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On the Cover Page:
The origin of the universe and the understanding for

evolution of life remains a mystery for the modern man. We
have two world views: one—material which is dominant and
another—spiritual which is not so dominant presently.

The two jigsaw puzzles on the cover represent these. When
we fit pieces of a jigsaw together, the picture is complete and we
can understand the concept in the picture clearly.

The concept proposed by the Vedic worldview with Lord
Kåñëa as the Supreme Lord and evolution of the spirit soul by
transmigration through different species comes off as a coherent
explanation without any “missing links.” The other worldview
i.e. the Darwinian one is one with a lot of pieces scattered/
missing. It will take a lot of leaps of faith for any reasonable
man to put all the pieces together and expect a sensible picture
to come out of it.
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Letters

DARWIN ISSUE DISAP-
POINTS!

Most of the past issues of BTG
India have been good readings.
Also the special issues. However
the latest issue, Examining Ch(?)
Darwin (Sep ‘09) was a big disap-
pointment for the following rea-
sons:

1. We are so used to seeing
beautiful pictures of Kåñëa/ demi-
gods / illustrious souls on the cover
page. The hideously ghostly pic-
ture of Charles Darwin was a put
off.

2. I, my family, and some con-
gregation friends were shocked
and puzzled at not seeing a single
picture of Rädhä-Kåñëa and
Prabhupäda in this issue of the
‘Magazine of the Hare Krishna
Movement’. The only picture of
Rädhä-Kåñëa is in the paid ad on
the inside back cover!

3. The introductory article,
‘Need for this issue’ states: “We
want to present in front of the
masses our case against Darwin.”
In my humble opinion, BTG In-
dia is read predominantly by
ISKCON devotees. With a circu-
lation of even 1 lakh we can’t
claim that we cater to the masses
across the country.

4. Also in my humble opinion,
to the congregation devotees and
the masses across the country,
Darwin and his Evolution theory
are non-issues (except maybe for
educators who write text books for
primary schools and the parents
of children studying in lower
classes in those schools). Yes,

Darwin’s day was publicized in the
newspapers for one single day and
after that there has not been even
a whimper of news on this till date
in the newspapers. Possibly most
of our countrymen are too strong
spiritually, too hassled politically,
and too disturbed socially trying
to make two ends meet or trying
to enjoy life and therefore I as-
sume they have no time to devote
to our dead friend Darwin, and his
more dead evolution theory (from
their spiritual perspective). We
should not deny the fact that there
are still enough intellectuals, his-
torians, biologists, and other sci-
entists of other hues who will be
terribly interested in Darwin. But
in my humble opinion, BTG In-
dia doesn’t reach them

5. So this special issue, I won’t
say has damaged the reputation of
‘The Magazine of the Hare Krishna
Movement’ but I would certainly
say we have lost an opportunity to
convey things more meaningful
and of more interest to the real
readers of this great magazine.

6. This issue has devoted 29
pages to our dear Ch (?) Darwin
to meet with your objective of
“We want to present in front of
the masses our case against Dar-
win.” Just two articles (1) “Evi-
dence—let it speak” and (2) “Try-
ing to make sense of it all” would
have sufficed (number of pages
involved - 10). Also instead of the
title “Trying to make sense of it all,”
a title like “Would Darwin please
throw some light?” would have
been more relevant and impactful.
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Your title seems to put the burden
of understanding on the reader.

7. The article “A Friendly Con-
versation” runs into 8 long pages!
(and there is an implicit promise
of equal number of pages coming
in the next issue). One wonders if
such length would not be too tax-
ing on simple devotees who sub-
scribe to BTG. The article also has
grammatical errors, unexplained
words (eg. conditional) and has a
quote of famous evolutionist run-
ning into over one page in small
print giving the impression that
the conversation is a contrived
one. In this article, I was search-
ing for ‘the case against Darwin’
and found none. In the process I
did read a lot about pratyakça,
anumäna, and çabda pramäëa. I
must acknowledge that the mail to
Bill Gates is a brilliant illustration.

8. The article “An Objective
Scientist?” is a clear defense of
Darwin! Defending how Darwin
was compelled to write his “Theory
of Evolution”. It’s an unwarranted
article.

9. The article “First Religious
Dogmatism Now Scientific Funda-
mentalism” seems too highbrow to
my simple mind (and I am one of
the masses in the sense that I don’t
go for intellectual sounding read-
ing). Also the sub-title in this ar-
ticle “No confrontations please” is
so apologetic. Instead it should
have been “Why don’t the evolu-
tionists want confrontation?”

10. I thought I would give you
the feedback since you have in-
vited the readers to do so in your
editorial. I wish the magazine had
given the editor’s email address
somewhere. It took me almost a day
to hunt it out after three tele-
phone calls!

11. You have ended your edito-
rial with the remark ‘We plan to
dedicate one more issue to address

this topic in further detail.’ I am
sincerely hoping and praying that
you will not do that as it would be
another waste of opportunity and
an act of distracting devotees away
from vitally important topics to
non-issues. A devotee friend re-
minds me that Srila Prabhupäda
has said that whoever refutes
Darwin’s theory of evolution will
make spiritual advancement, but
then Prabhupäda, I assume, is talk-
ing about boldly refuting (as he
would do) and not being wishy-
washy about it.

Your servant and one special
issue disappointed reader

Bamsi Gopäla Däsa,
By e-mail

Our Reply:
1. As the issue was dealing with

a very specific issue we decided to
put Darwin’s picture on the front
page. Although many did not feel
that the cover is a ‘put off’ we re-
spect your right to feel so.

2. Again, this issue dealt with a
very specific topic, hence, the
change in format of the entire
magazine.

3. We may not be doing so at
the present moment, but that’s
what Çréla Prabhupäda wanted.
We do not want this publication
to resemble a ‘house journal’ of an
organization. Rather, it should be
a dynamic instrument of influenc-
ing public opinion.

4. You agree here that we do
not reach them. Why ?? Perhaps
we feel that, we are never going
to influence public opinion, so
why bother.

If you just want to glimpse how
seriously this issue is influencing
world opinion make a search for
the above topic on the internet
and see for yourself as to how many
people are discussing it.

Accepting the fact that “possi-

bly most of our countrymen are
too strong spiritually and too
hassled politically and too dis-
turbed socially trying to make two
ends meet or trying to enjoy life
and therefore I assume they have
no time to devote to our dead
friend Darwin and his more dead
evolution theory (from their spiri-
tual perspective)” it is imperative
that we deal with this issue head-
on. Many accuse Indian intelligen-
tsia of simply aping (no pun in-
tended) the West. The ugliest as-
pect of this imitating is visible in
the wholehearted acceptance of
this theory.

5. For at least two ‘real readers’
the contents were very relevant.

6. Precisely that’s what we
think is lacking. We want the
reader to think and then decide.

7. We apologize for the gram-
matical errors. The errors are re-
gretted. The small print is a regu-
lar style for quoting someone.

The idea behind this piece was
to set a format for a proper debate
on this issue. As most discussions
and debates on this issue tend to
degenerate into ad hominem at-
tacks and a lot of ranting and rav-
ing; we thought it would be a good
idea to put forth points on both
the sides of the fence.

We are glad you appreciated
the illustration. Thank you.

8. The question mark in the
title of the article asks whether
Darwin was an ‘objective scientist’.

Science is to know things as
they are. This implies a search for
truth. And a true search has to be
objective. It cannot be a product
of popular culture. The followers
of true “science” have to be ob-
jective, uninfluenced by changes
happening around them. If the
work of one of the most influen-
tial scientists turns out to be sim-
ply a product of cultural, social,
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and intellectual changes around
him, what kind of a scientist is he?
And if he is, what kind of a sci-
ence is he following? Spiritual sci-
ence hasn’t changed over yugas.
What was described in the satya-
yuga still holds true. That is sci-
ence. The idea behind the article
was to expose people to these facts.

9. The article was to showcase
different aspects of intolerance
that eventually find their way into
the minds of those who yield
power. Things have gone a full
circle.  The same mistakes com-
mitted by the power-wielding
church from years bygone are now
being repeated by the current
power-wielding scientific lobby. If
one doesn’t agree with them, one
is suffocated. Is this science? True
science gives other opinions and
views sufficient chances to present
evidence. The best wins. But, if
free thought is stifled and voices
are suppressed, it is no better than
the detestable fundamentalism
that scientists themselves com-
plain about and condemn.

10. Our apologies, again!
11. We really appreciate your

heartfelt comments. Without deep
love for Çréla Prabhupäda and his
mission you would not have taken
the trouble to express your
thoughts. Even if it may seem that
we have failed to please you in this
attempt, we sincerely hope to do
so in the future.

Çyämänanda Däsa
Editor

FIGHT AGAINST ATHEISM
I am very glad that we are ad-

dressing the issue of evolution.
Slogans all over London are pro-
claiming that there is no God. We
must fight against this propaganda.
A strong BTG issue against Dar-
winism and its atheistic offshoots
is a powerful way to counter this

offensive on God. Even though
such attacks on God can not harm
God, if devotees don’t defend the
reputation of God by preaching
His glories and smashing anti-God
campaigns, it can lead to havoc in
the society.

I also have some comments on
some of the articles in the issue.

A Friendly Conversation:The
conversation is inconclusive.

Also, I thought that we did not
answer all the pointed accusations
made by the powerful and large
section where we directly quote a
famous evolutionist. We presented
the Vedic way of gaining knowl-
edge, but did not use it to fight the
accusations made by Dawkins.

Also, a lot of accusations made
by evolutionists against creation-
ists are against the Christian cre-
ationists, whose theology is not
deep enough to effectively handle
the keen scientific accusations
made by the evolutionists. But I
think Gauòéya Vaiñëavas can fight
all those accusations quite con-
vincingly especially by presenting
the process of God realization sci-
entifically and emphasizing that
without following the process
there is no point in making accu-
sations against the practitioners
for preaching the glories of God.

We also did not try to explain
how Vedas explain the different
species which have different capa-
bilities. Though we mention the
change of bodies, we don’t give
the Vedic understanding for all the
concepts and observations which
the evolutionists explain in their
way.

In short, I did not get any
strong unambiguous message from
the article. And because of the
powerful words of athiest which
we did not provide any answers for
the readers will feel that evolution-
ists are correct and that the cre-

ationists can’t defend their stand.
An Objective Scientist: The first

paragraph talks about relative
knowledge, which is conditioned
by surroundings. Whenever we do
that, we must assert how transcen-
dental knowledge is absolute and
not relative. Just talking about rela-
tivity of knowledge can lead people
to think that all knowledge includ-
ing transcendental is relative.

In this article we give reasons
for why Darwinism became popu-
lar. But irrespective of the reasons
why evolution became popular, it
is wrong. We are not saying that
anywhere. Also, to be fair, just
because something became popu-
lar because of some special circum-
stances, it doesn’t prove that it is
wrong. Lot of great art comes out
of social circumstances, and a lot
of science comes out of a need to
improve. That doesn’t make the art
lousy or the science dogmatic.

Religious Dogma and Scientific
Fundamentalism: About Galileo’s
example, we are saying that
Galileo was eventually right by
going against the Church. Simi-
larly, isn’t evolution also going
against the “church”? In fact evo-
lutionists can say that belief in God
is dogmatic and even though cre-
ationists (similar to church) won’t
agree, that doesn’t mean the cre-
ationists are right. After all,
Galileo was right even though he
went against the church.

In fact, a peer review is the
Vaiñnava way, isn’t it? By decrying
the concept of peer review, we are
saying that paramparä system is
bogus and that we must think to-
tally independently giving scant
respect to any sort of authority.
Instead, we could have explained
that in a scientific circle, a peer
review is to ascertain whether the
presentation is scientific enough
and not whether the implied con-
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clusion is according to established
notions. But that in case of pro-
ID papers, the dogma seems to be
against ID and therefore even sci-
entific papers are not accepted
and/or are ridiculed.

The idea of the link to the
movie “Expelled” is good.

Let the Evidence Speak:
Here we are directly attack-
ing the theory of evolution.
It’s based on scientific work
and though not all will be able
to digest so much science, it
is still a fit article in an issue
dedicated to examining evo-
lution.

What About the Start? An-
other great article which asks
pointed yet simple questions
that evolution can’t answer.

Abhijit Toley,
By e-mail

Our Reply: Thanks for
your comments. We are
happy that you liked Caitanya
Caraëa Däsa’s article.

HAPPY ABOUT
DARWIN ISSUE

I am very grateful for the
deep philosophical summary
on Darwinism in Back to
Godhead magazine. It was
made quite easy to grasp the
basic thinking of scientist be-
hind these theories. We at IIT
Mumbai used to have very
long discussions sand difficult
arguments with some students
about science and spirituality
where Darwinism was the
most prominent topic. I had
many Darwinian friends who
used to study Çrémad
Bhagavatam online along with
Darwin’s other work. They
used to present their philoso-
phy very well. So, as soon as I
saw the picture of Darwin on

NOVEMBER 2009 � BACK TO GODHEAD   5

the cover, I was happy to get some
details and it was really a helpful
issue.

Ashvin Gami,
By e-mail

KEEP UP THE GOOD WORK
Thank you for the special issue

on Lord Ganeça. Many of my
doubts got cleared.

(please turn to page 17)
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A Friendly

Pratik Akshayraj is a young
medical student, currently in
his second year at the

prestigious Kamani Institute. One
day while on Orkut*, he find an old
friend Vinay Buddhi (VB). Vinay
Buddi is pursuing his MBA from the
Indian Institute of Management
Studies. As they exchange e-mails

Conversation
by Çyämänanda Däsa

and then start chatting online they
both find out their common interest
– philosophy and popular science.
This is a continuation of their
conversation that appeared in the
September 2009 issue.

PA - Nice to meet you, Vinay.
How are you?

VB - Thank you Prateek. I am
fine.
PA - Shall we continue our
discussion?
VB - Yes.
PA - The other day I was having a
discussion with a friend and what
he said was most astonishing. He
said that according to some Vedic
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scholars, the ten incarnations of
Lord Viñëu correspond to the way
in which the species evolved. This
was even used by some as evidence
of the great progress made by the
Indian sages in the past. Do you
agree with this statement? Or, do
you have to say anything on this.
VB - The Vedas do assert that the
living entity has to pass through
millions of species of life. This
passage happens by gradual
evolution. By that I mean, the
living being changes one form of
body for another and in this way
he ‘evolves’.

Let me tell you about a historic
discussion between a great
Vaiñëava scholar and an American
professor.

In 1929 Çréla Bhaktisiddhänta
Sarasvaté Öhäkura, who was a
great Vaiñëava äcärya and the
spiritual master of A.C.
Bhaktivedanta Swami
Prabhupäda, had a series of
meetings with Professor Albert E.
Suthers of Ohio State University
and spoke to him on evolution.
Çréla Sarasvaté Öhäkura explained
to the Professor that the real
evolution of a person is in the

growth of his serving mood to the
Lord. The ten popular
incarnations of Viñëu can be
analyzed as the historical stages of
the living being’s serving mood.

Thus it is Lord Viñëu who
appears to attract souls to His
worship by appearing in all the
various stages. Life is visible in
different stages from the
invertebrates to the fully grown
human beings. These can be
broadly put into ten categories:
(1) The invertebrate,
(2) Testaceous or shelly,
(3) Vertebrate,
(4) Erectly vertebrate (as in the
combined form of man and beast),
(5) Manikin (dwarf),
(6) Barbaric,
(7) Civilized,
(8) Wise,
(9) Ultra-wise,
(10) Destructive.
These are the historical stages of
living beings. According to the
gradation of these stages as
indications of evolution of the
serving mood of the living being,
there are manifested the ten
Incarnations of God, viz. Matsya
(fish), Kurma (turtle), Varäha
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The ten primary incarnations

Çréla Bhaktisiddhänta
Sarasvaté Öhäkura
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(boar), Nåsiàha (man-lion),
Vämana (dwarf), Paraçuräma,
Räma, Kåñëa, Buddha and Kalki.
PA - I am just amazed at the
similarity of these stages with the
physical appearance of species in
this world.
VB - The professor was
flabbergasted to hear this, to say
the least.

But what Çréla Sarasvaté
Thakur said next was even more
important. I have saved that quote
somewhere on my computer. Let
me check...Yes, here it is:

The essential principle of
Vaiñëavism is that, how-so-ever
great a scholar and intellectual
giant a man may be, he will not be
able to appreciate even the easiest
points of the Vaiñëava philosophy,
until and unless he has entirely
surrendered himself to an Äcärya
whose character is the
embodiment of the Vaiñëava
philosophy. You must have heard
about the Indian scripture named
Gétä, which has been translated
into different languages of the
civilized world. There is a shloka
in it [4.34] which says that the
Vaiñëava philosophy is
understandable only with
unconditional surrender, honest
enquiry, and serving temper.
It is only to such an approach
with these three as the
preceptorial fee that the
professors of Vaiñëava
philosophy give instructions
about the correct
philosophical truths. These
professors are never to be
tempted by any type of
worldly fees.

Can I ask you something?
PA - Sure.
VB - Do you approve of
the rise in militant atheism
as propounded by
Darwinian scientists in the
West today? Just visit any
discussion forum and very soon
the whole topic degenerates into
name calling, swearing, and use of

horrible expletives.
PA - I understand what you say. I
really disapprove of such means
and methods of trying to prove
your point.
VB - Another notable feature of
the way of popularizing individual
angles on the theory of evolution
is to call oneself either a scientist
or philosopher as it suits the
purpose. One claims to
be anti-Darwin but
has an agenda of
pushing his own
religion as the
only way to
understand God,
while another
claims to be pro-
Darwin but is more interested in
demolishing the idea of God in a
popular religion.

How can there be debates or
even intelligent discussion when
the common man finds every one
of those jumping on the Darwin-
bandwagon to be some sort of
entrepreneur on a get-rich-quick
scheme. Biology and archaeology
professors are becoming

philosophers while religious
fanatics are spawning scientific
discoveries from their own
religious books. Sometimes I feel
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that the masses are enjoying the
whole show as some kind of boxing
match. Although, it is accepted
that the crowd cheer one boxer
and boo-boo his opponent, there
are many who just want one of
them to be clobbered.
PA - Vinay, if somehow you were
forced to accept that Darwin was

right, then what dangers will fall
on mankind.
VB - Ha ha! I feel that this kind
of science reduces everything to
physics and chemistry and
ultimately to atoms and molecules.
Atoms may describe life but they
are not life in themselves.

Nobel Prize-winning scientist
Albert Szent-gyorgi wrote, “In my
search for the secret of life, I ended

up with atoms
and electrons,
which have no
life at all.
S o m e w h e r e
along the line,
life has run out
through my
fingers.”

Now it is
my turn to
ask you the
s a m e
question:

“What do
you feel is the
danger in

accepting the idea of creation from
religious scriptures?”
PA -Which scripture should I
accept as bona fide? There are

eng nov(final).p65 10/12/2009, 6:57 PM8
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simply too many of them and
more than that they have been
used to abuse power. As someone
said, “Power corrupts and
absolute power corrupts
absolutely.” I shudder as someone
shouts at me from his high
religious seat that the universe is
only six thousand years old. I am
angry to read that someone
pursuing science is burnt at the
stake for rocking the boat.

I feel that science bears the
brunt of doing all the hard work

and religion just wants to eat the
cake and walk away.

As there are so many different
religious dogmas they will all
eventually disagree with each other
and hurl the world into chaos.
VB - Here I agree with you.
We need to accept the process of
creation not on the basis of some
dogma but understanding the
motivation behind that theory.

Do you agree that scientific
research in its purest form is
meant for the search of truth,

understanding
truth, and then
disseminating it?
PA - Oh
wholeheartedly :-
)!
VB- Good. Then
one thing is clear
we need to learn
only from those
teachers who do
not have any
selfish motive in
propagation of
their teachings.

PA - Yes that is why I respect
scientists who pursued the path of
knowledge.
VB - Similarly I hold in highest
respect great spiritualists, both
contemporary and ancient who
pursued the path of spiritual
knowledge. Once I know that my
life is safe in their hands I also
firmly believe what created my life
in the first place.

- Çyamänanda Däsa

Çré Viçvanäth Cakravärté
Öhäkura

Çré Narottama däsa Öhäkura Çréla Prabhupäda

Newton Galileo Bacon
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Sir Francis Collins, a re
nowned geneticist and
former director of the Hu-

man Genome Project has a lot to
offer to those who seek a recon-
ciliation between science and re-
ligion. Francis Collins, the direc-
tor of the US National Human
Genome Research Institute,
claims there is a rational basis for
a creator and that scientific dis-
coveries bring man “closer to
God.” His book, The Language of
God, will reopen the age-old de-
bate about the relationship be-
tween science and faith.  For
Collins, unravelling the human
genome did not create a conflict
in his mind. Instead, it allowed

him to “glimpse at the workings
of God.”

“When you make a break-
through it is a moment of sci-
entific exhilaration because
you have been on this search
and seem to have found it,” he
said. “But it is also a moment
where I at least feel closeness
to the creator in the sense of
having now
p e r c e i v e d
s o m e t h i n g
that no hu-
man knew be-
fore but God
knew all
along.
“When you

have for the first
time in front of
you this 3.1 bil-
lion-letter in-
struction book
that conveys all
kinds of information and all kinds
of mystery about humankind, you
can’t survey that going through
page after page without a sense of
awe. I can’t help but look at those
pages and have a vague sense that
this is giving me a glimpse of God’s
mind.”

Collins joins a line of scientists
whose research deepened their
belief in God. Isaac Newton,
whose discovery of the laws of

gravity reshaped our understand-
ing of the universe, said: “This
most beautiful system could only
proceed from the dominion of an
intelligent and powerful being.”

Collins was an atheist until the
age of 27, when as a young doctor
he was impressed by the strength
that faith gave to some of his most
critical patients.

“They had terrible diseases
from which they were probably
not going to escape, and yet in-
stead of rallying against God they
seemed to lean on their faith as a
source of great comfort and reas-
surance,” he said. “That was inter-
esting, puzzling, and unsettling.”

On July 9, 2009, the current
President of USA, Barrack
Obama nominated Francis Collins
to be the head of the National

Institutes of Health(NIH), USA,
one of the most important medi-
cal research agencies.

Note from the editor - Francis
Collins has some controversial views
on what he calls “Theistic Evolu-
tion.” Back to Godhead does not
agree with these views. Here, we wish
only to bring to your notice a lead-
ing modern-day scientist whose re-
search has led him not to deny God
but to accept God.
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IN MEMORIAM

Trivikrama Däsa, one of
the earliest members of
the Back To Godhead In-

dia team, left this mortal world
on Friday, 11 September 2009.

His association with BACK
TO GODHEAD magazine has
been a very important one for
us. Prior to joining BTG
Mumbai in 1995, he was a medi-
cal representative but he gave it
all up to dedicate himself to re-
launch BTG locally printed from
India as an offering to Çréla
Prabhupäda. Thus, Trivikrama
Däsa helped start printing BTG
in India.

This was one of the big offer-
ings to Çréla Prabhupäda for his
centennial celebrations in 1996.
Since we were not even in print

when he joined
BTG, he made
immense efforts
to collect advance
s u b s c r i p t i o n s .
This helped us in
launching the
magazine with
practically no in-
vestment from
anyone except the
blessings of Çréla
Prabhupäda and
his disciples.

In the later
years Trivikrama
Däsa put in efforts
to train many
devotee distribu-
tors. It was a very
good idea and
yielded many re-
sults. Truly
Trivikrama Däsa

was amongst a select group of per-
sons, who have helped to revamp
the entire publication effort of
BTG India, like a professional
devotee manager.

He took initiation from His
Holiness Rädhänatha Swami in
1995 and served as a counselor at
Çré Çré Rädhä Gopénätha temple,
training and guiding many devo-
tees in their spiritual lives. He was
very active in serving the devo-
tees in many ways by doing book
distribution, cooking for Sunday
feasts, giving classes on Çrémad-
bhägavatam, fund raising, helping
with security arrangements during
special occasions and massive
yäträs. He is survived by his wife
Mädhava Priyä Devé Däsé and son
Aniruddha who are both integral

parts of the temple and Çréla
Prabhupäda’s movement.

Says His Holiness Jayadvaita
Swami,(BBT & BTG India
trustee), “I remember
Trivikrama Däsa very fondly. He
was always mild, even-minded,
brahminical, philosophical in tem-
perament, and pleasing to asso-
ciate with. He always spoke about
Kåñëa. He was such a nice devo-
tee.”

Trivikrama Däsa had excel-
lent rapport with temple man-
agements, temple presidents, li-
aison with BBT, and other devo-
tee distributors. We deeply ap-
preciate his contribution in add-
ing Hindi and Marathi language
versions of our magazine in In-
dia.

For six years he worked to give
others Back to Godhead, and
now we pray that Srila
Prabhupada and Kåñëa has taken
him back to Godhead.

Kåñëa blessed him by taking
him swiftly and giving him the
constant company of devotees
and his spiritual master chanting
Hare Kåñëa at the near end of
his life. The circumstances of his
departure were most fortunate,
and he was ready. These are all
signs of spiritual success in the
mission of human life.

We were fortunate to have his
association, and offer our re-
spects at his auspicious departure.

-Yudhiñöhira Däsa,
Publisher, Back To Godhead

(India), on behalf of
the entire BTG team.

Trivikrama Däsa
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The Evolution
of the

Theory of
Evolution

When it comes to evolution, he is ev-
erywhere. You can’t distinguish evolution
from him. Charles Darwin is synonymous
with his theory. His idea however has be-
come an ideology. It has caught the fancy
of people so much that they are ready to
accept anything that connects to his
proposition, no matter how remotely.

Charles Darwin knew about practices
prevalent among farmers at the time that
included selective breeding. Farmers would
experiment with seeds; some of these seeds
would stand the test of time while some
would fail to. This is common observation.
From this, Darwin conjectured that natu-
ral conditions must also be acting as a fil-
ter deciding which individuals last and
which don’t. He called this filter “natural
selection.” It wasn’t a breakthrough discov-
ery, but since he proposed a single mecha-
nism for visible diversification of all life,
he swept people’s hearts. Another inde-
pendent researcher, Alfred Russell Wallace
also proposed a similar idea from the Malay
Archipelago independently around the
same time. But Wallace didn’t meet with

by Nanda Duläl Däsa
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the same applause, much less stand
the test of time. He is almost un-
known to the 21st century human
being.

CONFUSION
A close look at the arguments

of the evolutionists reveals that
they confuse the issue of whether
natural events direct conscious-
ness or consciousness directs natu-
ral events. This confusion is evi-
dent in the arguments for natural
selection. According to Charles
Darwin, natural selection is the
process by which nature organizes
and improves life forms. Note the
language Darwin himself used to
explain it:

“Natural selection is daily and
hourly scrutinizing throughout the
world, the slightest variations, re-
jecting those that are bad, preserv-
ing and adding up all that are
good, silently and insensibly work-
ing...”

On one hand, Darwin wrote
that natural selection is “scrutiniz-
ing.” The act of scrutinizing de-
pends upon consciousness. It im-
plies some living force is carrying
out the activity of scrutinizing.
Who is the living force? Does he
imply that nature itself is con-
scious? Else, who is the person be-
hind nature who scrutinizes?

CHANGING
UNDERSTANDING

The understanding of evolu-
tion has undergone landmark
changes over a period of time.
Here we present the major
changes in evolutionar thought:

A. LAMARCKISM
Jean-Baptiste Lamarck, the

French biologist was one of the
earliest to develop a theory on evo-
lution. He proposed that each
kind of organism had adapted to

live in its environment. These ad-
aptations centered around the way
the organism used its body parts.
Those body parts that are not used
regularly to help them survive in
the environment would not be
needed. Larmarck explained his
theory of evolution through in-
heritance of acquired character-
istics (also called “soft inherit-
ance”). These characteristics, as
per him were passed on to the
next generation.

However, the current under-
standing that genes are passed on
from on generation to the next,
discredits this theory. Today, it is
accepted that genes provide the
characteristic of the organism and
these characteristics do not
change within the life of the or-
ganism.

An experiment was done to
prove this. The tails of mice were
cut off and their offspring always
had their tails when they repro-
duced. This was done over 20
generations and the same results
occurred.

A typical example supplied to
explain Lamarckism is to explain
long necks of giraffes. Giraffes
live in dry regions where leaves
are high. Giraffes had to reach
and stretch their necks to reach
the high leaves. This constant
stretching caused the necks to
stretch over time. This change in
the size of the neck was passed
onto their offspring, which
means that all future generations
would also had longer necks.
Thus, according to this theory, it
was the environment that caused
the change in the organism in its
attempts to strive.

However, alternatively, one
could say that giraffes with long
necks are found in regions where
leaves grow high on trees because
of the simple fact that they can’t

bend down and eat from the leaves
at a low height or fresh grass that
grows on the ground. Naturraly,
one could say that the giraffes will
populate areas where leaves grow
high on trees.

B. DARWINISM
Since Lamarckism was dis-

mantled by experimental data and
the Mendel’s explanation of the
genes, it was time for another ex-
planation. Along came Charles
Darwin. He proposed the mecha-
nism of “Natural Selection.” Dar-
win recognized that there was
much variation within species.
According to him, these variations
or differences allowed certain or-
ganisms to be more successful in
their environment than others.
This he called natural selection.
When the environment would
change, natural selection would
allow the strong to flourish. This
was quite graphically called “sur-
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Proposed example of
Lamarckian evolution
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vival of the fittest” by Herbert
Spencer, one of his contemporar-
ies. Darwin even incorporated this
phrase into the fifth edition of his
Origin Of Species.

Those individuals that have
advantageous traits in terms of ob-
taining food and escaping preda-
tors than others would be more
successful. Darwin explained the
same phenomenon of long necks
of giraffes in a different way. He
reasoned that the longer necked
giraffes were able to reach the high
leaves and therefore had more
food available than those giraffes
that had short necks. This meant
that the long necked giraffes had
better chances of survival than
the shortnecked ones. The long-
necked giraffes produced more
offspring and passed on the gene
of long necks to their offspring.
Thus, it was the environment that
selected favorable variations while
the organism had no role in its
evolution. Mendelian genetics
gave more credence to Darwin
than to Lamarck.

The strong undercurrent of  an
understanding of ruthless compe-
tition dominating life on the earth
is evident in Darwin’s explanation.
Thomas Malthus, an independent
thinker had compiled by 1826, An
essay on the principle of population.
Malthus proposed that the animals
and man reproduced in geomet-
ric progression while supply of
food only increases arithmetically.
He argued that if even one specie
of life reproduced without any
check, it would soon overrun the
world. To explain, he cited the ex-
ample of fish and insects that lay
thousands of eggs. Darwin himself
admits in his writing,

In October In October 1838...
I happened to read for amuse-
ment Malthus on Population... it
at once struck me that under

these circumstances favourable
variations would tend to be pre-
served, and unfavourable ones
to be destroyed. The result of
this would be the formation of
new species.”
But do we observe this in na-

ture really? Has any specie actu-
ally overrun the planet because
there was no check on its repro-
duction? Man hasn’t put a check
on the reproduction of animals
etc. Still, their population is very
much in control. In fact, human
interference has contributed to
decreasing their population.

C. CATASTROPHISM
Some time later, there was

prevalent a theory of
catastrophism. The French pale-
ontologist Georges Cuvier influ-
enced by the intellectual climate
of the French Revolution avoided
any religious or metaphysical ideas
in his proposal of evenst with a
global impact like floods etc. How-
ever, English geologists like Will-
iam Buckland and Robert Jameson
later even linked Cuvier’s work to
the idea of the Biblical flood and
proposed catastrophic extinction
of species.

This certainly does explain the

elimination of
species, but fails
miserably to ex-
plain the cre-
ation of new spe-
cies.

D. UNIFOR-
MITARIAN-

ISM
Then in

eighteenth cen-
tury, James
Hutton and
later in the
nineteenth cen-
tury, Charles

Lyell dismissed the earlier under-
standing of extinction of species
due to catastrophes and proposed
the theory of Uniformitarianism
which stated that evolution was in
fact a gradual, slow process. Ac-
cording to this understanding, the
same natural laws and processes
that operate in the universe have
always operated in the universe in
the past. Not much has changed;
all things continue as they were
from the beginning of the world.
Most geologists beginning the late
nineteenth century accepted this
new theory mainly because they
thought the earlier theory sup-
ported God’s involvement in the
events on earth while this theory
easily discounted that fact.

E. PHYLETIC GRADUALISM
The next step was a theory

called phyletic gradualism, basically
rooted in uniformitarianism. Ac-
cording to this theory, species con-
tinue to adapt to new environ-
mental and biological selection
pressures, and over the course of
their history, gradually become
new species.

During this process, evolution
occurs at a smooth, steady, and in-
cremental rate, even on a geologi-
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Imagined catastrophe: a meteor hits the earth
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cal timescale. New species arise by
ultimate gradual splitting of older
species into descendant species lin-
eages rather than by the abrupt
splitting.

F. PUNCTUATED
EQUILIBRIUM

The problem with phyletic
gradualism was that the fossil
records did not correspond to the
the thoery.

In 1972, evolutionary biologists
Niles Eldredge and Stephen J
Gould pointed out that the degree
of gradualism commonly attributed
to Charles Darwin was virtually
nonexistent in the fossil record,

and that stasis(long periods of in-
activity) dominates the history of
most fossil species. Much of the fos-
sil record hints at puzzling long pe-
riods of stasis, with scarcely any
change. They called the theory

“ Pu n c t u a t e d
Equilibrium.”

The forms of
living organ-
isms remain
static during the
long periods.
When evolu-
tion occurs, it is
localized in
rare, rapid
events of
branching spe-
ciation (called
cladogenesis).
Cladogenesis is
simply the pro-
cess by which
species split into
two distinct spe-
cies, rather
than one spe-
cies gradually
transforming
into another.A
typical species
will arise from
an earlier spe-
cies in a “geo-
logical micro-
second”—a pe-
riod of a few
thousand years

that appears like an instant from
the multimillion-year perspective
of geological time. Also, a species
will not arise through a gradual
modification of its parent popula-
tion. Rather, it will arise when a
tiny group that has been isolated
from the main population, perhaps
by a geographical barrier.

The consequence of the theory
of punctuated equilibrium is that
it makes the process of large-scale

evolution officially invisible. On
one hand, we cannot expect the
fossil record to show how a new
species evolved, for the evolution
takes place in a tiny population
during a geological “microsecond.”
On the other hand, we cannot ex-
pect to see a new species evolve
within the recorded span of hu-
man history, for a geological mi-
crosecond of 10,000 to 50,000
years is still immensely long when
measured in human lifetimes.

ONE THING IN COMMON:
DISAGREEMENT

Thus, we see that the accepted
understanding of evolution of life
has undergone major and drastic
changes from the original idea
proposed by Charles Darwin. The
various theories don’t even agrre
with each other in themechanism
by which evolution takes place. We
will certainly not be surprised to
hear of another modification that
seeks to further mend the origi-
nal ideas in order to comply with
the available evidence. When
things change so often and are so
different from the original under-
standing, it does not contribute to
the credit of empirical scientists,
but rather to their discredit.

INADEQUACY OF
INTERMEDIATES

Darwinist thought proposes
that all biological systems must
have developed in small incre-
ments from simpler systems. Every
stage in the development of, for
example, a fin into a leg, must have
been sufficiently beneficial in and
of itself, to be selected for. If this
transformation is not justified i.e.
all the intermediate stages  be-
tween the starting organ and the
end organ (eg: for some fish spe-
cies, Darwin proposed that fins
evolved into wings, turning them
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Changes in the species are very slow and gradual as per
phyletic gradualism (fig. a). Changes are sudden and

large separated by a vast intermediate period
of stasis(inactivity), as per the theory of

punctuated equilibrium.
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into birds) are not an improve-
ment over the earlier stage then
the development would not pro-
ceed further. Answering some
criticism regarding the develop-
ment of the eye, Dar-
win commented,

Reason tells me,
that if numerous grada-
tions from a perfect and
complex eye to one very
imperfect and simple,
each grade being useful
to its possessor, can be
shown to exist; if fur-
ther, the eye does vary
ever so slightly, and the
variations be inherited,
which is certainly the
case; and if any varia-
tion or modification in
the organ be ever use-
ful to an animal under
changing conditions of
life, then the difficulty
of believing that a per-
fect and complex eye
could be formed by
natural selection,
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though insuperable by our
imagination, can hardly be con-
sidered real.

But, Darwinists have an inter-
esting explanation. Richard
Dawkins, the most prominent and
aggressive contemporary Darwin-
ist has the following measly and
arrogant explanation to offer to
us when asked about the interme-
diate stages in the development of
a feather.

There's got to be a series of
advantages all the way in the
feather. If you can't think of one,
then that's your problem, not
natural selection's problem... It's
perfectly possible  [that] feath-
ers began as fluffy extensions of
reptilian scales to act as insula-
tors... The earliest feathers
might have been a different ap-
proach to hairiness among rep-
tiles keeping warm.

Note the words “got to be.” It
is imperative that the proposed
idea is true. Science seeks to dis-
cover truth not press for accep-

tance even in the lack of evi-
dence.

Dawkins’ explanation seems like
a patchwork—to plug holes in the
Darwinian Theory. In absence of
a coherent understanding and a
logical explanation, the onus is
placed on the reader to put the
ends together. There are many
other cases where the benefits of
the intermediates can’t be under-
stood/ explained except through
rash, inconclusive and arrogant
remarks on the critic’s question-
ing ability.

HUMAN SKULL REWRITES
UNDERSTANDING

In September 2009,
palaeontologists in Georgia, Eu-
rope have unearthed remains of
five primitive humans that date
back to 1.8 million years ago, sug-
gesting some of our oldest ances-
tors lived in the region at the time.
The remains are the earliest hu-
man remains to be discovered out-
side Africa. The team headed by
Darwinist professor David

One of the skulls found in September 2009 in Georgia that defeats
all previous understanding about the human ancestors.

There is a lot of speculation going
on about the probable uses of a
feather other than to aid fliying.
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Lordpanidze from the Georgia
National Museum has been doing
research at the site at Dmanisi in
Georgia since some years.

The partial skeletons, which
represent the earliest humans dis-
covered outside Africa, challenge
the currently accepted theory to
the core, that our ancestors
evolved entirely on the African
continent and left it only 60,000
years ago. According to Chris
Stringer, head of human origins
at the Natural History Museum in
London, “they raise important
questions about where that species
originated.” But where are the an-
swers? For reasons unknown, Dar-
winists are not ready to reveal
their secrets to us.

For years, Darwinists claimed
that ancestors of the modern hu-
man being  migrated out of Africa
only about one million years ago.
Before, they inhabited only Af-
rica where they had originated in
the first place. It was originally
thought that there were two great
movements, the first, of Homo
erectus, some one million years
ago, and the second, of our own
species, Homo sapiens, about
100,000 years ago. The new fossil
evidence contradicts this theory
completely.

To reconcile, it is now being
proposed that this human being
left Africa and travelled to Eurasia,
which it did not take to for some

reason, and returned to Africa in-
stead. Why? It is not revealed.
Maybe, because this story is the
best reconciliation between the
contemporary understanding and
the the newly discovered fossil.
Any other reconciliation threat-
ens to shake the very foundation.

Thus, presently the “out of Af-
rica” hypothesis has mutated into
the “out of Africa and again  back
to Africa” hypothesis.

CONCLUSION:
THEORY AND EVIDENCE

Usually a scientist formulates a
hypothesis and then submits evi-
dence to support it. Anyone who
wishes to propound or explain the
theory further has to submit evi-
dence. The onus is on the scientist
to present data or evidence to con-
form to his theory; the onus is
never on the questioner. This is
objective science.

In the absence of real evi-
dence, the propagator “scientists”
are trying their bit, quite
unsuccesfully though, to come up
with something to match the ini-
tial proposition. But the evidence
doesn’t match. As newer evidence
comes up, the theory is twisted a
little bit so that the evidence
doesn’t outstretch beyond the lim-
its of the theory. Sometimes, the
onus to comprehend the compli-
ance of non-compliant theory and
evidence if placed on the ques-

tioner by arrogant scientists. Re-
cent discoveries threaten the very
understanding of human history.

All this can be called science
by the respective follwoers. The
question is—do we also call it sci-
ence?

Nanda Duläla Däsa has a bachelor’s
degree in Mechanical Engineering. He
is a part of the editorial team of Indian
English BTG. He stays at ISKCON
Mumbai where he teaches Kåñëa con-
sciousness to college students.

“Why should you be so AGGRESSIVE? Is anything gained by TRYING TO

FORCE THESE NEW IDEAS upon the mass of mankind?”

[In conversation with the atheist Edward Aveling, 1881]

(Edward Aveling, The religious views of Charles Darwin, 1883)

It has also been a great experi-
ence and a kingdom of knowledge
in the issue on Charles Darwin
and the evolution theory. I can
feel the heat of hardcore and fear-
ful knowledge of our devotees. No
one can defeat them in the world
as far as proving God is con-
cerned.

Do keep up the good work and
carry on with such issues.

Santanu Dasgupta,
By e-mail

Reply to the letter was written by
Çyamänanda Däsa

Write to us at: Back To Godhead,
3rd Floor, 302, Amrut Industrial
Estate, Western Express Highway,
Mira Road (E) -  401104.
email: ed.btgindia@pamho.net

Letters
(Continued from page 5)
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Search for an

William Dembski, direc
tor of the Center for
Interdisciplinary Stud-

ies at Princeton University, holds
a Ph.D. in mathematics and an-
other in phi-
l o s o p h y .
Dembski ar-
gues that in-
telligent de-
sign, far
from being
a strange
and exotic
notion, is
something
we en-
c o u n t e r
and recog-
nize every
d a y .
Dembski
points to
entire in-
dustries
w h o s e
very ex-
i s tence
depends
on be-
ing able to distinguish accident
from design: including insurance
fraud investigation, the criminal
justice system, cryptography,
patent and copyright investiga-

tion, and many others. We do not
call these industries “unscientific”
simply because they look for evi-
dence of design.
Indeed, whole

scientific disciplines could not ex-
ist without the notion of intelli-
gent design. Anthropology and
archaeology are two such disci-
plines.

“How could we ever distinguish
a random piece of stone from an
arrowhead except by appealing to
the purposes of primitive artisans?”

says Dembski. According to
Dembski, we recognize de-

sign in events or ob-
jects that are too im-
probable to happen by

chance. Stones
don't turn

i n t o
a r -
r o w -
heads

by natural ero-
sion. Writing
doesn't appear
in sand by the
action of
waves. A fair
coin doesn't
come up
heads a
h u n d r e d
times in a
r o w .
T h e s e
t h i n g s
o n l y

happen when intelligence is al-
lowed to determine the outcome.

On the other hand, there's
more to design than low probabili-
ties. For instance, if you toss a coin

an exotic notion?
 intelligent design—

The entire discipline of fraud detection is involved primarily
in distinguishing accident from design.
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a hundred times, any string of re-
sults will be extremely improbable.
(If you don't believe that, try get-
ting exactly the same string of re-
sults twice.) Still, if someone told
us they flipped a penny a hundred
times and got  normal results, we'd
probably believe them:

On the other hand, says
Dembski, “Suppose this person
comes to you and says, 'Would you
believe it? I just flipped this penny
100 times, and it came up heads
each time.' You would be ill-ad-
vised to believe that this person is
telling the truth.”

So what's the difference be-
tween the first set of results and
the second? If you look at just the
probabilities, there's no difference
at all. Yet the second sequence
makes us suspicious, while the first
one does not. We would also be
suspicious if the tosses came up all
tails, or if the first 50 tosses were
heads and the next 50 were tails—
or if the same sequence came up
two times in a row.

Thus, it's not just the low prob-
ability that makes us raise our eye-
brows. It's also the kind of se-
quence we get.

“Our coin-flipping friend who
claims to have flipped 100 heads
in a row is in the same boat as a
lottery manager whose relatives all
win the jackpot or an election
commissioner whose own political
party repeatedly gets the first bal-
lot line,” says Dembski. “In each

instance public opinion rightly
draws a design inference and re-
gards them guilty of fraud."

If detectives can use this kind
of thinking to spot election and
lottery fraud, if archaeologists can
use it to spot arrowheads, why can't
biologists use it to look for design
in the living world?”
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Accepting Evolution

by Aja Govinda Däsa

Although Darwin was
right in proposing a process
of evolution, he was wrong
about what was evolving.

Consciousness, or awareness
in the simplest sense, is not
a characteristic of humans

alone. Take dogs, for instance. Not
only can they sense their surround-
ings (through smells, sounds, sights,
tastes, etc.), but they can also rec-
ognize places, odors, flavors, and
sounds. One might argue that even
machines can sense with detectors,
so what differentiates them from a
dog? A dog can experience pain,
fear, anger, comfort, excitement,
and so on, whereas a nonliving ma-
chine cannot. All mammals, verte-
brates, reptiles, amphibians, aquat-
ics, and so forth, are conscious, even
though what they sense may differ
for individual species. Dolphins and
bats navigate with sonar; snakes and
some nocturnal animals see with
infrared vision; sharks and some
other fish sense electricity. No mat-
ter how varied their sensations,
they all share the faculty of con-
sciousness.

What about insects? If you block
an insect’s path, it will turn around.
Or if it senses danger, it may run to
safety or bite as an act of self-de-
fense. So the instinct of survival is
present. But this alone does not suf-

olution
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fice as a differentiating attribute
of conscious, because even a ro-
bot could be programmed to avoid
certain dangers. But a robot does
not have desire, whereas the in-
sect desires to live. It desires to sur-
vive.

Are microorganisms—bacteria
and single-celled creatures—con-
scious? They can move in response
to stimuli such as light and chemi-
cal changes in their environment.
Now, even a robot could reposi-
tion itself just as a bacteria does in
response to external stimulus, but
the difference here is that the ro-
bot is itself only a nonliving sys-
tem controlled by a living person,
either manually or through code
written by a programmer.
But who controls the mo-
tions of a bacterium?
Who decides how a bac-
terium will rotate its fla-
gellum?

Instinct is the one-
word answer that comes
to mind. Some geneticists
say that the organism's
inborn patterns of behav-
ior, or its unlearned and
inherited fixed-action
patterns, are encoded in
its DNA. In this sense, the
organism, a biochemical
system embedded with
DNA code, is just the bio-
logical counterpart of the
robot, a silicon-based
machine programmed
with a computer lan-
guage. But just as no ro-
bot, computer, or ma-
chine can function with-
out a living person's com-
manding it, the bacterium, a bio-
chemical machine, cannot func-
tion without a living being con-
trolling it.

Now the skeptic may challenge,
"The bacterium is living by itself.

There is no need for a separate liv-
ing being to control it." This re-
buttal is based on a mechanistic
theory that reduces the life of an
organism to its internal biochemi-
cal reactions. Çréla Prabhupäda
responded by pointing out that if
life is just a result of chemical re-
actions, then scientists should be
able to create it in the laboratory,
but no scientist can claim to have
created even one living cell.

ÄTMÄ: THE SOURCE
OF LIFE

Every organism is alive only
because of the soul dwelling within
it. To the skeptical, belief in a soul
sounds superstitious. But occur-

rences documented by medical
practitioners suggest its validity. In
his book Light and Death, cardiolo-
gist Dr. Michael Sabom reports the
surgery of Pam Reynolds, a patient
suffering from an aneurysm (a

sack-like widening of an artery) in
her brain stem that was on the
verge of rupture, which could be
fatal. Since the aneurysm was at
the base of Pam's brain, her sur-
geon, Dr. Robert Spetzler, direc-
tor of Barrow Neurological Insti-
tute in Phoenix, Arizona, had to
drain all the blood from her brain
to flatten the brainwaves and stop
her heartbeat and breathing. Pam
was clinically dead during the sur-
gery. After the successful opera-
tion, however, she could recollect
exact conversations among the
surgeons and accurate descrip-
tions of medical instruments (only
uncovered after the patient is an-
aesthetized) used in her surgery,

during which she was
supposed to be uncon-
scious. During the opera-
tion, Pam could see her
body from above; she
was floating outside her
body, so to speak. This
and several other docu-
mented near-death and
out-of-body accounts
suggest the existence of
the soul, the spirit par-
ticle, as a metaphysical
being that is the actual
source of consciousness.

According to the
Bhagavad-gétä, a spirit
soul resides within each
living organism. The
spirit soul, or ätmä in
Sanskrit, is the source of
consciousness. The spirit
soul enters a body at con-
ception and departs at
death, transmigrating to
a new body arranged by

the laws of nature according to the
soul's desires and past deeds. Dur-
ing this cycle of birth and death
(or reincarnation), the soul can
travel to lower or higher forms of
life. But the further down the atma

Many patients testify witnessing entire surgeries
(being performed on them) as witnesses.
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travels in the ladder of life forms,
the more dormant the conscious-
ness, and thus the less the symp-
toms of consciousness are exhib-
ited. So even though each bacte-
rium is possessed by a spirit soul,
the soul's presence is not as evi-
dent as it is in mammals and other
advanced species.

DEVELOPMENT OF CON-
SCIOUSNESS

Most biologists will tell you that
the vast disparity in levels of con-
sciousness in species is a result of
evolution. They say that awareness
and conscious experience evolved
from rudimentary perception in
the first life forms as multi-cellu-
lar organisms developed more so-
phisticated biological sensors.
Cells developed sensors for detect-
ing changes in the light and chem-
istry of the environment and fur-
ther combined to form sensory
organs for detecting visual, aural,
tactile, olfactory, and gustatory
information. To process this data
and define the organism’s feed-
back or response to a stimulus,
nervous systems came into being.
Central nervous systems offered
the organism an integrated per-
ception of its surroundings. As
brains evolved, consciousness ex-
panded. The limbic system devel-
oped to store memories of behav-
iors that resulted in agreeable and
disagreeable experiences, thus al-
lowing the animal to “learn” not
to repeat an action that had ad-
verse consequences.

Thus the development of the
cerebral cortex aided not only sen-
sory perception, but also higher
cognitive functions such as
memory, location, orientation,
and motion. For example, preda-
tors chasing prey recognize the
visual form of their kill; higher
developed mammals can pay at-

tention; dogs can look you straight
in the eye and can show intention.

The cortex in more developed
species grew in complexity to in-
clude reasoning and communica-
tion. Though some aquatics, birds,
insects, and other animals can
communicate with sounds of dif-
ferent frequencies, the much more
highly developed species of pri-
mates can use symbols.
Chimps and gorillas can’t
speak because of re-
stricted tongue motion
and lack of a larynx, or
voice box, but they have
the potential to learn
words and compose sen-
tences in sign language.

The Vedic version
agrees with modern evo-
lutionary biology in that
there are various species
and life forms, some more
developed than others.
But the succession in
these species is not a
chronological develop-
ment. There is no hard
evidence to suggest that
one life form evolved
from another over mil-
lions of years. The “evo-
lutionary jumps” of com-
plexity (from lower to higher
states of development) are unsub-
stantiated speculations. Darwinists
put forth the fossil record to up-
hold their theory of gradual de-
velopment of unique species
through variation and natural se-
lection. But the fossil record has
many missing links, or evidence of
transitional or intermediary life
forms bridging the gaps between
known species. The late Harvard
paleontologist Stephen Jay Gould
admitted this to be “the trade se-
cret of paleontology.” In a paper
entitled “Evolution’s Erratic Pace,”
published in the journal Natural

History, he acknowledged, “The
evolutionary trees that adorn our
textbooks have data only at the
tips and nodes of their branches;
the rest is inference, however rea-
sonable, not the evidence of fos-
sils.”

Also, as reported by research-
ers Michael Cremo and Richard
Thompson in their book Forbid-

den Archeology, the fossil record is
riddled with anomalies that don’t
fit Darwinian evolution. For ex-
ample, dinosaur and human foot-
prints have been found in the
same strata, and some excavated
artifacts date humans back mil-
lions of years.

Charles Darwin himself stated
in his book On the Origin of Spe-
cies, “If it could be demonstrated
that any complex organ existed
which could not possibly have
been produced by numerous, suc-
cessive slight modifications, my
theory would absolutely break
down.” Biochemist Michael Behe
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has pointed to irreducibly complex
biological systems, such as bacte-
rial flagella (which act as propel-
lers) and cilia (biological sensory
antennae). Neither of these could
have been the products of gradual
evolution because “the removal of
any one of the parts causes the sys-
tem to effectively cease function-
ing. An irreducibly complex sys-
tem cannot be produced directly
(that is, by continuously improv-
ing the initial function, which
continues to work by the same
mechanism) by slight, successive
modifications of a precursor sys-
tem, because any precursor to an
irreducibly complex system that is
missing a part is by definition non-
functional.” (Darwin’s Black
Box: The Biochemical Chal-
lenge to Evolution, Behe 1996).
Additionally, Darwinists have
never been able to convinc-
ingly explain how complex
cell machinery developed,
nor have they experimentally
demonstrated the origin of
the first living cell from inani-
mate matter.

The battle between cre-
ationists and evolutionists has
been going on for a long time.
In the writings of early Indian
scholars, one can find the pre-
cursor to Darwinian evolu-
tionary theory. Svabhäva-väda
is the philosophy that the cos-
mos, geological formations,
life, and all the biological va-
riety in species occurred natu-
rally without a Creator. In-
dian theologians contested
this theory, arguing that or-
der and design cannot be
byproducts of chaos, life could
not have originated from in-
ert matter, and chance could
not have directed the forma-
tion of complex life forms.

THE EVOLUTIONARY
JOURNEY

In modern times Charles Dar-
win is regarded as the scientist who
formulated a theory of evolution
by natural selection, but the con-
cept of evolution was known long
before Darwin. Çréla Prabhupäda
writes, "Although Westerners ac-
cept that Darwin first expounded
the doctrine of evolution, the sci-
ence of anthropology is not new.
The development of the evolu-
tionary process was known long
before from the Bhägavatam,
which was written five thousand
years ago." (Çrémad-Bhägavatam
3.29.29, Purport).

Although we followers of the

Bhägavata school (devotees of
Kåñëa) do not accept Darwin’s ac-
count, we do accept evolution—
but there’s a catch. According to
the Çrémad-Bhägavatam, one spe-
cies does not evolve into another,
but rather the soul evolves in con-
sciousness as it transmigrates from
lower to higher forms of existence
in the cycle of birth, death, and
rebirth. In the material realm the
soul begins its journey in a human
body. Material desires and subse-
quent actions result in the soul’s
being born in a species that fits its
mentality. If the soul falls to a lower
species, it then takes successive
births in species with higher and
higher states of consciousness.

This is the process of transmi-
gration. As Çréla Prabhupäda
said, "Darwin's theory of evolu-
tion is but a partial explanation
of the transmigration of the
soul. Darwin has … no concep-
tion of the soul." (The Science
of Self Realization)

Here it is necessary to define
the Bhägavata concept of spe-
cies or life form: It is not bio-
logical, but rather refers to a
state of consciousness. For ex-
ample, living entities in lower
life forms such as plants, cor-
als, sponges, sea cucumbers,
sand dollars, and starfish are
just barely aware of their exter-
nal surroundings. Motile species
such as fish, insects, birds, and
animals are more aware of their
surroundings, with more devel-
oped sense perception. As the
soul moves up the ladder of evo-
lution, it becomes more and
more aware, until it reaches the
human life. As Çréla
Prabhupäda puts it succinctly:
"The evolutionary process of
different types of bodies is some-
thing like that of a fructifying
flower. Just as there are differ-

Evolution of the soul
through diferent species
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ent stages in the growth of a
flower-the bud stage, the bloom-
ing stage and the full-fledged,
grown-up stage of aroma and
beauty-similarly, there are
8,400,000 species of bodies in
gradual evolution, and there is sys-

To understand the thought
of this article better, let us
consider a simple ex-

ample.
The modern, urban man is

used to staying in apartments. It
is normal to change these apart-
ments when a need is felt. If an
individual changes his apartment
to a better one, the older one still
exists. It is not destroyed. Neither
is the resident killed. Only his
location changes. He is still the
same person.

Similarly, as per the theory of

tematic progress from the lower
species of life to the higher."
(Çrémad-Bhägavatam 3.31.19, Pur-
port).

WHY SO MANY
LIFE-FORMS?

According to the Vedas, God is
the genius behind all the species
of life. The variety we find in the
natural world is His artistry.

But what is the purpose of so
many life forms? They are differ-
ent vehicles for the soul to enjoy

evolution of consciousness that
Vedic scriptures promulgate, the
resident of apartment changes his
dwelling as per his capacity while
the apartments as well as the resi-
dent stay unaffected by this
change.

Darwin, in ignorance of knowl-
edge about the spirit soul that in-
habits the material body, merged
the apartment and the resident of
the apartment. He made the resi-
dence equal to its resident. Thus,
when he thought of evolution,
Darwin could only think of evo-

lution of body (i.e. the residence
in our example), which is not
logical. The real understanding
based on common observation is
that the resident remains who he
is and the residence also stays
where it is; however the location
of the resident changes.

Thus, all the different bodies
are permanent and the soul is
permanent, but as per the situa-
tion, the resident soul inhabits a
particular body and at the time
of death moves on to other bod-
ies.

As per Vedic understanding, the spirit soul chanes bodies as per his karma just like
a resident of an apartment changes his apartment as per his financial capacity.
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with. For example, if someone en-
joys eating flesh, a tiger’s teeth and
claws are most suitable. If someone
wishes to fly, wings are just the
thing. And what better way to ful-
fill the desire of someone who
loves diving and swimming than
having an aquatic form equipped
with fins and gills? Similarly, a
snake body is suitable for persons
bubbling with anger and envy.

The soul can either devolve to
lower or evolve to higher levels of
consciousness. Souls transmigrate

into bodies suitable for their men-
tality. God is the loving father of
all living beings, and He allows
them to enjoy (within the limits
of what they deserve) in different
life forms according to their de-

sires. When a soul falls down to a
lower species to enjoy in a certain
life form, it evolves back up the
ladder of the millions of nonhu-
man species. It does this by quit-
ting the body of the previous spe-
cies to enter the body of the next
higher species—on and on until
it regains the human body.

BEYOND HUMAN
The public's fascination with

superheroes suggests that we fan-
tasize about overcoming our hu-

man limits and
transmuting into
a superhuman
species. We won-
der whether
Homo Sapiens
will be the end of
evolution. Schol-
ars such as Pierre
Teilhard de
Chardin and Sri
Aurobindo con-
ceived of evolu-
tion as driven to-
ward a certain
destination or
c u l m i n a t i o n .
Chardin called it
the Omega Point,
the highest level
of consciousness
towards which
the universe
evolves; for Sri
Aurobindo, it was
“life divine.” As
Sri Aurobindo
said, “Man is a
transitional be-
ing. He is not fi-
nal. The step

from man to superman is the next
approaching achievement in the
earth's evolution. It is inevitable
because it is at once the intention
of the inner spirit and the logic of
Nature's process.”

But according to the Vedas, this
last transition or evolution is not
biological, but rather a spiritual
awakening or freeing of the en-
trapped soul from its coverings of
ignorance and an unleashing of
the dormant powers of spirit: eter-
nity, knowledge, and bliss. This
evolution is possible only for hu-
mans, not animals.

Animals are conscious, but hu-
mans are conscious of being con-
scious. Humans can inquire. This
is the special prerogative of hu-
man life. Once the soul evolves
back up to the human form, it
gains the one special chance for
achieving complete freedom from
the pains of this mortal world and
realizing its original nature as the
beloved of God. That can be
achieved by performing devo-
tional service to the Supreme
Lord, Çré Kåñëa. In the Çrémad-
Bhägavatam (7.6.1) the boy saint
Prahlada instructs all humanity:
“The human body is most rarely
achieved, and although temporary
like other bodies, it is meaningful
because in human life one can per-
form devotional service. Even a
slight amount of sincere devo-
tional service can give one com-
plete perfection.”

Aja Govinda Däsa is a disciple of
His Holiness Hanumatpreçaka
Swami. He was awarded the 2005 Top
Ten Scholar Award at Boise State Uni-
versity, from where he graduated at
the age of seventeen with a Bachelor
of Science degree, summa cum laude.
He was mentioned by the Eta Kappa
Nu Honor Society as one of their top
four graduates in the USA. In 2007,
Aja Govinda was awarded a three-
year Clarendon Scholarship to pursue
a Ph.D. in Modeling Biological Sys-
tems at the University of Oxford. He
is a regular contributor to Back to
Godhead magazine.

Lord Çré Kåñëa, the Supreme Person instructs
Lord Brahmä at the start of creation
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Offsprings Of
Evolution

Objectivity is important for
any seeker of truth. An
espouser of any philoso-

phy always claims to answer all
possible doubts. Capitalism is the
answer to all problems, say the
capitalists and their ilk; socialists
claim that the best answers lie with
them. We have communists too,
with their propositions claiming
that their way is the best way. All
these philosophies have been
proved inferior by the passage of
powerful time. Throughout his-
tory we have seen mankind being

cheated time and again by selfish
pretenders, claiming to have solu-
tions to all problems of life.

So, although there is abundant
propaganda by Darwinists proving
efficacy of Darwinism in explain-
ing all questions that anyone
might have about the nature of
life, an objective thinker will not
give in very easily. In times when
Darwinian thought has been ac-
cepted as the de facto understand-
ing of the world, it will be difficult
to stay clear of any prejudices but
we stand to gain a lot from having

an open mindset.
As the theory of evolution ex-

plains things that have happened
in the past, it has also given rise to
several phenomena that have
been born as a result of wide
propagation of Darwinian
thought. Whether Darwin himself
knew about the consequences of
his theory is not clear, but the im-
pact of his thought on people af-
ter him is clear and evident.

DEISM
The established Christian view

A
rt by D

inesh M
anjula

by Nanda Duläl Däsa
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of creation was challenged by
Darwin’s theory. The idea of a
Creator who is reposnsible for cre-
ation of life is definitely not co-
herent with Darwin’s explana-
tions.

But, since the beginning of the
nineteenth century, serious think-
ers had come to realize that at least
some metaphorical interpretation
of the early chapters of Genesis
was necessary as most early evolu-
tionists were believers, not in the
Christian conception of God, but
God as a supreme being. These
individuals were not intent at pro-
moting atheism;  their effort was
rather to overcome the stumbling
block of possible incompatibility
with evolution in the future. Thus,
as time progressed, it became nec-
essary to prove that belief in God
did not contradict belief in evolu-
tion.

In this way was born the theory
of Deism. It proposes that al-
though God is responsible for cre-
ation of matter and life, presently
He does not play any role in its
day-to-day working. He is aloof
from it.

This reduces God to some kind
of a powerless and helpless king
who has no power over His king-
dom, which He rules over. He be-
comes a mute spectator. thus, al-
though this theory accepts God,
the central belief reduces Him to
virtual non-existence.

ATHEISM
Richard Dawkins is a famous

man today. He has authored more
than six books actively and vi-
ciously promoting atheistic
thought. His most famous contri-
bution however, is The God Delu-
sion. He blasphemes God with
choice words in this book, calling
Him by names not fit for publica-
tion. Dawkins clearly admits that

he became an atheist at 15 or 16,
when he read Darwin. His lastest
offering is “The Greatest Show On
Earth—The Evidence For Evolu-
tion.” Thus, what started off as a
reading of Darwinian literature
has led him to become one of the
leading atheists of the day and
then becoming one of its most ac-
tive propagators.

At the Darwin Centennial in
1959, Julian Huxley, the President
openly admitted that Darwin’s
theory of evolution had excluded
the idea of God from all rational
discussion.

Thus, we see that atheism is
another offspring of Darwinism.

SOCIAL DARWINISM
The Englishman most associ-

ated with early social Darwinism,
is sociologist Herbert Spencer.
Spencer coined the phrase “sur-
vival of the fittest” to describe the
outcome of competition between
social groups. In Social Statics
(1850) and other works, Spencer
argued that through competition,

social evolution would automati-
cally produce prosperity and per-
sonal liberty unparalleled in hu-
man history.

A social version of natural se-
lection formed part of the frame-
work for the development of Na-
zism. This view embraced the as-
sumption that the strong were su-
perior, and thus ordained to pre-
vail. Thus, if two countries were
to make war on each other, the
victor was biologically superior to
the loser. It was therefore right and
proper for that victor to subjugate
or even eliminate the inferior op-
ponent. One can only imagine the
harmful consequences of such a
dangerous philosophy.

This was an offshoot of Darwin-
ian thought.

CAPITALISM
Another way some pseudo-evo-

lutionary concepts were applied to
human interaction was in the de-
velopment of cut-throat capitalism
in the United States. Here the ide-
ology was that the cream of the

society naturally rose
to the top; the suc-
cessful made a lot of
money simply be-
cause they were supe-
rior to the unsuccess-
ful. Those who found
themselves in pov-
erty were poor be-
cause they were in-
trinsically inferior.
This political phi-
losophy resisted sug-
gestions like univer-
sal education, wel-
fare, minimum wage
— in short, anything
which interfered
with the business of
the “superior” as-
cending to the top of
the heap and squash-

Capitalism has resulted in exploitation of the
planet’s resources by a select fortunate few while
the unfortunate masses struggle for a few crumbs.

a n a l y s i s
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ing the unfit beneath their expen-
sive shoes.

EUGENICS
Man has always wanted to play

God. The more the better. If only
we were able to select desirable
qualities that one would want in the
human race and be able to propa-
gate it in the future generations, it
would help advance the human
race. Undesirable characteristics
would be weeded out. The desirable
would be breeded. Francis Galton’s
eugenics made this possibility into
a reality. Francis Galton proposed
that certain “fit” individuals be al-

hordes of degenerate peoples.”
After the humiliating defeat

post-World War I, some Germans
identified certain races as “infe-
rior.” Other pointed to the “use-
less eaters” who stayed at home be-
cause of their incapacity to fight
while nation’s finest young men
were murdered on the battlefields.
In their efforts to protect the
“race” by “breeding the best with
the best,” these Germans found in-
spiration and encouragement in
the eugenics movement.

This philosophy was central to
the changes advocated by Hitler and
his party. After coming to power in
1933, Hitler used these principles to
build a “racial state.” Hitler was fast
in applying the principles on a so-
cial level. Eventually, Nazis used this
belief for the holocaust that in-
volved the mass murder of millions
of Jews, gypsies and “inferior
people.” In Germany, eugenics was
known as “racial hygiene.”

To address the problem, he ad-
vocated a new kind of hygiene—
one that promoted the health not
only of the individual but also of
the “race.” As a result, by 1937, the
Nazis had sterilized nearly 225,000
individuals. Meanwhile in 1914,
twelve states in the USA had en-
acted sterilization laws. By 1924,
3000 people had involuntarily
been sterilized also in America.

The horror didn’t end here. In
1933, a German minister proposed
that even “mercy killing” or eu-
thanasia be allowed. Just as the
courts were deciding whom to ster-
ilize, they could also decide who
to be killed. It would “end the tor-
tures of the incurable, in the in-
terests of true humanity.” This
program was later proposed to in-
clude children born with mental
diseases etc. In fact, by 1939 Hitler
had even started such a program.
The mother of any child born with

Anthropometry: Doctors measuring different parts of a
human sample to determine characteristics of the best ones.

lowed to reproduce while the “un-
fit” be not allowed.

It seemed to be the future of
the world. By the early 1900s, re-
ality had begun to reflect some-
thing closer to this.

There were adherents to the
philosophy in all the major nations
around the world. The US and
Germany especially seemed to
show a keen interest. A nexus be-
tween the rulers and the scientists
was seeming probable now. It
would solve social problems by ra-
cial segregation, sterilizing the
“feebleminded,” and closing the
nation’s borders to “inferior
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a disability or deformity had to fill
up a questionnaire and would be
checked by a committee to deter-
mine the fate of the child. Later
even teenagers and adults were in-
cluded. In the two years to come,
around 70,000 were killed.

In 1912, the eugenicists held
their first international confer-
ence in London. Between 1907
and 1912, eight states in the US
had passed laws authorizing or re-
quiring the sterilization of “certain
classes of defectives and degener-
ates” and several others were con-
sidering similar legislation. It is also
interesting to note that the first
president was Leonard Darwin, the
son of Charles Darwin.

REFUTATION
Throughout this euphoria, re-

search pointing in the other direc-
tion had been neglected. In 1913,
A. H. Sturtevant, a student of
Thomas Hunt Morgan, produced
the first gene map. It showed that
genes are located in a specific or-
der on a chromosome. Gregor
Mendel was mistaken in thinking
that genes (hereditary particles)
are always randomly arranged dur-
ing reproduction. If Mendel had
looked at traits associated with
genes on the same chromosome,
he might have discovered that his
ratios of dominant to recessive
traits do not work. Heredity is
more complicated than he real-
ized. Herman Muller, another stu-
dent of Morgan’s, found that X-
rays can cause mutations in fruit
flies. By showing that the physical

environment can alter genes, it
undercut the eugenic notion that
genes are immune to outside in-
fluences.

Geneticists were also learning
that repeated breeding within a so-
called “pure” line does not lead to
better specimens, as eugenicists
predicted. Instead, it results in a
general decline in health and har-
diness. Because inbred strains lack
genetic variation, they experience
more hereditary defects. On the
other hand, crossing strains leads
to what scientists call “hybrid
vigor.” Such discoveries contra-
dicted eugenic beliefs about “pu-
rity” and “superiority.”

Other geneticists like Reginald
Punnet contested the belief that
sterilization of the feebleminded
would reduce feeblemindedness in
society. Even if a recessive gene
caused feebleminded-
ness, Punnet pointed
out that sterilization
was not the solution.
After all, a person
could still carry the
gene without himself
being feebleminded.
How then could it be
decided whom to ster-
ilize?

Although Darwin-
ism doesn’t directly
mention eugenics, the
idea that certain indi-
viduals are superior
and certain are infe-
rior is widely believed
to have been origi-
nated from there.

However, it is clear that it was and
is not necessary that the ordinary
masses do not beget bright chil-
dren. Nor was it imperative that
celebrities always had future celeb-
rities as their children. Common
sense and history has provided us
scores of examples to prove oth-
erwise. Do mentally retarded par-
ents give birth only to mentally
retarded children? Of course not!
Thus, eugenics remains one of the
greatest blunders committed by
man.

And it all started from adher-
ence to Darwinian thought. It is
also noteworthy to mention that
Francis Galton is a first cousin of
Charles Darwin.

MAJOR FRAUDS:
PILTDOWN MAN FRAUD
The Piltdown hoax is perhaps
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Eugenics is not a panacea that will cure humans ills, it is rather a dangerous

sword that may turn its edge against those who rely on its strength.

-Franz Boas

The imaginary skull of the Piltdown Man
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the most famous paleontological
hoax in history. It has been promi-
nent for two reasons: the attention
paid to the issue of human evolu-
tion, and the length of time (more
than 40 years) that elapsed from
its discovery to its full exposure as
a forgery. The “Piltdown Man” is
famous for its finding of the re-
mains of a previously unknown
early human. The hoax find con-

sisted of fragments of a skull and
jawbone collected in 1912 from a
gravel pit at Piltdown, a village in
England. The fragments were
thought by many experts of the day
to be the fossilised remains of a
hitherto unknown form of early
man. The specimen even got a
Latin name viz. Eoanthropus
dawsoni. The significance of the
specimen remained the subject of
controversy until it was exposed in
1953 as a forgery, consisting of the
lower jawbone of an orangutan that
had been deliberately combined
with the skull of a fully developed
modern human.

From the British Museum’s re-
construction of the skull, Wood-
ward proposed that Piltdown man
represented an evolutionary miss-
ing link between ape and man,
since the combination of a human-
like cranium with an ape-like jaw
tended to support the notion then
prevailing in England that human
evolution began with the brain.

The forgery was constructed by

combining a human skull of me-
dieval age, a 500-year-old lower
jaw of a Sarawak orangutan and
chimpanzee fossil teeth. The ap-
pearance of age had been created
by staining the bones with an iron
solution and chromic acid. Micro-
scopic examination revealed file-
marks on the teeth, and it was de-
duced from this someone had
modified the teeth to give them a
shape more suited to a human diet.

The Piltdown man fraud had a
significant impact on early research
on human evolution. Notably, it led
scientists down a blind alley in the
belief that the human brain ex-

panded in size before the jaw
adapted to new types of food. Dis-
coveries of Australopithecine fossils
found in the 1920s in South Africa
were ignored owing to Piltdown
man, and the reconstruction of hu-
man evolution was thrown off track
for decades. The examination and
debate over Piltdown man led to a
vast expenditure of time and effort
on the fossil, with an estimated 250+
papers written on the topic.

ERNST HAECKEL’S
DRAWINGS

Ernst Haeckel had submitted
drawings of the different stages of
a human embryo in 1874. Haeckel
emphasised the similarities unduly
;some of Haeckel’s drawings were
fabricated. Haeckel rejected the
claims of fraud but did admit one
error which he corrected. Ludwig
Rutimeyer, a professor of zoology
and comparative anatomy, at the
University of Basel, reviewed
Haeckel’s work and Haeckel’s mis-
takes were brought to the atten-
tion of the professors at Jena.
Charged with fraud by five pro-
fessors and convicted by a univer-
sity court at Jena, he agreed that a
small percentage of his embryonic
drawings were forgeries. Haeckel
alleged he was merely filling in
and reconstructing the missing
links when the evidence was thin.
During the trial, Haeckel con-
fessed that he had altered his draw-
ings, but excused himself by say-
ing: “I should feel utterly con-
demned and annihilated by the
admission, were it not that hun-
dreds of the best observers and
biologists lie under the same
charge. The great majority of all
morphological, anatomical, histo-
logical, and embryological diagrams
are not true to nature, but are more
or less doctored, schematized and
reconstructed”.

Ernst Haeckel’s drawings of the embryo are still being printed
in textbooks. They were proved to be fake long back.
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Vaiñëava Calendar
1 Nov - 15 Dec 2009

1 NOV: Çré Bhügarbha Gosvämé –
Disappearance, Çré Käçéçvara Paëòita –
Disappearance
2 NOV: Çré Kåñëa Räsayäträ, Tulasé-Çäligräma
Viväha, Çré Nimbärkäcärya – Appearance,
Cäturmäsya ends
3 NOV: Kätyäyané vrata begins
12 NOV: Çré Narahari Sarkära Öhäkura–
Disappearance
13 NOV: Fasting for Utpannä Ekädaçé, Çré Käliyä
Kåñëadäsa – Disappearance
14 NOV: Break fast (Mumbai) 06:45 am - 10:30
am, Çré Säraìga Öhäkura – Disappearance
23 NOV: Oòana ñañöhé
28 NOV: Fasting for Mokñadä Ekädaçé, Advent of
Çrémad Bhagavad-gétä
29 NOV: Break fast (Mumbai) 06:54 am - 10:36
am
2 DEC: Kätyäyané vrata ends
5 DEC: Çréla Bhaktisiddhänta Sarasvaté Öhäkura
– Disappearance (Fasting till noon)
12 DEC: Çré Devänanda Paëòita –
Disappearance, Fasting for Saphalä Ekädaçé
13 DEC: Break fast (Mumbai) 07:03 am - 10:42
am
14 DEC: Çré Maheça Paëòita – Disappearance,
Çré Uddhäraëa Datta Öhäkura – Disappearance
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E D I T O R I A L

A man finds a watch on the road. It is tick
ing. It has only one thing missing—the name
of the manufacturer. Once upon a time

there was no need to debate whether a watch could
come into existence by itself. Once upon a time it
was enough to assume that since this watch is exist-
ing it has to serve some purpose. Once upon a time
observing a created product left no doubt about the
intelligence of its creator.

That time has now long gone by. Today’s leaders
are arguing that if this universe is created by an in-
telligent being then merely by looking at its current

state it does not speak in glowing terms about its cre-
ator. The terrible mess that we find ourselves in, can
be but blamed on only one person—the Creator (if
He at all exists).

Why is man today eager to wipe out the very men-
tion of God or discredit Him for creating this uni-
verse?

One  probable answer is that man’s weapons—
science and technology—have begun to demand
their pound of flesh. The servant has started to turn
against its master. In this witch-hunt, there has to be

The Blind

Watchmaker
someone who can be safely blamed and that is God.
After all, God does not show up and defend Himself
(at least not in the present). No doubt, corruption
and selfishness exhibited by the unscrupulous, in the
name of God, has vitiated the faith of the masses.

Just as someone visiting a city for the first time if
only shown the prison house, may come to the con-
clusion that it is not a very good place to stay. But
the expertise of its civic officials is not restricted to
constructing a prison; there are other departments
like hygiene, education, entertainment, trade and
commerce, and so on. Similarly is it fair to judge God
only on the basis of this world around us? This world
is certainly a place of misery; our material bodies too
are causes of misery, but that is not the whole story.
The Çrémad Bhägavatam describes the material world
as only one-fourth of the total creative display; three-
fourths is completely hidden from us. Misery in the
material world can be compared to the state of the
prisoners in a state prison who are bereft of all the
benefits of the free citizens.

But we refuse to accept our position as that of a
prisoner. We want to defy authority and, if neces-
sary, try to organize a prison-break. The result—not
only do we have to finish the remainder of our origi-
nal sentence, but as a result of trying to break free
illegally, more punishment is prescribed and we even
lose our present facilities.

This watchmaker has not put his name on the
watch for a very good reason. He wants to see if there
is one honest soul who would like to return the watch
to its original owner. He is certainly hidden from
mundane vision because that’s what everybody here
wants in his heart of hearts. Science and technology
can certainly prevent someone from stealing an ob-
ject but can science teach a way of eradicating the
propensity to steal? That is another kind of science—
The Science of Self Realization. The Bhagavad Gétä
and Çrémad Bhägavatam teach this science and it is
in our interest to avail of the opportunity to learn it.

- Çyamänanda Däsa
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