilityewentual survival.

Some plant elements were known to have moved thrdbg glaciers



where they were buried and then sprout. The griduaswere carried by
bodies of dead animals floating in the sea were alde to sprout later.
There is no doubt that many of the grains werdexin Noah's Ark.
Through these and other data, Howe concluded tlaatspocould survive
during the flood.

Dr. William Tinkle 8 * conducted a study on tomato plant, which consists
of three flakes, instead of the natural form of tiedkes. It was noted that
some tomato plants have one flake and the other tvaw flakes naturally.
But the emergence of three or more flakes was lysudkrpreted as a
genetic defect. Mr. William chose the three tonfédkes only, took 100 of
their seeds and planted them, and then conductestdioly on the buds he
obtained. He got 69 plants, of which 66 are natplahts containing only
two, and three containing three flakes. He re-tdb& three, which
contained three flakes, and planted their seeds. grbwing plants were
thirty-three, of which thirty had two cubits, andlpthree were made up of
three cubits. Dr. Tinkle later studied the effeéttbese mutations on
fertilization. It was expected that this extra ¢ulrhich would allow the
plant to have a surface with greater exposure might, would have a
better advantage. It was observed that this plastlawer in specifications
than the plant with the two cubits, both in ternisyields or in terms of
growth and resistance to frost. Even plants thatvelé from triplets and
had only two cubits had developmental abnormalitiess clear that the
gene of the three cubits is a recessive gene wihdegenes of the two
cubits is the dominant gene. However, it appeass #ome plants that

possessed both genes, and although the apparerdctehistic is the



emergence of the two cubits, the effects of theatedt gene were evident
in weakening the benefits of the plant.

This study, in general, shows that, in a complexegie system, if there is a
mutation that caused changes in morphologicalstrditese changes are
usually harmful changes, and the mutation is tioeeed harmful and not a
good one. This is in fact, a conclusion that camgéeeralized through the
scientific data and experiments conducted in regeatrs on animal and
plant varieties that have truly demonstrated thatations are certainly
harmful conditions at the gene level. This evermyuald to the bankruptcy
and closure of most scientific laboratories thaliede on developing
positive mutations of usefulness for organismsriprove the species.
Stability of the properties of bacteria:

According to the Darwinian model, the living orgems are constantly
changing due to mutations that occur as a reswheironmental changes.
Scientist (Jerry Moore) 9 * conducted a study is tegard on one kind of
Bacteria (Proteus mirabilis), which is related be ttamily of E-coli to
estimate their stability or change due to differemtironmental conditions
that mimic natural conditions but with acceleratimechanism of events
and frame of time factor.

Jerry has transported these bacteria and distdbimem to ten different
culture media that allow their growth, but in difet environments. In
addition, he conducted a variety of temperatureghervarious incubating
dishes, in order to maximize the environmental eddéhce between
different bacterial samples. After repeating cdtdor 62 times for the
bacterial strains and applying environmental amdrtfal modifications, he

exposed the final strains to biochemical and aottd media to identify
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any changes that may have occurred to the diffdvanteria strains that
originally came from the same source. The resultsved that the basic
traits did not change from the germs of origin,nfravhich these strains
were produced except for a small and varying respagainst penicillin
G. This varied response was often caused by theud@en of bacterial
walls by exposure to harmful compounds existedhi growing media
rather than by the actual effect of penicillin G.

Although Moore's experiment in his own admissienjmited in scope and
duration, it certainly supports the natural biotadi stability of living
organisms. In his scientific paper, Moore reviewedtten examples of
enormous biological stability, including a studyttshowed that bacteria
had retained its main biological properties oveD Mears. This is the
period in which bacteria remained vulnerable teéhstressful studies.
Bees represents a major dilemma for supporters ofvelution:

When building their cells, bees can build geomethapes like hexagon
with super-precision dimensions without any gapspaces between them.
The bees, as is known according to evolutioniges,paimitive creatures.
How can these creatures be able to construct #m@g@eering structures
with such precision, while all mammal animals exdagmans cannot keep
up with the bees in this remarkable engineeringstrantion? This
phenomenon of inspiration is gained from the v@iseator, as creationists
believe, is the only way that can explain why bdeghis task apart from
other creatures. Evolutionists are not going toarpthis phenomenon no
matter how they try.

Facts about the panda bears refute evolution:

A. The genitals of both sexes are not compatibléer size.
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B- The male of the panda does not instinctivelywkimw to mate with the

female.

C- Itis rare for female panda to be sexually aedus

D- The female panda does not show any sign indigdhat it has become
aroused and ready for intercourse.

E- - Panda females are often angered by maletinésa

F - The couple usually end with fight that causggries and harm.

Despite all this, the Panda, contrary to all thegwof evolution, has been

able to reproduce and remain alive to this day.
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9- Evolution of living organisms

Evolutionists claim that: "it has been proven inamt years that limestone
Is produced by the remnants of microorganisms, #rad marble and
alabaster have been made by living organisms isettamcient eras. The
presence of layers of coal in the form of graplbetween the layers of
ancient rocks, attributed to the fact that theyenemaused by organic matter
that has been dissolved and associated with otygosits. The heat and
pressure turned into graphite. The seed of lifedvwadved as evolutionists
claimed a billion years ago, although they admitythave not found any
samples to confirm it, but their findings and thdirect evidence confirm
the existence of these organisms. Through thedirfgs of what they read
on earth records, the Earth at that time was vetyahd very humid. The
waters in oceans now were flying in clouds. Lifeldotherefore have been
formed on earth only in the form of microorganiscagpable of tolerating
high humidity and without the use of sunlight. Otiene, the earth's crust
began to cool, rain and sunlight entered the e&tme of these living
beings began to learn how to benefit from sunlayid the carbon emitted
into the atmosphere. They performed an extraordinprocess of
photosynthesis, benefitting from carbon fixation kaild their organs.
Oxygen was released into the atmosphere. It is ft@roffspring of those
tiny microorganisms came the trees with their fuibat are fed to humans
and animals. Some organisms have preferred to jiendent on others and
not utilize the plant methods of photosynthesig, they must have the
ability to move in order to secure their food irseaf food scarcity. Limbs

grew and became organs for movement. However, #eel no develop
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means to obtain food necessitated that these @mandevelop their
movement organs to be able to attack and prey aihenals, or to escape
If necessary. The rocket appeared in the octopusygh a gap in its body
filled with water, and pushed the water when nemgssand the octopus
ran into the opposite direction. Then this systeas wiodified and refined,
and the gels appeared. The specifications wereoweplrby the appearance
of fins. However, the gels remained weak and valbler to predation,
causing them to arm themselves with shields aniisshygpeared.

Shells and snails are very important book of s@eimcthe modern age
because the earth's layers have preserved in fibgsils records these
shells, as the fossil record appears clear withaimergence of Shells,
which was saved purely by chance in the sand. Theme the Paleozoic,
an ancient animal age 500 million years ago, wherahimals invaded the
land and the trilobites appeared to be developiog)fthe worms. With
geological changes in that era, some of the spgeassed into rivers and
lakes, evolved and became three meters wide. Soene ferced by the
harsh environment to migrate and live on land. dtsseappeared as
scorpions and spiders, while others preferredytanfthe air like the birds.
In the oceans, some shell worms have seen theaggeweht of an internal
hard rod instead of the surrounding shells, andebeates have been
introduced for the first time. Then some fishes twfeom the ocean to the
land, developing into amphibians and reptiles. Thegre several
centimeters to a few meters long and many of thacthghields. Some of
these amphibian species, such as frogs and lizattisexist, but some
have also evolved into reptiles lasting 100 millipsars. These reptiles

were huge in size and very pernicious. But theyewater extinct without
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any trace behind the extinction. Small, rat-sizeninals began to develop,
which some researchers believe led to the extimctib huge dinosaurs
because they fed on their eggs. While others ssdlhth cells of these large
animals have been hit by aging, which led to tleitinction. With the
extinction of the huge reptiles, mammals appeared had had the
opportunity to multiply. They were at first, smail size no more than the
size of foxes. The elephant ancestors were ex#uflysize of cats, then
grew in the next generations and evoluted by thecebf natural selection
to animals we see now. No trace was found to hugnandfather, although
there were species of monkeys at that time. Tharedae Ice Age, killing
some animals that could not migrate to the warnasaxd the South, like
the Mammoth and others. In this era, the first attzeof man appeared and
was more sophisticated than monkeys." *1

The previous report about the emergence and eeoludf living
organisms on earth is suitable to be a fairy tiaefor children, not pass
into the doors of science, specifically biologypesally as the story goes
smoothly with spontaneous vague mechanisms. Fisbreature, well
known, cannot breathe as soon as it leaves the aatkedies within a few
minutes for example, can go to land and turn in réttem phrase to
amphibian!!!. Those huge reptiles as soon as tleeyded that flight would
reveal a new world to them, they grew wings anail&o the sky!!!.
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'PUNCTUATED
EQUILIBRIUM

“The first bird hatched from a reptilian egg.”

Richard B. Gouldschmidt The Material Basis of Evo lution Yale University Press 1940 p. 395.

The elephant in the beginning, was unable to pgktiawberries from the
land, he blew and foamed until its trunk extended laecame its shape.
Thus, there is nothing to prevent imaginatiomfrllying and creating
claims and predispositions. But to apply this teisce and becomes a basis
for it is certainly beyond the limits acceptable.

This is the evolutionary claim on evolution of lng beings, hence there are
observations that should be revered:

- The early environment of the planet was not blgtdor the emergence
and evolution of life spontaneously. Miller's bigganic hypothesis,
espoused by proponents of evolution, is a myth ta@not be accepted
scientifically or applied, as was shown earlierMiller himself confirmed
this fact and admitted at the end of his life tthe amino acids obtained
cannot be a proof or evidence of the possibilitylitd spontaneously
arising from these compounds. If Miller himself hasknowledged the
incorrect manipulation of his findings as evideonté¢he possibility of self-
birth of life, why do the proponents of evolutiorsist on using it as a basic

evidence of the fundamentals of evolution ??
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- Pure coincidence cannot construct life of carplature. As Dr. Behe
and other scientists have shown, many complex ticdbd systems in their
structure and mechanism of action to perform tkessk, must have been
created at the same time. This is completely contta the premise of
coincidence and mutations.

- Natural selection has the ability to improve adapity, which is
recognized by most scientists, including evolustsithemselves, but
fundamentally cannot create a living organism orkenaa radical
modification that causes a specie to evolve. Thmars¢ion of organisms
into different and distinct species is beyond taege of natural selection
that Darwin and the evolutionists spoke of. Dr. leaetz's studies to the
same finches Darwin did on the island of Galapdgog&e shown that these
changes in finches were very limited and cannotdesidered as a cause
of formation of many new species. They rather raeaiwithin the limits
of diversity of a single genetic population, unlikehat Darwin has
classified as a secession and constitute of newiegp*. The repeated
study by Dr. Lameretz, should be given great attanDarwin on his point
of view, when he made his studies and came up higtclassification of
the finches and considered that these birds hawdergone a decisive
change made them turn to new species and clas#ifezd under different
types as such, reflecting this difference throulgé modification in the
form and size of the beaks, he has tried to creatdence based on
preconceived ideas and templates. The differenchape and size of the
beaks in finches cannot in any case cause thelas®fication to new
species. These finches were finches, and of thasgénches. They were

not overturned to ducks, Geese, or eagles. It nstHs reason that his
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contemporary biologists when presenting thesenéado them classified
them in one genera which did not please Darwinwias study was a
gualitative one, and the qualitative study is oftext accurate enough to
make final judgments. This is what happened in daise, when Darwin
rejected the correct classification despite thdl@heaevidence in his hands
and decided to classify them in separate specidmt\r. Lameretz did
was that he researched the same study in moretificieway and
undertook a quantitative measures, measuring tiggHeof each bird from
the tip of the beak to the end of the tail, theghefrom the abdomen to the
top of the back, the total length of the beak dredwidth of the bottom side
of the beak. The quantitative and arithmetic acouig Lameretz's study
should be recognized here. In that study, Lameretzluded based on the
guantitative measurements he conducted that adale was seen among
those finches. Accordingly, Lameretz considered thavould be more
logical if these birds were classified under oneecsps. Darwin's
explanation for the variation in shape of the bemks$hese finches was
because these finches modified the shape to mh&hype of food they
were picking. Dr. Lameretz responded that the gem#tersity possessed
by the population of these finches may indeed cthesappearance of such
different morphological traits rather than vice saerHere, it seems clear
that the intellectual orientation of both researsh@ays an important role
in data analysis. According to his intellectualngiples that deny creation
Darwin justifies the different forms of beaks thgbua methodology
consistent with this denial, although it is impbésito prove such a
presumption. The sudden change in the peaks hamsdxgxained by the
evolutionary adaptation to the new type of foodjokihcorresponds to the
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evolution and self-diversity of living organismstiout any creation by the
Creator's hand. Again, what Darwin has proposedeirely an assumption,
and his hypothesis has no scientific evidence ¢togit. If we assume that
these migrating birds had short beaks and thatfdbd present on that
island requires long beaks, all these migratingddjirwhich are the
predecessors of the present birds, will starve dattd before they can
extricate their beak by evolution and be able talesr food. If the genetic
predisposition of these birds did not exist, thestexice of the long beak
genes along with the short in the first migratingd® would not have
emerged. If Darwin's assumption had any merit,gfstould have been in
nature or in fossils indications suggesting suchnges. In the second
chapter in this book, we have presented "problemtis thve hypothesis of
evolution". This necessitate the existence of itdinnumbers of
intermediate creatures in between those finchesomgin and the
subsequent generations during the alleged evolu®Darwin himself has
acknowledged. This contradicts reality. As Dr. Laete has declared,
there are multitude of genes in the bird commupibpl, through which
these new traits have emerged as either recessivielden. The scientific
evidence supports Dr. Lameretz's explanation thHroutdpe daily
observations in various fields of biology. The lied number of different
living organisms represents a selective reductioniwith complete
detachment and lack of continuity in between sggecie

- The living organisms seen in fossils of the oldesks were too complex
from the beginning. Unicellular organisms, accogdito evolutionists'
claims, are among the first living organisms to egaeon earth. Dr. Denton

has presented a remarkable study on the complekitiiese living cells
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that makes no doubt that, in terms of their stmateomponent, they
cannot be as simple as evolutionary perspectiyas tnint in their writings
3*.

- There is no scientific evidence that Prokaryotgéth the least complex
form has evolved into more complex Eukaryotes. sltsirange what
evolutionists claim, that the first thing that onigted is the bio-soup with
its various organic elements. Studies have shoattlie hypothesis of bio-
soup is an incorrect clueless hypothesis. And #hanutionists claim that
some elements of this soup overlapped randomly watimcidence and
closed itself with a sheet forming the (Prokaryhté&fis assumption is also
an unacceptable assumption, because as it has dlemmn, neither
randomness nor chance and its probabilistic lawsaate to gather those
organic elements in a meaningful way, in order eonmf a biological
compound capable of performing vital functions,lulng reproduction
4%,

Not even, Prokaryotes, if we assume they #xist at that early time
of life, can survive in these early conditions hessathey lack the ability to
produce organic nutrients that will provide thenthwihe energy needed.
Those nutrients must be produced by plant cellsckvhaccording to
evolutionists claim, immerged later.

- The fossil record is precisely complete contrazywhat evolutionists
claim. Evolutionists believe that there are transid organisms that fall
within the standard of evolution between the omdgnand the organisms
that evolved, as claimed by Hegel and other evatigis, which could not

ever been found in the fissile records 5*.
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All the fossil and geological studies in tgeological column have
shown that the fossil record is fully completedaorekc (the fossil record
cannot be selective that reveals something and lsidething ells). In this
record, all living beings that lived in this langpeared, and there are no
potential intermediate organisms that the evoligitsnclaim have been
extinct and have yet to be discovered in fossile Tossil record revealed
all it has.

- The fossil record shows stability, which cleantyeans that living
organisms have not evolved. The phenomenon oflisyaibi fossil records
IS a very important phenomenon, and unfortunatalg]utionists have paid
no attention to. About this phenomenon, Dr. Gislokspboth in his
writings and in his debates. In the Cambrian ageft,creatures, trilobites,
sea sponges and others emerged. Later fish andil@emzhappeared. But
in the records, no form of transitional life amotigese creatures has
emerged (which, if found indicates instability).dbld it be existedwe
need to be able to trace these transitional fohaslink these invertebrates
to their virtual ancestors. This must be true iblation is true. However, it
seems that each of these invertebrates have bieiflofuned without any
trace of those transitional forms that link thesgertebrates with their
alleged ancestors. It is impossible to have hurdoédnillions of years of
evolution in which eukaryotes turn into complexrtebrates without
leaving any trace. Each major species of fish ajgpeahe complete fossil
record without any trace of ancestors, and ther®iform of transition at
all that links these diverse forms of fish to theaditional ancestors. All
this confirms that the fossil record is in a stafestability and non-

disturbance 6*.
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- The research records do not support Darwiniainmeslan evolution. How
could it be supported if these records have showongplete separation of
species and the absence of so-called intermediggiems, and not even
one of these intermediates have been found alweluEonists themselves
have confirmed that the tree that represents thslficecord covers only the
origins and branches, but between them it is cotelylenissing and does
not exist.

- The geological criterion for temporal gradatior fwssils, which
evolutionists still use to defend their claims, hasen shown to be
inaccurate.

- Evolutionary designations related to genealogamily trees among
organisms) are purely assumptions, developed blygwoists according to
their own vision, and have nothing to do with sceenor scientific
evidence, which in many cases showed the oppasitings. The fossil
record of humans, that has been modified and adjusiany times, is the
clearest example.

- Some evolutionary scientists have made an imégaaeflection by
adding some intermediate objects to the drawingsheir evolutionary
relatives despite the fact that these organismsotlexist. This is no secret.
That is considered distortion and falsification d¢fe facts. (See
evolutionary record of man !!)

- Before the appearance of shills, and even with ddmission of the
evolutionists themselves, considering that the meyas as evolutionists
claim, which lived on the earth at the time, weitbex microorganisms or
later gelatinous, they did not leave a clear fosspact. Consequently,

fossil-based research records were not sufficiesigr to record precisely
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that period. Therefore, that era remains unknowhthat has been written
about that era is nothing more than speculatiosyraptions, fantasies and
allegations. The scientific evidence is nonexistard there is no definitive
evidence to confirm the true nature of the orgasiued in that period.

It follows from above that all evolutionist clainef these organisms
progression from germs to gels and then to plamtg¢ects to moving
organisms to fish and birds to amphibians, reptied then to mammals
and at last to human, all these are speculatioris fads, they are
allegations without any documents or scientificdewvice to confirm them.
Ice Ages:

Evolutionists claim that Earth have been exposefivi® ice ages, most
recently 1.7 million years ago.

There is evidence to indicate an error existencth@se allegations, and
that only short ice age is the one that hit théhear

- The multitude of ice ages is merely a claim basetkly on the
evolutionary assumptions of geologists.

- The origin of icy sediments (tillite) is justifieby various interpretations
other than those developed by evolutionists.

- It has been known for a long time that glaciblitei is indistinguishable
from the flowing debris, which is different from eéhnormal gradient
sediments.

- Sediments from the alleged earlier ice ages aamterpreted as debris
products from the flood.

- The estimate of age by using radiography has igeolv questionable
results. On this basis, the ice age could havendgtk for several hundred

years rather than millions of years.
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- Ice centers indicate massive activity and volcadtivity during the Ice
Age.

- It was also observed that frozen mammoth eleghdistovered in Siberia
had been frozen abruptly and temporarily understadphic conditions.
Her stomachs contained spring flowers and oth@idad plants. All of this
belittles the hypotheses of the geological eracifipally refers to the
interpretation of a catastrophic disaster that tedthese extraordinary
natural phenomena.

- The mammoth elephant is not equipped to adaptetan long-term ice
age. Large herds found buried in fossils with wslvbears, elephants and
rhinos 8* .

Leading to the conclusion that these five geoldgima ages and contrary

to evolutionary claims, were relatively short.
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10-Human Evolution

"Evolutionists believe that during the Ice Age, @awling restricted some
vertebrates in very harsh conditions, forcing thentry to invent ways to
protect themselves from frost. This was the begmmof thinking and
mind utilization. Proponents of evolution recognibat records in the earth
layers left by man, despite the relative noveltyht#f appearance, remain
rare. They admit that all that has been found esrédmains of bones with
no connection among them, where the sites of desgowave been linked,
by naming the alleged mankind discovered with then@ of the place
where it was discovered, such as Java, Nebraskssarah. They have
concluded that this discovered object is humamutin the size of the
brain because the monkey's brain size is about80@/hile the size of the
brain of the Java man was estimated at 985 ccthendurrent human brain
volume is 1300-1500 cc 1 *."

As is clear, the template is ready, that man casne esult of the process
of evolution. The justifications for the mechanighmat caused human
appearance are the justifications cited in theothiction above that led to
the beginning of thinking and the use of reasore Siperficiality of these
justifications is not hidden here, especially whexplaining such an
important event as the emergence of humans on .EHmdre is no doubt
that the Earth has been subjected many times araigih multiple
temporal eras to harsh environmental and climatnadiions. One wonders
why man was the only creature among all those wrestwho became

thinking and used the ability of reason? Why did we see some other
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types of animals use the power of thinking? Theyehbeen exposed as
well exactly and in the same manner to stress.

The chromosomes system and genes in living creattae be likened to
computer programming and archiving systems. Thensisis of these

technologies have long realized that it is impdssito generate these
systems except through intelligent design usingoraation. It is not

possible to generate thinking brains through foraase to harsh

environmental conditions as stated in the introduactor else miracles
would be the prevailing character of our world. Tdrew, the parrot and

the seagull are the most intelligent birds and htheeability to solve some
difficult puzzles. Some zoologists sometimes trytést the birds and
discover their potential. However, these birds rnenards as they are
within the same species without any evolution ohemf its members. The
genetic ability of each type of creature is latamdl limited by the genes it
possesses. Therefore, it is not possible to generw genes from scratch
or add to the gene of any type or change it. Thisestions remain

unanswered by evolutionists keeping in mind that itea of evolution

itself is merely a tail rather than a scientificzon

Observations that opponents of evolution noticedhis regard can be
summarized as follows:

1. Human-like fossils were discovered in rocksdmy lakes, in glaciers,

and elsewhere. Which means that stressful envirotaheonditions were

not a real justification for the employment of tkimg as evolutionists

claim.
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2 - Some of these fossils have been discoveredansie caves, while
others in the sites of ancient buildings. Whoeweed in caves had no
small brains, and the inhabitants of the buildidigsnot have large ones.

3 - These fossils have been found in different gdaim the world. It is
known that environmental conditions cannot be sftésat the same time
everywhere.

4 — The fossils were discovered in different typésocks and at different
depths of the earth. This proves that man was owbd only during a
certain period of the Ice Age.

5 - Most of these fossils were discovered in thanfamf pieces and
scattered parts. This, of course, raises the aquresfithe credibility of the
conclusions assumed by evolutionists, despite theiguity surrounding
research sites and discoveries.

6- Only very limited numbers of completed skeletamsre discovered.
This in turn, is contrary to the principle of gealezation and thus the
development of a complete hypothesis on human ggolu

7- There is a great diversity in the forms of theaenan-like fossils. This,
of course, raises a direct question about the eatah limits of kinship ties
claimed by proponents of evolution among thesebfit fossil beings.

8. Tools believed to have been made by humans leem found alongside
these fossils. Which means that these fossils laeuenan fossils. That
indicates that they have not undergone any forewvofution. Or that those
who discovered these fossils had deliberately lpege tools to demonstrate
that these creatures are human beings, and thmsdaagly is a scientific

fraud.
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9 - These tools have been made by different médesiach as stones,
bones, wood, animal horns, and metals. This inesctite creative potential
of those creatures that are comparable to theiweazdpacity of the present
human being. Raising the question of the natuthisfalleged evolution.
10-The age of these fossils and accompanying msints, are older than
the beginning date of recording (about 4500 y&4t3. That means the
true age is an unknown.

The age of these fossils and accompanying instrtsne@as estimated
using indirect estimation 1 *.

We can conclude without prejudice that, based ois teport, the
evolutionary thesis about the ancient man cannotlifdleed with the
evolutionists claim that human kind evolved frone tbwer mammals, in
whatever form, type or nature of these mammalstoHel records are
incomplete and not sufficient. The beings discodeaee virtual ones, not
determinants. The remains of these living orgasisre scattered and
incomplete, and the estimated age is taken indyrectherefore,
allegations, assumptions and speculation cannoibeked to confirm
facts. In courts, which are the basis of scienttfioking, the evidence are
not based on claims. How can science take thegsasckhat evolutionists
propose in human evolution from apes, as unambgdacts!. "Through
our current knowledge, | do not think it is possilbtd apply this hominid
being (an object that evolutionists claim to be hanancestor) within an
acceptable model or perception," says Mary Leakey 2

Many teachers and reference books are still preggetite drawings of the
19th-century Darwinian hypothesis that the humauasfeluring its growth

summarizes the evolutionary history of man.
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The mainstream fetal scientists have rejectedviess (recapitulation re-
abbreviated evolution) for more than half a centditye main instigator of
this hypothesis (recapitulation re-abbreviated @twoh) is Ernst Hegel. He
made mistakes in falsifying several biological drays in order to support
his point of view. To this day, some authors gtiliblish some of these
misleading drawings in the sections of evolutiofemrence books although
they are known falsified.

drawings
purporting to
show eight
different

embryos in

as published
by him in
1 Anthropo-

genie, in
Germany,
 1874.

Haeckel’s fake drawings, 1874
Creation ex nihilo Mar-May 1998 p. 51

Recent genetic studies have shown that similaar@gin organisms
belonging to different species do not originatéheir genetic origin from
the same genes. In other words, the sequence ([Eatides in the DNA of
the gene is different between different speciethddlgh some of the genes
are very similar between different species (whbaee dequence of nucleic
acids is the same), we find that this gene givesh@notypic trait in a

particular species, completely different than thHeenotype in another
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specie. For example, a particular gene in the tilytis the one that gives
the horn sensors, while a similar gene gives thek l@ain in the mouse.
Similarities of the genes in different species,nd Lead to similarity in
morphology among different creatures from differgmecies. For example,
studies have shown chimpanzee and human are simil88% of their
genes, The morphology between both is so incoherBm¢ previous
examples prove beyond doubt that the similaritgefe structures among
the most closely related organisms (as claimedrbggnents of evolution)
cannot be evidence of the evolution of these spagevolutionists claim.
Comparative anatomy has been used for long time ésmonstration of
evolution, but there are many such arguments agtias nowadays. The
discovery of congruence (similarity in morphologyn@g different
species) should not be construed as having bottiespeoming from the
same common ancestor. These similarities are mgetonsed as evidence
of evolution by most famous fossil scientists 4*.

Is it imaginations or a mere illusion in the ancasrs of mankind:

The being (Pliopithecus) is now classified as ohie ancestors of extinct
monkeys 5*.

The object (Procnolul) is now classified as anrettmonkey-like 6*.

The object (Dryopithecus) is now classified as afiehe ancestors of
extinct monkeys 7*.

The object (Oreopithecus): is now classified as ohehe ancestors of
extinct primates (representing a cut end in humasluéon according to
evolutionists) 8*.

The object (Ramapithecus): is now classified as anthe ancestors of

extinct monkeys and as a grandfather of the motkeynge Otan 9 *.
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The object (Australopithecus): now classified ase oof the extinct
monkeys is somewhat like a chimpanzee 10 *.

Object (Paranhropus): Now classified as Australmumtis.

The object (Australopithecus Advanced) does neelzaclassification.
The object (Homo habilis) is now classified as m@ien monkey of
Australopithecus 11 *.

The Homo erectus has a disturbance in its claasidic 12*.

Archaic early Homo sapiens: It is now classifiedbas of the human races
(in which there is a fusion of fossils)13*.

The object (Solo Man) is now rated Homo erectus 14

(Rhodesian Man): Currently classified as Archaiertédcsapiens 15 *
Object (Neandertal): Is now classified as an ethradation of Homo
sapiens object 16 *

The Cro-Magnon Man is now classified as the new bl@apiens 17 *.
The object Modern Homo sapiens is the mankind.

The following illustrative model shows what the kitmnary imagination

has created to get from monkey to the present r@&an 1

Modern Homo Sapk

Early Homo Sgpiens
Neanderthal

Rhodesian Man
Cro-Magnon Man

Homo Erectus
Solo Man

Paranthropus

Dryopithecus

» Ramapithecus

8
©
2
B
3

% Australopithecus

8
g
5
O

% Proconsul

8 Pliopithecus
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"What prompted Dr. Pilbeam to change his view oigiorof man?" He
says that it is not about discovering one specinern, by retrieving a
variety of research materials that made him redaha¢ his past statements
which were very rigid, relied on few evidence. H&ed why did he hold
his view forcefully? This made him reconsider hgpm@ach to scientific
thinking, and he radically changed his approachnaieanalyzing his data.
He said " Many declarations about Human origin \aegy much limited
with regard to real data, and closely linked toiscldsed assumptions. "19
*

"Humanist fossil records are still very limited, that those who insist on a
positive affirmative declaration in support of thieeliefs will be able to do
nothing but jump from one dangerous obsession adthan in a hope that
the next discovery will not make them mere bullresiidsays William R.
Fix 20*.

"As we have seen, there are large number of sstemivho seek fame
today, who have a sense of folly that allows thertell us that "there is no
doubt" about How human beings evolved, if only thaywe evidence of
what they claim ".

This fact is confirmed by a report transmitted byJAzeera *2 station and
B.B.C station* 3

It says:

Referring to Al Jazeera on 3/10/2009 it reads:

"Ardy" challenged the validity of Darwin's theory:

"American scientists have provided new evidencé Drerwin's theory of
evolution was wrong. A global team of anthropoltgyiSrom the

Universities of Ken State and California unveileée bldest known human
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trace on Earth, an Ethiopian skeleton of about foulion four hundred
thousand years was called " Ardy ".

The research team said on Thursday that the disc@fe"Ardi" proves
that humans did not evolve from chimpanzees-likeeators, reversing old
assumptions that humans evolved out of a monkey.

The researchers wrote in the journal of Science 'thardy " one of the
ancestors of humans, and the descendants werehimgpanzees or any
species of monkeys currently known.

Scientists confirm that Ardy may now be the oldesiwn human ancestor,
because it is one million years older than "Luoyhich was one of the
most important human assets known.

"On the other hand, C Owen Loevegoy, an Americaansist at Kent
University specialized in Human Origins, explairtbdt he had studied the
primitive man known as Ardipithecus ramidus, whaeed 4.4 million years
ago in Ethiopia.

"Humans often think people evolved from monkeyd,that's not true,” he
said in a study published today in the journal ak8&ce.

"The notion that humans are sophisticated versibrchimpanzees is
widespread, but the study of primitive humans helpdd us to make sure
humans cannot evolve from chimpanzees or gorillas Said.

The fossils that decorate the evolutionary humamlfetree are so rare that
there are more fossil scientists than the numberlé¢ged specimens of
human fossils. The stark truth is that the materiadlence we possess for
the evolution of man can all be placed in one sthrand there still be more

room to share with others.
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Indeed, through studying the true structure oftthiman chromosome, it is
possible to question that the human race did netecthrough the process
of human transformation from pre-human beings. ©h¢he twentieth
century's most important contributions to biologythe discovery that all
human races are very close to each other. Genaties have shown the
genetic variation among the races is much less wizat the anatomical
morphology may suggest. This may lead to the cammiuthat all human
beings came from one father and one mother 22*

After all, Is it permissible for us, with the olbws facts, to rely on these
false allegations in the origin of man, which evmaists claim?

One can only conclude from the above data providedvolutionists that

there is no clear picture of human evolution 23*.
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11- evolutionists' claims of evolution and the respnses to

them

1 - What happens of transformations in nature veersevadays are same,
as long back when life started. This assumptiomisgtaken. There is no
scientific evidence to suggest that the degreegasfstormation in nature

has been constant. On the contrary, various gembgiudies indicate that
the Earth has undergone a number of decisive tamations during the

various historical eras that have modified natured aspeed of

transformations on Earth.

2. In order for any transformation to take placeature, the long temporal
factor must be available. evolution according tolettonists requires very

slow completion 1*.

First, the need for the temporal factor of transfation is merely an
assumption developed by evolutionists to demorestthe ambiguities,
randomness, and implications of evolutionary changgévolutionists
cannot give us empirical evidence of their validifyhere are no real
historical records scientifically proven or trantsul by those who lived
back then, to confirm the validity of such an asgtion. Man who initiated
writing on earth, his age does not exceed as thtorigal discoveries
pointed out, ten thousand years. Otherwise, eviexytlells before, is
merely speculation and assumptions that requismsfic proof.

Secondly, the real evidence relating exclusively atorational person
through the records he left or the innovation teatls to a mind behind it

as archaeological discoveries indicate tells that oldest human trace
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created on the face of earth, is no more thanheunsand years old. This
age is very limited when compared to what evolusitsnclaim as millions
of years that is the age of man.

Third, the various fossil records contradict thairals of the evolutionists.
Fossil records have shown that living organisms abif kinds were
completely separate in their origin, without anyemrmediate organisms
indicating any evolutionary phenomenon (see Camlepoch).

3. According to evolutionary assumptions, Sedimgmtacks occur in slow
deposition, usually under water.

Again, there is a method of building a fixed modkkvents. Evolutionists
explain the emergence of the earth and its progmesshrough ready
templates that we have to believe in, and therdlanl these beliefs. This is
wrong from a scientific perspective. The most imt@ot basis of scientific
research is recording of the observation, not asgunt. The rules of
scientific experiment requires the researcher maet preconditions. What
we see in the evolutionary assumptions are pretondi This undermines
the credibility of scientific research. The geolmicolumns as shown by
their components often appear to be inconsistetit what evolutionists
assume, and during the historical epochs there be®e stormy geological
events such as the flood that occupied the earthveas mentioned in
heavenly books as referred to in some geologicaliest (chapter 1 — 4).
This means that some sediments were very fast apd rin their
occurrence.

4. The geological column according to the evolumgnperspective has

been formed through regular and temporal hieraathstandards. They
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mean by temporal gradient and regularity: that ggiobhl column layers
have been gradually deposited from the older tortbee recent.

This is very doubtful. We should not lose sighttlud fact that the earth's
layers when formed have been overlapped with fatdseven earthquakes
and volcanoes. These events may all interfere dfettathe correct
gradient of the sedimentary layers in this coluAlso, we must not forget
that there might be some transitions old or recgindjfferent sediments by
floods and rivers, that deposited them in a locafiar from the site of
origin. All this has a direct bearing on the idesistematic gradient
assumed by evolutionists. These events are notthgtcal extrapolations,
but there are studies and evidence to prove tladidlity. Many rivers have
changed their course throughout history. For exafble Nile, and some
rivers have disappeared forever. Climate changgjcanes, earthquakes
and volcanoes, in addition to rapidly forming seeltary layers, are clear
evidence that the temporal gradient assumed byugwnists is not
necessarily true or ideal.

Many non-evolutionary geologists have carried oablggical research
whose results have shown that the temporal parasnefethe geological

column are questionable (see geology and evol@iomore details).
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Biology P. 385
A Beka Books

There are nine fallacies related to the geologicaolumn according to
the claims of evolutionists can be classified aslifows:

A- Evolutionists assume that the rock layers in thelaggcal columns
were scattered all over the world when they formed.

B- Since each sedimentary layer has rocks that digshgit with its
own minerals, the newly discovered layers of sedisiean easily be
inserted into its proper position in that geologiwalumn according
to evolutionists claim.

C- Evolutionists see that sedimentary layers alwagsiom a consistent
manner with time order required by the geologicalumn. (See
chapter -.4)

D- The geological column (as the evolutionists beljeabows us to
accurately and panoramically see how those ged@bgsvents
exactly looked. (See chapter -.4)

E- The geological column and the location of the fgssi it provide
irrefutable evidence (according to evolutionistd) tihe evolution

from one-cell into a human being. (See chapter. -9But if
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assuming that the column is correct, the evidemesgmted merely
indicates the sequence of the different creatyspsarance and does
not necessarily indicate any form of evolution.

F- The fossils, according to the evolutionists, previgs with the best
way to guide the sedimentary layers to their spegidsition in the
geological column. (See chapter -.4)

G-The evidence of the sedimentary layers, according the
evolutionists, proves that there should have bgeaches of millions
of years for one layer to precipitate to form seshary layers. (See
chapter -.4)

H- The radiographic measurement of age determinatcmording to
evolutionists can accurately determine the trues age different
sedimentary layers in the geological column. (Septer -3-)

I- Evolutionists geologists assembled the geologicaluron by
gathering the time periods and epochs they knew b#il

Evolutionists believe that the historical record gfadually ascending
fossils is a complete record. In principle, Thesfbeecord is an acceptable
record. But it should not be taken as being entiagicurate, since no one
among us can confirm that this epistemological mcoonstitutes an
absolute certainty. There are also scientific awae indicating the
occurrence of folds, inclusions, precipitation @amdsions in the layers. All
this may directly affect this fossil record andtitee hierarchy. In addition,
some sediments may come from sources far from thagin through
floods and rivers, and then precipitate in a lazafiar from the place and
time of origin. Earthquakes, cracks, erosion ariofactors of nature all

play a direct role in making fundamental adjustredntthe time gradient
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of the fossil record and making its accuracy qoestble. The temporal
separation and prolonged epochs related to thisradeis without doubt
inaccurate ( see chapter 4 for more information).

6- A limited relative shift within a specie willdel, with the passage of long
periods of time, to major changes in these orgasismsulting in the
emergence of new species. This is the fundamemiaktiple in the
hypothesis of evolution and the emergence of spedibe evolutionists
assume two essential factors for evolution. Thet f& slow gradual change
in organisms. The second is the prolong tempoesd #rat evolution needs
to take place. If gradual evolution is assumededrbe, the emergence and
of new intermediate transitional forms of organidms$wneen the origin and
the species being formed, within the prolonged cbppand the limited
changes, must be countless, or at least too maverédly in shape has to
show up. We should find these transformed organismh®nly in the fossil
records, but living in nature now as well as in fest. unfortunately,
despite the survival of the original and the nevecsps, those alleged
transformed forms have not been discovered untit. o fact, there was
no evidence of any existence of these transiti@mganisms during the
whole historical eras. So the evidence and sciemtifservations contradict
these assumptions of such existence. In concluthenhypothesis of slow
gradual change in organisms has been repeatedigredieed and
scientifically unaccepted (refer to chapter -8- foore details). On the
other hand the scientific studies carried out bywyn@searchers have also
contradicted the evolutionary hypothesis of thatre¢ shift in jumps.

7. Living organisms have evolved from each other.

AE X



The Cambrian epochs have shown an indisputableaepain species and
races. If organisms have evolved from one anotherwould have seen
(infinite) number of interstitial organisms livingamong these finite
beings. But what we see, a fish, horse, bird andamand we do not see
any of these so-called intermediate organismshaein the fossils nor in
life now where reality contradicts the claims. (& chapter -8- for more
details).

8. Living organisms evolved from less complex fortasmore complex
forms.

Again, there is no physical evidence to substantsaich allegations. The
claim that the prokaryotic cell using fermentatimngenerate energy has
arisen before the eukaryotes is a claim with ndewe to prove. Rather,
the closest assumption to scientific reasoning @mectness is that the
first living cell that is supposed to have origedtis the eukaryotic plant
cell. This cell has been able to produce organic compoubyg
photosynthesis. Unlike other organisms that laclkesé¢h chlorophyll
substances and cannot manufacture organic compofordhemselves. It
was the plant that provided food for other creauteat must have been
created later. Some geological studies have shberexistence of green
plants even in the pre-Cambrian era, which conttadihe evolutionary
assumptions of the emergence of green plants nagiehih following eras.
(Refer to the chapter 4 for further details). Thelenular structure of all
small and large organisms has shown that theseisrga have a complex
structure from the beginning, so that this compilexsupports the

separation and independence of each species o ltvings. This leaves
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no room for the need for any form of alleged evolutor link between
organisms.

9 - Evolutionists adoption of foundations and rubéssest to their claims
even if the scientific facts obsesses them:

In the evolutionary understanding of biology, om® only say: When the
results of scientific experiments are totally insistent with their own
claims, it is easier for them to believe that tesults of the experiment
were wrong (as with their claim to fossil abnorrmia$i), rather than
believing that something is fundamentally wrongheir criteria.

Examples of Pitfalls of Evolutionists:

Example 1: It was easier for evolutionists to badieghat the flowing
volcanic fumes did not accurately point out to demin Earth's magnetic
field, rather than to believe that something wasdamentally wrong in
their measurements by rules and standards theylapeek and applied
Those days 2*.

Example (2) Evolutionary scientists have tried tonwert the object
(Archaeopteryx) into a feather dinosaur that carflyotBut he is a bird.
Just a bird. And it will be so, despite all thegkeicies 3*.

Example (3) The presumed linkage of a horse fafsiich as horse, ass,
etc.) is a fraud. It does not illustrate in any wdne fossil origin of horse 4
*.

Example (4) The samples taken for the reconstmictéd the object
(Australopithecus Anamenis) were found in Allia BayKenya. They were
spreading at distances exceeding one kilometer.agleeof this object has

been dated using statistical correlations. This neghat paleontologists
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have constructed the entire geological column basedhe concepts of
probability (statistical analysis).

Considering that those layers in the rocks in titerent locations could

be accurately assembled with each other, this dedisamples taken from
places very far apart 5 *. Developing of conclusi@bout surveys of such
nature is unsafe because the geographical areal#@ga area, often

involving the presence of many different fossilsattrmay be mixed

together.

Example (5): The famous dinosaur (Brontosaurushlg a myth invented

by fossil evolutionists. The head of a dinosaur asricated on the

skeleton of another dinosaur found six kilometeosnfthe head site.

Example 6: On the entrance of cave (Carlsbad), dmtwl 924 - 1988 there
was a painting for visitors that says that the cage is not less than 260

million years. In 1988, the painting was changed #re age of the cave
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became 7-10 million years. After a short time, ganting changed and
became two million years old. Now the painting hasn removed from its
place 6 *.

Example (7) A drawing depicting the dinosaur (@ptor) in its nest

during its incubation of eggs: 7 *
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Such an enormous weight as the dinosaur carries akdletal structure of
the abdomen this way, will crush the eggs at theesanoment of
incubation.

Example (8) : The theory of recapitulation of endorig life developed by
Hegel: has been abandoned today as a scam 8 *.

According to this hypothesis, the human fetus m sSteps of growth
represent its evolution stages. This belief, cafletbryonic recapitulation
of evolution, was based on counterfeit drawingsitated by evolutionist
Ernst Hegel.

In his theory, Hegel claims that human embryosemwrswimming,
represent our ancestors, when they were fish, lsectne fetus carries an
unconscious memory, remembering those stages!.

So, if human embryos have a tail shape (which gvitw later to form the
spine), how could they represent in their movenmetijuid media fishes?
What is the linkage in relationship between the s and fish? The
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tissue structure of the human embryo is a structhad is completely
different from the tissue structure of the fish.efidis no convergence of
any kind between the structure and shape of theaf®l the fetus. Where
are the fins and complex structure of fish as gedht being from tissues
and cell-divided organism that grows later to giveman being. The
analogy has a lot of fallacy. The method of Hegehis analogy, allows
one to invent uncountable mechanisms of convergbat&een objects in
shapes and structures . The important questiamish of these claims is
what constitutes a scientific truth!

Example (9): If the convergence of the enzymaticucttire among
organisms based on evolution, if we take the beaymes as an example,
the closest living organisms to the elephant ik, lia the fly.

Example (10): Footprints similar to the feet ofstixig humans have been
observed in rocks located next to the footprintthefdinosaur.

Example (11): One of the earliest fossils belorm$aiman (Ardy) was
estimated to be 4.5 million years old. This is ainthe same age as the
alleged ape-human animals that evolutionists cléumans to have
evolved from *2.

Example (12): Evolutionists claim that the Moongorated from Earth
and separated from it three billion years ago. Mo®n moves about 4 cm
away from the earth each year. Through this réte® Moon must had been
in contact with Earth about 1.4 billion years.

Example (13): Evolutionists claim that a transiabhominid of primates is
Nebraska Man. Scientific facts indicate that theglg does not exist at all,
as this humanoid subject, which was conceived bsirg, was invented

only from one tooth found and returned to a wild. pi
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Example (14): The famous Neanderthal man is nodomtpssified as an
ancestor of the transitional ape-human beings.asenlow been reclassified
as a real human being. You may not even be abbistonguish one of
them if you see him wearing an official uniform.

Example (15): Piltdown man does not exist:

It is useful to address the story of this allegexhnm some detail because
of its suspense and significance: Mr. Charles Davastawyer, discovered
in 1908 a bone from the back of the skull. Latet@i1 the front part was
found, including the outer corner of the ossifieth® of the eye cauvity.
After the excavation the occipital part of the skvhs found as well as half
the lower jaw. Significant differences have beeserbed between the jaw
bone and the skull, prompting some scientists tydiee link between the
jaw bone and the rest of the skull. British scigsti including Sir Arthur
Smith Woodward and Sir Arthur Keith, insisted thia skull and the jaw
bone was complete for one creature. Woodward ettnihe size of the
skull at about 1,070 cubic centimeters, while Keitbstimate was 1,500
cubic centimeters. This caused astonishment amoiegtsts, prompting
Keith to reduce his estimate to 1,400 cubic certense and Woodward re-
estimated it to 1,300 cubic centimeters. Keith omm®e re-estimated that
the size of the skull was equal to 1358 cc thisetirhater scientists
discovered that this object was a woman. In 19&8nsists discovered that
the remains of Piltdown were false, and the objwets deliberately
falsified by the discoverer Dawson. The imaginangl aransitional skull
was belong to a monkey (Orangutan), and Dawsonfraddt falsely to

resemble the shape of human skull *3.
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Example (16 ): The great slope of Grand Canyon neadsnterpreted as a
miracle or a sudden disaster, but was interpreyeelvblutionists as the act
of water through millions of years in rocks, andiayg large number of
geologists favor the hypothesis of a sudden cafaisér 9*.

Example (17): The date used to estimate the ageobpdécts using

radioisotopes is not accurate enough to indicaeatie of rocks. Volcanic
rocks have been calculated to be millions of yeddsresulted form a
volcanic eruption only last century or a few yeags.

Example (18) The remaining non beneficial organaccérding to

Wiedersheim) more than 180 human organs are theaimenof their

ancestor organs, including the appendix (10 *).

Today: This assumption has been abandoned, sinst ahthese organs

serve important function in the body.

Example (19): The tools used in the Stone Age cabe@ proof of human
evolution, because these stone tools have beemvedsalmost with all

kinds of discovered human fossils.

Example (20): Many people believe that the fossdord offers the best
evidence of evolution. However, a study by the wawdnowned

genealogist Richard Goldchmidt in 1940 showed theseace of any
transitional forms among the higher species ohfvbrganisms, so that,
after 100 years of Charles Darwin, no transitidioams were discovered.
There will be non in the future 11 *.

The scientists' view of the fallacies observed irvelutionary claims:

1 - The assertion that life has emerged by itiseH planet like the earth,

this is undoubtedly nonsense.
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2. Itis impossible for any life to originate fraime alleged primordial soup.
(Refer to the topic -6- for more details).

3. The probability of the chemical compounds beangated purely by
chance and random mix-up of simple organic mole;wenply equal to
zero. (Refer be back to topic -6- for more details)

4. Mutations and natural selection could not credwe first complex
organic molecule because selection works on thet mable alternative
that was not initially available. (Return to topit).

5. It remains controversial as to the possibiligttinformation stored in
cells can evolve from simple chemical elements.

6. The amount of genetic elements in a living orgias does not increase
with increasing complexity in living organisms.

7. The incidence of mutations is relatively slowtlsat there is no room for
Darwinian evolution to occur. (Refer to Topic -8-).

8. Poor transcription of genes should usually leadmetamorphosis) a
regression in the specification of living speciather than to evolution. We
have seen this in a remarkable way in the conseggenf the atomic bomb
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, where the results wergfiec at the genetic
level. All the offspring that had undergone chanigetheir genes had been
distorted and deficient.

9 - Most scholars (unfortunately) take Darwinisnd @he theories that
support it with good intentions without delvinganthe real meaning of
these allegations.

10. Because of this superficial understanding néisies are more concerned

with evolutionary myths rather than scientific fact
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11 - Some scholars accept some of the weak exmasathat support
evolution not through a scientific principle, bugdause of a philosophical
belief.

12 - Some scholars seem reluctant to withdraw fidarwinism and
evolution, despite the existence of clear evidetoceefute, because that
withdrawal will cost them a heavy price at manyelsv

13. The scientific explanations that explain howe thypotheses of
evolution work are based only on theories.

14. Darwinism and evolution were automatically gted when Lamarck
failed to prove his theories.

15. Evolutionists try hard to avoid the fact thée tsecond law of
thermodynamics considers all elements in the useveiill be disintegrated

over time, if no external factor affects them. (€&eb the thread -5-).

References in Arabic:

1. Salvador Luria, Life is an incomplete experiende@anslated by
Mohamed Hassan Ibrahim. Ministry of Culture Pré&sgia 1994.
Al-Jazeera station 3/10/2009

3 - Qais Qartas, Darwin's theory between its supp®and opponents. Al -
Resala Foundation, First Edition 1971.
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12- Is evolution a fact or just a belief?

1. The use of radiometric measurement cannot accuratgldetermine
the ages of rocks:

- Rocks and fossil stones should not contain radiv@acarbon (C-14).

- The determination of ages using irradiated unanis only theoretical,
based on three assumptions.

- The dating by radial emission from other radioectmaterials cannot be
considered acceptable and cannot be relied uploereit

- The dating rocks by modern volcanoes is totaltgivg way. (Go back to
chapter-3).

- The thickness of lunar dust is not compatiblenwihe date as determined
by the methods of chronological radiodating measerd in calculating
the age of lunar rocks.

- The massive cosmic explosion is one claimed lojutonists.

A normal man with normal amount of knowledge dsulihese
contradictory arguments in terms of the use of sackdetermine the ages
of fossils and the use of fossils to determinedage of rocks. Geologists,
however, did not pay any attention to provide amswelieving that it was
worthless for them to answer, as long as the wofective.

- Some scientists do not acknowledge the restilsia that do not match
their preconceived notions: "If the date of thelggmal age using C-14
supports their theories, they will present it ie tiriginal text, and if it does
not completely contradict those data, they put imarginal notes. If they
are totally opposed to the data they want, theytres/e it out of the

footnote." 2*
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2 - Geology does not support the claims of evolutio

- Trees in the fossils were seen vertically ana lagight of about 12 meters
in rock layers. The survival of the trees in thasits indicates that an
Instantaneous aggregation caused their embeddiremn Wwey were still
alive, supporting the hypothesis of natural digasgeich as flood, and at
the same time contradicting the hypotheses of aafatmn of slow

sediment developed by evolutionists.

Standing,
petrified trees
found in
Yellowstone

National Park, |
Wyoming, USA

See Impact #268
The Yellowstone

Petrified Forests
by John Morris Ph.D

- Underwater sediments can form heavy debris.

- The different parts of the rubble have the samge aot as the
evolutionists claim.

- It has been confirmed that within few hours aimett was formed on
Mount St. Helen 200 meters high.

- Also within hours, a deep valley was formed onuxtioSt. Helen with a
width of 60 meters and a depth of 30 meters.

- So sedimentary rocks do not need millions of géare formed.

- Geological drift represent cracks caused by dngugot due to new

accumulations.
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- Sediments only become hard at depths exceedi@g&ers below sea
level.

- Sedimentary layers cannot provide correct evideridhe age of rocks.

- Sedimentary layers cannot be used to determireatie of rocks or
fossils. (Refer to topic -4- for further detail).

3 - fossils do not prove the occurrence of evolutia3 *:

- There are large number of eminent scientistsatdrlieve in the claims
of evolution,

- There is no real proof that life has started frasingle cell.

- From scientific evidence, whether through fossils through visual
contemporary evidence in biology, all kinds of toees came to life
suddenly without any ancestors.

- There are no fossils testifying to the existeocEansitional organisms.

- Five hundred different species of fossils esteddby evolutionists to be
emerged between 15-50 million years ago were ifletitiand found
identical to living organisms present these day®sE creatures showed no

signs of evolutionary changes in any form.

Yov



There are no “missing
Links”’! The whole chain is
missing!

“The absence of fossil

evidence for intermediary
stages...has been a
persistent and nagging

problem for... evolution.”

Dr. Stephen J. Gould, Evolution Now p. 140 Marxist
Professor at Harvard University in Boston

Despite the relatively long period in which theseatures lived, they
showed no sign of evolution . Evolution cannot fieative in its work if it
IS to be selective 4*.

- It is unacceptable to accept the current humaruéwen out of the object
(Australopithecus) or any other virtual object o$$il.

- Comparison of similar bones in animals of diéigr species is no longer
acceptable as proof of evolution. Similar objeatshape do not originate
from the same genes. Consequently, these bonesotcdrave been
transformed among animals of the same ancestorsesponding genes
give different morphological characteristics amatifferent species and
similar or identical morphological traits often wéisfrom different genes

between species.
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- Since we have no evidence, even minimum, whefn@m living
organisms or fossils, about any transition amomegntlajor species, it is fair
to assume that none of these transitional evemtsrmd 5*.

4 - Life comes only from the life, not from nil:

- Spontaneous emergence of living organisms heen lrevoked by
scientific principles despite some objections.

- The findings of the two space missions Vikingnd @ have proved that
there is no life on Mars.

- There is no definite evidence to prove that lifas been caused by
evolution.

5. Molecular biology does not prove the claims ofvelution:

- Mutation and natural selection have not been shtavhave any real
existence or have been the cause of any evolution.

- The current living organisms are sure to have eofrom pre-
corresponding creatures.

- Living organisms have always been complex.

- Even prokaryotes are creatures with complex 8iras (e.g. bacteria).

- The alleged evolution on the biochemical levelfact did not happen. All
the hypotheses and experiments that have been dedduincluding
Miller's, have confirmed the impossibility of angrin of life beginning
with the alleged bio soups.

- There is no evidence that humans evolved fromigvie animals.

- Researchers from the University of Manchesterehewestigated the
colors of more than 1,800 butterfly (Biston betidar They found that the
areas inhabited by dark-colored butterflies weglaly shrinking, while

light-colored butterflies were becoming the mostdmaminant. Since the
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introduction of the "air purification” laws, envimmental conditions have
become cleaner. They believed that this had hiscefin those changes.
These data confirm, in contrary to evolutionaryimkg that butterflies are
not an example of the performance of evolutionha field. Dark color
genes have always existed among the butterfly atipal and have not
occurred as a result of mutation due to carbon eosation on trees.
Nothing has evolved, but what has happened is fa ishthe number of
colored butterflies, while the butterfly speciesmeened as they were
(Biston betularia) from start to end. The real #igance of this
phenomenon lies in the interpretation of the eftédhe genetic pool in the
appearance of formal features 6*.

- Evolutionary hypotheses say that snakes are rclosknk to crocodiles
than to birds. Studies were conducted in 1982 abfpita-hemoglobin in
these animals. These studies have shown thanKades were compared
by the alpha hemoglobin, the reptiles would appéaser to chickens than
to each other 7*. This confirms that the approxiorabf linkages between
different species by gene similarity is inaccuiaterence.

"It seems that many experiments have agreed tleatvélst majority of
mutations of spontaneous nature have been harmhwirtg organisms and
affect their survival and reproduction,” says HMilller. "Good mutations
are rare enough to say that all mutations are bathtians.” 8 *. This
reaffirms that the term mutation itself is a temwvanted by evolutionists
and is not supported by scientific facts.

"At present, the scholars of the general publit lstilieve that Darwin has
presented all the logical answers through his nagtructure of random

mutations, as well as natural selection, and theyaaware of the fact that
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random mutations have been found to be unaccepaaloléhas nothing to
do with evolution. 9 *" says Arthur Koestler.

6 - Genetics does not support evolution:

Evolutionary claims are not supported by scientdicts.

- The belief in the concept of mutation and of naltselection is what led
scientists to the perception of the concept of wwmh. Both terms are
deceptive terms. The mutation is a presumptive ternthe sense of
positive transformation, which should actually hb&ituted by the terms
deformity or pathological damage at the gene leMaltural selection is
also a wrong term Darwin assumed, as a result mfséaken conclusion
when the recessive traits suddenly appeared dummdhybridization of
animals and birds. He concluded that these tghesnomenon was not
originally present but arose later and thereformecéhis hypothesis of
natural selection. As a scientific fact, thesetsraepresents the different
alleles already present within the genetic popoaamong individuals of
the same species.

- No significant useful mutation was observed (posimutation).

- The diversity that occurs within species occumough the mixing of
genes that occur during reproduction.

- Formal changes occur through the selection oégemot by the formation
of new genes.

- Evolution can be accepted only if it could be destrated that a
formation of new genes is achieved.

- Genetic information at the DNA level needs amgurees the existence of

a conscious organizer, not mere coincidences. Thigonfirmed by
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computer specialists and digital technology. Progneng information
requires intellectual capacity, not ambiguity arndamness.

- Molecular biology shows us that the DNA molecsleould be present
from the beginning and this requires complexityhattime of origin.

- The growth of insecticide-resistant insects igally used as evidence of
the action of evolution in the field. But this pleenenon is, in fact, an
example of a field survey, which shows the abibfyinsects to generate
resistance. This trait is originally found in thengtic code of these
resistant insects. But resistance only emerged winese chemicals were
used, killing those that do not carry resistanceéhiir genes. Again, the
talk here lapses with the genetic pool. These el@snpre no more
evidence of evolution, than hybridization of pasrtd produce new species
of bright colors 10 *.

7 - Chromosome refutes evolution:

According to evolutionists' claims evolution hasmleed from lower to
higher organisms, and genes are growing in contgldsom simpler to
more complex. Thus, the marine crab came early (#®0) chromosomes,
followed by chameleon with (46) chromosomes, thea Ibirds carrying
(12) chromosome, then rats carrying (42) chromosame sheep (54)
chromosome and then dogs (78) chromosome and menkég)
chromosome then came humankind carrying (46) chsome.
Evolutionists say that the higher-order organisth®ukl carry more
complexity with more chromosomes because they haxaved more
intricately.

The final results:
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- Evolution is a philosophy but not a science. 8ysv of scientists
specialized in natural science have shown that itheypret their findings
according to their evolutionary convictions rathiean a serious scientific
approach.

- The laymen ... Think of scientists as a form oéay saints in their
societies, have reached perfection in their crétibiand have no
philosophical beliefs to insist on. It is therefarasy to teach the public
philosophical fabrications through what is presdnte them and make
them believe that it is science 11*.

- Through the impression about scientists: "The hmiytat science is a
neutral project just taught by non-biased menl@ge that contradicts the
truth 12*.

- The procedures used in the computer are arrapges to always prove
evolutionary views. This is because the standasdsl un those programs
within the computer are of evolutionary natureother words, the written
program is a program in which the evolutionary dsa been incorporated
and then used to demonstrate evolution. So we duvand in an empty
circle 13*.

- The image of a scientist as a neutral man wha doé sympathize with a
certain goal is a stereotype seen either by a rm@@v&on or a young student
just entered the field 14*.

- The natural selection concept is: "People whdikety to survive among
the members of the community (have been identdgthose who have the
largest number of offspring) are the ones who eniiit the greatest number
of seeds." 15*. But this actually represents aaa&n of genetic among

members of the population but not evolution at all.
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- evolution by assumptions and thoughts cannot esmrsidered as an
acceptable hypothesis.

- If the evolutionists' claims are ignored and ogentific facts are taken
into consideration, the life span on earth candismated in thousands of
years and not more.

- Evolution is just a funny tale that suits teemage

Scientific Duality and Evolution:

How does science
search for the truth?

By comparing theories

with the evidence.

Some scientists inadvertently, at other times beeditely committed errors
and abuses of science that other scientists hasernddd and commented
on. Here are the comments of scientists on thes¢éakaen views in the

name of science:

- The philosophy of some of the scientists whossotétical project is

brightly colored is "pre-judgment, foresight, praceived impression.

This representation for science, in some way islaimo the mistakes
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made by others in other fields of life. The whigddratory robe will not
give the one who wares it a supernatural potetiial allows him any
objectivity.16*

- Some scientists interpret their own data accordio their own
philosophy, not through the set of scientific rusesl principles: "People
can distort their data so that they achieve whay thant, and they go in
their own personal interests until the goal is eeld in their attempts to
demonstrate their theories ".17*

- Some scientists repeat their experiments to lyetrésults they deserve:
“If a piece of the femur is found and thought tolobg to the
Australopithecine, countless experiments to detegertihe age of the fossils
using potassium-argon should be carried out, waikeach results close to
the age of two million years, that supposed to m#éte expected value 18
*.

- Some scientists persist in their convictions #iong time after the
convictions have proved false: "All Hegel was bweyh, he refused to
admit that the imaginary being of Monera was a @p&hno existence. He
reached his grave still convinced that the Bathyliieing is at the bottom
of the sea waiting to be discovered. 19*

- A team of scientists conspiring to dominate tlet&fof science - Example
(Club X): "A club founded by TH-Huxley in 1864 andas composed of
nine men .... They were considered the best im hrefessional specialties,
have special views and visions and have an impsariynon every scientist
in the world ..... , and through this concept théigr scientific field was
objectively" controlled” from 1864 to 1884. 20 *.
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- Some scientists do not doubt the statements rhgd@her scientists in
other scientific disciplines:

Example (1) Every specialist can investigate twedibility of the
evidence of evolution in his own area of competerimg he remains
largely confident of the validity of the evolutiayahypothesis, assuming
that the rest of other scientists in their varialisciplines have all the
conclusive evidence of Validity of their hypotheSes
Example (2) The concept of self-correction in sceennvolves taking
personal measures by scientists by questioningsoleatist the other one.
But what actually happens is that some scientiatge rshown incredible
faith and confidence in the work of their fellowiesttists. They tend to
accept their work with utmost confidence withow theed for any surveys
of the results of their colleagues at all. 21*

- Some scientists reject the scientific work whihadically different with

what they themselves execute:

(1) "Today's science is closed around molds .eviery way you go, you
find it closed with false convictions." If you ttp publish anything in a
magazine these days, it may conflict with pre-preggattern. They will

return it to you citing that it is not suitable foublication. " 22 *

(2) geologists and evolutionary astronomers vehésneobjected to

Velikovsky's book, threatening to boycott refereboeks published by the
company Macmillan that was publishing the bodkis lead Velikovsky to

send the book to another publisher (Doubleday)* 210 has nothing to

do with publication of reference books.

Should Darwinism and evolution be taught in the #ld of education?
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Dr. Loren Eiseley, an anthropologist, summarizeg thailures of
evolutionary and Darwinian theories: "With thes@eaated failings and
despite the great efforts, science has somehowniEeao an embarrassing
situation, as it has assumed certain biology tlesahat cannot be proved.
Science found itself in a bad condition, sinceatdho make for itself a
miracle, by name, a hypothesis that all the efflorthese days has failed to
prove them, and are meant to be a witness to wéyapdned in the old
days. " 24 *

In this book, we briefly presented the various higpses, opinions,
theories and beliefs of the early evolutioniststher adoption of their views
by evolutionists of these days. The book includechrearies of scientific
studies by specialists in which they discussed Wiaiary consideration,
all through each one's competence, and demonsttaeglrors they found
in these evolutionary views. The book also includedcientific research
carried out by the author of this book, which corgasome of the
shortcomings on the evolutionary assumptions, whewdlutionists
mistakenly based their curricula, on irrelevanwdaof mathematics and
statistics. The book also included the writings andws of leading
evolutionary scientists, showing that evolution wasoneous. They
explained the positions of slips they found in thégypotheses. The book
also contained views of other scientists who regcevolution and
identified faults in its various hypotheses. Th@lbbas attempted to be a
comprehensive book that refutes the evolutionaewsithrough most of
the angles developed by evolutionists. The bookesiones attempted to
explain evolutionary ideas, by writings of evolulists themselves,

followed by commentary on them, making this achmert a modern
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attempt to present evolution and criticize it wdhspirit, hope to be
scientific as realistic as possible.

The scientific facts that came in the book and uglo evidence of
references or experimentation have shown thahypetheses brought by
evolutionists about the origin and evolution of thaiverse are
guestionable, not supported by scientific prooft refuted by the correct
scientific experiments and observations. The eséamaf evolutionary
hypotheses that assumed the age of the univetse 10 billion years old,
the age of the solar system at five billion yeard the moon, three billion
years are incorrect. The evidence shows that teeofigadioisotopes in
measuring the ages of fossils, the age of the Edn¢hage of the universe
or the age of rocks and sediments is by all stalsdanreliable. All what
evolutionists came withregarding the ages they claim must be questionable
not built upon or based on for the confirmation edolution. Recent
studies, based on scientific methods, have shoanatlr galaxy and solar
system have recently emerged. Many studies indtbatethey are no more
than hundreds of thousands of years old. As foretnergence of life on
earth, the hypotheses of evolution that spoke efgieat long epochs for
the emergence of life, and that the first thingt tbaginated was the
organic matter (life soup) by cosmic air vacuuneytlare pure allegations.
The scientific studies contained in the book haveved that it is
impossible to produce any organic matter that ram@repared for later
use according to Miller's famous experience. Stiergtudies have shown
that fermented organisms were not necessarilyitsielizing organisms to
appear on Earth. Indeed, many geological studies slaown that cells and

plant organisms were present during the early stagdife. As for the
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diversity of living things, evolutionists claim itheir literature that life
evolved from one to another, that less complex misgas emerged first,
followed by more complex organisms by the actiommottations over long
times and the mechanism of natural selection amdval for the fittest.
The book presented various studies which confirthatlthese hypotheses
of evolution were incorrect. They were refuted aegected by many
evolutionists right before opposing scientists. T hgan evolved according
to evolutionary claims from his predecessors moskeynd primates.
Various studies have shown that all assumptionsitathe origin of man
were confused, on which no clue of human origindde based.

Through various scientific research methods, itlheen concluded that the
fossils have not been able to prove evolution. i8810f geosciences over
the past 200 years have not supported the clainevafition. Molecular
biology, which the evolutionists tried these daysely upon to offer them
any evidence or benefit to support their claimd, bt prove these claims,
but came in contrary with them. With regard to dese scientific studies
in this field have not only confirmed that this esate does not support
evolution, but rather emphasized the existence ofeative, conscious,
selective and reductionist force that designeddltgnes and achieved this
cosmic diversity of creatures.

Evolution as a theory has clearly been failed imyndifferent aspects.
Scientific facts have often contradicted and ewfnted it. On this basis,
and back to the introduction of this book, how tassify and judge
opinions, views and ideas. After scientific protlave been established
nowadays, it is fair to say that evolution cannetdecepted as a scientific

theory or even as a hypotheses. It can only Issifled as allegations.

AR



After all one important question should be allowedtich is whether
evolution should be taught to students in scientifasses or not:
To teach Darwinism and evolution as scientific $aot theories, that is
fallacy contrary to the real scientific findingseagption for the public,
prejudice of the credibility of science and injastifor the learning
generations. It is unfair to allow or take respbitisy for such action after
all scientific facts came out clearly. To refer ¢golution as scientific
mistakes that science may sometimes fall in ot thiilue to prejudgment,
and how to avoid such gaps in the future, seembetan acceptable
measure. A matter like this must be left to theesific establishment
together with the public affairs to decide whetherefer to such claims
when suitable or not.
True alternatives which evolutionists deny while gentific findings
affirm them 25*:

1- Intelligent design is scientifically legitimate.ift not claims.

2- Living species emerged separately and independently

3- Physics laws that life cannot exist without, arerposeful and

deliberate.
4- Physics laws have been purposely made by wisdigaet designer.
5- There must be a wise designer with superb poweriratetligence
who designed the world.

6- Life is created by a creator.
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13- In conclusion:

Through all of the above, Darwinism and evolutaam only be classified
in the context of claims: Darwin, like other humiagings, commits error.
His hobbies during his life were singing, drinkingaying and playing
cards. He had the attitude of spending his timehm countryside. He
entered the college of Medicine at the UniversitfEdinburgh but did not
complete his studies and withdrew from the univgrsHe himself
acknowledged some of his mistakes when he crieataie end of his life:
"Oh, such a book, devised by a demon, how fulbef miserable ground it
is." *1

In his book, Darwin's Trial, Judge Philip Johnsaplained that Darwinism
was essentially an "applied material philosophy".1*

Darwin, through his long experience in the eviohdry models he
hypothesized, found that facts contradicted hisimggions, claiming at
first the existence of missing links, but it turnedt in the end that those
missing links were so significant that no sane dadnsider them missing
links any more. Rather they are chains that begione specie and only
end in the other kind. He could not find, among liimgs, one organism
that could close those links. Then he worked togretvith his advocates
on fossils questioning them looking for his missilngks. Fossils also

disappointed him, yet he insisted on his hypothesis
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“In the years after Darwin, his
advocates hoped to find
predictable progressions. In
general, these have not been

found—yet the optimism has
died hard, and some pure
fantasy has crept into
textbooks.”

Raup, David M., “Evolution and the Fossil Record,”
Science, vol. 213 (July 17, 1981), p. 289

Upon doing research, based on his method, Darwifered from many
pitfalls. He was not precise, competent or profitienough to be trusted
for everything he offered, especially since histagratic life and cognitive
methods proves to the serious researcher thatp#rson does not carry
enough qualifications trusted to allow him all th@lo of scientific
credibility that has been built around him 2*. Heuld not publish his
research "Origin of species" in any scholarly jalyand thus presented it
as a book for the public.

Those who contemplate these living creatures lbyaature, that they are
undoubtedly separate in their species not mixedy Aational person
scrutinize the various creatures should not be usmd, so he cannot
distinguish one type of living being from anoth&his is the secret that
allowed us as human beings since the staall creatures by their names.

Otherwise, man wouldn't be able to name creatuydkdir real names as a
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result of being unable to distinguish them. Sudfeénce is also apparent
between genotypes and phenotypes. Genes may bsinelyr in different
species, although there is a significant differencie final morphological
iImage of these creatures resulting from the yieldst

As for Darwin's successor, Hegel, many studies hstvewn that he
falsified and adjusted his results to keep up Withideas at the expense of
scientific truth.

Hegel falsified facts and fabricated allegationstioe expense of truth, in

order to confirm claims that did not exist at all.

Earnst Haeckel
said the
turning point
in his thinking
was when he
read Charles
Darwin’s

Origin of
Species in
1860.

Creation Ex Nihilo
March-May 1996 p.
33

He tried to take advantage of the stages playedhbyfetus during his
uterine life. He then presented a sketch of thesges and adopted them to
support his position in evolution. However, scistsisoon discovered his
falsifications. He wrote an article entitled "Forgeof the images of
embryos," dated 24-12-1908, which he admitted tatwle had done: "I
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solemnly admit to unwrap the argument in this ¢hat a few fetal images
about six or eight per cent are fake if doctor Brasnsidered this action
fraudulent. Once the materials that are to be exedhior drawn were
incomplete, the examiner or plotter, had to petrihgs against each other
in series of their evolution process, filling theisaing steps with
hypothetical ones ... After this admission | mushsider myself finished
and gone but | am consoled to see on my side irdtlok&, hundreds of
partners in the crime, including large number sgpexted philosophers and
many other biologists. Many of the images thatdmg| anatomy, histology
and embryology widely used are falsified, sucimgdalsification with no
difference *1..

First, whether the number of false images is fewnany, the forgery has
occurred. His attempt to circumvent the countarfgiprotesting by having
to put the rings in an accession chain claimed iy is unacceptable
apology. Science and scientific credibility must éevoid of personal
passions or emotions, and results should not leetdid to be compatible
with passions. Then, who forced Hegel to fill thleged rings according to
his desires? What if every researcher wanted ksdine of the missing
rings in his scientific results and introduce thesme way as Hegel? There
Is no doubt that this will be catastrophic for scie and learners alike.

As for his confession to the existence of a nunadfether scholars in the
various fields of science who committed forgerynoany images like him,
this indicates that Hegel had a problem in morakdey. When he felt that
he had been involved in the crime of forgery, heted to push the others
into the same gap. This man was undoubtedly insatipo of disapproval

among the circles of scholars.
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We can conclude, therefore, that many of the daagvinian masters, and
through real evidence of their falsification, werever worthy of
confidence with the information they came with. féfere, those who
follow their steps should put all their materiatsoi clear doubt instead of
pure certainty.

As for the proponents of evolution these daysy e one of two teams:

1 - The first group, those who embrace Darwinism awolutionary ideas
of certainty and conviction. They view evolutionsasence and a theory of
real emergence of the universe and its arrivalh® ¢urrent situation,
anchoring to the different opinions, claims, asstioms and theories that
tend in this direction. This category is a clas® ik undoubtedly deceived
by the convictions, because the scientific factspdy, has refuted such
beliefs. If this group reevaluatedll those hypotheses and claims made by
former and later evolutionists, under the scales@énce with balanced
mind, they will discover that these claims are mofpported by any
argument. This group surely will deny evolution ahsbwn it, as did many
evolutionary scientists who were deceived by swdiutionary claims.

The second group is a team that has realized tloddtiteon is a hoax that
does not have a pretext, nevertheless they adapted

We still see these groups, scientists who clingsuoh beliefs and are
promoting them and steadfastness in defending tidthough they are
certain, that many of these allegations are fals#® meaningless. Their
adherence to such claims, despite their conviaiameir invalidity, raises
more than a question about the real reason for dugfing:

1. Is it due to the wealth they gained and hightpos they achieved and

fear their demise?
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2- Is it due to the philosophies they have embraeddms, desires, and
worldly pleasures they have acquired and they thdise allegations permit
them?

3 - Is it a deliberate attempt to corrupt the mimmdghe public through
corrupt beliefs and allegations they promote?

In his article "Darwinian and evolutionary demainent”, Dr Ahmed
Abuzaid writes in Al-Arabi Journal, Issue 612 Noummn 2009, p. 32,
guoting several evolutionary scientists: "All ratadists accept the idea of
evolution without reservation, and natural selatt®a powerful idea and a

major cause of evolution. " says biologist Stepldey Gould. Richard
Dawkins accuses Darwin's opponents of being "igmoratupid and
blockheads." "I do not withdraw a word from whatalid before, but now |
think it was not enough," says later. Dr. AhmeduAfeid writes: "The
prevailing idea in many circles is that the humacerhas ceased to evolve
about fifty thousand years ago with the emergeriche Homo Sapiens,
which is represented by contemporary man, andcikgization has put an
end to this evolution. But this seems to be comepfetintrue and that
human race continues to evolute even at greatearat at faster pace than
in the past. human race acquires new genes andigdaatures and
characteristics. The process of slow natural selectvhich took decades,
is no longer compatible with the requirements o time. Science began
to intervene in the imposition of new kind of "s&len", hardly leaves
room for the natural selection process that Darami the traditional
Darwinism proposed. "3 *

Dr. Ahmed preaches here that evolution is stilirtgkplace at this time.

Not only that, it is moving rapidly and leaves m@m for natural selection

YVA



and traditional Darwinism to act, due to the inflae of modern science on
evolution. How did Dr. Abuzaid discover that evadat is still acting? He
has given us no evidence. That evolution in huname s going at even
greater rates and faster than before, he came wathclue. What
development he intended? Is it development cigflization and urban
progress, or is it the genetic evolution of thedaran gene to approach
new species. If what he meant was the Darwiniauéea, where is his
evidence of this development?

We know that the first man who walked on this edrtld genetic and
morphological characteristics that rival the cutreran. The ancient man
must from the beginning, have been able to leaw chies of his
gualifications. Otherwise, all left are allegatidhat require proof. The first
man has kept sculptures and monuments, which oesfithat his
gualifications completely equal to the current hantpalifications. The
real and striking clues that have emerged in Mesop@, such as the
Acadian, Babylonian and Assyrian civilizations, aindTurkey, such as
Sumerian and Hittite, represent the first humanization. Whatever else
is only provided by the imagination of evolutiosistt is just claims that is
with no evidence of its validity. These old civdizons known, have
presented and have left a great deal of admirafiionthe urban and
civilized progress that they have experienced, imucm difficult
circumstances than we are now living with. That mé#m made those
civilizations at that time and in those circums&sts a man who cannot be
less developed, in any corner any one choosespimagh him from, than
the mankind today. This is the old man we have knamd whose history

has been set by himself. The other one that ewolistis invented, and put
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their efforts on his behalf, they exhausted theweseldiscovering him
among the remains of fossils and skulls, were tobend a tooth here and
remnants of bones there. Then comes the evolutianachine and invent
stories and claims about that man, who was oncenddsto be a monkey
with a small brain, and once again a monkey witlig brain. This
shimmering monkey and other apes discovered ondddnfar east of
China, and once again, in Americas or Africa, thitee evolutionary
imagination starts interrogating the stones to ttedim the story of such
myth. Whenever they think they found a glimmer op#é, the scientific
facts come to refute their assumptions, they gk bacseek new claims.
This mythical creature will remain a puzzle thas In@ scientific value and
Is only cared for by those who invent him.

Has Darwinism and evolution provided any benefit tascience?

This is a legitimate question, one has to answeifatt, this question is
often overlooked in the context of scientific raska Therefore, when
articles or research papers are often publishedesmes, perhaps if they
were reconsidered, it would have been better otie authorized them to
spend his time in more useful and beneficial prtojécresearcher must
wonder before being involved on a research plarutatdnat purpose of
this research, and why this research is being adadu How to benefit
from this research for the service of humanity? Othee work care about
ethical values? Does the research have any hacuohgdequences on the
environment , nature and on mankind?

The purpose of any research:

The most fundamental goal of scientific researctoiserve human being

and to achieve safety and happiness for him. Ekenytthat would bring
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this person to prosperity, happiness and comferta idecent project in
general. This should be the most important issudd aimed at any
research. Therefore, research aimed at technologieaelopment at

various levels can be included in this sectioneAthat one may think of
research to develop knowledge and cognition. Tieeuse is inspiring and

its horizons has no end. Research within the usésenay not directly

benefit technological development. But it incredaeswledge and expands
the horizons of human. The greater the man's krdgelethe greater his
experience in life. History, geography, literatuagts, and so on can be
included in this section. This type of knowledgelagitimate, with the

sincerity of intentions sincerity of its purpose.

As for Darwinism, what was its purpose? Initialthe direction it took

mainly, had been to develop knowledge. Therefordiis journey, Darwin

concentrated on studying and distinguishing betwaeds and studying

and classifying animals. This scientific work isdonbtedly a distinct

cognitive process if Darwin forethought so. Howewbee transition to the

subject of evolution and its involvement in hisdes, is the catch and

slippery, which should be noted.
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“Darwin
considered
this ‘by far
the strongest [ECES VAV //
single class of

facts in favor

of’ his
theory.”

Ieons of Evolution,
p. 82

BSCS Bologeal Science 1978 p. 620

Before Darwin, all people believed that livingrgs of all kinds arose
with the power of a creator created them sepgratekpecies in their own
form. These convictions did not come to humansuginotheir intuition,

scientific experiments and observations, becausg @ not allow man
witnessing creation of the universe or creatiomah himself. It certainly
came to him, quoting from heavenly messages. Hiever adheres to
these beliefs as part of his faith that he canne¢ gp, because they
represent the truth and righteousness that comtsowerong. Human
knowledge no matter how advanced, it may be wrangustaken. This is
absolutely not a flaw in humans. Science has nadjraut limitation arises
from the competencies and capabilities of humandseiDarwin camand

decided in his hypothesis, and the evolutionisterahim, that living

objects have evolved from each other's. Thus, thaye replaced the
concept of creation, which was established beforalliheavenly religions

with evolution. Therefore, in the substitution bétconcept of creation, and
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the assumption that the universe came on its dvis understood that this
action is to deny the existence of a wise Creatat has created the
creation. Through this, Darwin and the evolutiagisds it appears, have
offered an alternative that denies the existendaefCreator and his action
by rejecting the separate creation. This alteregbnovided by Darwin and
his fellows is a materialistic existential philo$gpthat corresponds to the
period mentioned in the first chapter of the basde(Chapter 1), the period
of the French Revolution, which proclaimed its farmslogan "We do not
want a king or a religion."

In the introduction to this paragraph, it was meméd that knowledge is
legitimate, with its sincere intentions and sinceuepose. Did Darwin and
the evolutionists respect these two conditions wihely replaced creation
with evolution? It is clear that Darwin, when heoke of evolution, was
certain through the fossil records and the expertaiedata that he himself
witnessed, the absolute impossibility of such etroh. Luria too, when he
spoke about the self-formation of the living celNas certain of its
impossibility. Those who spoke about DNA spontaneformation have
certainly realized the impossibility of its emergenwithout a capable
creator who creates everything. All those were speaking science, but
philosophy. They pretended that the universe camte existence on its
own and that there is no Creator of the universehd&d Dawkins did not
hide this opinion, as he stated openly in his b8Gkad Delusion” when he
denied the existence of the Creator and his creatfocreatures. We are
therefore in front of atheism dressed in tuxedeaxénce without any right.
Science cannot be based on speculation, assumptidasns and

possibilities, as confirmed by the majority of teeatest elite scientists in
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all disciplines as we came through statementswfdethem in this book.
Science is built on documented facts as well as sthcere transfer of the
Creator words, blessed be He, with what he sentessages through his
messengers. If something came to us from the GreBiessed and Exalted
be He, concerning a scientific and cosmic phenomermnd it was a
definitive in assurance and evidence, it represargsrely scientific truth
in which there should be no doubt. Allah says inasal-Mulk verse 14
(Should He not know, He that created? And He isQhe that understands
the finest mysteries (and) is well acquainted (itém).) The science of
the Creator is an authentic science. Thus, whenr@ttioned the creation
in his three heavenly books, as the verses haves aategorically with
certainty , referring to the separate creatiorthef different species, and
since these cosmic verses represent a pure swdniith, Darwin and his
fellow evolutionists in their objection to this eatific fact, meaning the
separate creation of the species, the cosmic phamom@and the scientific
experiments would be in complete contradiction e tlaims of those
evolutionists. Every human being knows and undedstahat the universe
in its perfection, cannot emerge on its own. Swehgination is contrary to
the basis of any mind, knowledge, or diligence. IEtwon and Darwinism
on the other hand want to convince us with allrtledaims, that is what
happened. The cosmos came to being on his own.o0Raress, chance and
purest coincidence are laws of evolution. Thisestegnt, in reality can only
be contrary to knowledge and science as well whetfté the willingness
of the Darwinians and evolutionists or without Many naturalists have
classified Darwinism and evolution under the pettipe of philosophy

rather than science, so it is an existential pbpby. We conclude from

YA¢



this discussion that Darwinism and evolution wep# lmited to mere
absolute knowledge. Rather, they introduced intdolgly the materialistic
philosophy, which cast doubt on the validity of dugproach and aims of
the evolutionary researchers. Otherwise, they wdidde presented the
scientific facts without any philosophical tendendnyone who reads any
evolutionary book will find this tendency promineant their writings, so
that almost every single book or article they atit@omust be attributed to
evolution either in support or based upon.

How does the world benefit from research to serve amkind?

If the purpose of the research is not to serve mityyahe goal tends to be
one of two purposes: either harming humanity, @ & research that does
not aim at any purpose and have no value.

There are two ways to investigate phenomena owsidaat, either to be
investigated according to the known scientific suband through the right
experiments. For example, when hydrochloric acidhiged with sodium
hydroxide, you will get table salt and water acaagdto the following
formula:

NAOH + HCL -------------------—--- NACL + H20

This process, if repeated, will achieve the samaltewhich cannot change
in any case if the same conditions of interactimguaranteed. Therefore,
this method is a valid and correct way to invesaghe validity of a certain
phenomenon or idea.

The second way to investigate ideas and phenongerarough honest
reliance on true massages. Sincere transmissiomagsages is achieved
by the sincerity of the narrator and the truth leé bne narrated from, in

series until reaching the first narrator who shdagdhonest in his novel. If

YAo



we cannot reach the truth in a scientific empirizaly, access to the truth
can be by the reliance on true massages mode arimation. Otherwise,
these issues remain mere claims that cannot becsh&ltrue or false.

If Darwinism and evolution are to be evaluatedtigh the services that
will benefit humanity, what can be concluded is ttedlowing: The
evolutionary assumptions are assumptions made bgwiDaand his
followers after him, claiming that the universe lemserged by itself on its
own, and gave us these variations of nonliving landg organisms that
exist now. Based on scientific methods, the firshd that can be relied
upon to prove or deny these allegations is observaihe observation
here is achieved by the existence of any humangbehmo witnessed the
emergence of the universe. The truth then canusaked. It is clear that no
mankind has witnessed the creation of the univeosdéhe creation of life.
Our Creator has mentioned this clearly in Sura ArRK in the Holy Qur'an
verse 51 (I called them not to witness the creatiioimeavens and the earth,
nor (even) their own creation: nor is it for menake as helpers such as
lead (men) astray) No human being can claim to hatreessed the origin
of the universe or the origin of life, and whoee&ims that, does not say
the truth. It is noteworthy that many proponentewlution developed and
fabricated films, stories and novels inspired bgletron ideas (such films
about dinosaurs, space invaders, and primordiatwres) and market them
as representations of the true evolutionary orajithe universe. Make it
clear to the public that these basically are justemallegations. It is a
slander and falsification of facts.

Observation, then, cannot be useful in this matRe&turning to the

scientific experimentation, no one in the sci@nfiield can conduct an
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experiment demonstrating evolution of a particlilang object to another
one, like for example, fish converting to amphibidhus, what is left is a
maneuver by the proponents of evolution througltiansific propaganda
leads to conclusions suggest that experiments sereations, has shown
the evolution action in certain phenomenon, as tbal first Darwinians
when they based their claims of evolution and ratselection on the
apparent traits like for example the expansiongokffe neck. It is known
that these allegations have now fallen dramaticallyong evolutionists
before others since the apparent traits are atdieflection of the genetic
characteristics on the chromosome, which is nactly affected by the
external environmental factors. Again, evolutiogisire turning to genes
and nucleic acids through molecular biology, esgBcsince this science
IS @ modern science requires lot of experienceostng to evolutionists,
one of the most commonly cited examples provingluan is the
similarity found in genes of those species withseloapparent traits. In
other words, the genes of ape and man are morerdleen human and fish
genes, so this proves to evolutionists that hunesadved more directly
from apes. Decent individual wonders here: Is tble nore like human in
its morphology, movement and actions, or the ap&?nat these genes the
ones which determine these morphological traits?t3e scientific and
logic that few of ape genes are more similar ton&w genes, unless the
evolutionists want human genes to be more simidish genes, for them
to refute evolution. Mental reasoning says, if\ankj species is closer in
morphology to another species, some of its genedealoser in structure
to the genes of the other one. If the genes are raimnilar in structure

among the closer species, that must not be aremsédthat these genes
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have evolved and transformed between species,théise species evolved
from each other. Evolutionists unfortunately, basddeir view on this
wrong claim to prove evolution.

In genetics, genealogists have shown that sirgiggnes in their structure
do not confer same morphological traits or samemsg among different
species. It is in some species granting a certaintb a certain organ, and
in another, granting a different trait. The simitharn morphology confirms
only the existence of a similarity , which does mulicate any form of
evolution of creatures from each other. The sejmaraindependence and
subtle differences in external traits of the cresdy which have
characterized the different organisms in differaties and species despite
the relative similarity in genes structures are ¢lear evidence that these
creatures have been created separately. Othenamsmrding to the
evolutionary belief in transmission of genes amdéwngg organisms, we
would have to witness an endless hierarchy of nméeliate living
organisms that thrive among the resulting organisms

A simple example to illustrate the idea: if oneusfsees two similar tables
in design, one small and the another large, wiltbeclude that the small
table has grown up and converted to the big talsleyill he conclude that
the designer who designed both is the same periGoe?might say that
both tables were made of same wood and raw magebat certainly he
would not conclude that this table has evolved frim other table.
Likewise, for similar creatures in morphology antfestent in species,
some of the external traits may be similar in shapel molecular
structures, but certainly, this does not allow tmeonclude that some have

evolved from others, but, as we concluded fromekample of the table,
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that the manufacturer's buildup was based on thee saw materials and
plan in construction, the creator created the diffespecies and built them
on similarities in molecular structures. Let us ndewelop the idea a bit
more and look at the dining table consisting adrgé table set with several
chairs similar in their decoration to the tableeTdtaim that the table was
later converted to chairs by purely natural setectand chance is an
exaggerated one. Looking through the set will cotkelthat who designed
the table and the chairs is the same designer. Etmvld evolutionists
disapprove self-conversion of the chairs to tabjeabt of chance and
natural selection as unreliable logic, Never tlss leéhey want us to accept
that mankind with his tremendous complexity and k@mplicated
molecular structure came to life by evolution franctell through natural
selection and chance. In case of disharmony betwee table and the
chairs, it was pointed out that either the desigmas different, or he had
modified the design. To return to the observatiérthe regularity and
similarity in the molecular structure of all creads from cell to human, the
only scientific fact that will come is the inferent¢hat the omnipotent
Creator of all creatures is the same Creator, Isecall the molecular
structures in the different creatures are similar.

Returning to the question of whether evolutionisas’e served with their
material mankind, it can be said that they wouldehbeen able to serve
them if they had provided their knowledge studiegartially, without
inculcating their philosophies, perceptions andrasipns in their cognitive
themes. When they inculcated these beliefs, andt@as on them, it is
regrettable to say that they have done worse ti@nhave done good.

Does the research work care about ethical values?
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It is the moral values of nations that keep thessions from
disintegrating. The decline of morals in a natieman indication of the near
end of this nation. Any scientific research muketanto account the ethical
aspect and encourage it. Studies aimed at perpwgjutlie values of
pornography, corruption, violence, racism, extremisnoral dislocation
and hatred in nations and societies are studiesreswhrch that cannot
serve value or benefit humanity. By dropping tliemhe on evolution we
note the following:

1. Evolution completely excludes the Creator froaistence, assuming that
the universe was created on its own. Thereforegxttludes religious
teachings that come with faith, which promote geodrals. Thus, each
person becomes the determinant of what is rightrong according to his
personal preferences. The result would be socidl raaral damage and
disintegration of the family, which humanity begarfeel its danger.

2 - Evolution speaks about the natural selectiomrgmliving kinds and
there is always who is preferable and who is comfied. This view is a
powerful argument for devoting extreme racial idé&s see nowadays the
ideology that an ethnic race among mankind shou&lgl over other
races. This will certainly incite hatred and categ® nations on ethnic
grounds, which may encourage ideas that embrag@cetiheansing in
different places. There are many signs of suclett&s in recent years.

We can conclude from the above that many works dynevolutionists
did not effectively serve the moral values among tlations of the earth,
but indirectly led to the cause of dissonance, isgaaliscrimination and
hatred, through what the scholar Al- Akkad calledai physical pollution
produced by the abolition of ambition Spirit andulblike to make man
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an animal without religion other than the religiah equipment and
objects". *4

Finally, will leave a final word summarizing thisodk to one of the
evolutionists, Professor S.Lovtrup who is the ori®\eventually chose to
discard evolution into reality, having fully readid the misdeeds of the
evolutionary assumptions:

"Mutations at the molecular level can occur, b #ssumption that these
mutations alone can be used to make evolutionagngds is either a
falsification of the facts, or a real, non-fake mtyeit should be then a
miraculous event. Here, a whole branch of sciermtkdecome addicted to
a false theory, that is exactly what happenedaiogy. " 3*
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14- Islamic view of evolution

Islam like the other heavenly religions has itsndtaagainst evolution.
Evolution while it does not directly declares, learly denies the existence
of God and his rules in the creation of the worltd areation of the
creatures. This denial of the creation of the wartimes through the
adoption of the Big Bang theory as almost a tru¢ & the way how the
world came into existence. In such an ideology, bas to accept the
principles that in the beginning there was mattet anergy. According to
evolutionists, matter and energy were always théfieile this term is an
old materialistic philosophy and has no scientif&sis or proof what so
ever, it contradicts by principles the logical tela and other heavenly
religious view that in the beginning God only wasre. As shown in the
scientific arguments and clues presented in thiskband many other
articles through laws of science, matter and eneemnot be eternal and
were not in existence since the beginning. EvereXisted alone, they
without the existence of information and well pnegzhplan represented by
over 150 precise cosmic laws cannot cause the emeegof the universe.
Such information and cosmic laws necessitates tkistemce of an
intelligent designer to formulate and build up thigverse.

The denial of creation of creatures on the oftagrd, is established by the
two modes of evolution, natural selection actingvanation produced by
mutation. This introduction of the act of randonsas a way of creation is
a hypothesis contradicts in its basis the existefi@ny intelligent creative
entity that might have any role in creatures eristée Recent studies have

shown that mutation has a very remote rule in gedification which
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cannot have any effect on generating any developmeproduction of
new gens. Natural selection if having any affetyiait all, is a swing action
that keeps the variation at the end sweeping arotmed mean. In
conclusion, the studies declare that randomnesghbyact of natural
selection on variations has no part in inventing aaw gen. For further
reading go to Dr. Michael Behe's recent book (TtgeEof Evolution).
Evolution is a theory that lacks any supportingestfic evidence. It relies
mainly on the action of chance, randomness, coemud, fortune and
accidents purposely to rule out any role for antelligent bower in
creation. To operate this way evolutionists recgebshat all living things
needed to develop gradually from simplest to mostmicated structures
through prolong period of time reaching a billiof gears. Those
theoretical thoughts invented by evolutionists wefeited by the scientific
discoveries coming nowadays. Michel Denton inlbesk "Evolution a
Theory in Crisis " has shown that complexity imidg organisms was
present since the beginning. He was able to expleweell structure with
its most complex organelles that is much more stighited than any
machine could ever be made by man. Behe on the bl in his book
"Darwin Black Box" has shown That the complexitytwmn the most
delicate originals within the cell ( which is thienplest living organism) is
so sophisticated and complex in its Nano contentany part of this
sophisticated structure is missed, the whole ortgamell completely lose
its function. That is what he termed as (irredueibbmplexity ). So far,
science declares that the irreducible complexityhaf minute organelles
existed since the beginning of life which ultimgtelontradicts the very

essence of evolution and totally agrees with theohantelligent design
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that necessitates the existence of a designerngldlie complexity come
in the start as evidenced by the scientific clties,need for the elongated
epochs of time for the different living organisnus @merge is no longer
valid. That means that life whether simple or cawdy the grace of deity
God could have emerged either long back in the gasbon not so long
back.

In Al Koran Al Kareem the book of Allah the lord,amy verses shown
representing such issues, emphasizing on the amneati the different
species separately without any mode of evolutioning creatures are all

directly created by God's hands.

It is worth presenting some of the verses and theing some illustrating

notes to reveal the unclear issues.

Deity Allah says about the creation of havens andaeth planet:

- BAQARAH- 29 — (It is he who hath created for yallithings that are on
earth; Moreover his design comprehended the heav@nbte gave order
and perfection to the seven firmaments; and othatigs he hath perfect

knowledge).
Allah the lord, in the previous verse illustratbat he himself created the

heavens and earth in the best perfection, expgesgithe end that he is

with perfect knowledge of all his creation.
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Moving in surah FUSSILAT to more details regardihg creation and the
elongation of time Allah spent for earth and heateebe created. The word
(FUSSILAT) which is the name of this surah meansAnmabic, giving

details:

- FUSSILAT 9 — (Say: Is it that ye deny Him Who ated the earth in two
Days? And do ye join equals with Him? He is thed_of (all) the Worlds)

- FUSSILAT 10 - He set on the (earth), mountaiteding firm, high
above it, and bestowed blessings on the earth,naabured therein all
things to give them nourishment in due proportiom,four Days, in

accordance with (the needs of) those who seekefsaiste).

- FUSSILAT 11 — (Moreover He comprehended in Hisige the sky, and
it had been (as) smoke: He said to it and to timhe@€ome ye together,
willingly or unwillingly. They said: We do come (ether), in willing

obedience).

- FUSSILAT 12 — (So he completed them as sevenafinents in two
Days, and He assigned to each heaven its duty aminand. And We
adorned the lower heaven with lights, and (provideaith guard. Such is
the Decree of (Him) the Exalted in Might, full onéwledge).

From the previous verses we can conclude that AHaHord, has created

both the heavens and earth together simultaneoufityno separation in
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time. That means that earth age is equal to heawensontrary to
evolutionists estimation. Allah the lord, also @als that the creation of
heavens and earth with all perfections took himesedays only.
Evolutionists always criticize those 7 days ofeation as being
unacceptable and scientifically insufficient fodl fareation of the whole
world. Here the question stands whether these ai@ysur 24 hour days or
not? That, the lord did not submit to us. He alrtygh another verse says:
- HAJJ 47 — (Verily A Day in the sight of thy Lotd like a thousand years
Of your reckoning).

The lord also says in another verse:

- MA'ARIJ 4 — (The angels and the Spirit ascendoudim in a Day the

measure whereof is (as) fifty thousand years).

Defining perfectly the prolongation of the days @mkation whether 24
hours days or thousand years of our days or m&0[B0 years according
to ascend of the angles and spirit, that may naldogsive.

As declared by scientific evidence , the complexitythe structures came
from the start when life emerged, and that thers wa need for any
extended time for life complexity to emerge as atiohists claim. That
means that complex life could have emerged Bill@ars ago or ten
thousand years ago with no difference. In all sage Muslims ought to
believe that the lord created this universe wiffulays no matter how long
those days are. In that case, being new worldcdwolrld creation believer
will have no difference on the belief itself es@digi with the scientific
evidence refutes the gradualism in complexity. lr@rtstudies and correct

scientific data may reveal some clues about theeiss
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- TALAQ 12 — (Allah is He Who created seven Firmawseand of the
earth a similar number. Through the midst of theah) (descends His
Command: that ye may know that Allah has power @lethings, and that
Allah comprehends all things in (His) Knowledge).

Here we notice a challenge and a miracle by the [Bihe lord reveals that
the heaven in fact is seven Firmaments as otheeselso declare. Science
up till now, is unclear with the concept of (sev@mmaments). The lord
later refer to this issue extrapolating that we &onif recognized that
concept, we may know that Allah has power ovethatigs, and that Allah

comprehends all things in His Knowledge.

- MULK 3 — (He Who created the seven heavens omwealanother: no
want of proportion wilt thou see in the Creation(Aflah) Most Gracious.

So turn thy vision again: seest thou any flaw?)

The challenge and the confirmation of the previversse is shown in the

above verse.

- Youssef 105 — (And how many signs in the heawamsthe earth do they

pass by? yet they turn (their faces) away from jhem
This verse is a call for human to think and in\gte. The lord is asking us

to look for the signs he put in heavens and elddhrhay reveal his majesty

while humans turn their head away from.
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- RAD 2- (Allah is he who raised the heavenshaiit any pillars that ye
can see; is firmly established on the throne (atharity); he has subjected
the sun and the moon (to his Law) each one ruesc@urse) for a term
appointed. he doth regulate all affairs, explairtimg signs in detail, that ye

may believe with certainly in the meeting with yduard.)

Here, if anyone says that this verse is truly auglamd four hundred and
fifty year since descended to human kind, one neaguestion the issue.
The verse concludes many scientific issues. Orat, tle heavens are
raised without any pillars. Then comes (that ye sa®). The lord here is
clearly directing humans attention to the facthaf gravity. Without pillars,
how could the heavens manage to stay without tallipart on each other?
The answer comes by the term (without any pillaet e can see) and the
meaning here is that there is some mechanism thidd ceplace the pillars
in function, which he absolutely means the gravity.

To confirm that what he meant in the verse is #wve of gravity, the lord
followed the previous statement by saying (he hégested the sun and the
moon (to his Law) each one runs (its course) foeran appointed). The
lord here mentions the law that the sun and thenmmae subjected to
which is the law of gravity. He did not though,eesuch law to self-act but
to himself (to his Law) with an appointed term died by God himself.

In the end the lord points to mankind that he thel [does regulate all
affairs, explaining the cosmic signs in detail hgodoes not keep human in
dilemma, in hope that we mankind may believe widrtainty in the

meeting with our Lord.
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- YUNUS 101 — (Say: behold all that is in the has/and on earth; but
neither signs nor warners profit those who belieog.

The lord here and after he clearly pointed outisopower and majesty, by
directing us to cosmic miracles that lead us teelelin him, he stated that
such clues will not be of any benefit to those uimng to believe. This
indicates that some by intention are unwilling teliéve whether the

evidence were brought or not.

- MA'IDAH 120 — (To Allah doth belong the dominiaf the heavens and
the earth, and all that is therein, and it is heo wlath power over all
things).

In this verse Allah points out that in contrasthwibe evolutionary belief,
he himself controls the dominion over the heavens the earth, and all
that is therein. That direct us to the fact thatslaf nature are laws of God
made by him as sir. Isaac Newton declared before.

- ANBIYA 30 — (Do not the unbelievers see that Heavens and the earth
Were joined together (as one Unit of Creation),obefWe clove them
asunder? we made from water every living thing.l whiey not then

believe?)

Here again we see the greatness of the creatodesigner proving his
management and design of the world by act of @eamon self-
establishment as the theory of Big Bang and Quanéam us to believe.

That is why the verse here is directed to disbeheJike Hopkins and



Richard Dawkins not to the believers like NewtomdGn the verse points
to the disbelievers, don't they see that the heaaenl the earth before
separation were joined together like a darn theridid slotted them.

This gives better scientific declaration how th&stand the planets in the
cosmos emerged. It was not a Big Bang or cosmoso&rp like the
evolutionary thoughts claimed. It was a separatvdh intention and direct
control, in a way that each galaxy takes its positinto a definitive
location. That is how the lord split them in hisnte(clove them asunder).
In other words, it was a measurable calculatediesiudrrangement not a
chaos. This goes hand in hand with the150 or mosen laws requested
for the universe to emerge.

To prove this delicate coordination the lord briag®ther example to those
disbelievers for them to charge their minds. Thid Eays in the same verse
(and we made from water every living thing). Tlesagain a challenge and
a strong scientific sign that must be illustrat&bing back 1400 years,
what are the odds of having someone knows thditvedg matters contain
water as part of their structure? The discoveryater existence in all
living matters was not shown until recently. Thancludes that when
dealing with Al Koran, we are dealing with a bookrh a creator and a

designer who knows everything as he always mendiaméis verses.

Moving forward to the creation of mankind and other living creatures

these coming verses illustrated this fact:



- RUM 22 — (And among His Signs is the creatiorthef heavens and the
earth, and the variations in your languages and golors: verily in that
are signs for those who know).

A sign to prove creation, is the variations amosghumans in languages
and colors. Mankind is the only creature in thesngit who according to his
ethnicity invented different languages. This distilon is only for mankind
and not to any other animal. Such distinction tbgetvith the difference in
mankind colors according to his ethnicity mustedirour minds to the
purposeful process of design that distinguisheskimdnfrom all other
creatures. Such a process cannot be attained brahaelection acting on
variable mutations like what the evolutionists iglail his verse is primary a
big challenge for evolutionists.

- AN'AM 3 - (And he is Allah in the heavens antkcearth. he knoweth
what ye hide, and what ye reveal, and he knowegh{(rgcompense) which

ye earn (by your deeds).

Here the lord guides us to his superb knowledgechvie beyond what
mankind may predict. The lord knows what we hidd esveal and knows
what we earn and our deeds. He knows everythingtammore than we
ourselves know.

- SAJDAH 7 — (He Who has made everything which lde breated most
Good: He began the creation of man with (nothingentban) clay).

Here the lord reveals the creation of the first m&his kind who is Adam.
The lord says that Adam the father of all humankwas$ created directly
from clay. He was not descended from any other kot separate and

independent creation.



- SAJDAH 8 — (And made his progeny from a quintasseof the nature of

a fluid despised):

In this verse the lord talks about human progemgt iis the sperms and the

ovum.

- SAJDAH 9- (But He fashioned him in due proporti@amd breathed
into him something of His spirit. And He gave ydbug faculties of)
hearing and sight and feeling (and understandilitj thanks do ye
give).

Then the lord moves forward in human creation arplg the

morphological steps in fashioning human not skigpihe fact that he

blow on him of his spirit. Later, he mentions threation of the sensation
organs that makes him think and feel.

At the end the lord draws a windup by tellingti@gtthanks do ye give).

- RAHMAN 14 — (He created man from sounding clay liggo pottery).
This is affirmation on both the separate act ofatom and that

mankind was created from clay

- HAJJ 5 - O mankind! if ye have a doubt about resttron, (consider)
that we created you out of dust, then out of Spdinen out of a leech
like clot, then out of a morsel of flesh, partlyformed, in order that
We may manifest (our power) to you; and We causemvklVe will to
rest in the wombs For an appointed term, Then ddrvey you out as
babes, then (foster you) that ye may reach yourQigaull strength;
and some of you are called to die, and some art lsmk to the

feeblest old age, So that they know nothing afeairig know (much).



and (further), thou seest the earth barren anledige but when We pour
down rain on it, it is stirred (to life), it swelland it puts forth every
kind of beautiful growth (in pairs).

The verse here discuses stepwise the creation ofwith details until
his deceases, trying to simulate human growth Vatid agriculture

giving after rain all kind of beautiful growth.

ALAQ 1 - 2 (Proclaim! (or Read!) In the name of thyrd and
Cherisher, who created) (2 - Created man, out dimere) clot of

congealed blood).

This is a reminder that man was created of tinysnhiée leech.

TIN 4 — (We have indeed created man in the bestimflds).

Here the lord referred to mankind creation as ofgagion.

AN'AM 38 - There is not an animal (that lives) ¢retearth, nor a being
that flies on its wings, but (forms part of) comntigs like you.
nothing have we omitted from the book, and thely &iall be gathered

to their lord in the end.

In this verse there is a clue that all creaturespasies were created like

mankind in forms of communities independent of cghe

From above presented verses which are samples AoKoran Al
Kareem we conclude, that whether about the univenesation or living

creatures, one must draw a sharp edge betweentiemoland the



Islamic teachings. Islamic teaching clearly dedatleat a creator has
designed and created the whole universe withsairgatures according
to a plan and for a purpose. The lord says in SAFd&MOMENOON
115 — (Did ye then think that We had created yoyest or 'random
manner', and that ye would not be brought backsgftr account)?
This goes right in contradiction with the undirettenpredicted forces
that evolutionists claim as the cause of the warld life existence. It is
the scientific discoveries nowadays that comesghith Islam and
heavenly religions whereas the evolutionary claares falling one by
another.

It is the hope that this book reveals strong aradistec evidence that
support the intelligent design as a real scientifatter and clarify some
misinterpreted materials that evolutionists prooka without

following confirmatory clues .



15- A glimpse at authors, this book referred to oquote from,

alphabetically arranged :

Abbas Mahmad al-Aqgad: ( 28 June 1889 — 12 March 1964) was
an Egyptian journalist, poet and literary criticand member of
the Academy of the Arabic Language in Cairo. Mprecisely, because
"his writings cover a broad spectrum, including tpge criticism,
Islamology, history, philosophy, politics, biographscience, and Arabic
literature”, he is perceived to be a polymath.

Abbas al-Agqd was "a prolific writer, he authored over a hundb®oks
and several thousand articles”, and he is mosbdanfor his Abgayat
series which consists of seven books cover theolifseven of the most

important Sahabah

Ahmed Mostafa Abu Zeid: is an Egyptian anthropologist who received
the Nile Prize for Social Sciences in 2011.

Birth: May 3, 1921, Alexandria, Egypt. Death: A8y 2013

He is one of the pioneers of Arab anthropology tnredwinner of the Nile
Prize for Social Sciences worth 400 thousand podmid2011. Mansoura
University nominated him for this year's award. Bhu Zeid is a former
expert in the United Nations International Labofi€af, a visiting professor
at a number of Arab and international universiteegprmer consultant to
the Kuwaiti magazine "World of Thought", and thepRarteur of the
Social Studies Committee at the Supreme Coundiiwfure in Egypt. An
Egyptian writer born in Alexandria in the early s of the last century,

educated at the Universities of Alexandria and @kfdhe worked as a



professor of anthropology and an expert in therhatigonal Labor Office in
Geneva. the future”.

-Rapporteur of the Social Studies Committee of $lupreme Council of
Culture.

- Member of the Egyptian Academy of Sciences - wig@sted in 1988
(March 28).

- Rapporteur of the Committee of Social Sciences ldomanities at the
BA during the first session.

- Fellow of the Royal Institute of Anthropology figain.

- Member of the African International Institute FHtAin.

- Received the State Appreciation Award for So8alences in 1992 with
the Order of Science and Arts of the first class.

- Received the State Encouragement Award for S&usnces and was
awarded the Medal of Science and Arts (1968).

- Received Alexandria University Prize for ScieictiAppreciation in 1990.
- Member of the Council of Social Sciences, AcadeaiyScientific
Research until 1999.

- Chairman of the Social Development Committee het Academy of
Scientific Research and Technology until 1999.

- Member of the Office of Social Research and Pajut Academy of
Scientific Research and Technology until 1999.

- Member of the Board of Directors of the Natioanter for Social and
Criminal Research since 1987 until 1999.

- He was awarded the Taha Hussein Prize for the 3@@4, the highest
prize awarded by the University of Alexandria fatsgtanding contribution

in the field of human studies.



A.E. Wilder-Smith:

Biblical Creationist, Organic Chemist, and Lecturer
Ph.D. in physical organic chemistry at University Beading,
England (1941)
Dr.es.Sc. in pharmacological sciences from Eidgesoke
Technische Hochschule (Swiss Federal Institute exfhfiology) in
Zurich D.Sc. in pharmacological sciences from Ursitg of Geneva
(1964)
F.R.I.C. (Fellow of the Royal Institute of ChemigtProfessorships
held at numerous institutions including: Universiof lllinois
Medical School Center (Visiting Full Professor dfhaPmacology,
1959-61, received 3 "Golden Apple" awards for tlestbcourse of
lectures), University of Geneva School of Medicitmiversity of
Bergen (Norway) School of Medicine, Hacettepe Ursitg
(Ankara, Turkey) Medical School, etc.
Former Director of Research for a Swiss pharmacalutompany
Presented the 1986 Huxley Memorial Lecture at tivé@ation of the
University of Oxford
Author or co-author of over 70 scientific publicats
Author of more than 30 books published in 17 lamgsa
NATO three-star general Dr. Wilder-Smith was featurin an
award-winning film and video series called ORIGINSow the
World Came to Be.



Alan Gordon Thorne: (1 March 1939 — 21 May 2012) was an Australian
born academic who was extensively involved withos anthropological
events and is considered an authority on interpoets of Aboriginal
Australian origins and the human genome. Thorret became interested
In matters pertaining to archaeology and humanutiesl as a lecturer in
human anatomy at the University of Sydney and eyt joined
the Australian National University (ANU) as a prsder, where he taught
biology and human anatomy. Over time, through maxgavations such
as Lake Mungo and Kow Swamp, Thorne posited sigamifi arguments
that have contradicted traditionally accepted tiesoexplaining the early

dispersion of human beings.

Alexander V. Lalomov, Russian geologist. Certified Geologist St.-
Petersburg State University, 1992. Member PublicarBoEducation,
Moscow, 2008-2009; Member of Mineralogical Society Russia
(correspondent). Master of Science, Leningrad Statieersity, Union of
the Soviet Socialist Republics, 1982. Doctor oflé®ophy in geology,
Saint-Petersburg State University, Russia, 1991.

Andrew A. Snelling: is a young-Earth creationist geologist who works
for Answers in  Genesis. Snelling has a Ph.D. inaggofrom
the University of Sydney from 1982.

He was, for a decade, the geology spokesman foCibation Science
Foundation, the coordinating center for creationisrAustralia. He started
working for Answers in Genesis in 20@hd serves as AiG's director of

research.



Snelling work has been published in standard gecddgublications, and
has also written articles for creationist journats which he supports
a young-earth creationism viewpoiriie worked in the RATE project.

Snelling appeared in the 2017 creationist docunngnfiém Is Genesis

History?

Anis Ismael Kingjo: He received his Ph.D. in statistics from the Virg
Polytechnic Institute in the USA.

Member of the American National Mathematics Honoci8ty.

He has extensive experience in university teacfongver forty years; at
the University of Cincinnati in the United Staté¥amascus University,
Sana'a University, King Saud University, and pamiet at Kalamoon
University and Arab International University.

He is characterized by extensive activities in fiedd of scientific
publishing; authoring, translation and researchaddition to a number of
intellectual studies published in Arabic.

It is an ardent preacher of Arabization of univigr&ducation, enriching
the Arab scientific library which is suffering fromxtreme misery, by
translation of contemporary living languages. Tigtouhis books and
translations, he has developed many scientific germ the fields of
statistics and probability.

He has leadership efforts and active participatiothe development of
study plans and curricula in the faculties of scenat Damascus
University, Sana'a University, and King Saud Unsitgr He is a founding

member of the Saudi Society for Mathematical S@ende served as a
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member of the editorial board in its periodical mage (Afkar) since its
establishment in 1993 until 2002.

Austin Hobart Clark: (December 17, 1880 — October 28, 1954) was
an American zoologist. He was born in Wellesley sb&chusetts and died
in Washington, D.C. His research covered a widegearof topics

including oceanography, marine biology, ornitholpggd entomology.

Barry G. Hall, American evolutionary biologist. Grantee, Nationa
Institutes of Health, 1978-1986, 1986-1992, 1999619 2000-2004,
National Science Foundation, 1989-1993, Americanc€aSociety, 1996-
1998; National Institutes of Health Research and Career Development
awardee, 1980, Fulbright Senior scholar, 1984. sAast professor
Memorial University Newfoundland and Medical Schodt. John's,
Canada, 1974—1977. Assistant to associate to @@fetniversity
Connecticut, Storrs, 1977—1989. Professor Uniwerglbchester, New
York, 1989—2003, professor emeritus, since2003redor Bellingham
Research Institute, Washington, since 2004. Adjyprcifessor Center
Genomic Science, Allegheny-Singer Research InstitRittsburgh, since
20009.

Charles B. Thaxton: (born 1939) is a proponent of Special Creation who
went on to become one of the first intelligent dasauthors, and Fellow of
the Discovery Institute's Center for Science anttuter Thaxton earned a

doctorate in physical chemistry from lowa StateJégnsity. He went on to

AR



complete post-doctorate programs in the history sofence at Harvard
University and the molecular biology laboratorié8oandeis University.
Thaxton has co-authored several books, including Wystery of Life's
Origin and The Soul of Sciencén The Mystery of Life's Origin, Thaxton
argues for "Special Creation by a creator beyordcttesmos", and asserts
that Special Creation holds "that the source theddyced life was
intelligent".

He was the editor of the first edition of the Ihggent Design textbook, Of
Pandas and Peopldhe book was featured prominently in Kitzmiller v.
Dover Area School District and the sequence of terédiat show the
transition between the terms “creation" and “"créattm "design",
"designer”, and "intelligent design".

Thaxton stated that he technically preferred #mentintelligent design
to creationism because he "wasn’t comfortable whthtypical vocabulary
that for the most part creationists were using beeat didn’t express what
| was trying to do. They were wanting to bring Gotb the discussion, and
| was wanting to stay within the empirical domandalo what you can do

legitimately there."

Colin Patterson FRS (1933-1998), was a British paleontologist at
the Natural History Museum in London from 1962 ie dfficial retirement

in  1993who  specialized infish and systematics, voadting
the transformed cladistics school.

Patterson authored a general textbook on evoluiwalution in 1978 (and

a revised 2nd edition in 1999), and edikolecules and Morphology in
Evolution: Conflict or Compromised987), a book on the use of

AR



molecular and morphological evidence for infermitylogenies. He also
wrote two classic papers on homology .
Patterson work has been cited by creationists withcations that it

provides evidence of the absence of transitionah$éan the fossil record.

Daniel L. Hartl: (born 1943) is the Higgins biology professor imet
Department of Organismic and Evolutionary Biologyt Harvard

University. He is also a principal investigatorthe Hartl Laboratory at
Harvard University. His research interests are $eduon evolutionary
genomics, molecular evolution, and population geaeBeginning in 1969
Hartl had faculty positions at the University of rMesota, Purdue
University, Washington  University in St. Louis, aHdrvard

University. He has been at Harvard since 19%3artl is the Higgins
Professor of Biology in the Department of Organsrand Evolutionary

Biology at Harvard University.

David Ezra Green:(August 5, 1910 — July 8, 1983) was an American
biochemist who made significant contributions te study of enzymes,
particularly the electron transport chain and otti@aphosphorylation. He
was awarded a degree in biology from New York Ursitg. He then
moved to England and worked for eight years atUhwersity of
Cambridge under the supervision of Malcolm Dixon,redox reactions in
biological systems. He received his PhD under Dixoh934 with a thesis
entitled The Application of Oxidation-Reduction Poftials to Biological

Systems.
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At the outbreak of the Second World War, Green rdavack to America
and established himself in a laboratory at Colunbraversity. Here he
studied the metabolism of amino acids and theccauaid cycle. In 1948,
Green moved to the University of Wisconsin—Madisod set up the
Institute for Enzyme Research, making vital conifitns to studies on

oxidative phosphorylation, the electron transpbdic and beta oxidation.

David Pilbeam: ( (born 21 November 1940
in Brighton, Sussex, England) is the Henry For@rdfessor of the Social
Sciences at Harvard University and curator of pataropology at
the Peabody Museum of Archaeology and EthnologyisHg member of
the National Academy of Sciences. He received HsDP from Yale
University.
Honors:

International Prize (Fyssen Foundation), 1986

Docteur Honoris Causa, Université de Poitiers, 2002

Foreign Associate, National Academy of Science8242997

Member, National Academy of Sciences (followingunalization),

1997—-

Fellow, American Academy of Arts and Sciences

Dean H. Kenyon(born c. 1939) is Professor Emeritus of Biologysah
Francisco State University, a young Earth creastpnand one of the
proponents of the intelligent design movement. He the author

of Biochemical Predestination.
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He became a creationist around 1976, and gave mtasyi

defending creation science at the McLean v. Arksmsal Edwards v.
Aguillard court cases. During the latter case, beagthored the creation
science supplementary textbook Of Pandas and Pebpée authors then
referred to intelligent design before the book wablished in 1989. He
subsequently became a Fellow of the Discoverytlisti and continued to

endorse young Earth creationism.

Don De Young:is Chairman of the Department of Physical Science a
Grace College, Winona Lake, Indiana. He has taagk&race since 1972,
with sabbatical leaves spent in San Diego and thethSPacific. Dr.
DeYoung is also on the faculty of the Institute @neation Research, San
Diego. Courses taught include physics, astrononty mathematics. He
speaks on creation topics and believes that thailsledf nature are a

powerful testimony to the Creator’s care for mandkin

Don Nelson PageFRSC, (born December 31, 1948) is an Americam-bor
Canadian theoretical physicist at the UniversityAtiferta, Canada. Page's
work focuses on quantum cosmology and theoreticaligtional physics,
and he is noted for being a doctoral student ofd3smr Stephen Hawking,
in addition to publishing several journal articlegh him.Page got his BA
at William Jewell College in the United States Bi71, attaining an MS in
1972 and a PhD in 1976 at Caltedhe followed this with an MA
at Cambridge, which he received in 1978.

His professional career started as a researchtaagsia Cambridge from
1976-1979, followed by an assistant professorshigean State from 1979-
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1983, and then an associate professor at Pennusitdt@986 before taking
on the title of professor in 1986. Page spent faare years at Penn State
before moving to become a professor at the Unityersi Alberta in
Canada in 1990. In 2012, Page became a FelloweoRthyal Society of

Canada.

Duane Tolbert Gish(February 17, 1921 — March 5, 20)}3was an
American biochemistand a prominent member of tkatonist
movement.A young Earth creationist, Gish was a former \pcesident of
the Institute for Creation Research (ICR) and theéh@ of numerous
publications about creation science. Gish was adl@eationism's T. H.
Huxley" for the confidence, accurate informatioegented and the way he
“relished the confrontations" of formal debateghwit
prominent evolutionary biologists, usually held aniversity campuses,
while abandoning formal debating principles. A ti@ast publication
noted in his obituary that "it was perhaps his peas presentation that

carried the day. In short, the audiences liked him.

Edmund Ronald Leach (7 November 1910 — 6 January 1989) was
a British social anthropologist. Leach was educataédMarlborough
College and Clare College, Cambridge, where heugrtad with a BA with
honors in Engineering in 1932. He studied soeathropology at
the London School of Economics with Raymond Firtiovintroduced him
to Bronistaw Malinowski. He was an active member Mélinowski's

"famous seminar".
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Eric J. Lerner:(born May 31, 1947) is an American popular
science writer, and independent plasma researcHer.wrote the 1991
book "The Big Bang Never Happened", which advocki#snes
Alfvén's plasma cosmology

instead of the Big Bang theory. He is founder, joies#, and chief scientist
of Lawrenceville Plasma Physics, Inc. Lerner reeéiv
a BA in physics from Columbia Universityand started as a graduate
student in physics at the University of Marylandt left after a year due to
his dissatisfaction with the mathematical rathantexperimental approach

there. He then pursued a career in popular science gritin

Fred Hoylee FRS (24 June 1915- 20 August 2001)was an
English astronomer who formulated the theory dfatenucleosynthesis.
He also held controversial stances on other stienatters—in particular
his rejection of the "Big Bang" theory, a term cairby him on BBC radio,
and his promotion of panspermia as the origin f& on EarthHe also
wrote science fiction novels, short stories andoradays, and co-authored
twelve books with his son, Geoffrey Hoyle.

He spent most of his working life at the Institutd Astronomy at
Cambridge and served as its director for six yedes.became Plumian
Professor of Astrophysics and Natural Philosoph€ambridge in 1958, a
position he held until his resignation in 1972. 1866, he founded the
renowned Institute of Theoretical Astronomy at Cadde and was its
director until 1972, the year in which he receiveid knighthood. He
received many awards and prizes throughout the sl9BI60s and 1970s,
and was elected to many academies and learnedtisscimcluding the
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Royal Society of London (1957), the American Acagleai Arts and

Science (1964), the National Academy of SciencethefUnited States
(1969) and the Royal Irish Academy (1977).

He resigned all his positions in Cambridge in 19#Bstrated by the
politics, and moved to the relative solitude of ttake District. However,
he continued to publish interesting (often uncomes@l or controversial)
theories, such as those concerning Stonehengeh(wiecargued, was built
for the purpose of tracking the orbits of the Sud &loon to facilitate the
prediction of solar and lunar eclipses), Darwini@m 1978, he described
Charles Darwin's theory of evolution as “wrong” amdjued that natural
selection could not possibly explain evolution) apdleontology (he

guestioned the authenticity of fossil Archaeoptgryx

Gerald R. "Jerry" Bergman, ayoung-earth creationist affiliated with
the Institute for Creation Research, appears oatore Ministries
International's list of scientists alive today wdccept the biblical account
of creation. He has a doctorate in human biolo@9®2) from Columbia
Pacific University.Bergman is a prolific writer with, according to #wers
in Genesis, over 600 articles ( quite a few foswars Research Journal)
and 20 books to his name.
As of 2013 Bergman worked in the Biological Scienaepartment of
Northwest State Community College in Ohio.
Bergman is known to be rather skilled at publicateb, where he
can Gish gallop at will and opponents don't have time or

opportunity to debunk all of his queries.
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. B.S. Major Areas of Study in Education, Psychgl|oBiology,

Wayne State University, Detroit.

M.Ed. Psychology and Counseling, Wayne State UsierDetroit.

Ph.D. Evaluation and Research with Minor in Psyabg] Wayne
State University, Detroit.

M.A. Social Psychology, Bowling Green State Univigrs

M.S.B.S. Biomedical Science, Medical College of @hi

Masters of Public Health, Northwest Ohio Consortifom Public
Health (Medical College of Ohio, Bowling Green $tainiversity,
University of Toledo).

PhD. Human Biology, Columbia Pacific University

G. Philip Rigtmire: Research Associate, Department of Anthropology,
Peabody Museum, Harvard University, Cambridge, M2138B and
Distinguished Professor, Department of Anthropolo@inghamton
University (SUNY), Binghamton, NY 13902

EDUCATION: A.B. (cum laude) 1964, Harvard CollegEambridge,
Massachusetts. Undergraduate concentrator in Apbhogy. M.S. 1966,
University of Wisconsin, Madison. Human Biology. (iHan Biology at
the University of Wisconsin at this time was a graig@ degree program,
not a department; students in physical anthropglampology, medical
genetics, anatomy or related fields were encouragegmhrticipate.) Ph.D.
1969, University of Wisconsin, Madison. Human Bmfo According to
him :

"My interests include systematics, musculoskeleaabtomy, skeletal

biology of human populations, paleoanthropologyd &ominin evolution.
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My research focuses on the gefl@mng and | have been able to study
fossils from many of the important prehistoric loi@s in Africa, western
Eurasia, Java, and China. | am particularly integesn the origin and
dispersal oHomo erectust the beginning of the Pleistocene, and the ways
in which this species was able to adapt to chadlengosed by novel
environments. Using comparative anatomical and imetvidence, | am
also attempting to map the evolutionary relatiopsheamong human
populations of the Middle Pleistocene. | find thisork in
paleoanthropology to be highly rewarding. Discosgrof fossils call for
constant adjustments to our thinking about the wiaiary process, and

the future promises to bring many exciting new d@vments".

Halton Christian, "Chip" Arp : (March 21, 1927 — December 28, 2013)
was an American astronomer. He was known for hig6 ¥&las of Peculiar
Galaxies, which (it was later theorized) catalogueany examples
of interacting and merging galaxies, though Argdied the idea, claiming
apparent associations were prime examples of efectiArp was also
known as a critic of the Big Bang theory and fovazhting a non-standard

cosmology incorporating intrinsic red shift.

Harold G. Coffin: got his Ph.D. from the University of Southern
California in 1969. One of his more critical wonkas unraveling the story
of the Yellowstone National Park "Fossil Forestdiieh led him to be the
first scientist to enter the area of Spirit Lakee 4 currently conducting
field work on the geology of the Pacific Northwestd revising a book on

the science of religion.
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Harold Coffin was on staff with the Earth Historye$earch Center, at
Southwestern Adventist University, where he served the fields
of paleobotany and sedimentology. He was a memifeGeoscience
Research Institute and also served as staff editGeoscience Reporta
journal published by the same institute. He passealy on April 25, 2015
at the age of 89.

Harold Schultz Slusher: (1934—)is an American physicist and young-
earth creationist. He is assistant professor ofsplyat the University of
Texas at El Paso and a member of the Institute€Cfeation Researchn
1986, Kendrick Frazier called him "perhaps the nmsispoken critic of
conventional science among the creationists. Stusiags he has an
honorary D.Sc. from Indiana Christian Universitgld) and a Ph.D. in

geophysics from Columbia Pacific University.

Hermann Joseph Muller. (December 21, 1890 — April 5, 1967) was an
American geneticist, educator, and Nobel laureast known for his work
on the physiological and genetic effects of radia{imutagenesis), as well
as his outspoken political beliefs. Muller frequgnwvarned of long-term
dangers of radioactive fallout from nuclear war andlear testing, which

resulted in greater public scrutiny of these pradi

lan Tattersall: (born 1945) IS a British-born
American paleoanthropologist
and a curator emeritus with the American Museum Idétural

History in New York City, New York. In addition touman evolution,
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Tattersall has worked extensively with lemurs. &iatall is currently

working with The Templeton Foundation.

Awards and recognition:
W. W. Howells Prize of the American Anthropologi&dsociation,
2000 (forBecoming Human: Evolution and Human Uniquehess
Monuments Conservancy Perennial Wisdom Award, 1999

Institute of Human Origins Lifetime Achievement Awla1993

lan Taylor is a well-travelled writer, speaker and researchA#ter taking a
higher level of qualification in metallurgical engering at London
University, lan emigrated to Canada and was empldge more than 20
years in the laboratories of the Aluminum CompafyCanada, one of
North America’s corporate giants.

During this time Taylor specialized in metal phgsiand obtained patents
for high-strength armour plate and a novel procéss automated
production of aluminum heat exchangers.

In 1974 he was dramatically converted to Christignleft industrial
research, and went into television production, &aly becoming
producer/writer of a science documentary serieadwast throughout the
U.S. and Canada. Many of the programs dealt wighctieation-evolution

controversy.

John Clement Whitcomb, Jr. (born June 22, 1924 in Washington, D.C.) is

an American theologian and young Earth creatiomist.is well known as
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the co-author with Henry M. Morris of The Genesisodé, which
influenced many conservative American Christianadopt flood geology.

Laurence D Smart: a creationist and an educator, originally traiasch
research scientist. The aim of his book, calendwrsgdouts, and lectures is
to provide information refuting "the facts of eviatun”.

Bachelor of Science in Agriculture [B.Sc.(Agr.)] PBachelor of Science
in Agriculture [B.Sc.(Agr.)]PDF Icon. The B.Sc.(Aydegree program is a
4 year honours science program designed to proaidundamental
education in the science of agriculture. The culam includes courses in
the agricultural sciences, the physical, biologaradl social sciences, and in

the arts.

Loren Eiseley: (September 3, 1907 - July 9, 1977) was an
American anthropologist, educator, philosopher, @atral science writer,
who taught and published books from the 1950s tiroilne 1970s. He
received many honorary degrees and was a fellomutfiple professional
societies. At his death, he was Benjamin Frankliroféssor of
Anthropology and History of Science at the Univigrsif Pennsylvania.

He was a "scholar and writer of imagination andcgrawhose reputation
and accomplishments extended far beyond the campes: he taught for
30 years. Publishers Weekly referred to him as tileelern Thoreau." The
broad scope of his writing reflected upon suchdsms the mind of Sir
Francis Bacon, the prehistoric origins of man, ah& contributions

of Charles Darwin.
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Eiseley's reputation was established primarily ulgto his books,
including The Immense Journey (1957), Darwin's (Oenfl958), The
Unexpected Universe (1969), The Night Country (3971and his

memoir, Al the Strange Hours (1975). Science authwille

Prescott praised him as a scientist who "can writh poetic sensibility
and with a fine sense of wonder and of reverender&ddehe mysteries of
life and nature." Naturalist author Mary Ellen Rigtaw his combination of
literary and nature writings as his "quest, not@ynfor bringing together
science and literature ... but a continuation ofatwthe 18th and 19th
century British naturalists and Thoreau had dore."praise of "The
Unexpected Universe", Ray Bradbury remarked, "[[Eigas every writer's

writer, and every human's human ... One of usmast uncommon ..."

LUTHER D. SUNDERLAND, B.S. (Penn State University), an aerospace
engineer with the General Electric Company, waolved for 30 years
with the research and development of automatichifligontrol systems
(autopilots) for a number of aircraft such as thel#, Boeing 757 and 767.
He was elected to the engineering honor society Bata Pi, is an
Associate Fellow in the American Institute for Aeaotics and
Astronautics, authored many published articles @aukers on aviation, and
holds a number of patents in his field. As an ationahe spent over 20
years intensively studying the scientific evidencglaiting to theories on
origins. He appeared frequently on radio and teleri and lectured over
500 times on three continents to civic organizajorstate and
congressional legislative committees, science watlorganizations and

many universities about this topic. He assistedNbe York State Board
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of Regents in a study of how theories on origingl@degally be taught in
public schools. He is also author of the audio-aigresentatiorScientific
Evidences on Origins: What Do The Fossils Say?

Lyall Watson: (12 April 1939 - 25 June 2008) was a South
African botanist, zoologist, biologist, anthropalstgethologist, and author
of many books, among the most popular of which e tbest
sellerSupernature Lyall. Watson tried to make sense of natural
and supernatural phenomena in biological terms. islecredited with

coining the "Hundredth Monkey" phenomenon in higd8ook Lifetide.

Maciej Marian Giertych born March 24, 1936 in Warsaw)s

a Polish dendrologist and social conservative ig@n of the League of
Polish Families (LPR) . He was a member of the S&etween 2001 and
2004) and a Polish member of the European Parlia(frem 2004 to

2009). He was a candidate in the 2005 Polish peesal elections, but
withdrew from the race because of low vote resgtisca 3%). Dr.

Giertych passed his final exams and graduated sofiool in 1954. He
entered Oxford University and received a B.A. (Baoh of Arts) and a
M.A. (Master of Arts) in forestry. From 1958 to IH6éhe studied at the
University of Toronto where he received his PhDogtor of Philosophy)
for studies on tree philosophy. In 1962 he returnedPoland and
completed his qualifications for an assistant gebeship at the Institute of
Dendrology of the Polish Academy of Sciences inriflarin 1970, he
received his habilitation degree in forest genetats the Ponzma

Agricultural Academy. In 1981, he received the dgraof associate
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professor; and in 1989, became a tenured professor in forestry. Since 1976,

he has lectured as a visiting professor at the |BliO Copernicus
University of Torwh. He has also lectured on occasion at the Factlty o
Forestry in Ponzna Warsaw, and Krakéw. He is a notable creaticarist
has stated that he opposes the theory of evolaganscientist, a geneticist,

and not on religious grounds.

Magdy Mahmoud EI-Meligy: Professor Emeritus, Faculty of Medicine,
Ain Shams University. Born in the new Helmiya inr389 He spent primary
and secondary school in Alexandria. He graduatech fthe Faculty of
Medicine, Ain Shams University in 1962, and wasa@apied as a teaching
assistant the following year. Graduated in the ositil he was awarded
the title of professor of forensic medicine andi¢ology in 1984, with the
content of teaching, research and supervising masted doctoral theses
in his faculty and other medical schools in Egyptimiversities. He is a
member of the Permanent Scientific Committee fog gromotion of
professors in forensic medicine and toxicology gyjian universities. He
has been practicing translation since 1980. He e known to have

translated most of Charles Darwin's works into Acab

Mary Douglas Leakey,FBA (née Nicol, 6 February 1913 — 9 December
1996) was a British paleoanthropologist who discede the first
fossilisedProconsulskull, an extinct ape which is now believed to be
ancestral to humans. She also discovered the r@byanthropusskull

at Olduvai Gorge in Tanzania, eastern Africa. Faicmof her career she

worked with her husband, Louis Leakey, at Olduvarde, where they
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uncovered fossils of ancient hominines and thaesathominins, as well as
the stone tools produced by the latter group. Maggkey developed a
system for classifying the stone tools found atu®&l. She discovered
the Laetoli footprints, and at the Laetoli site slecovered hominin fossils
that were more than 3.75 million years old.

During her career, Leakey discovered fifteen negcss of animal. She
also brought about the naming of a new genus.

In 1972, after the death of her husband, Leakeyarecdirector of
excavations at Olduvai. She maintained the Lealawily tradition of

palaeoanthropology by training her son, Richardhefield.

Max Pavans De CeccattyBiologist born in Sfax (Tunisia), in 1927, died
in  Montpellier, from a pulmonary embolism. He haublished works of
popular science, to which a rigorous precision armbncern of pedagogy
towards the general public had ensured a wide rshige Notably with
The Life of the Cell to Man (Seuil, 1962), which svan unexpected
bookstore success. Collaborator of the magazineitEap the scientific
and political fields, he founded the collection '8dpScience", published by
Seuil, where he was patrt, in the 1960s and 197@keaeading committee.
Director of research at the CNRS, successively ontdellier and Lyon,
and researcher at the Institut Pasteur, he alsgphtaat the University
Claude-Bernard (Lyon-l), including medical studeride had the Chair of
Comparative Cell Biology, to which he devoted nuoosr articles and an
essay, Cellular Conversations and Human Commuartgeuil, 1991).
He has written a book on the subject of evolutiod preverbal intelligence

(The Dawn of Knowledge and Gods, Neuro-anthropologgsay,
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L'Harmattan, 1997). Concerned with interdisciplityarpolitically engaged
with the former PSU, he was trying to build briddpetween strict sciences
and social and philosophical reflection.

Melvin Alonzo Cook: (October 10, 1911 — October 12, 2000) was an
American chemist, most known from his work in exgies, including the
development of shaped charges and slurry explosivesk was a member
of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saims. Cook was an
ardent creationist, and his writings on the subgget frequently quoted or
cited by creationists. Cook was not, however, autgpearth" creationist,
believing that "the creation was a refashioning agidrming . . . of the
surface features of the earth, not the earth asadewwhile the age of the
earth turns out to be about half that claimed bypyegsicists, but the solar
system is found to be about the same as claimeslili scientists In some
of his work in this area of creation theory he pded arguments in favor
of a 6000-year-old planetary surface. One argurfema "young earth,"
which he wrote about in his book, Science and Maristo, was that the
atmosphere had not yet reached an equilibrium siitierespect to carbon-
14 creation/decay, and thus proving that the atmaspof Earth was in
fact not older than 6000 years, although this e lmebated.

Michael John Denton:(born 25 August 1943) is a British-
Australian proponent of intelligent design and ani8e Fellow at the
Discovery Institute's Center for Science and Caeltiite holds a degree in
biochemistry. Denton’s book, Evolution: A  Theory inCrisis,

inspired intelligent design proponents Phillip Jedym and Michael Behe.
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Denton gained a medical degree from Bristol Unikgia 1969 and
a PhD in biochemistry from King's College London1874. He was a
senior research fellow in the Biochemistry Departtrag the University of
Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand from 1990 to 2005. Heerl became a
scientific researcher in the field of genetic eysedses. He has spoken
worldwide on genetics, evolution and the anthrogigument for design.
Denton's current interests include defending tlesign  hypothesis
formulated in his book Nature’s Destinide is currently a senior fellow at

the Discovery Institute's Center for Science antuteL

Michael J. Behe ; born January 18, 1952) is an American biochemist,
author, and advocate of intelligent design (IB¢. serves as professor of
biochemistry at Lehigh University in Pennsylvanmaiaas a senior fellow
of the Discovery Institute's Center for Science &hdture. Behe is best
known as an advocate for the validity of the arguimir irreducible
complexity (IC), which says that some biochemicdluctures are
too complex to be explained by known evolutionargchmnisms and are
therefore probably the result of intelligent desigdehe has testified in
several court cases related to intelligent desigicluding the court
case Kitzmiller v. Dover Area School District. lmis career he has
authored over 40 technical papers and two booksrwid's Black Box:
The Biochemical Challenge to Evolution and The Edf&volution: The
Search for the Limits of Darwinism, which arguetthang system at the
molecular level are best explained as being theiltresf deliberate
intelligent design. The books have been reviewed th New York

Times, Nature, Philosophy of Science, Christiafiibgday, and many other
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periodicals. Darwin's Black Box was internationalgviewed in over one
hundred publications and named by National Revietv\&orld magazine
as one of the 100 most important books of the 26ttiury.

Behe has presented and debated his work at maijeeraities throughout

North America and England.

Phillip Johnson: born ( June 18, 1940) is a retired UC
Berkeley law professor, opponent of evolutionariersce, co-founder of
the intelligent design movement, author of theetiye strategy" and co-
founder of the Discovery Institute's Center forédcie and Culture (CSC) .
He is known as the father of the intelligent desigmvement. He is a critic
of Darwinism, which he has described as "fully maligtic evolution,
involving chance mechanisms and natural selectiohhe wedge
strategy aims to change public opinion and scientibnsensus, and seeks
to convince the scientific community to allow aedbr theism, or causes
beyond naturalistic explanation, in scientific discse.Johnson has argued
that scientists accepted the theory of evolutioefdie it was rigorously
tested, and thereafter used all their authoritgdavince the public that
naturalistic processes are sufficient to produberaan from a bacterium,
and a bacterium from a mix of chemicals

After law school, Phillip Johnson clerked for Chikfstice Roger Traynor
of the California Supreme Court and Chief Justiee Bvarren of the U.S.
Supreme Court. He joined the Boalt faculty in 1967.

Johnson has served as deputy district attorneyewdml leave from his
teaching duties and has held visiting professosshipEmory University

and at University College, London.
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He is the author of two books on evolution and raistic philosophy for
the general reader, Darwin on Trial (2nd ed., 19884 Reason in the
Balance (1995). He frequently lectures and writassabjects relating to
science, philosophy, and religion.

EDUCATION: J.D., University of Chicago (1965) A.B.Harvard

University (1961).

Pierre-Paul Grasseé:(1895 - 1985) was a French zoologist who served as
Chair of evolutionary biology at Sorbonne Univeydidr thirty years and
was ex-president of the French Academy of ScierfResre Grasse was
also editor of the 28-volume "Traite de Zoologie".

Pierre-Paul Grassé stated the following: "Someearapbrary biologists, as
soon as they observe a mutation, talk about ewolufrhey are implicitly
supporting the following syllogism: mutations akee tonly evolutionary
variations, all living beings undergo mutationssréfore all living beings
evolve....No matter how numerous they may be, nuurtatdo not produce
any kind of evolution." Grasse pointed out thattbaa which are the
subject of study of many geneticists and moleclliaogists and are
organisms which produce the most mutants are ceresidto have
"stabilized a billion years ago!'Grassé regards the "unceasing mutations”
to be "merely hereditary fluctuations around a rmaegosition; a swing to
the right, a swing to the left, but no final evadwmary effect.”

Pierre-Paul Grassé also wrote the following:

"“Through use and abuse of hidden postulates, ofl, boften ill-

founded extrapolations, a pseudoscience has bestedr It is taking
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root in the very heart of biology and is leadingyaag many biochemists
and biologists, who sincerely believe that the eacy of fundamental
concepts has been demonstrated, which is not the eaEvolution of
Living Organisms (1977), p.6

Today, our duty is to destroy the myth of evolufi@onsidered as a
simple, understood, and explained phenomenon wkedps rapidly
unfolding before us. Biologists must be encouratgethink about the
weaknesses of the interpretations and extrapoktibat theoreticians
put forward or lay down as established truths. @aeeit is sometimes
unconscious, but not always, since some peoplengpwo their
sectarianism, purposely overlook reality and refitssacknowledge the
inadequacies and the falsity of their beliefs. -oldtion of Living
Organisms (1977), p.8

Richard Charles "Dick" Lewontin: (born March 29, 1929) is an
American evolutionary biologist, mathematician, gieist, and social
commentator. A leader in developing the mathemiabasis of population
genetics and evolutionary theory, he pioneered #pplication of
techniques from molecular biology, such as gel tedpboresis, to
guestions of genetic variation and evolution.

In a pair of seminal 1966 papers co-authored with Hubby in the
journalGenetics Lewontin helped set the stage for the modern field
of molecular evolution. In 1979 he and Stephen Gayld introduced the
term "spandrel" into evolutionary theory. From 13631998, he held an
endowed chair in zoology and biology at Harvard vdrsity, and since

2003 has been a research professor there.
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Richard Milton: (born 1943) is a British journalist and writer whieals
with often highly controversial subjects. Milton, n angineer by
training has published on the topics of populatdnys business, scientific
controversies and alternative science and hasghddia novel.

To his opponents his books, especially those oensfic controversies,
have been roundly rejected. Milton to his criticss @ contrarian who
engages in controversy for its own sake, while i® dupporters he is a
writer unafraid to tackle uncomfortable subjectsl anthodoxies that have
become dogmas. Milton is shunned in the field afl@évon as he is a neo-
Lamarckian who has supported the experiments af Rammerer.

The Facts of Lifevas met with intense criticism from many maingtnea
academic reviewers. Reviewing it in the New
Statesman, Oxford evolutionary biologist RichardMRims described it as
"twaddle that betrays, on almost every page, commpénd total pig-
ignorance of the subject at hand". In addition hel ghat its "fruitcake
author was in need of psychiatric help". In aieavin Third Way
Magazine Douglas Spanner, while suggesting thashiuld be taken
seriously by orthodox Darwinism, was dubious abbig attempts to
dispute traditional methods of estimating the eaudige.

R. L. Wysong (Randy Wpysong): (1940-) is an American
veterinarian, anti-vaxxer, cholesterol denialisdl goung earth
creationist writer. He is also the founder of thgsbhg pet food company
and the Wysong Institute.

Wysong describes himself as an "iconoclastic siggnteterinary surgeon,

health educator, pioneering leader in the natwad fand prevention fields,
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inventor, and philosopher. He operates the
website AslfThinkingMatters.com. His book Solvinget Big Questions,
argues that “"everyone has it wrong". The book daim
that abiogenesis, evolution and materialism are sefal whilst intelligent
design and paranormal powers are true.

Wysong thinks free  will "proves" creationism and ethws of
thermodynamics disprove evolution

He has supported intelligent design arguments.Never mind

the omnipotence.

Saeed Mohammed Al Haffar,He was born and died in Damascus. He
serves as Lecturer at the University of Damascupere in the Arab
Bureau of Education for the Gulf States in Riyadhd in the Social and
Economic Organization for Western Asia and othgaaizations, Director

General of the Arab Encyclopedia.

Salvador Edward Luria: (August 13, 1912 — February 6, 1991) was an
Italian microbiologist, later a naturalized U.Stizgn. He won the Nobel
Prize in Physiology or Medicine in 1969, with Maxelbriick and Alfred
Hershey, for their discoveries on the replicaticechmnism and the genetic
structure of virusesSalvador Luria also showed that bacterial rescgtdn
viruses (phages) is genetically inherited. Lurizereed a number of awards
and recognitions. He was named a member of th@hatiAcademy of
Sciencesin 1960. From 1968 to 1969, he served rasident of
the American Society for Microbiology. In 1969, heas awarded
the Louisa Gross Horwitz Prize from Columbia Unsrrtogether
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with Max Delbrick, co-winner with Luria of the Ndderize in Physiology
or Medicine in 1969. In the U.S. he won the 1974idteal Book Award in
Science for his popular science book Life: the bished Experimenand

received the National Medal of Science in 1991.

Scott M. Huse:is a creationist who authored the book The Collapke
Evolution, which has gone through several editiamg is still in print.
The book is a major collection of most argumentscfeationism against
evolution and then some. (Evolution violates theddd Law of
Thermodynamics; there are notransitional fossddiometric
dating cannot be trusted....).
According to Huse, evolution is riddled with fadtearors. For example:
Claims of evolutionary theory, that humans desedrfdom birds.
Also claims of evolutionists that the duck-billeldtypus is the
evolutionary link between birds and mammals
The discovery that human and dinosaur fossils hagen found
alongside each other, and this disproves evolution.
Huse included an appendix titled "Scientific Facteat Prove

Evolution." The page was left blank.

Soren Lavtrup (1922-2002) was a Danish embryologist and histoag
science in the Department of Animal Physiologyra t/mea University,
Sweden. Lgvtrup was known for his macromutatiorothef evolution,
which was in opposition to traditional neo-Darwmisin 1987 Lavtrup
published his important book " Darwinism: The Rafidn of a Myth"
which challenged Charles Darwin's role as the let&hal founder of
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evolutionary theory and accused Darwin of plagraritgvtrup was born
in Copenhagen. In 1945, he enrolled at UniversftfCopenhagen, where
he obtained a master's degree in biochemistry. ldeked at Carlsberg
Laboratory, until 1953 when he received a PhD ibmsmlogy. He also
worked at University of Gothenburg. From 1965, herked at Umea

University in Sweden as professor of animal phygjgl

STANSFIELD, William D . Born February 7, 1930, in Los Angeles, CA;
married; children: three. Education: California yRethnic State College
(now University), B.S., 1952, M.A., 1960; University of California—
Davis, M.S., 1962, Ph.D., 1963.ADDRESSES: Home—6&®f®rd Dr.,
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405-1123. University, SansL@bispo, faculty
member in biological sciences, 1963-92, professoergus, 1992—. JBL
Scientific (how Promega), technical services regméstive and consultant,
1998-99. MEMBER: American Association for the Adeament of

Science, National Center for Science Educatiomm&ii.

Stephen Jay Gould:( September 10, 1941 — May 20, 2002) was an
American paleontologist, evolutionary biologist,ddmnstorian of science.
He was also one of the most influential and widelgd authors of popular
science of his generatiorGould spent most of his career teaching
at Harvard University and working at the Americaruddum of Natural
History in New York. In 1996, Gould was hired ase Wincent
Astor Visiting Research Professor of Biology at N&erk University,

where he divided his time teaching there and av&tdr
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Gould's most significant contribution to evolutiojpabiology was the
theory of punctuated equilibrium,which he developed with Niles
Eldredge in 1972The theory proposes that most evolution is chareetd

by long periods of evolutionary stability, whichirdrequently punctuated
by swift periods of branching speciation. The tlyeavas contrasted
against phyletic gradualism, the popular idea thatilutionary change is

marked by a pattern of smooth and continuous chamtie fossil record.

Walter Bock: is currently working as professor of evolutionarglogy at
the Columbia University USA. Dr. Bock received lsctoral degree or
PhD from the Harvard University USA. Bock completad Masters from
the Harvard University USA. He then worked at Umsiy of lllinois,
served as Associate Professor and Professor binilversity in department
of zoology. Dr. Walter Bock has authored severdiligations in various
journals and books. His publications reflect hiseach interests in
Functional and evolutionary morphology of the aviaeding apparatus,
Mechanical properties of vertebrate skeletal mgs@ad history of birds.
Dr. Bock is also an Associate Editor of the Oxfahdiversity Press, series
on Families of Birds.

Research Interest:
Dr. Bock's research focuses on: Evolutionary molpty Vertebrate

skeletal muscles History of birds.
Walter Edward Lammerts: (Born: September 25, 1904-Died::June 4,

1996) has a doctorate in genetics, and is well knasva prominent breeder

of roses. He reportedly produced 46 new varietfeses between 1940
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and 1981 including the famous Queen Elizabeth. TyvBwe percent of

his roses were chosen by the All-American RosecBetle for the year's
top rose variations. As a result of his efforts fkmerican Rose Society
classified an entirely new class of rose knowrhasGrandiflora.

It would not be inappropriate to state that Waltammerts is one of the
fathers of the modern creation science movement. wées the first

president of the Creation Research Society (thest dreationist

organization in the U.S.), which was founded bysti&ntists in 1964. Dr.
Lammerts was also the editor of the Creation RebkeaBociety

Quarterly (CRSQ) from 1964 to 1968. Most notablg, Wwas an active
researcher for several decades in biological antbgeal sciences, and

much of his work was published in the CRSQ.

Walter L. Bradley:is a retired professor of engineering, lecturer, old
Earth creationistand an advocate of intelligent design. He is dgssor
at Baylor University and has researched the useocbnut husks as a
replacement for synthetic fiberdde taught mechanical engineering at
Texas A&M University. Bradley is the co-author, @dpwith Roger Olsen
and Charles Thaxton, of The Mystery of Life's QumigReassessing Current
Theories. This book, published in 1984, presents
a creationist interpretation of abiogenesis, aitriiy it to "Special Creation
by a creator beyond the cosmos", and says thaidé@aeation holds "that
the source that produced life was intelligent".\&fth Dembski has
described Bradley as one of the originators of irtkedligent design

movement, and the book as seminal in the ID movémen
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Bradley was one of the pioneers of the concepmntefligent design,
attempting to explain topics not yet understoogtignce as the activity of
God. Bradley's writings on the subject anticipated savheéhe concepts
later articulated by William Dembski and Michael H&¢ and he was a
participant in early meetings regarding the wedgateqgy, a religious
public relations campaign with a goal of reshapikmerican culture to
adopt evangelical Protestant values.

As of 2007, Bradley was on the selection commifteethe Trotter Prize,

which rewards work on intelligent design.

Wayne Frair: has a Ph.D. in Biochemical Taxonomy from the Rugger
University, New Jersey. He received his B.S. inlagp from Wheaton
College, lllinois (1951), and an M.A. in embryolofygm the University of
Massachusetts in 1955. Dr. Frair is a Professoriameof biology at The
King's College, Tuxedo, New York City.

Dr. Frair was the president of the Creation Rese&aciety from 1986 to
1993, and remained on the board until 2004. He basn an
active research creation scientist for several dies;apublishing numerous
papers on biological science. Frair is perhapscppaily responsible for the
development of the creation science field of barmhaigy, which is the
study and classification of thecreated kinds. Hipapers
on creationist taxonomy span 25 years with thet fising published in
1967. His 2000 paper title Baraminology—Classificati of Created
Organisms was instrumental in defining baramintaolaugy that is used

widely today in creationist literature.
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Along with Percival Davis, he co-authored the btbakCase for Creation”,
and was one of 50 creation scientists to contributeapter to the book "In
Six Days".

Wilbert Henry Rusch, Sr. Creationist. Biologist and paleontologist.
L.L.D. (honorary) from Concordia Seminary (1975).9Min Biology from
University of Michigan (1952). Specialist in Sciendegree from Eastern
Michigan University (1969). Also studied at Purdueiversity, University
of Nebraska (geology), lllinois Institute of Techmgy. Professor emeritus
of Biology and Geology and former head of the Soéeand Mathematics
Division of Concordia College in Ann Arbor (Michiga (1980). Board
member of the Nebraska Academy of Science (1960-63)

William Ball "Will " Provine (February 19, 1942 — September 1, 2015)
was an  American historian  of  science and  of evohary
biology and population genetics. He was the Andrewand James S. Tisch
Distinguished University Professor at Cornell Umgryy and was a
professor in the Departments of History, Sciencd &eachnology Studies,
and Ecology and Evolutionary Biology. Provine wasrbin Tennessee. He
held a B.S. in Mathematics (1962), and an M.A. 8)2d Ph.D (1970) in
History of Science from the University of Chicagte joined the Cornell
faculty in 1969. He suffered seizures in 1995 duwe & brain
tumour. Provine died on September 1, 2015, duetaptications from the

tumor.
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William Fix: Fix has an M.A. degree in behavioral science fl@mon
Fraser University and is the author of several kogkromoting
the paranormal. He has also written books aboutaEdipyce and has
translated some of his works. Fix is most well-knofer his book The
Bone Peddlers: Selling Evolution (1984) in whichgieposed the concept
of "psychogenesis," which posits that humans stad# as spirits but
slowly descended into matter. This occult idea firgs put forward by the
psychic Edgar Cayce.

Fix described the theory as a form of spiritualletron; however, it is
actually a creationist idea as it rejects evoluaad naturalistic processes.
The first half of Bone Peddlers rejected commonceesand evolution
based on the fossil record and the back half dssmlipsychogenesis from
paranormal and parapsychology studies. Fix belieghadhumans obtained
their material bodies through psychokinesis. He alsimed that humans

can cause objects to materialise just by thinkioguathem.

Wolfgang Smith (born 1930) is a mathematician, physicist, phipyser of
science, metaphysician, Roman Catholic and membdhneoTraditionalist
School. He has written extensively in the fieldldferential geometry, as a
critic of scientism and as a proponent of a neerpretation of quantum
mechanics that draws heavily from medieval ontolagg realism. Smith
graduated in 1948 from Cornell  University with a AB.
in Philosophy, Physics and Mathematics. Two yeaterlhe obtained his
M.S. in Physics from Purdue University and, sometilater, a Ph.D. in

Mathematics from Columbia University.
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He worked as a physicist in"Bell Aircraft corpooat’,
researching aerodynamics and the problem of atneogpleentry.He was
a mathematics professor at MIT, UCLA and OregonteSthiniversity,
doing research in the field of differential geomeind publishing
in academic journals such as fhansactions of the American
Mathematical Society theProceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences theAmerican Journal of Mathematiceand others. He retired
from academic life in 1992.

In parallel with his academic duties, he develo@ed still develops
philosophical inquiries in the fields of metaphygsand the philosophy of
science, publishing in  specialized journals such Tlees

Thomist and Sophia: The Journal of Traditional §isd

Yerxa: received his bachelor's degree in history fromEastern Nazarene
College in 1972. He received a master's degreefl@id Ph.D. (1982)
from the University of Maine on a university fellship. A noted

historian, Yerxa is a director of The Historicalci&ay (THS) at Boston

University (BU) and a senior editor blistorically Speakingpublished by

the Johns Hopkins University Press for BU.

He is the former chair of the James R. CameroneZédaot History, Law, &

Government at his alma mater, the Eastern Naza&etliege (ENC), where
he taught from 1977 to 2009, and launched the ryisttepartment's
distinguished lecture series in the 1990s. He wamember of the
executive board for the Conference on Faith andoHis from 2002 to

2006, currently serves on the editorial board & tmline journaNew
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Global Studies and is editing a multi-volume seri¢fistorians in
Conversationfor the University of South Carolina Press.

Yerxa guest edits for publications, such asBEheopean Reviewor which

he guest edited a forum on the Scientific Revotytend is a contributing
editor forChristianity Today's Books and Cultunreagazine. He is a
frequent contributor to thResearch News & Opportunities in Science and
Theologypublication for the John Templeton Foundation (JBRd has
been a multiple grant recipient. His most recenangrorganized a
conference on "British Abolitionism, Moral Progreasd Big Questions in
History.""!

Yerxa is currently the editor ¢fides et Historia
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This is a list of books by scholars who have critized Darwinian beliefs

through their diverse specialties in life sciences
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