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Critic: You cite an article by Swami that “Most biologists and
geneticists recognize that their research does not verify
objective evolution.”  But this is actually NOT the position held
by most biologists and geneticists, especially genome biologists,
who have accumulated more and more and more data that
support evolution. Just go to any genome database, and you
will find references to homologs and gene trees! So here, you
simply lie.

Reply: We agree that instead of stating “Most biologists…”, it
should have been, “An increasing number of biologists…”. For
instance, a news article in The New York Times describes that a
group of 514 scientists and engineers signed an anti-evolution
petition.19 The news article states that, 128 signers hold degrees
in the biological sciences and 26 in biochemistry.

Regarding gene trees, the current tentativeness of this idea
should be noted, as O’Malley and Koonin20 explain,

“The irrefutable demonstration by phylogenomics
that different genes in general have distinct
evolutionary histories made obsolete the belief that
a phylogenetic tree of a single universal gene such
as rRNA or of several universal genes could
represent the "true" TOL. However, this irrevocable
realization does not immediately dispose of the
TOL, which can be reconceptualized in at least two
distinct ways. First, the TOL can be treated as an
evolutionary hypothesis. The refutation of this
hypothesis in the original, strong form, as a single
faithful representation of the evolution of
organisms, has prompted its modification to the
"statistical TOL hypothesis." The existence of a
statistically significant tree-like trend in the "forest"
of individual gene trees is a testable proposition
that still has to be investigated in detail. Second,
the TOL can be deployed as a heuristic for
evolutionary studies in which a tree of just a single
universal gene can be extremely useful as long as
one realizes that it is only a convenient framework
for organizing data rather than a fundamental truth
about evolution.”

Frontier genome research has already challenged the black box
approach of gene-centered Darwinism.  James Shapiro,
microbiologist at Chicago University, states in his book on
evolution,21

“The conceptual universe of biology inevitably
underwent a radical transformation from the days

of classic thinking about evolution and heredity in
the 19th and 20th Centuries. . . . Instead of cell and
organismal properties hardwired by an all-
determining genome, we now understand how cells
regulate the expression, reproduction, transmission,
and restructuring of their DNA molecules. The key
evolutionary questions no longer center on whether
we can establish relationships between different
organisms. … Today, instead, we endeavor to
understand how complex new vital capacities arose
in the course of evolution and contributed to the
ability of myriad organisms to survive, proliferate,
diversify, and reorganize their environment in the
course of at least 3.5 billion tumultuous years of
Earth history. How did evolutionary inventions
help shape the biosphere and influence the nature
of the organisms that inhabit it today?”

,

19. Refer:
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/21/science/sciencespecial2/2
1peti.html?gewanted=all
20. O’Malley, A., and Koonin, E. (2011). How stands the Tree of Life a
century and a half after The Origin?, 6:32
21. Shapiro, J.A. (2011).
 New York: Financial Times Prentice Hall. 272 pages,
ISBN: 978-0132780933.

Critic: In the same paragraph, you suggest that "they take for
granted that geology proves it". But actually, even Darwin
recognized that geology provided the LEAST amount of evidence
for evolution.  So again, you completely misrepresent the
position of the scientists themselves. At least TRY to get the
science right before you criticize it!

Reply: This may be the personal belief of a few biologists but
the reality is just the opposite. History records that in 1831, on
board the HMS Beagle, Darwin studied the geographic
distribution of plants and animals in terms of the uniformitarian
geology based on Charles Lyell’s published Principles
of Geology. Based on Lyell's book, Darwin contemplated
that the fossils found in rocks were actually evidence
of animals that had lived many thousands or millions
of years ago. A BBC article on Charles Darwin states
that, “Lyell’s argument was reinforced in Darwin’s own
mind by the rich variety of animal life and the geological
features he saw during his voyage.”22 If you go to
any museum you will also find the same story repeated.
Are you claiming that scientists hold a different opinion
on geological evidence than what they teach the public?

Also you cannot deny the fact that scientists were gathering
evidence for evolutionary change many years prior to Darwin,
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and that evolution theory came to light only with the knowledge
of fossils (paleontology) and the stratigraphic record (geology).23

22. Charles Darwin:
http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/historic_figures/darwin_charles.shtml
23. Harrison, T. (2011).

. Series:
Vertebrate Paleobiology and Paleoanthropology Series,
ISBN-13: 9789048199556.

Critic: You wrote, “Modern science now even threatens to
completely eliminate every religion from the face of our earth”:
This is such garbage! Competing religions are doing a much
better job of getting rid of each other. Scientists are pacifists!
You even ascribe terrorism to scientists! I don't know of any
scientist who is a terrorist…instead, it is religious fanaticism
that sponsors the greatest majority of terrorism. Thus, you are
totally misrepresenting the facts here.”

Reply: It appears from your statement that you have not
understood the context in which science promotes terrorism.
Francis Bacon (1561–1626) was one of the prominent
personalities in natural philosophy and in the subject matter of
scientific methodology during the shift from the Renaissance to
the beginning of the modern era. For Bacon the value of power
and utility is so immense that frequently truth, power and utility
become identical concepts in his understanding. Bacon stated
in Novum Organum,24

“Truth, therefore, and utility, are here perfectly
identical, and effects are of more value as pledges
of truth than from the benefit they confer on man...
There is a most intimate connection between the
ways of human power and human knowledge...
and that which is most useful in practice is most
correct in theory.”

Newton developed his conception of doing science by deriving
inspiration from Bacon’s work. A century later, due to the
influence of the work of Lagrange and Laplace, this eventually
led to a shift from the harmonious organic or holistic viewpoint
to the dangerous mechanistic world view of reductionism.
Bourdeau stated,

“For Bacon we must subdue nature, penetrate its
secrets and chain it to satisfy our desires. Man is
the center of the world and the object of science is
to dominate nature.”25

In the past, nature was seen as a worshipable divine gift of God
and after Bacon’s campaign all that has changed. Bourdeau
further stated, 26

“… Now nature is threatened by man who has
become detached from it. Technology has endowed
humans with the power of a major geological
agency, which may act on a continental or even
planetary scale (e.g. acid rain, photochemical smog,
radioactive contamination, stratospheric ozone

depletion, climate change)…The relationship
between man and nature must be reconsidered.”

For Descartes, animals are organic automata (machines), which
are much more fabulous than artificial ones, but machines
nonetheless. Gaukroger27 writes,

“Descartes completely reshapes the relation
between metaphysics and natural philosophy, and
develops the first mechanist physical cosmology,…
the first mechanist physiology and embryology, the
first mechanist account of animal sentience …”

In Introduction to Animal Rights,28 Gary Francione describes
the anticipated consequences of the Cartesian view:

“Descartes and his followers performed
experiments in which they nailed animals by their
paws onto boards and cut them open to reveal their
beating hearts. They burned, scalded, and mutilated
animals in every conceivable manner. When the
animals reacted as though they were suffering pain,
Descartes dismissed the reaction as no different
from the sound of a machine that was functioning
improperly. A crying dog, Descartes maintained,
is no different from a whining gear that needs oil.”

The faith that all features of living organisms can be explained
by reducing them to their smallest constituents, and the
mechanisms through which these interact, forms the foundation
of evolutionary biology developed by Darwin and his faithful
followers. Lawrence Krauss29 has said,

“Religious belief that the universe is the handiwork
of an all-powerful being is not subject to refutation.
This sort of reliance on faith may itself have an
evolutionary basis. There has been talk of a “god
gene”: the idea of an early advantage in the struggle
for survival for those endowed with a belief in a
hidden patrimony that gives order, purpose and
meaning to the universe we experience.”

Atheistic evolutionist Richard Dawkins, explains that
religiousness in human culture is basically an outcome of a
defective ‘mental virus.’30 Therefore, evolution can lead to
undermining religion.

Religion must be based on rational scientific faith, not blind
faith and sentiment. And an empty or valueless science should
not be developed if it is in conflict with religion. Actually, this
harmony was the spirit in which Western science was originally
created. We believe that situation has changed, not due to
scientific truth, but to the adoption of a materialistic
metaphysical understanding of life.

24. Graham, R. and Wakely, M. (2004).
. Oxford:

Clarendon, 2004.
25. Bourdeau P. (2004). “The man-nature relationship and
environmental ethics.” , Vol. 72, pp. 9 –
15.
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Critic: You suggest, without any evidence whatsoever, that
“the major problem with natural selection is that it accounts for
altering existing traits but does not explain the generation of
new traits or new species.” But “new traits” DO arise from the
“modification of pre-existing traits”! Even new functions!
There have been not only computer simulations to demonstrate
this, but also many experiments (e.g. novel enzymatic functions).
And in fact, new species have arisen in labs that are
reproductively isolated from their parents (e.g. cases of
autopolyploidy).

Reply: This is a misunderstanding. The point is that new traits
do not arise from natural selection but from intentional
modification or mutation of existing traits. Microbiologist,
James Shapiro makes this clear, “Innovation, not selection, is
the critical issue in evolutionary change.” Defying the claim of
Darwinian evolution, evidence shows that new functions arise
due to directed modification, or ‘Natural Genetic Engineering’
(coined by James Shapiro), which proposes sentient selection
by the organism. Shapiro states in his book, Evolution: A View
from the 21st Century,

“The significance of this clear pattern of retention,
amplification, and readaptation is that the
organisms presently on Earth—namely, the
organisms that have succeeded over evolutionary
time—possess the natural engineering systems
needed to duplicate and modify increasingly
complex genomic constructs. It requires great faith
to believe that a process of random, accidental
genome change could serve this function. Indeed,
as many biologists have argued since the 19th
Century, random changes would overwhelmingly
tend to degrade intricately organized systems rather
than adapt them to new functions.”

Critic: You concede that dogs exhibit lots of evolutionary
novelty that has indeed occurred through selection, but then
simply deny that dogs “constantly remain within the species of
dogs.” Oh, really? How are you defining “species”?

Reply: No one is denying  that dogs remain in the same species.
Previously, the domestic dog was accepted as a species in its
own right. However, overwhelming evidence in 1993 forced
American Society of Mammalogists to reclassify the dog (Canis
lupus familiaris) under the species status of the gray wolf (Canis
lupus) in Mammal Species of the World.32 Therefore, we can
say that dog and wolf are the same species, consequently no
change of species is involved. Furthermore, the difference
between dog and wolf could not be the result of natural
selection, or survival of the fittest. If there is an hereditary
relation, it was the result of domestication, not evolution.

32. "ITIS Report: ". ITIS Data.
Integrated Taxonomic Information System. Retrieved 16 April
2010.

Critic: You write that the "answer" to the question of how
novel gene networks arise is a "fatal blow" to evolution (which
you continue to associate with “Darwinism", another
obfuscation, since evolution is true, even though some of

26.
27. Gaukroger, ,
Cambridge University Press, 2002, p. 4.
28. Francione, G. (2000).

, Temple University Press.
29. Krauss, L.M. (November 8, 2005). “Science and religion
share fascination in things unseen.”
30. Dawkins, R. (1976) T . Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Critic:“You cite Rose and Oakley as evidence that evolution is
somehow untrue. This is a total obfuscation. In fact, Rose and
Oakley, in this article, EMBRACE evolution and natural
selection as major forces shaping life. Of course, there has been
progress in understanding how these mechanisms occur, which
is what they mean by formulating a new synthesis. In particular,
incorporating genomics and developmental biology have led to
a deeper understanding…OF EVOLUTION! NOT that
evolution is somehow wrong. Thus, you use the citation to
obfuscate, not to clarify.”

Reply: It is surprising to see your objection to citing the Rose
and Oakley’s paper, “The new biology: beyond the Modern
Synthesis,”31 which provides a comprehensive critique of the
Darwinian black box approach.  Rose and Oakley write in their
paper,

“…the view of life that most biologists had from
1935 to 1965 was highly simplified. Naturally,
evolutionists, ecologists, and organismal biologists
built directly on the foundations supplied by the
Modern Synthesis during this period.…However,
some of the assumptions at the foundation of The
Modern Synthesis started to crumble in the 1970’s
with the discovery of super-abundant genetic
variation that arguably often didn't evolve under
the strict aegis of natural selection. Then cells were
found to incorporate genes, mobile genetic
elements, and organelles of diverse historical
origins. Furthermore, it became apparent in the last
decades of the 20th Century that DNA sequences
often evolved in ways that reduced the fitness of
the organisms that bore them. It is now abundantly
clear that living things often attain a degree of
genomic complexity far beyond simple models like
the "gene library" genome of the Modern
Synthesis.”

31 Rose, M.R. and Oakley, T.H. (2007). “The new biology:
beyond the Modern Synthesis.” . Vol. 24, pp. 2–30.

Critic: Incorporating genomics and developmental biology
have led to a deeper understanding…OF EVOLUTION! NOT
that evolution is somehow wrong.

Reply: And we are also presenting the same in our newsletter.
The deeper understanding is that Darwin’s abiology has no
place in 21st century biology, which accepts biological systems
as sentient systems. Thus, rejecting Darwin’s objective
evolution, we believe that 21st century biology explores the
scientific explanation of the subjective evolution of
consciousness.

7
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Darwin's original ideas are false).  As a scientist who actually
works with genetic networks in different species, I can tell you
that the more we research, the more we find evidence in
SUPPORT of evolution as the mechanism for making different
genetic networks. (I'm quite astonished that you refuse to cite
any of Sean Carroll's work when you talk about this type of
research!) So again, an outright lie.

Reply: We have seen that evidence in the 21st century biology
does not support Darwinian evolution based on assumptions
of natural selection and random mutation. You seem to agree
with this to some extent. So until you or science can describe
a valid scientific mechanism for what you want to continue to
call ‘evolution,’ it appears at the moment to be just an empty
name or ideology which you are attached to.

Critic: Again, the OVERARCHING PROBLEM with your
newsletter is that you seek to construct a biological/scientific
foundation that will be somehow supportive of your religious
views. But sadly for you, this will not work. You are creating
bad religion by doing this. Instead, if you truly seek a holistic
truth, you need to recognize that evolution IS true, AND God
is good.

Reply: Statements like “evolution is true,” only creates bad
science, in our opinion. It is not mere dogmatic faith in
evolution that makes it scientific. A scientific statement should
be a conclusion from evidence and proof, not an a priori
presumption of truth. The nature of scientific knowledge is that
it may be wrong, as has often been the case in the past. Creation
from the goodness of God and evolution from the atomic
fragments of material nature are not the same process.

In the Upanisads it is stated that God or the Absolute creates
the world, not by evolution, but by producing it whole, from
the Complete Whole (om purnam adah purnam idam). (Of
course, this should not be mechanically understood. It is a
spiritual conception.) This idea is central to the concept of
creation, yet it is not known or ignored by those unfamiliar
with Vedanta. It is from this fundamental principle that we find
the only empirically confirmed principle that life comes from
life, not from matter. Life is a whole, just as a person is a
whole. They cannot be constructed piecemeal. Thus objective
evolution has no role in this process. The subjective evolution
of consciousness is involved only in the progression from
materially conditioned knowledge/life back to one’s original
spiritual identity. The diversity of life forms is only a display
of the biospectrum of consciousness in different stages.

Critic: “If you make the false contingency that "IF evolution
is false, THEN God exists; or IF God exists, THEN evolution
is false", you will only serve to denigrate religion, spew
falsehoods about science, and disenfranchise rational people.”

Reply: This was never stated by us. Nobel Prize winner
George Wald may have said something like that,33

“There are only two possibilities as to how life
arose. One is spontaneous generation arising to
evolution; the other is a supernatural creative

act of God. There is no third possibility.
Spontaneous generation, that life arose from
non-living matter was scientifically disproved
120 years ago by Louis Pasteur and others. That
leaves us with the only possible conclusion that
life arose as a supernatural creative act of God.
I will not accept that philosophically because I
do not want to believe in God. Therefore, I
choose to believe in that which I know is
scientifically impossible; spontaneous
generation arising due to evolution.”

Our argument is that scientific evidence confirms that
biological evolution is subjective, due to cognitive changes
effected by consciousness,  in contrast with Darwinian
evolution, which claims it is due to merely fortuitous material
changes of the body. To some extent, physical evolution or
adaption does occur due to changing environments, but this
does not extend to the degree of originating completely new
species.

33. Johnson, E.D. (2010). . Big Mac
Publishers. p. 123. ISBN 9780982355466. "Biologist
George Wald dismissed anything besides physicalism with,
“I will not believe that philosophically because I do not want
to believe in God. Therefore, I choose to believe in that
which I know is scientifically impossible: spontaneous
generation arising to evolution."

CONCLUSION

1. It is readily acknowledged that sentient organisms display
behavior, i.e. cognitive control and regulation of their bodies.
Biomolecular research has observed this to be true even at the
molecular level. This simply adds the level of intentional be-
havior to the traditional theory of undirected evolution, with-
out undermining it.

A timely article on this point by James Shapiro can be found
in a recent Huffington Post article (Dec 4, 2012).34

34. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/james-a-
shapiro/inconvenient-truths-why-a_b_2228277.html

2. Evolution, understood as the process of an organism's
adaption to changing environments, does not impinge on any
moral or religious principles. Reductionism, that claims a
metaphysical ontology of all life in terms of mere matter, does
have moral and religious-philosophical implications for our
understanding of the spiritual significance of life.

3. The Sri Isopanisad gives a clear explanation of process of
creation in the following verse (in Sanskrit);

om purnam adah purnam idam
purnat purnam udacyate
purnasya purnam adayah

purnam eva vasisyate

Translation: OM (the Personality of Godhead) is
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perfect and complete, and because He is completely
perfect, all emanations from Him, such as this
phenomenal world, are created as perfectly complete
wholes. Whatever is produced of the Complete Whole
is also complete in itself. Because He is the Complete
Whole, even though so many complete units emanate
from Him, He remains the complete balance.

There is no gradual process of evolution mentioned here.
The world/universe is created whole, as an emanation,
reflection or projection from the Mind/Personality of
Godhead. We believe this is confirmed by modern research
that now recognizes that the tree of life is a bush or network
of life, in which all of life is interdependent and could not
have come about in a completely ancestral step-wise
development that the traditional Darwinian evolutionary
conception presumes.

The material world is like a reflection of the spiritual world
within consciousness conditioned by ignorance. Consciousness
is what we identify as (or call) the Concept of the world,
which is necessarily based on our knowledge of the world.
When our knowledge changes, our consciousness or Concept
of the world changes, and consequently the objective world
also changes for us, i.e. we see the objective world differently.
In this sense, what we call "the world" is based on our
consciousness/knowledge/concept of it. Even the atoms and

molecules that are considered to be the ultimate realities of the
world for chemists and biologists, dissolve into mathematical
wave functions from the standpoint of quantum physics. And it
is from physics that the electronic ideas of atoms and molecules
came from originally.

It is very easy for the human mind to imagine simple steps
transforming one object into another, simply because they
appear similar. The reason it is so easy to imagine is because,
we can do it quite readily by mechanical manipulation of our
own manufactured objects. However, to anthropomorphize
inanimate matter as having the same ability would be
fallacious reasoning. Therefore, evolution may have local
validity, over a small region of Nature, but not globally, over
the whole of Nature, and is certainly not applicable to the
origin of life.

Science is an empirical method for acquiring knowledge. It
is, therefore, inherently limited by what we can observer with
our senses. To go beyond the limited range of what is
observable to the bigger picture of the origin and nature of
life or the universe, crosses over into territory that belongs to
the domain of philosophy and religion. When it does this,
certainly there will be conflict if science takes its empirical
moorings into that region that is not subject to sensuous
experience, especially when it seeks the sentient ground that
makes experience itself possible.
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Subjective Evolution of Consciousness
Evolution is generally thought of as something merely objective. But objective

evolution is a misperception of reality. Evolution is actually based on

consciousness, which is subjective. Subjective evolution, however, seems to be

objective evolution to those who are ignorant of this perspective. Consciousness seems

to be the unessential embedded in a concrete substance, but actually it is just the

opposite. Consciousness is the substantial and its objective content or world is floating

on it connected by a shadowy medium like mind. This view finds surprising support in

 advanced modern science from which physicists like Paul Davies have concluded

that it is necessary to adopt “a new way of thinking that is in closer accord with mysticism than materialism.”

The dynamic super-subjective living reality that produces as much as is produced by its constituent

subjective and objective fragmental parts or moments is in and for itself the embodiment of ecstasy,  i.e. forever

beyond the static reification of materialistic misunderstanding. With an irresistible passion for�truth,�Srila�Bhakti

Raksak Sridhar Dev-Goswami Maharaja, the author of takes us to an

incomparable synthesis of thought from Descartes, Berkeley and Hegel in the West to Buddha, Shankara, and Sri

Chaitanya in the East to reveal the ultimate conception of reality in all its comprehensive beauty and fulfillment.

To obtain a copy of the book  please contact us at:

 editors@scienceandscientist.org


