


Some bird species have a talent
rare l y  found  in  any  o ther

creature except man. The best example of this are
parrots ,  wh ich  can  imitate ,  in  add i t ion  to  human
speech, a wide range of sounds that even humans can’t

dup l i ca te  conv inc ing l y—for  example ,  a s  the
creaking of a door, the cap being removed from

a bottle,  a r inging telephone, or a tune being
whistled. This talent to imitate, observable in parrots and

some other bird species, is not an ability that can be acquired
by coincidence. All the wondrous characteristics of birds that
can imitate sounds are just part of the evidence God shows to
man so we may witness the magnificence of His creation.

In  th i s  book  you  w i l l  d i scover  that  ta lk ing  b i rds  use  a
frequency modulation (FM) system, the working system of the
AM rad ios  found  in  near l y  a l l  homes ,  tha t  b i rds ’  sound
recognit ion capacity  is  some 10 t imes greater than that of
humans, that birds can distinguish 10 different notes and many
other  a s ton i sh ing  f ac t s .  You  w i l l  s ee  tha t  the  way  these
creatures are equipped with the ability to speak and imitate
sounds is one of the countless miracles of creation, and at the
same time witness how that ability completely undermines the
theory of evolution.
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TToo  tthhee  RReeaaddeerr
A special chapter is assigned to the collapse of the theory of evolu-

tion because this theory constitutes the basis of all anti-spiritual
philosophies. Since Darwinism rejects the fact of creation—and there-
fore, God's Existence—over the last 140 years it has caused many peo-
ple to abandon their faith or fall into doubt. It is therefore an impera-
tive service, a very important duty to show everyone that this theory
is a deception. Since some readers may find the chance to read only one
of our book, we think it appropriate to devote a chapter to summarize
this subject. 

All the author's books explain faith-related issues in light of
Qur'anic verses, and invite readers to learn God's words and to

live by them. All the subjects concerning God's verses are ex-
plained so as to leave no doubt or room for questions in the
reader's mind. The books' sincere, plain, and fluent style en-
sure that everyone of every age and from every social group

can easily understand them. Thanks to their effective, lucid nar-
rative, they can be read at a one sitting. Even those who rigorously
reject spirituality are influenced by the facts these books document

and cannot refute the truthfulness of their contents. 
This and all the other books by the author can be read in-

dividually, or discussed in a group. Readers eager to profit
from the books will find discussion very useful, letting them
relate their reflections and experiences to one another. 

In addition, it will be a great service to Islam to contribute to
the publication and reading of these books, written solely for the

pleasure of God. The author's books are all extremely convincing. For
this reason, to communicate true religion to others, one of the most ef-
fective methods is encouraging them to read these books.

We hope the reader will look through the reviews of his other books
at the back of this book. His rich source material on faith-related issues
is very useful, and a pleasure to read. 

In these books, unlike some other books, you will not find the au-
thor's personal views, explanations based on dubious sources, styles
that are unobservant of the respect and reverence due to sacred sub-
jects, nor hopeless, pessimistic arguments that create doubts in the
mind and deviations in the heart. 



TThhee  MMiirraaccllee  ooff
TTaallkkiinngg  BBiirrddss

DDoo  yyoouu  nnoott  sseeee  tthhaatt  eevveerryyoonnee  iinn  tthhee  hheeaavveennss  

aanndd  EEaarrtthh  gglloorriiffiieess  GGoodd,,  aass  ddoo  tthhee  bbiirrddss  wwiitthh  

tthheeiirr  oouuttsspprreeaadd  wwiinnggss??  EEaacchh  oonnee  kknnoowwss  iittss  

pprraayyeerr  aanndd  gglloorriiffiiccaattiioonn……  

((QQuurr’’aann,,  2244::4411))
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an's message, encourage readers to consider basic faith-related issues such

as God's Existence and Unity and the hereafter; and to expose godless sys-

tems' feeble foundations and perverted ideologies. 
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them. Those who seriously consider these books, can no longer advocate

atheism or any other perverted ideology or materialistic philosophy, since



these books are characterized by rapid effectiveness, definite results, and

irrefutability. Even if they continue to do so, it will be only a sentimental

insistence, since these books refute such ideologies from their very foun-

dations. All contemporary movements of denial are now ideologically de-

feated, thanks to the books written by Harun Yahya. 

This is no doubt a result of the Qur'an's wisdom and lucidity. The au-

thor modestly intends to serve as a means in humanity's search for God's

right path. No material gain is sought in the publication of these works.

Those who encourage others to read these books, to open their minds

and hearts and guide them to become more devoted servants of God, ren-

der an invaluable service. 

Meanwhile, it would only be a waste of time and energy to propagate

other books that create confusion in people's minds, lead them into ideo-

logical chaos, and that clearly have no strong and precise effects in re-

moving the doubts in people's hearts, as also verified from previous expe-

rience. It is impossible for books devised to emphasize the author's liter-

ary power rather than the noble goal of saving people from loss of faith,

to have such a great effect. Those who doubt this can readily see that the

sole aim of Harun Yahya's books is to overcome disbelief and to dissemi-

nate the Qur'an's moral values. The success and impact of this service are

manifested in the readers' conviction. 

One point should be kept in mind: The main reason for the continuing

cruelty, conflict, and other ordeals endured by the vast majority of people

is the ideological prevalence of disbelief. This can be ended only with the

ideological defeat of disbelief and by conveying the wonders of creation

and Qur'anic morality so that people can live by it. Considering the state

of the world today, leading into a downward spiral of violence, corruption

and conflict, clearly this service must be provided speedily and effective-

ly, or it may be too late. 

In this effort, the books of Harun Yahya assume a leading role. By the

will of God, these books will be a means through which people in the

twentyfirst century will attain the peace, justice, and happiness promised

in the Qur'an.



w w w. h a r u n y a h y a . c o m

i n f o @ h a r u n y a h y a . c o m

Idara Isha’at-E-Diniyat (P) Ltd.

The Miracle of Talking Birds

Translated by Valerie Needham
Edited by Tam Mossman

ISBN:

Published by:
IDARA ISHA’AT-E-DINIYAT (P) LTD.
168/2, Jha House, Hazrat Nizamuddin

New Delhi-110 013  (India)
Tel.: 26926832, 26926833

Fax:+91-11-26322787
Email: sales@idara.com

Visit us at: www.idara.com

All translations from the Qur'an are from The Noble Qur'an: a
New Rendering of its Meaning in English by Hajj Abdalhaqq and

Aisha Bewley, published by Bookwork, Norwich, UK. 1420
CE/1999 AH.



CCoonntteennttss
Foreword  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8
IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn

The Blind Coincidences that the 

Darwinists Believe to be Rational  . . . . . . .10

CChhaapptteerr  --11--  

The Special Design Which Enables 

Birds to Produce Sound  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .18

CChhaapptteerr  --22--

The High Level of Consciousness in 

Birds that Imitate Sounds  . . . . . . . . . . . . .34

CChhaapptteerr  --33--

Birds that Imitate Sound Invalidate

Evolutionary Theory  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .70

Conclusion  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .114

The Deception of Evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . .120



Each and every species on Earth has been created with

miraculous characteristics and wondrous skills. Even in one

single living species, we can find abundant proof of God’s

magnificent creation. 

According to one verse of the Qur’an:

There is no creature crawling on the Earth or flying
creature, flying on its wings, who are not communi-
ties just like yourselves—We have not omitted any-
thing from the Book—then they will be gathered to
their Lord. (Qur’an, 6:38) 

This verse draws our attention to birds which, of all

living creatures, are worthy of special consideration and

observation. 

There are approximately ten thousand different

species of birds, many of which have miraculous characteris-

tics. Wherever we live, we may encounter many of these crea-

tures and can admire the different aspects of each variety.

They exhibit countless examples of the evidence of creation,

through their aesthetic appearance, their perfect flying mech-

anisms, their expertise in migration, their nest-making skills

and their self-sacrificing behavior.

Meanwhile, other species of birds are created with a spe-

cial aptitude for forming social groups. Many varieties live to-



gether as a community, warn one another of danger, work col-

lectively to find food and shelter, and make various sacrifices to

help each other out in any number of ways. (For detailed infor-

mation, see Harun Yahya, Devotion Among Animals: Revealing

the Work of God). As God pointed out in the Qur’an, these

creatures are capable of establishing their own form of

communication and performing in cooperative ways the

duties inspired in them by God. 

Some birds distinguish themselves by their superior

intelligence and special talents. These particular species are the

subject matter of this book and which we may define as

birds that can imitate sounds, include the parrots, song-

birds, and hummingbirds. Many of us have heard

about, seen on television or even personally witnessed

these birds’ ability to talk. However, we may not have con-

sidered what a great miracle it is that these creatures can mim-

ic in this way, or to the perfection of the way in which God has

created them. 

This book explains how these creatures’ being hatched

with their ability to talk or imitate sounds is one of the miracles

of creation and, at the same time, how this very ability invali-

dates the claims of evolutionary theory. And so, we will display

the magnificence of God’s creation for all to see.



Introduction

The Blind Coincidences
that the Darwinists

Believe to Be 
Rational



BB efore examining the perfection of the systems that

allow birds to talk, first it’s worth dwelling on the

invalid assumption of “coincidence,” the founda-

tion of all the hypotheses in evolutionary theory. Doing so

will make it easier to see through the highly illogical claim

that the remarkable characteristics of the creatures cited in

this book are simply the product of coincidences.

The noun coincidence is typically modified by such ad-

jectives as unconscious, disorderly, unplanned and random.

These words imply no conscious power, system, rationality,

nor any source of knowledge. They express the occurrence of

unplanned situations, and spontaneous events with no spe-

cific purpose. 

But look at how the word coincidence is used in

Darwinist-materialist circles,

and you’ll encounter some-

what different definitions.

Scientists who defend the

Darwinist-materialist philos-

ophy link to the word coincidence

meanings that should rightly be at-

tributed to Creation, such as con-

sciousness, rationality, knowledge, and

plan. They speak about coincidence

as though it were referring to a pow-

erful sentient being. Their purpose in

all this is to deny the reality that living

creatures have been created. 



R. C. Sproul, author of Not A Chance, ex-

plains the unrealistic “scientific” meaning

that coincidence has acquired in Darwinist cir-

cles: 

When scientists attribute instrumental pow-
er to chance, they have left the domain of
physics and resorted to magic. Chance is
their magic wand to make not only rabbits
but entire universes appear out of nothing.1

Overlooking the reality of creation de-

spite immeasurable scientific proof, and con-

tinuing to defend their ideology with great

fanaticism, they do not realize how wrong

they are. How far they have distanced them-

selves from reason and logic! In his work La

Science et la réalité (Science and Reality),

French scientist and Professor Pierre Delbet has this to say about the

fallacy of attributing creative power to coincidence: 

Chance appears today as a law, the most general of all laws. It
has become for me a soft pillow like the one which in
Montaigne's words only ignorance and disinterest can provide,
but this is a scientific pillow.2

In reality, the concept of “coincidence,” which Darwinists use

as a scientific explanation for life’s origins expresses randomness,

uncertainty, and lack of purpose. Therefore, to claim that a perfect

system and a perfect balance are the product of these “blind coinci-

dences” is incompatible with reason, logic and the scientific method.

To suggest that an existing design is “without purpose,” or to try

and explain a functioning system with “chance happenings” is plain

denial. 
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To illustrate the impossibility of Darwinist scientists’ claim that

life is the product of coincidence, just think of a huge warehouse

filled with various electronic devices, circuitry, cables and wiring.

What if we wait for these various parts to assemble themselves into

a computer? How long, do you think, would it take for those parts

to start fitting themselves together as the result of a “coincidence”?

How probable is it? Independent parts have no knowledge of what

kind of structure they will form when they are put together. Of

course, they have no idea of their basic purpose—to produce a func-

tioning computer. However long you wait, this illusionary scenario

will remain impossible to achieve. 

No one doubts that some conscious being’s intervention is re-

quired for these components to assemble themselves into some kind

of design. In such a situation, the effects of coincidence would do no

more than to upset whatever order already exists. If it’s irrational to

dwell on the likelihood of mechanical parts coming together into

even a single computer as a result of uncontrolled effects, it’s even

more highly irrational to suggest that countless living creatures pos-

sessing complex systems, whose every organ is composed of scores

of essential parts, could be the product of coincidence. 

Michael J. Behe, a famous professor of biochemistry, expressed

his astonishment to colleagues who see coincidence as the law of the

order and the diversity that we encounter: 

Chance is of course chance, but law in this con-
text we can see as Darwinian evolution.
Although we conclude that some features of
the cell have been designed, many may have
arisen gradually through mutation or natural
selection. Only if we rule out chance and law
can we move on to conclude that a feature was
designed.3Michael Behe



Introduction

Electronic parts, circuits, cables and
computer components found in a store
cannot assemble themselves into a
functional robot by “coincidence.” A
conscious being’s intervention is re-
quired to assemble for a robot in ac-
cord with a design. The design of any
living creature is too complex to be
compared with a robot’s. How can
someone who ridicules the idea of a
robot assembling itself contradict him-
self by saying that the remarkable sys-
tems of living creatures are the result
of “coincidence”? 



As we have pointed out, Darwinists see “coincidence” as the

principle that has created all living creatures, their complex anatom-

ical structures and genetic infor-

mation. They believe that acts

that in reality require forms of in-

telligence—such as calculation,

planning, design and judg-

ment—are brought to a success-

ful conclusion by coincidences.

Defenders of this absurd under-

standing attribute extraordinary

roles and meanings to “coinci-

dence.” According to them,

the power that fashioned

the brains, the minds,

16

In the illustration above, a clock is gradually assembled in stages. In any of
the intermediate phases, the clock cannot run. Only when every part is in the
right place can it work properly. No one would claim that this clock’s parts
had been shaped by natural effects and assembled into one piece over time.
Yet the evolutionists claim that living creatures’ complex systems were
formed in phases, by coincidental mechanisms. In blind defense of their the-
ory, they claim that living creatures are products of coincidence—even
though this assertion is untenable even in the case of a simple clock. 

Charles Darwin



thinking and reasoning ability, memories, appearances and other

characteristics of all those who have ever lived, for hundreds of

thousands of years, is a genius by the name of “coincidence.”

According to this ridiculous claim, those professors who make dis-

coveries and solve complex physical equations, those artists who

create valuable works of art, those statesmen who lead millions of

citizens are brought into existence through unconscious coinci-

dences. According to Darwinists, the only things that blind coinci-

dence needs to bring about such extraordinary events are the mech-

anism called “natural selection” and time. According to this warped

logic, all coincidence needs is time, to turn black mud into birds,

horses, giraffes, butterflies—and even scientists, politicians and

painters. There is absolutely no scientific evidence to support these

claims, which resemble a fantastic, irrational science fiction yarn. 

To date, we have published several books dealing with the sub-

ject of evolution. In several, we have mentioned the various won-

ders of creation that invalidate these totally illogical claims. This

present book will take up one of the important pieces of evidence of

creation, birds’ ability to talk and imitate sounds. Here, we’ll display

the serious logical flaws in the arguments produced by evolution-

ists, who lead themselves up the blind alley of coincidence. And

we’ll make clear for all to see the impasse in which they

find themselves. 
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The Special Design
which Enables Birds to

Produce Sound 

Chapter
-1-



TT alking, or even imitating sound, is not just a simple matter

of opening and closing the mouth, as some people believe.

A complex system is required for this action to take place,

and all parts of this system must be synchronized in perfect work-

ing order. Birds with a talent for sound mimicry enjoy all of these re-

quirements and demonstrate their ability in extraordinary ways. 

Some of these species have a talent rarely found in any other

creature except man. The best example of this are parrots, which can

imitate, in addition to human speech, a wide range of sounds that

even humans can’t duplicate convincingly—for example, as the

creaking of a door, the cap being removed from a bottle, a ringing

telephone, or a tune being whistled. This talent to imitate, observ-

able in parrots and some other bird species, is not an ability that can

be acquired by coincidence. For any living creature to imitate a

sound it has heard, it needs to have complex physiological struc-

tures already in place. Particularly in the case of

birds that can closely imitate the human voice

in terms of tone, stress and expression, these

structures must be very sophisticated. 

For a bird to reproduce a word or a

melody it has heard, it needs to have an

appropriate physical structure. Its sense

of hearing must be functioning perfectly,

and it must be able to memorize the infor-

mation received by the senses and the abil-

ity to conceptualize meaning in its own

terms. 





People are astonished the first time they hear a parrot say

“Hello!” when the phone rings, ask “Who is it?” when the doorbell

rings, or greet someone familiar by name. But even though it’s an as-

tonishing achievement for a bird to say even one word, many don’t

really give it due consideration. Over time, they may even come to

see it as normal and commonplace. 

Not only does the bird see and recognize the person approach-

ing; what’s more, the bird knows how to react to a person it knows.

It remembers—and reproduces—words it associates with that per-

son. This is evident proof that the bird has an accurate memory. If

we consider that some species of birds seem to understand ques-

tions they are asked and give a seemingly logical answer, the issue

becomes even more complex. One important example of this is a

trained grey parrot by the name of Alex. When he’s presented with

a red (rose) piece of paper and asked “What color?” he answers

“rose.”4 In later sections, we’ll mention more of this parrot’s skills

in more detail.

A bird possessing such talents is a great wonder of creation, for

birds and other animals do not have free will and reason, and do not

share the human characteristics of thought, the ability to make con-

scious decisions and the determination to carry them out. The abili-

ty to talk and imitate sounds is taught by God to certain species of

birds. These creatures do not talk

because of their own rational

thought, will or consciousness,

21

For a long time, it was thought that
parrots and other talking birds merely
imitated, but recent research has
shown these creatures to have remark-
able mental abilities. 

The Special Design which
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but through God’s inspiration. In a verse of the Qur’an, God conveys

that He is supreme over all living creatures: “… There is no creature

He does not hold by the forelock…” (Qur’an, 11:56) All the won-

drous characteristics of birds that can imitate sounds are just part of

the evidence God shows to man so we may witness the magnifi-

cence of His creation.

TThhee  PPhhyyssiiccaall  FFoorrmmaattiioonn  ooff  SSoouunndd  iinn  BBiirrddss
You might assume that in order for a parrot to be able to imi-

tate the human voice—to use a person’s same spoken words, stress-

es and pronunciation—they must possess a larynx whose structure

is similar to a human’s. However, the structure of the human larynx

bears no resemblance to these creatures’ physical structures. The lar-

ynx, vocal cords, tongue, lips, palate and teeth that humans use in

speech are completely different in birds, and some do not exist at all.

But even though all birds lack these structures, still these species can

reproduce phrases spoken by humans—and in the same tones. If we

consider that a person without a tongue is unable to speak or that

we lose our voice if the vocal cords are damaged, it’s also worth con-

sidering that parrots, budgerigars, and mynahs, members of the

crow family, have completely different physical characteristics

which nevertheless enable them to talk in the same way as humans. 

There are other differences between the systems that humans

and birds use to produce vocal sounds. We produce most sounds d

by expelling air from the lungs through the larynx. Different sounds

are created, according to the degree of vibration of the vocal cords.

The position of the tongue and lips and the flow of air through the

mouth or nasal cavity are only a few of the many other factors af-

fecting sound production. The pharynx, found in humans, lets the

tongue divide the vocal tract above the larynx into two cavities with

The Miracle of Talking Birds
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their own distinct resonances. Where these resonances occur,

the overtones of the frequencies (or number of vibrations)

from the vocal cords are amplified. Formants (from the Latin

formare: to shape, or form) are resonant frequencies of the vo-

cal tract, the natural shapes that air assumes in the vocal pas-

sage. When you make a consonant, for example, this has an ef-

fect on the formants of the neighbouring vowels, raising or

lowering formants as the vowel sound gets closer to the cor-

sonant. Experiments have shown that two formants are suffi-

cient in order to differentiate speech sounds from each other. 5

Budgerigar

African Grey Parrot

Mynah bird, a

member of the

crow family



Birds have no larynx similar to a human’s, but do have a spe-

cial vocal organ, known as the syrinx, that enables them to produce

sounds. In birds, air from the lungs passes through this organ. In a

sense, the bird’s syrinx is the equivalent of our human larynx. One

of the principal differences is that in humans, our vocal cords are po-

sitioned closer to the windpipe. So far, the fact that the bird’s syrinx

is deep inside the body has prevented scientists from obtaining a

complete answer as to how birds produce sound. Scientists have

filmed birds using infra-red and x-ray cameras, and have made close

studies of their song and speech by means of fiber-optic microscopes

inserted in their throats. Yet we still cannot explain the physical

process by which birds produce song and imitate sounds.

Within the bird’s breast, its vocal organ is like a branched in-

strument, located at where its voice box meets the two bronchial

tubes. As shown on the adjacent page, one branch of the syrinx

opens into one bronchus and the second branch into the other; and

either one of these two bronchi can produce sound. Some birds can

use either both sides of their voice organ simultaneously, or one of

the two independently and, by this means, can produce two sepa-

rate tones of the same frequency, at the same time. They can sing a

high note with one side, while producing a low note with the other.

And since the bird’s vocal organ is situated at the juncture of the two

bronchial tubes, it can produce sound from two different sources.

This even allows the bird to produce two different notes simultane-

ously, and even to sing a duet with itself. To a great extent, sounds

produced here are subsequently combined, giving birds the poten-

tial of creating rich melodies. While humans use only about 2% of

the air they inhale to produce sound, birds have the ability to use it

all.6

The syrinx is located in a pouch within the clavicle below the

The Miracle of Talking Birds
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Larynx

The human voice box is located in
our throats and therefore, close to
the mouth. Birds, on the other hand,
have their vocal organ situated in the
body. For this reason, birds’ vocal
organ is affected by two airflows, as
opposed to just one as in humans.
Muscles that open and close the air-
ways on both sides of the organ
control the beginning and end points
of the vocal system. 

In humans, vocal sounds are produced by the flow of air from the lungs. The
lungs propel air towards the voice box, and the air passing through the vocal
cords there produces sounds that, in turn, are transformed into speech by means
of the bronchia, the tongue, the teeth, the nasal cavity and the sinuses. 

The two-branched syrinx, located deep in the breast of a
bird, is situated where the two bronchia divide in the
windpipe. In this complex system, the vocal organ’s

muscles and inner membranes affect the production of
mid-tones. By contraction of the pectoral and stom-
ach muscles, air is directed from the air sacs to the

bronchia and the syrinx, where the air molecules vi-
brate as they pass through narrow passages.

Vibrations of the tympana membrane also af-
fect the frequency of the sound. The pres-

sure of the air sacs in the clavicle
in turn affects the tympana

membrane. The syrinx mus-
cles also affect the flow of
air and consequently, the
quality of sound. 

Syrinx



bird’s throat. The membrane covering this pouch is sensitive to the

air coming from the lungs, and its elasticity and complexity of the

membrane are factors that determine the quality of sounds. The

sound quality is also affected by the length of the windpipe, the con-

striction of the voice box, the neck muscles, structure of the beak,

and their respective movements. In short, the complexity of the

birds’ syrinx determines the complexity of the sounds they produce.

Its muscles affect the air flow and consequently, the quality of the

sound. In parrots, budgerigars, and some songbirds, the syrinx has

a greater number of muscles, and its structure is more complex. 
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The physical structures used in human speech—voice box, vocal chords,
tongue, lips, palate and teeth are completely different from the structures in
birds, and some are completely absent. Even though talking birds do not
possess these structures, they are able to produce words and expressions
used by humans, and with the same intonation. 







Furthermore, the different techniques that parrots and budgeri-

gars employ for imitating the human voice are most effective. Like

humans, parrots have thick tongues that enable them to produce

sounds resembling ours. Sound is produced by blowing air through

two separate places in their syrinx, and at the same time producing

the independent sounds required to produce consonants. The initial

sound from the syrinx is shaped with the help of the throat, and then

in the mouth with the tongue. In their research studies with grey

parrots, Dianne Patterson and Irene Pepperberg reached important

conclusions on vowel production: Due to the radically different

anatomy of this parrot’s vocal organ, even though they lack teeth

and lips, they can produce sounds that closely resemble sounds pro-

duced by humans.7 Indeed, parrots and budgerigars can quite clear-

ly imitate sounds such as “m” and “b,” which we normally

produce with the help of our lips. 

Budgerigars, however, due to their small size, are not

able to use the same technique as par-

rots. Using their syrinx to create fre-

quencies from 2,000 to 3,000 Hz, they

then add on a second vibration. This
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system is known as frequency modulation or FM, the principle be-

hind the AM (amplitude modulation) radios to be found in practi-

cally every home. These days, many FM broadcasting stations add

low transmitters to their signals which, in common with normal sig-

nals, are adjustable through a transmitter, but are of a very high fre-

quency. While the frequency of normal signals varies from 20 to
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20,000 Hz, the frequency of many low transmitters starts at 56,000

Hz. The main reason for using the FM system is to offset the major

disadvantage of the AM system—namely, the interference of many

natural or man-made radio sounds, called “parasites.” Because the

weak signals of AM radio are quieter than the stronger ones, differ-

ences in signal level are formed, which are then perceived as noise.

AM receivers have no facility for cutting out these parasitic sounds. 

To solve this problem, Edwin H. Armstrong invented a system

for eliminating noise caused by the power of the waves. Instead of

changing the transmission signal or the strength of the transmitter,

he changed the frequency of sound waves per second. Thanks to this

system, the amplitude of noise (strength of sound waves) could be

reduced to a minimum. But scientists are still mystified how

budgerigars manage to use this same system. 

Of course, no little budgerigar can possibly work out for itself

from the time it is hatched how to apply a series of principles dis-

covered by man only after long trials. In the same way, no parrot can

know that it must produce auxiliary sounds in order to make con-

sonants distinct or to develop systems in its throat to enable it to do

so. Also, it’s not possible for such a system to be the end product of

a series of blind coincidences. All these complex systems we have

seen are without doubt, the work of God, the

Creator. 
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BBiirrddss’’  SSeennssee  ooff  HHeeaarriinngg  
For birds to display their talents in communicating by sound,

song and in the case of some birds, words, they require excellent

hearing. At critical times in their lives, their sense of hearing be-

comes particularly important. Experiments have shown that in or-

der for birds to learn their species’ song, they need an auditory feed-

back system. Thanks to this system, young birds learn to compare

the sounds they produce themselves with the patterns of a song they

have memorized. If they were deaf, it wouldn’t normally be possi-

ble for them to sing recognizable songs.8

Birds’ ears are well equipped for hearing, but they hear in a dif-

ferent way from us. For them to recognize a tune, they have to hear

it in always the same octave (a series of seven notes), whereas we

can recognize a tune even if we hear it in a different octave. Birds

cannot, but can instead recognize timbre—a fundamental note com-

bined with harmonies. The ability to recognize timbre and harmon-

ic variations lets birds hear and reply to many diverse sounds, and

sometimes even reproduce them. 

Birds can also hear shorter notes than we can. Humans process

sounds in bytes in about 1/20th of a second9, whereas birds can dis-

tinguish these sounds in 1/200th of a second,  which means that

birds are superior at separating sounds that arrive in very rapid suc-

cession.10 In other words, a bird’s capacity to perceive sound is ap-

proximately ten times greater, and in every note heard by a human,

it can hear ten.11 Moreover, some birds are also able to hear lower

sounds than we are. Their hearing sensitivity is so finely tuned that

they can even tell the difference between pieces by such famous

composers as Bach and Stravinsky. 

Birds’ extremely sensitive hearing functions perfectly. Clearly,



each of this sense’s components is created by special

design, for if any one failed to work properly, the bird

would not be able to hear anything. This point also

disproves the theory that hearing evolved or emerged

gradually, as a result of coincidental influences.

Birds’ ability to perceive sound is approximately ten
times keener than ours. Birds can discern ten different

sounds in what humans perceive as one note. Moreover,
while humans process sounds in 1/20th of a second, birds

can distinguish the same sounds in 1/200th of a second. 



Chapter
-2-

The High Level of
Consciousness in
Birds that Imitate

Sounds



BB irds, and in particular the group we have referred to

as “sound imitators,” have an astonishing talent for

mimicry. This demonstrates that these creatures

have a definite consciousness, for in order to use their talent,

birds have to know what they want to imitate, the word’s

stress and intonation, evaluate its timing very carefully and

then make a number of adjustments. Moreover, a bird must

have a good memory to be able to remember and repeat the

sounds it has heard. 

At this point, it shouldn’t be overlooked that mimicry is

a skill that even the majority of intelligent, conscious people

do not possess. It is impossible or somewhat difficult for many

of us to imitate songs or sounds we’ve heard in a way that’s

true to the original. People who are talented mimics attract

much attention and are praised for their keen powers of ob-

servation. But all members of a given species of parrot use

their skills of mimicry effortlessly—another indication that

they possess consciousness. 

It should be pointed out, however, that the “conscious-

ness” possessed by birds does not resemble ours. Man has

skills that no other living crea-

tures have such as the ability

to think, make comparisons,

understand, learn, draw con-

clusions from what we’ve learned,



and use that knowledge for innovation. Above all, man is a being

who is answerable to God for his deeds. In a verse of the Qur’an,

God conveys the following: 

It is He Who created the heavens and the Earth in six days
when His Throne was on the water, in order to test which of
you has the best actions… (Qur’an, 11:7)

As the verse says, man is responsible to God: 

Then [He] formed him and breathed His Spirit into him and
gave you hearing, sight and hearts... (Qur’an, 32:9) 

This conveys that man is given a “soul” by God, and will have

to account for his deeds in this world. Birds and other animals do

not have this responsibility; they merely have to carry out the tasks

God has inspired in them and are instruments through which we

may witness His supreme power. In a verse of the Qur’an, God de-

clares the following:

Do you not see that everyone in the heavens and Earth glo-
rifies God, as do the birds with their outspread wings?
Each one knows its prayer and glorification.
God knows what they do. (Qur’an, 24:41)

36



The lyrebird is one of the world’s best imi-
tators, able to mimic the sounds of twelve
other species of birds. It can also repro-
duce the sound of a camera shutter, a cir-
cuit breaker, a car’s engine, and an alarm
clock. It can even imitate the sound of an
electric saw being used nearby. The
Orphean warbler can imitate the sounds
produced by 70 other species of bird. 
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TThhee  SSkkiillllss  ooff  UUnnddeerrssttaannddiinngg

aanndd  LLeeaarrnniinngg  iinn  BBiirrddss
Of all the talking birds, the African

grey parrot is known to be the most talent-

ed in respect to understanding and learn-

ing. Next come the Amazon parrots, espe-

cially yellow napes, the blue fronts, red

loreds, and the double yellowheads.

Macaws also have vocal learning, but usu-

ally vocalize in a loud and rough manner.

Unlike the macaw, the cockatoo, another

of the parrots with vocal learning, has a

sweet voice. But neither species can be

taught as easily as the African grey parrots

or the Amazons. Mynahs are also known

to be particularly good at speaking. One

mynah, for example, when approached by

a child, can say “Hello.” And if the child

responds with the same greeting, the bird

can ask, “How are you?” Even more inter-

esting, it can continue by asking, “What’s

your name?”12

One of parrots’ striking abilities is

that they can relate their speech to subjects

or movements. For example, a parrot

greeted with “Good morning” every time

the cover is taken off the cage can, one

morning when the cover is removed, say

the phrase of its own accord. You have

probably heard from several



owners that their birds can say, “Hello” when the phone rings or

“Who is it?” when some one rings the doorbell. What’s more, most

birds can do this without being taught, since they can make connec-

tions between events and what is said at the time. 

For a long time, it was believed that parrots and other talking

birds simply imitate what they hear, but recent research has shown

that these creatures have surprising cognitive abilities. Only recent-

ly have scientists begun to understand the complexity of the bird’s

communication system. Studies conducted since 1977 by Professor

Irene Pepperberg on the subject of animal behavior and animal-hu-

man communications give detailed information about birds’ skills

in speaking and comprehension. In one of her most important

works, the study was conducted with four African Grey Parrots. The

oldest of them, “Alex,” could communicate with the researchers, use

specific words, express his wishes, knew the

concepts of “same” and “different,” could

count and identify objects, colors, shapes and

materials.13 According to scientists, these

skills were not automatic, but the results of

learning, which in turn is a sign of a high lev-

el of consciousness.14 Naturally this is the in-

spiration of God. It is ridiculous to

imagine that a small piece of flesh

composed of insentient atoms can
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Studies conducted by Professor Irene
Pepperberg, into animal behavior and
communication between animals and hu-
mans, give detailed information about
birds’ speaking and comprehension
skills. Only recently have scientists be-
gun to understand the complexity of their
communications. 



exhibit such complex talents of its own

accord. God shows us His incomparable

creative art in the talents He has inspired

in living creatures. 

We will describe in greater detail the

work of Professor Pepperberg and use

some examples of Alex’s behavior to

show what a parrot is capable of doing. If we generalize about his

skills, not only can he produce and comprehend sentences, but he al-

so understands concepts of category, “same/different,” absence,

quantity, color and size. He can tell whether one object is different

from another, and whether there is such an object in the room.15

- Alex has learned the names of more than 40 objects: paper,

key, nut, wood, wheat, truck, “hide” (rawhide chips), “peg wood”

(clothespins), grain, cork, corn, walnut, block, box, “showah”

(shower), banana, pasta, gym, cracker, “scraper” (nail file), popcorn,

chain, kiwi, shoulder, “rock” (a lava stone beak conditioner), carrot,

gravel, cup, citrus, back, chair, chalk, water, nail, grape, grate, treat,

cherry, wool, green bean, and “banerry” (apple). 
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Alex, the parrot trained by
Professor Pepperberg, was
able not only to produce
and conceptualize phrases;
but could understand cate-
gories such as quantity, col-
or and dimension. This high
consciousness that we see
in animals is inspired by
God in living creatures.

The High Level of Consciousness 
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- He has functional use of “no,” phrases such as “Come here,”

“I want—,” and “Wanna go—” using appropriate names for objects

or locations.

- He has also acquired attributes. He can identify seven colors,

“rose” (red), blue, green, yellow, orange, grey, and purple. 

- He can name five different shapes as two-, three-, four, five -,

or six-cornered objects. He uses “two,” “three,” “four,” “five,” and

“sih” (six) to distinguish quantities, including groups of unfamiliar

items, heterogeneous collections, and sets in which objects are ar-

rayed at random. 

- Alex has a limited comprehension of “category.” He has

learned, for example, not only that “green” is one example of the

category “color,” but also that for a particularly colored and shaped

object, “green” and “three-corner” represent two of its different at-

tributes. Thus he categorizes such objects with respect to either at-

tribute based on our vocal query of “What color?” or “What shape?”
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Because the same object can be the subject of either a shape or a col-

or question at different times, Alex must be able to change his basis

for classification. Such an ability to reclassify is thought to indicate

the presence of “abstract aptitude.” 

- He can request or refuse more than 100 objects, categorize and

count them, and combine adjectives with the names. In tests evalu-

ating this skill, he has a success rate of 80%. 

- Alex has also learned to answer questions concerning abstract

concepts, such as “same” and “different.” For example, when shown

two objects of the same color, shape or material, he knows which

category the objects have in common, or in which category they are

different. Or if the objects have no category in common, he is able to

answer “none.” 

- The studies also showed that Alex can give the right answers

in regard to nouns, colors, shapes and materials not used in training
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sessions. For example, he can give the correct answer to the question

of “What’s the same?” when presented with a green triangular piece

of wood and a blue one. 

- If a trainer hands Alex something different from what he

asked for, Alex usually says “No” and repeats his original request.

Moreover, he can correctly say which of two objects is the larger or

the smaller. If they’re the same size, he answers, “None.” 

- Given a series of objects of different shapes and colors, Alex

can say how many of them are, for example, green triangles or blue

squares. Able to sort different bottle tops according to size, he can al-

so combine words to say “I want a green nut” or express wishes in

simple sentences such as, “Come here.” 

- To study the parrot’s conceptualization ability, Alex was

asked, “What color is object X?” Out of 100 objects of different

shapes, colors, and materials, he has a success rate of 81.3% in an-

swering correctly. His correct answers show that he understands all

the elements of the question and chooses the right answer by ob-

taining the required information from objects he is shown. 

As Alex’s example shows, parrots given the necessary training

can memorize fairly long sentences, use them appropriately, and use

them to reply to various ques-

tions. In addition, they can rec-

ognize various words and com-
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Alex can say how many green trian-
gles and blue squares there are in a
group of differently shaped and col-
ored objects. In creatures with no
knowledge or intelligence, the devel-
opment of learning ability and ability
to recall what they’ve learned is the
inspiration of God.



bine them appropriately. Nowadays, parrots are rated along with

dolphins and whales as possessing a high level of intelligence.

About the intelligence and talents of parrots, The Augusta Chronicle

has this to say: :

New research suggests that parrots, like chimps and dolphins,

are capable of mastering complex intellectual concepts that

children cannot handle until age 5.16

Communication in animals—a dog’s bark, for example—is

usually innate behavior, not learned. In many species of birds, also,

the basic sounds can be instinctive signals, innate and automatic.

But the ability to imitate specific sounds is different matter that re-

quires learning. Research shows that in species of birds such as the

psittacine group (parrots, crested parrots, budgerigars), corvids

(crows, ravens, jays) and the Cracticidae (Australian magpies, curra-

wongs, butcherbirds) most vocal skills are learned behavior.17

We should not forget that these talents do not originate with the

creatures in question. It is by God's inspiration that these creatures

with no rationality develop learning skills and then store in memo-

ry what they learned and use it in context. 

The High Level of Consciousness 
in Birds that Imitate Sounds

45





47

SSCCIIEENNTTIISSTTSS  AARREE  SSUURRPPRRIISSEEDD  BBYY  TTHHEE

IINNTTEELLLLIIGGEENNCCEE  MMAANNIIFFEESSTTEEDD  IINN  BBIIRRDDSS

Carlio Melo, a brain researcher in

Rockefeller University’s animal be-

havior laboratory, says: “. . . in the be-

ginning of the century up to the 30th

and 40th, people believed that the

brain of birds were very simple and

they were considered primitive. And

that created a lot of problems, a lot of

prejudice actually. It's funny to think about

this in science, but it does happen. … Birds

are very, very intelligent in many ways…

That means many birds, particularly those

birds that have vocal learning such as song

birds, parrots and hummingbirds, they

have a very high brain to body ratio… That

means these are very, very smart animals.”

*http://www.abc.net.au/worldtoday/s162563.htm 





TThhee  SSuurrpprriissiinngg  MMeemmoorryy  ooff  BBiirrddss
Their skills in imitating sound are directly related to birds’ abil-

ity to recall sounds they have heard. According to the research team

at the Free University in Berlin, when conducting research into how

a bird imitates sound, the following points should be addressed:

Vocal imitation which is so common in human beings is quite
rare in nonhuman organisms. Until now, it has been docu-
mented only for a few families of birds (e. g. oscine birds and
parrots) and some mammals (e. g. marine mammals and bats).
As an inquiry into this accomplishment we study the proper-
ties of memory mechanisms that allow individuals to first ac-
quire, then memorize and finally vocally imitate a set of audi-
torily experienced signal patterns. Our biological model is the
Common Nightingale (Luscinia megarhynchos). Males of this
species are able to auditorily learn and accu-
rately reproduce more than 200 different
types of songs. Thus, a central aim of
our study is to uncover how these
birds successfully cope with complex
learning tasks, and how they effec-
tively retrieve their memory-stored
data later in life…18

Birds’ have memories of surprisingly

high capacity. Not only do they recall the

exact location of where they spend their

summers and winters, but also the

precise location of various food-

stuffs they have stored for use in

the winter and of plants whose

nectar they have drunk. In fact,

some birds have longer-term
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memories than humans. In order to survive cold winter days of

heavy snow, some bird species bury thousands of seeds in autumn

and remember all of those different places when winter comes,

months later. 19

It’s certainly a miracle that a bird has such a capacity for mem-

ory and learning. At the same time, this makes nonsense of evolu-

tionists’ claims that creatures evolved. Evolutionary theory cannot

explain how birds are able to store in memory sounds they have

heard and then use them appropriately. Evolutionary asser-
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tions cannot explain how birds have come to possess such a memo-

ry. (For detailed information, see the chapter headed “Talking Birds

Invalidate Evolutionary Claims”).

It’s not possible for a bird to set up a system for storing what it

has learned in its tiny brain. It’s similarly impossible for a special

structure to form in a bird’s brain by chance. Birds’ ability to recall

sounds and information is just one of the many talents God has

granted to these creatures. 

Humans’ characteristic ability to imitate sounds is rarely found in ani-
mals, and only a very small number of animals are known to have this
feature: three groups of birds, parrots (psittaciformes), songbirds (os-
cine passeriformes) and hummingbirds (trochiliformes), and among
the mammals, bats, whales and dolphins (cetaceans)... All other
species are known to produce only their inborn, instinctive sounds. 



TTeessttss  CCoonndduucctteedd  oonn  TTaallkkiinngg  BBiirrddss
God has granted to talking birds some extraordinary talents,

as revealed in studies conducted on African Grey parrots (Psittacus

erithacus) by Professor Irene Pepperberg. 

In the course of their studies, Pepperberg and her colleagues

conducted simple but meaningful conversations with Alex rather

than repeating meaningless words or phrases over and over. One

person would ask—and the other answer—such questions as,

“What shape is the wood?” “How many?” and “What object is

blue?” The one asking the questions praised the other party for

correct answers. The same study was repeated using the same

model and content, but different categories. After these studies,

when Alex used the words appropriately, he was given the object

he asked for and told that he was “a good boy.” By this training

method, as already mentioned, Alex learned the names of more
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than 100 objects, and to respond correctly to questions relating to

their shapes, colors and structures. 20 By observing the two people

talking, he could understand what those carrying out the test were

saying to him and could respond to them in a meaningful way. Most

of the time, he listened to two people asking each other questions in

a systematic way. After a time, he started expressing wishes such as

“Tickle me” or “I want popcorn.” When offered something other

than the food he asked for, he would refuse it and repeat his request.

He would ask to be taken to different places—for example, “Wanna

go chair.” If taken to the wrong place, he would stay on the person’s

arm and repeat what he wanted. 

In another test, Alex was shown a tray of seven objects like a

purple key, yellow wood, green leather, blue paper, an orange peg,

gray box, and a red truck; and asked which one was gray, Alex

would look carefully at all seven objects and answer, “Box.” A red

paper triangle and a blue wooden triangle were put on the tray.

When asked what was the same, he answered, “Shape.” 21

Research and tests conducted on parrots and other talking

birds are not just limited to Alex. Another rather surprising example

is a small parrot named Blue Bird. Within a few weeks of the pro-

ject’s start, this bird started talking in a meaningful way and learned

to ask for things understandably. When he wanted someone to open

the door of his cage or any other door, he could use phrases like,

“Open the door,” “Can I have some?” when he wanted something

someone was eating, or “Take a shower” when he wanted someone

to turn the water on so he could bathe.22

Blue Bird wasn’t taught words directly or formally. Instead, his

trainer, Sheryl C. Wilson, would say words slowly and in context,

for example, “Open the door” on opening the door of his cage. The

bird seemed to understand. Using this method, in a short time he be-
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gan to use these words in their proper context: “How are you?”

“Whatcha doing?” “Where you going?” “Hello,” “Good morning,”

“Good night” and “Such a sleepy little birdie.” He could also com-

prehend and obey Wilson’s requests such as “Get down,” “Please go

into your cage,” and “No!” Whenever his owner called, the bird

would fly straight to her.23

All this information shows how some birds can, in common

with humans, use general and abstract concepts and remember in-

formation stored in their memory. As with parrots, which have the

appropriate anatomical structures to imitate human sounds, certain

other birds can also talk to us in a meaningful way. No doubt they

urge us to think of them as indicators of the knowledge and wisdom

in God’s creation. It is God Who creates birds with diverse talents

like speech and mimicry. By His will, these creatures exhibit behav-

ioral skills that surpass expectations of their brain capacity to an as-

tonishing degree. This, together with thousands of similar examples

in nature, lets people see God’s power, strengthening the faith of

those who already believe and allowing many who do not know

God as they should to consider the reality of creation. 

The Miracle of Talking Birds
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By God’s will, these animals display abilities that far exceed what their
brain capacity would suggest, and show behavior that fills humans with
admiration. 



God has commanded us

to ponder the vast evidence in

the skies and upon Earth.

However, it should not be for-

gotten that only those who lis-

ten to the voice of their con-

science will be able to see this

manifest evidence and concep-

tualize its meaning with God’s

consent: 

Have they not looked at
the sky above them: How
We structured it and
made it beautiful and how there are no fissures in it? And
the Earth: how We stretched it out and cast firmly embedded
mountains onto it and caused luxuriant plants of every kind
to grow in it, an instruction and a reminder for every peni-
tent human being. (Qur’an, 50:6-8)
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EEXXAAMMPPLLEESS  OOFF  VVOOCCAALLIIZZAATTIIOONNSS  BBYY  PPAARRRROOTTSS

AANNDD  BBUUDDGGEERRIIGGAARRSS......
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The above frames from the nature program, “Parrots: Look Who's
Talking,” are just a few examples of the phrases that parrots and
budgerigars have learned to say. 







CCoommmmuunniiccaattiioonn  aanndd  SSiiggnnaalliinngg  iinn  BBiirrddss  
Birds produce meaningful communications by their facial ex-

pressions, beak movements, feather ruffling, elongating their necks,

crouching, bouncing, and flapping their wings. Although each

species has its own body language, many different species interpret

movements in the same way. For example, various species interpret

an upward thrust of the beak as expressing the intention to fly, and

the lowering of the breast as a warning of danger. Also, several

species perceive raising the tail feathers as a threat, or displaying

bright colors atop of the head as a declaration of the intent to attack.

Via facial expression, birds can convey a variety of messages to those

around them—negative feelings such as dislike and resentment, as

well as positive ones like pleasure, enthusiasm and

curiosity.24
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Birds produce different facial expressions by movements of the

beak, or by positioning the feathers above the beak, on the chin, or

atop the head. In some species, the feathers above the eye can also

move independently. Moreover, many species make a display by

opening their beaks. For example, the tawny frogmouth opens its

beak to reveal its large, bright green oral cavity, emphasizing the

size of its beak and making it appear more intimidating. Some oth-

er species open their beaks as a form of threatening behavior, usual-

ly silently, but sometimes enhance the performance with hissing or

loud breathing.25

Besides communicating by means of body language, birds

produce a great variety of sounds to communicate with oth-

er members of their flock, neighbors,
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or family members. These range from short, simple calls to songs

that are surprisingly long and complex. Sometimes birds such as the

green woodpecker use different instruments or, like the American

woodpecker, use special feathers to produce sound. 

Birds also communicate through smell, though since their

sense of smell is poor, their communication is based mainly on

sound and sight. At times of poor visibility, as at night or in dense

foliage, sound is most advantageous, and is also the ideal method

for long-distance communication. If conditions are right, birdsong

can be heard for up to a few kilometers. 

As we have seen in the example of Alex, the African Grey, birds

also have conceptualization and communication skills. In certain

circumstances, they demonstrate talents equivalent to those of chil-

dren of primary-school age, learning series of words and other

means of human communication through social interaction. When

alone, these parrots play vocalization games and when in the com-

pany of people, they join vocalizations together to produce new as-

semblages from existing sequences of speech. God, the Creator of

everything on Earth and in the skies, equips them with the talents

and characteristics that set them apart. Accordingly, our praises for

the supreme beauty of our environment is praise that belongs to

God. 

TThhee  LLaanngguuaaggee  ooff  CCaallllss  aanndd  SSoonnggss
To call one another, birds produce sounds of extremely high fre-

quency and strength. Only a few species such as pelicans, storks,

and certain vultures have no call. The acoustic calls used by birds

amongst themselves form a language of sorts. Their songs, which

are longer and generally related to courtship, consist of a series of

notes and usually contain melodies. 
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Birdsong is usually heard in spring, whereas the calls, much

simpler than songs, are used by both sexes and heard throughout

the year. Birdcalls allow swift communication via simple messages

without a great expenditure of energy.26 These calls’ main functions

can be listed as follows:

- to establish a bird’s species

- to indicate the bird’s gender

- to show its location 

- to demarcate and defend a territory 

- to advertise a source of food

- to let young birds recognize their parents

- to keep the flock together

- to warn of the presence of an enemy 

- to intimidate an enemy

The High Level of Consciousness 
in Birds that Imitate Sounds
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The photographs above show the areas of the brain activated during
hearing and singing in the canary. 

SILENCE HEARING AND SINGING OF
SONGS

HEARING ONLY SINGING ONLY



- for courtship

- to mark the changeover of responsibility for nesting duties

such as incubating or feeding 

- to practice and perfect songs 

Usually, birdsong is not composed of randomly produced

sounds. Songs are exceptionally diverse melodies of specific mean-

ing, sung for a purpose, and are much more complex than the calls

used for signaling. They are generally used by males to advertise

and defend a territory, or in courtship. It is also believed that songs

serve a social function. When a pair is building their nest, they also

establish communication by song. Experiments on caged birds have

also demonstrated that birds find it easier to learn songs if another

bird is present, but out of sight, in another cage.27

Male and female songbirds have different brain structures, par-

ticularly in the regions related to sound production. With many

songbird species, the males can sing, but the females cannot. The

males use “song” to call their mates or designate a tree, pole, or elec-

trical cable as a place to perch. Each species sings a song with its

own characteristics, but any given species’ songs display variations
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according to age, sex, particular time of year, and geographical lo-

cation—appropriate for the environment in which they live. For ex-

ample, birds that live in meadows use “songs of flight.” Similarly,

ones that live in the dense foliage of rain forests or reed thickets

have loud voices to compensate for reduced visibility. 

Knowing which song to sing in which environment, and the

meaning and purpose of each song, are not something that each in-

dividual bird can work out for itself. Behavior indicative of such

wisdom and foresight by creatures with no reason or judgment ex-

hibits the inspiration of God in living creatures. He creates each

creature with its necessary characteristics and inspires its rational

behavior. 
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The songs of hummingbirds and the way they learn them aston-
ish researchers. Each song is unique to the individual.
Hummingbirds are not born with innate songs; they learn how to
sing from their mothers and fathers.
(http://www.abc.net.au/worldtoday/s162563.htm)

The High Level of Consciousness 
in Birds that Imitate Sounds
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It’s not easy to identify where a warning sound originates. Usually two
ears are needed to hear a noise and identify where it is coming from.
Thanks to their keen hearing, birds can also evaluate and verify impor-
tant elements of a song message such as intensity and time interval. In
this way, they break the message’s “code” and identify the sender’s lo-
cation. Judging the interval between the sound wave reaching first one
ear and then the other is more effective at low frequencies. At higher
frequencies, sounds’ wavelengths diminish, and it becomes increas-
ingly difficult to identify the source. On the other hand, there is one
frequency of sound whose source is impossible to determine, using
the time difference in the sound’s reaching the listener’s two ears. If a
bird is using this frequency as an alarm frequency, then naturally it is
also trying to protect itself from an enemy. (Lesley J. Rogers & Gisela
Kaplan, Songs, Roars and Rituals, Communication In Birds, Mammals
and Other Animals, USA, 2000, pages 93-94) This superior skill which
God has made manifest in birds is one of the wonders of creation.
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II n its claims about birds’ evolution, evolutionary theory, as in

all other fields of science, is full of contradictions. Defenders

of evolutionary theory base their claims more on a series of

hypotheses and assumptions than on findings and research re-

sults. Several of our books have presented scientific evidence of

the illogic and contradictions in evolutionary theory, and have

presented the invalidity of their claims with their own admis-

sions. (For detailed information, see Darwinism Refuted, Evolution

Deceit, The Collapse of Evolution Theory in 20 Questions, by Harun

Yahya). In this book, accordingly, we will deal only with the sub-

ject of how birds, with their various physical characteristics and

talent for mimicry, present evidence to counter evolutionary the-

ory. 

BBiirrddss’’  VVooccaall  LLeeaarrnniinngg

CChhooppss  DDoowwnn  tthhee  EEvvoolluuttiioonnaarryy  TTrreeee  
In order to explain the diversity

of species, Darwin drew an imagi-

nary evolutionary tree and of-

fered the theory that all living

creatures arose from one single an-

cestor and have diverged from one an-

other into distinct species. But this

imaginary evolutionary tree, which is

claimed as the backbone of evolution-

ary theory, has been turned upside



down by the results of findings in the field of paleontology and mol-

ecular studies. 

Among the most important examples that invalidate evolu-

tionary theory are the birds that can imitate sounds and human

speech. 

11..  SSoonnggbbiirrddss,,  PPaarrrroottss  aanndd  HHuummmmiinnggbbiirrddss——TThhrreeee  GGrroouuppss  ooff

BBiirrddss  tthhaatt  ccaann  IImmiittaattee——HHaavvee  SSiimmiillaarr  PPhhyyssiiccaall  aanndd  MMeennttaall

CChhaarraacctteerriissttiiccss  iinn  SSppiittee  ooff  NNoott  BBeeiinngg  RReellaatteedd

According to the evolutionists, songbirds, parrots and hum-

mingbirds must come from a single ancestor, because of their simi-
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To explain the diversity of
species, Darwin drew an
imaginary evolutionary
tree, claiming that all liv-
ing creatures came from
one common ancestor
and diverged from one
another into different
species. But current sci-
entific findings invalidate
these claims and show
that species were created
individually. 

HUMAN BEING
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lar physical and mental characteristics. However, these three cate-

gories of birds are not related in any way and so, are placed in dif-

ferent branches of the hypothetical evolutionary tree. First and fore-

most, no fossils of any common ancestor have been found, nor are

any similar characteristics found in other varieties of birds closely

related to these species. Accordingly, evolutionists are unable to an-

swer the question of how these categories of bird all possess the abil-

ity of being able to speak and imitate sounds, despite being so far

apart from one another on the imaginary evolutionary tree. 

Gradually, therefore, research has pushed the evolutionists in-

to an impasse. For example, a test carried out on the Anna hum-

mingbird (Calypte anna) in 1990 established that some of the males

imitated the singing of other birds. This is firm evidence of the hum-

mingbird’s ability to learn songs. As a result of tests carried out on

talking birds, scientists concluded that when the hummingbird is

singing, its brain is activated in seven different places. This same ob-

servation also is true for songbirds and parrots. 
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American and Brazilian scientists’ research on hummingbirds
also invalidates unfounded claims that birds’ songs have

evolved. Hummingbirds, parrots, and songbirds are, ac-
cording to the imaginary evolutionary tree, far apart

from one another in evolutionary terms. 

Yet they have remarkably
similar brain structures. This
shows that these birds are not
the descendents of a common an-
cestor, but the product of separate

Design. 



This discovery creates serious problems regarding the evolu-

tionary phases between living creatures. The songs of birds that can

imitate sound are genetically coded, as opposed to sounds that they

learn later in life. Of these, however, only adult songbirds, parrots

and hummingbirds have the ability to learn songs and repeat them

accurately. According to Erich Jarvis, a neurobiologist at Duke

University Medical Center, this kind of vocal learning closely re-

sembles the process by which humans learn to speak. Surprisingly,

this research shows that birds

skilled at vocal learning are in a

completely different branch of

the so-called evolutionary path.

What’s more, none of the species

that evolutionists claim are close-

ly related to these birds can learn

any similar songs. 

Regarding this subject, two

evolutionary scenarios are put forward. The first states that all birds

come from a common ancestor with the necessary brain structure for

imitating sounds but that somehow, only certain species developed

the ability. The other species were unsuccessful in this respect and

lost these skills over time. However, this scenario is not given cred-

it, not even by many evolutionists! According to celebrated neurobi-

ologist Erich Jarvis, it seems extremely unlikely that this trait could

be gained or lost more than once in both birds and mammals.28 If this

kind of undeveloped brain structure exists, asks Jarvis, then why is

it not present in reptiles and dinosaurs as well?29

Evolutionists put forward a second scenario: that in the brains

of these three birds, these learning structures each evolved indepen-

dently of one another. This claim is not only scientifically unfound-
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Dr. Erich Jarvis, 
of Duke University



ed, but also cannot answer the most basic questions: How did this

skill come about in birds? How is it passed on from generation to

generation? And how was the necessary physiological structure for

this skill formed? Of course, evolutionists cannot produce a tenable

explanation for how this came about in even one of these species.
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Thus, it is unreasonable for them to claim that the three different

bird species have evolved independently. This chain of events can-

not be explained by evolution, and could not possibly be realized co-

incidentally in three different processes in three different living crea-

tures. That is like saying that blind coincidences resulted in success-

ful outcomes—on three different occasions. 

Facts that science has proven also show how evolutionists lack

solutions on this subject. Erich Jarvis expressed the situation in

which he found himself, in the light of scientific findings: 

… Birds challenge all of us to rethink outmoded concepts of

evolution… Throughout our education, we have this concept of

linear evolution instilled in us. We're told that … vertebrates

evolved from some worm-like creature to fish, amphibians,

reptiles, birds, mammals, and so forth, and that living verte-

brates represent these stages in both body plan and brain intel-

ligence. And once there were mammals, they evolved to pri-

mates, then humans, being last at the top of the hierarchy. But

this concept of lower and higher in the vertebrate lineage is just

completely false.30

The evolutionary tree on which the evolutionists rely is a

strained series of links between different animal species. This tree,
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Research conducted by Erich
Jarvis concluded that the con-
cept of different stages of evolu-
tion is invalid. 
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Parrots, songbirds and hummingbirds, the three species of bird that have
the ability to mimic songs, are far apart from each other, according to the
evolutionists’ imaginary family relationships. This invalidates the evolution-
ary scenario, which claims that these birds independently acquired the
necessary characteristics for vocal learning. However, it is irrational to
imagine that even one species of bird, let alone three, could acquire such
complex skills through coincidence. 

based on anatomical similarities among animals, has no real scien-

tific foundation and, as an inevitable result, is full of contradictions.

One example is exemplified by those birds that imitate sounds.

According to the family tree theory, three living species belonging to

three very different branches share one highly complex characteris-

tic—in vocal learning, the same seven areas of the brain are activat-

ed in all three. As has been shown, similarities among animals are

no evidence of evolution. Attempts to claim otherwise are no more

than biased interpretation in the name of science. 







SSIIMMIILLAARRIITTIIEESS  BBEETTWWEEEENN  LLIIVVIINNGG  CCRREEAATTUURREESS

DDOO  NNOOTT  PPRROOVVEE  TTHHAATT  TTHHEEYY  CCOOMMEE  FFRROOMM  AA  

CCOOMMMMOONN  AANNCCEESSTTOORR

Evolutionists frequently point to similarities be-

tween living creatures as evidence to support their

claims. For example, the bones in a human arm, a

whale’s fin and a bat’s wing have similar structure.

This, according to evolutionists, proves that the ani-

mals in question evolved from one single ancestor.

However, it is mistaken to think in this way. Actually,

this similarity is evidence that all living creatures have

been designed according to a plan. From what we

have observed in nature, it is evident that a Creator

has formed all life within the scope of a similar plan,

and fashioned all living creatures in accordance with

their needs. When we examine the scientific evidence,

the “common design” explanation emerges as the cor-

rect one. 
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TToo  PPrroovvee  tthhaatt  AAnniimmaallss  AArree  DDeesscceennddeedd  ffrroomm  aa  SSiinnggllee

AAnncceessttoorr,,  TThheenn  YYoouu  SShhoouulldd  PPrroodduuccee  aa  MMeecchhaanniissmm,,  bbuutt  TThheerree

IIss  NNoonnee  

If you claim that animals are descended from a common ances-

tor, it’s not enough to use the similarities between animals as proof.

It would be more apt to show a mechanism, but no such mechanism

has yet been put forward. For example, which mechanisms trans-

formed the forelimb of a mouse or a shrew-like animal, imagined

ancestors of  bats, into a bat’s wing? Similarly, we can ask what

mechanism caused the hind limbs of a land animal to turn into the

fins of a whale? For this to happen, according to evolutionary theo-

ry, natural selection and mutation are required. However, these two

mechanisms make sense only if all intermediate phases in the evo-

lutionary process are of some advantage to the species. If the in-

complete forms of the said organs afford the animal no benefit, they

are a disadvantage and constitute a handicap for the animal in ques-

tion. Therefore, there is no natural mechanism for developing the

complex organs of animals or for producing genetic information

that corresponds to them. 

IIff  SSeevveerraall  AAnniimmaallss  SShhaarree  SSiimmiillaarr  CChhaarraacctteerriissttiiccss,,  TThheeyy  CCaannnnoott

BBee  CCllaaiimmeedd  ttoo  HHaavvee  aa  CCoommmmoonn  AAnncceessttoorr  

The organs of many creatures resemble those of other animals,

but the evolutionists cannot claim all are derived from one common

ancestor. For example, the eyes of an octopus are very much like

yours, but according to the evolutionists, these similar structures are

not derived from a common root (that is to say homologous). Flies

and birds both have wings, but again, these cannot be described as

homologous. The evolutionists cannot claim an evolutionary rela-

tionship between these animals, despite their great similarities, be-

cause in the so-called evolutionary trees drawn up on the basis of
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fossil records and morphology, these animals are far apart from one

another. For this reason, evolutionists describe these structures not

as homologous but as “analogous”—that is, similar in spite of not

having a common root. However, if some similar structures can be

analogous, why not all? So far, evolutionists have not provided a

tenable answer to this question. 

They try to get around this by producing not an answer, but an

imaginary concept they call “parallel evolution.” Parallel evolution

is attributed to animals and organs that seem to have acquired sim-

ilar characteristics over time, but which have no evolutionary rela-

tionship to one another. For example, let’s take the octopus once

more. In spite of being an invertebrate—and therefore, according to

the evolutionists, a primitive creature—is as intelligent as a dog, a

highly developed mammal. In this case, evolutionists claim that an

“intelligence” factor has developed separately in each species, an

imaginary phenomenon they describe as

“parallel evolution.” But since

the octopus is a primi-



tive creature in terms of evolution, it should be a creature of very

low intelligence. 

Another example is the ability to fly. Insects, birds, extinct rep-

tiles, and even certain living mammals have wings; which is to say,

flight has evolved in at least four different classifications of animals.

According to evolution theory, why should all of these groups, on

completely different imaginary evolutionary paths, have the same

outcome? Is it possible for these completely separate groups to de-

velop the same organic structure through an accidental evolutionary

process? Why would coincidences follow the same common design

in each case? This illustrates the folly of explaining away all these

questions by mere coincidence: The common design in these crea-

tures can be explained only by the existence of a common Designer,

that is to say, through God’s creation. 

MMoolleeccuullaarr  EEvviiddeennccee  DDiisspprroovveess  tthhee  CCllaaiimm  tthhaatt  aa  CCoommmmoonn

AAnncceessttoorr  CCaann  EExxppllaaiinn  SSiimmiillaarriittiieess  

Regarding similar structures, the most important evidence to

disprove the claims of evolutionary theory comes from molecular

biology. 

Before the genetic coding structure of DNA was discovered, the

claim that similar organs “evolved” from a common ancestor was

presented as plausible by evolutionists. As more knowledge was

gained of genetics, however, scientists discovered the genetic code

for similar organs, and it emerged that usually these genes were

markedly different. This discovery dealt the common-ancestor as-

sertion a deadly blow. 

One fact that emerged in regard to this discovery was the five-

fingered (or pentadactyl) hand structure encountered in all land-liv-

ing vertebrates. 
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The hands and feet of a frog, lizard, squirrel and a monkey all

have five digits. Even the bone structure of birds and bats conforms

to this basic design. Evolutionists used the pentadactyl structure as

evidence for the claim that all these various species derived from a

common ancestor. 

Today, however, even the evolutionists have accepted that pen-

tadactyl anatomy occurs in species of different groups, between

which no evolutionary link can be established. In two separate arti-

cles published in 1991 and 1996, evolutionary biologist M. Coates

points out that the pentadactyl phenomenon appears independent-

ly in both the anthracosaurs and the amphibians.31 This finding in-

dicates that the pentadactyl phenomenon does not constitute proof

of a common ancestor. 
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Nowadays, even evolutionists ad-
mit that the pentadactyl character-
istic occurs in different groups
that share no evolutionary rela-
tionship. The limbs of a frog,
lizard, squirrel and a monkey are
all pentadactyl. Even the bone
structures of birds and bats con-
form to this basic design. As has
been seen, similarities between
living creatures constitute evi-
dence not of evolution, but of cre-
ation by common design. 



But the essential blow to this evolutionary claim comes from

molecular biology. The “pentadactyl homology” hypothesis, long

defended in evolutionary publications, collapsed with the discovery

that different genes controlled the digit structure in different crea-

tures displaying the pentadactyl structure! As evolutionary biologist

William Fix explains;

The older textbooks on evolution make much of the idea of ho-

mology, pointing out the obvious resemblances between the

skeletons of the limbs of different animals. Thus the “pen-

tadactyl” limb pattern is found in the arm of a man, the wing of

a bird, and flipper of a whale—and this is held to indicate their

common origin. Now if these various structures were transmit-

ted by the same gene couples, varied from time to time by mu-

tations and acted upon by environmental selection, the theory

would make good sense. Unfortunately this is not the case.

Homologous organs are now known to be produced by totally

different gene complexes in the different species. The concept

of homology in terms of similar genes handed on from a com-

mon ancestor has broken down... 32

22..  BBiirrddss  tthhaatt  DDiissppllaayy  VVooccaall  LLeeaarrnniinngg  SShhooww  SSiimmiillaarriittyy  wwiitthh

HHuummaannss  iinn  TTeerrmmss  ooff  tthhee  GGeenneess  DDeetteerrmmiinniinngg  BBrraaiinn  SSttrruuccttuurreess

Evolutionists claim that genetic similarities derive from evolu-

tionary development. However, when “biochemical similarities” are

considered as a whole, they are seen to refute the alleged family tree

that constitutes the backbone of claims supporting the theory of evo-

lution. (For detailed information, see The Secrets of DNA, by Harun

Yahya.) 

That molecular verification does not support evolutionary the-

ory is expressed in an article by Elizabeth Pennisi, “Is It Time to

Uproot the Tree of Life?” published in Science magazine in 1999.
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Pennisi states

that the genetic

analyses and com-

parisons made by the

Darwinist biologists to illus-

trate the “evolutionary tree”

give quite the opposite result,

and that “the new data casts a

shadow over the evolutionary pic-

ture”: 

A year ago, biologists looking over
newly sequenced genomes from more than a
dozen microorganisms thought these data might
support the accepted plot lines of life's early his-
tory. But what they saw confounded them.
Comparisons of the genomes then available not on-
ly didn't clarify the picture of how life's major group-
ings evolved, they confused it. And now, with an ad-
ditional eight microbial sequences in hand, the situation
has gotten even more confusing… Many evolutionary biolo-
gists had thought they could roughly see the beginnings of
life's three kingdoms… When full DNA sequences opened the
way to comparing other kinds of genes, researchers expected
that they would simply add detail to this tree. But “nothing
could be further from the truth,” says Claire Fraser, head of The
Institute for Genomic Research (TIGR) in Rockville, Maryland. 

Instead, the comparisons have yielded many versions of the
tree of life…33

In summary, on examination of living species at a molecular

level, the homology hypotheses of evolutionary theory collapse, one

by one. Jonathan Wells, an American molecular biologist, summa-

Birds that Imitate Sound Invalidate 
Evolutionary Theory
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rizes the situation in his

book published in 2000: 

Inconsistencies among
trees based on different mol-
ecules, and the bizarre trees that
result from some molecular analyses,
have now plunged phylogeny into a cri-
sis.34

In recent years, research conducted on the

genetic structure of birds has also turned upside-

down the evolutionists’ theory of genetic similari-

ty. To understand vocal learning in birds, Erich Jarvis

and his team of colleagues examined the brains of 12 of

the 30 or more species of hummingbird found in Brazil,

in the movement of a gene that is activated when the birds

sing. Their research established that a gene called “zenk” is

active in seven different centers of the brain. It emerged

that this characteristic is present not just in hummingbirds,

but also in parrots and songbirds. 35

In light of this information, scientists began making fur-

ther comparisons between the brains of humans and birds. But

the evolutionists—who wanted to present genetic similarities

between humans and chimpanzees as evidence of evolution—

felt uncomfortable about conducting studies using methods that

produced evidence contrary to their position. The comparisons

made on this subject to date are biased opinions support-

ing the fable that humans and monkeys have a com-



mon ancestor. When a genetic similarity was established between

birds and humans, the evidence produced to date by the evolution-

ists was invalidated once again. Erich Jarvis, himself an evolutionist,

expressed how this dogmatic approach, resulting from an evolu-

tionist standpoint and which posed an obstacle to real observation,

gave him great difficulty in his research:

The difference… between humans and songbirds, besides the
general brain organization of mammals and birds, is that hu-
mans have more of what the birds have… But in order to ex-
plain this hypothesis of parallels between vocal imitation struc-
tures in the bird brain and language structures in human
brains, I first have to get around this hundred-year-old dogma
that their brains are so very different.36

The reason behind the evolutionists’ discomfort was that the

possibility of a common gene in hummingbirds and humans could

contradict the concept of homology and thus constitute evidence

against evolution. Accordingly, they were not keen to see informa-

tion on this subject emerge. Nevertheless, Jarvis explains that re-

search in this field could be illuminating:

Such genetic experiments, even with an animal as seemingly
distant from humans as the hummingbird, could help us un-
derstand human language… We're finding with these DNA
chips that somewhere between 70 and 80 percent of the genes
that we get from the songbird brain have a homologous coun-
terpart in humans and mammals in general.”37
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The Darwinists have done no more with evolutionary theory

than present information they believe suits their purposes, using the

support of certain organs of the media as evidence of evolution. On

the subject of genetic similarities, as in every field, they manipulate

deliberately, giving misleading information and suppressing infor-

mation they see as contrary to their purposes. But upon impartial

evaluation of research conducted at a molecular level, the truth is

evident: No “organism” is the ancestor of any other, nor is any more

“primitive” or “developed” than the other. God has created all liv-

ing creatures individually and perfectly, together with perfect sys-

tems that differentiate them from one another. 

God makes this known fact in the Qur’an:

He is God—the Creator, the Maker, the Giver of Form. To

Him belong the Most Beautiful Names. Everything in the

heavens and Earth glorifies Him. He is the Almighty, the

All-Wise. (Qur’an, 59:24)
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Despite the time and effort spent in trying to make chimpanzees talk, results
have remained inconclusive. The vocalizations that chimpanzees produce
are extremely primitive when compared with the skilled mimicry of parrots.

Nevertheless, no one mentions any evolutionary ties between humans
and parrots. This is only one example of evolution-

ists’ biased opinions. 

33..  BBiirrddss  wwiitthh  VVooccaall  LLeeaarrnniinngg  DDiissppllaayy  aa  TTaalleenntt  SSuuppeerriioorr  ttoo

MMoonnkkeeyyss

Many evolutionists are known to be working toward establish-

ing links between chimpanzees and humans, to present as evidence

of a relationship between the two species. However, research con-

ducted on chimpanzees’ linguistic and thinking skills shows that

they use a very simple form of sign language. Thus, evolutionists’

attempts to show that monkeys are the animals most well-adapted

for learning to speak have had disappointing results. This shows,

once again, how no such relationship exists between humans and

chimpanzees like the one that evolutionists imagine. 

Attempts to get chimpanzees to talk proved inconclusive, in

spite of the time and effort invested, showing how wrong the ap-

proach of the evolutionists was. Nevertheless, the press presented

these studies in a distorted way. One of the most recent examples of



this was a piece entitled

“Can Chimpanzees Talk?”

in the science and technol-

ogy supplement of

Cumhuriyet newspaper, 25

January, 2003. Based on a

news item published on

BBC’s online site, this arti-

cle claimed that a chim-

panzee called Kanzi had

been taught to speak.

However, the vocaliza-

tions that the chimpanzee

supposedly uttered had

nothing to do with the

skill of “speaking.” 

Jared Taglialatela and Sue Savage-Rumbaugh, two evolutionist

researchers, claimed that Kanzi produced different vocalizations in

response to certain behavior and objects, and that although the

chimp used these vocalizations—meaning “banana,” “grapes,”

“fruit juice” and “yes”—in different contexts, he did not substitute

the word “yes” under any circumstances. These same researchers

claimed that the chimpanzee had learned to do this by himself. 

The fact is that chimpanzees cannot speak. A human’s ability to

speak is not based on making sounds; it comprises exceptional char-

acteristics such as naming concepts and forming grammatically cor-

rect sentences, which no animal can master and whose source no lin-

guist can explain. Evidently, the “words” that Kanzi used repeated-

ly cannot be taken as speech. However, in the same news item, the

critics said that if the vocalizations were to be termed as language,
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The press claimed that a chimpanzee
named Kanzi had been taught to “speak.”
However, it emerged that the chimpanzee
produced vocalizations that had nothing to
do with the skill of speaking. 
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syntax was also a consideration. 

This point brings up a contradiction on the subject of evolu-

tionary theory, since in fact, parrots are at least as skilled as Kanzi in

terms of vocalization and mimicry. Furthermore, the vocalizations

that chimpanzees produce are extremely basic when compared with

the skills of parrots. However, no newspaper has made any mention

of an evolutionary relationship between humans and parrots. 

Objective opinions of scientists working on the subject for

many years expose the claims seen in Kanzi’s example as pure fan-

tasy. Philip Lieberman, the famous linguist, emphasizes that at-

tempts to teach language to chimps are doomed to failure: 

Although animal trainers and investigators since the seven-
teenth century have tried to teach chimpanzees to talk, no
chimpanzee has ever managed it. A chimpanzee’s sound-pro-
ducing anatomy is simply too different from that of humans.
Chimpanzees might be able to produce a muffled approxima-
tion of human speech—if their brains could plan and execute

the necessary articulate maneuvers. But to do this,
they would have to have our brains, which

they obviously do not.38

As noted, some birds’

ability to imitate sounds

renders the “evolution-

ary tree,” one of the evo-

lutionists’ most impor-

tant claims, meaningless

from another angle. The fact is, a

parrot bears no physical resemblance to a

human; yet if it has an ability such as speech

requiring a high level of intelligence. This does
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not conform to any evolutionary model. According to the evolu-

tionists, chimpanzees are just a step or two below humans on the

said evolutionary tree. But the high level of consciousness and abil-

ity to mimic sounds that talking birds demonstrate, disprove the

evolutionists’ claims. 

Defenders of evolution are well aware that from the perspec-

tive of their theories, talking birds present a great difficulty. Another

troublesome aspect for the evolutionists is related to the root of in-

telligence in birds. If birds, as evolution suggests, are less developed

than the primates, then how have they, in spite of their tiny brains,

suddenly managed to acquire this talent that primates—above them

in the imaginary evolutionary tree—do not yet have? The Mynah

bird, a member of the crow family, can also imitate human speech,

but primates cannot. When evolutionists try to provide an explana-

tion for this, they attribute the primate’s inability to speak to its dif-

ferent laryngeal structures. However, this explanation is by no

means adequate. Birds’ laryngeal structures certainly do not resem-

According to evolutionists, chimpanzees are just one step below humans in
the so-called evolutionary tree. Nevertheless, the fact that a parrot, bearing
no physical resemblance to a human, has the ability to speak—which re-
quires such a high level of intelligence—does not conform to any evolution-
ary model. 

FALSE
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ble ours, but thanks to the ability God

has given them, they can imitate hu-

man speech with ease. W. H. Thorpe, a

Cambridge University zoologist and

known authority on the subject, invali-

dates this claim of the evolutionists: 

“How is it that an animal with this
can talk?” he would say: “It is ut-
terly impossible” 39

As we noted, certain birds’ God-

given talent is one of the important

refutations of evolutionists’ explana-

tions. However different these birds’

laryngeal structures may be, God has

created them with an ability to speak in

a way that fills us with admiration. It should not be forgotten that

our Lord is the incomparable Creator; and it is by His will that “He

has given speech to everything.” (Qur’an, 41:21)

44..  BBiirrddss  tthhaatt  PPoosssseessss  VVooccaall  LLeeaarrnniinngg  DDiissppllaayy  MMoorree  AAddvvaanncceedd

IInntteelllliiggeennccee  tthhaann  MMoonnkkeeyyss

As already pointed out, evolutionists have come up with the

scenario that monkeys and humans share a common ancestor. But

this preconception, unscientific and full of contradictions, further in-

validates the so-called evolutionary tree. Because evolutionists be-

gin with the hypothesis that the chimpanzee is man’s closest rela-

tive, they also try to establish similarities between the behavior of

monkeys and humans. Doing so, they try to give the impression that

the chimpanzee is the closest to man in terms of intelligence.

However, several creatures disprove the assertion that the chim-

panzee is the next most intelligent being, after man.

Larynx (the voice 
box of a human)

Syrinx (the voice 
box of a bird)
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The aforementioned Professor Irene Pepperberg, trainer of Alex

as well as other an African Grey parrot by the name of “Griffin,”

proves this. It was long believed that playing with objects and

speaking were behaviors found only in humans. But Pepperberg's

observations disprove this: 

Human children start combining their labels at about 22

months… So, they start not just identifying”cookie” and

“milk,” but will say “want milk” or “want more cookie.” 

And they also tend to develop this combinatorial behaviour at

the same time as they start doing physical combinations of their

toys. So, they will start stacking cups in serried sizes, and

things like that. 40

Parrots’ ability to make connections between events and

sounds was the subject of Pepperberg’s speech at a meeting at the

American Association for the Advancement of Science:

The simultaneous emergence of both vocal and physical com-

binatorial behaviours was always thought to be a purely pri-

mate trait, derived from primate brain area. The fact that we are

finding this in animals so far removed from primates is excit-

ing. 41

Again, a characteristic that evolutionists assert is unique to pri-

mates also found in parrots—which appear in an entirely different

branch of the imaginary evolutionary tree—constitutes a major evo-

lutionary impasse. That parrots and certain other birds have such a

complex brain capacity invalidates the evolutionists’ entire scenario.

Therefore, their assertion that a small brain capacity develops into a

large one is not applicable, which also invalidates the claim that pri-

mates are the ancestors of humans. 

Furthermore, nature provides many more examples of “lesser”
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species exhibiting intelligent behavior. Beavers, for example, build a

dam of ideal hydrodynamic size to stem the current; termites can

build huge nests with special ventilation channels; and honeybees

can build combs based on apparent knowledge of geometry and

mathematics. Although they do perform such complex behaviors,

all these creatures—especially the insects—have very small brains. 

A final example of this miraculous behavior is provided by a

crow named Betty, which was studied in the laboratory of Oxford

University. Without any guidance, Betty bent a piece of wire she

found in the laboratory into a shape that she could use as a tool.

When she could not reach food at the bottom of a container with her

beak, the crow bent the end of a piece of wire into a hook. With the

use of the wire, she was then able to get her food out of the contain-

er easily. What amazed the scientists was that Betty understood that

something she had seen before only in the mesh of a cage would be

useful, thanks to its size and flexibility. She also succeeded in bend-

ing the flexible wire in a way that suited her purpose. Wanting to es-

tablish whether or not Betty's success was a coincidence, scientists

noted that she succeeded nine out of ten times.

Scientists pointed out that despite her small brain, Betty had

demonstrated a higher level of intelligence than chimpanzees. The

BBC, with its Darwinist prejudices, commented, “Betty is putting

our closest cousins to shame.”42 In other words, Betty had turned

upside down the evolutionists’ accepted ideas on the root of intelli-

gence. Alex Kacelnik, a scientist from Oxford who conducted re-

search on Betty, made this comment: 

We assume primates will be cleverer because they are clos-
est to us… But this animal (Betty) seems to be on a par at



Without any guidance, a crow named Betty, being studied in
the laboratory of Oxford University, bent a thin metal rod into a
shape that she could use as a tool. When she couldn’t reach
food at the bottom of a container with her beak, the crow bent
the end of a piece of wire she found in the laboratory into a
hook. Betty understood that the wire, an object she had never
seen before, would be useful because of its size and flexibility.
She also succeeded in bending the flexible wire in a way that
suited her purpose. Scientists pointed out that in spite of her
smaller brain, Betty demonstrated a level of intelligence higher
than chimpanzees. 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/sci/tech/2178920.stm

1

3

2
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least with any primates we have seen.43

Betty is just one of many birds exhibiting “intelligent” behav-

ior. Many other scientific investigations are being conducted on this

subject, making it ever more evident that all interpretations of the

intelligence of chimpanzees, and consequent claims of the relation-

ship between man and chimpanzee, are wrong. 

Whatever the source of animal behavior, evolutionary claims

do not support these characteristics. Many birds’ behavioral pat-

terns are determined from birth by their genetic structures. But if so,

we should question who coded such behavioral patterns into the

genes of birds? The evolutionists’ response—that behavior is caused

by instinct—leaves this question still unanswered, because birds’ be-

havioral patterns are the inspiration of God and cannot be explained

by such vague concepts as “instinct.” The learned behavior seen in

a few species of bird creates yet another dilemma for evolutionists,

since they cannot say it is due to instinct. The surprising degree of

consciousness observed in birds that have vocal

learning such as parrots is a manifestation of the in-

spiration of God. 
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TTHHEE  EEVVOOLLUUTTIIOONNIISSTTSS,,  WWHHOO  TTRRYY  TTOO  EESSTTAABBLLIISSHH

AA  LLIINNKK  BBEETTWWEEEEEENN  LLIIVVIINNGG  BBEEIINNGGSS  AACCCCOORRDDIINNGG  TTOO

CCRRAANNIIAALL  MMEEAASSUURREEMMEENNTTSS,,  HHAAVVEE  OONNCCEE  AAGGAAIINN  SSEEEENN

TTHHEE  EERRRROORR  OOFF  TTHHEEIIRR  WWAAYYSS::  

One group of evolutionists claims that skull dimensions can

demonstrate that humans and monkeys derive from a common an-

cestor. They relate humans’ brains being larger than chimpanzees’

to greater intelligence, and claim that over time, cranial dimen-

sions have shown an evolutionary trend.

This claim—that as the brain en-

larged, its capacity to

process information and



store it in memory increased as well—is invalid, for a variety of

reasons. Just the observations conducted on birds with vocal

learning disprove it: Compared with a human’s, a bird’s brain is

extremely small. For example, in birds weighing an average of 85

grams, the brain varies from 0.73 to 2.7 grams in weight. A bird's

brain differs from a mammal’s in that the complex folds found in

mammals’ cerebral cortex are missing, and the cerebral cortex it-

self is much smaller proportionally. Nevertheless, some birds are

able to perform extremely complex operations such as speaking,

learning songs, conceptualization and visual memorizing.

Accordingly, there is no question of brain development from sim-

ple to complex to support evolutionary theory in living creatures. 

* http://www.earthlife.net/birds/nerves.html

Evolutionists seeking to establish an evolutionary link between chim-
panzees and humans use skull size as a criterion. However, the evolutionist
claim that “as the brain developed, its capacity to process information and
store it in the memory also increased” is invalid for a variety of reasons.
Although a bird’s brain is extremely small compared to a human’s, birds are
able to perform extremely complex operations.





AA  6655--MMIILLLLIIOONN--YYEEAARR--OOLLDD  FFOOSSSSIILL  OOFF  AA  PPAARRRROOTT’’SS

JJAAWW  IISS  IIDDEENNTTIICCAALL  TTOO  TTHHEE  JJAAWW  OOFF  TTHHEE  

CCOONNTTEEMMPPOORRAARRYY  PPAARRRROOTT!!
One important development to disappoint the evolutionists is

the “fossil parrot jaw” found 40 years ago. This fossil, estimated as

being 65 million years old, has the same structure as the jaw of a pre-

sent-day parrot. When this fossil was first unearthed, it was not giv-

en the interest it deserved, but has become a current issue, due to in-

vestigations conducted by Thomas Stidham on the fossil collection

of Berkeley University’s Paleontology Museum. His research

showed this to be the oldest parrot fossil found to date, and that this

parrot lived in the same era as the dinosaurs. According to X-rays

taken of the 13 mm fossil, the K-shaped mark on the fossil—the

tracks of blood vessel and nerves—is identical to ones on a present-

day parrot’s beak. 
* Thomas A. Stidham, “A lower jaw from a Cretaceous parrot,” Nature,

No: 396, 5 November 1998, pages 29-30.
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II n this book, we’ve dealt with birds that can imitate

sounds, only one group of God’s wonderful creatures.

We have examined the perfection of the mechanisms that

enable them to imitate sounds they have heard, and even form

simple sentences. Most humans, with their far superior intelli-

gence, have difficulty in imitating other voices or speech while

these little birds are able to imitate many sounds they have

heard with perfection, showing how exceptionally skilled they

are. Scientific research has concluded that this perfect mecha-

nism in birds is a masterpiece of design. God’s supreme

knowledge and art, as shown in the magnificence of His cre-

ation, is too evident to be obscured by deceitful theories.

Swans, peacocks, brightly colored parrots, budgerigars and an

infinite variety of living creatures invalidate any claims of co-

incidence and demonstrate the infinite

power of the Lord, our Creator. 

As mentioned throughout

this book, Darwinists insist on try-

ing to attribute this perfect system to

coincidences. According to their men-

tality, all the living creatures we see

around us, all the skills they possess,

and all their aesthetics and beauty

are products of blind chance. The

truth is, it’s not possible to ex-

plain away the consciousness

and design seen in all living crea-



tures, at all times, with coincidences. It is purely because of ide-

ology that Darwinists cannot see this evident reality—or rather,

they do see it but won’t accept it. These people cling to evolu-

tionary theory out of their belief that it explains the mechanism

of life. Accepting that it cannot forces them to accept the only

possible and true alternative explanation, which is the truth of

creation. This results in the complete collapse of Darwinism and

any related materialist ideologies. 

The thousands of examples that we see around us, but

which the Darwinists pretend not to, are important pieces of ev-

idence that destroy the distorted philosophies of those who de-

ny the miracles of God’s creation. Every person with a con-

science will see in the wonderful structures of living creatures,

and in the exceptional balance of the universe, the power of our

Supreme and Omnipresent Lord. Darwinism and, consequently,

the materialist philosophy that has deceived the world for near-

ly two centuries, will collapse. People will perceive the existence

of God and start to live according to the beautiful ethics bidden

by our Lord. The invalid system of thought that forms the basis

of Darwinism will be completely destroyed, as God makes

known in a verse of the Qur’an: 

Rather We hurl the truth against falsehood and it cuts
right through it and it vanishes clean away! (Qur’an,
21:18) 
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The
Deception

of Evolution



DD arwinism, in other words the theory of evolution, was

put forward with the aim of denying the fact of creation,

but is in truth nothing but failed, unscientific nonsense.

This theory, which claims that life emerged by chance from inani-

mate matter, was invalidated by the scientific evidence of clear “de-

sign” in the universe and in living things. In this way, science con-

firmed the fact that God created the universe and the living things

in it. The propaganda carried out today in order to keep the theory

of evolution alive is based solely on the distortion of the scientific

facts, biased interpretation, and lies and falsehoods disguised as

science.

Yet this propaganda cannot conceal the truth. The fact that the

theory of evolution is the greatest deception in the history of sci-

ence has been expressed more and more in the scientific world over

the last 20-30 years. Research carried out after the 1980s in particu-

lar has revealed that the claims of Darwinism are totally unfound-

ed, something that has been stated by a large number of scientists.

In the United States in particular, many scientists from such differ-

ent fields as biology, biochemistry and paleontology recognize the

invalidity of Darwinism and employ the concept of intelligent de-

sign to account for the origin of life. This “intelligent design” is a

scientific expression of the fact that God created all living things.

We have examined the collapse of the theory of evolution and

the proofs of creation in great scientific detail in many of our works,

and are still continuing to do so. Given the enormous importance

of this subject, it will be of great benefit to summarize it here.



TThhee  SScciieennttiiffiicc  CCoollllaappssee  OOff  DDaarrwwiinniissmm
Although this doctrine goes back as far as ancient Greece, the

theory of evolution was advanced extensively in the nineteenth cen-

tury. The most important development that made it the top topic of

the world of science was Charles Darwin's The Origin of Species, pub-

lished in 1859. In this book, he denied that God created different liv-

ing species on Earth separately, for he claimed that all living beings

had a common ancestor and had diversified over time through

small changes. Darwin's theory was not based on any concrete sci-

entific finding; as he also accepted, it was just an “assumption.”

Moreover, as Darwin confessed in the

long chapter of his book titled

“Difficulties of the Theory,” the theory

failed in the face of many critical ques-

tions. 

Darwin invested all of his hopes in

new scientific discoveries, which he ex-

pected to solve these difficulties.

However, contrary to his expectations,

scientific findings expanded the dimen-

sions of these difficulties. The defeat of

Darwinism in the face of science can be

reviewed under three basic topics:

1) The theory cannot explain how life originated on Earth. 

2) No scientific finding shows that the “evolutionary mecha-

nisms” proposed by the theory have any evolutionary power at all. 

3) The fossil record proves the exact opposite of what the theo-

ry suggests.

In this section, we will examine these three basic points in gen-

eral outlines:
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TThhee  FFiirrsstt  IInnssuummoouunnttaabbllee  SStteepp::  

TThhee  OOrriiggiinn  OOff  LLiiffee  
The theory of evolution posits that all living species evolved

from a single living cell that emerged on the primitive Earth 3.8 bil-

lion years ago. How a single cell could generate millions of complex

living species and, if such an evolution really occurred, why traces

of it cannot be observed in the fossil record are some of the questions

that the theory cannot answer. However, first and foremost, we need

to ask: How did this “first cell” originate?

Since the theory of evolution denies creation and any kind of

supernatural intervention, it maintains that the “first cell” originat-

ed coincidentally within the laws of nature, without any design,

plan or arrangement. According to the theory, inanimate matter

must have produced a living cell as a result of coincidences. Such a

claim, however, is inconsistent with the most unassailable rules of

biology. 

““LLiiffee  CCoommeess  FFrroomm  LLiiffee””
In his book, Darwin never referred to the origin of life. The

primitive understanding of science in his time rested on the as-

sumption that living beings had a very simple structure. Since me-

dieval times, spontaneous generation, which asserts that non-living

materials came together to form living organisms, had been widely

accepted. It was commonly believed that insects came into being

from food leftovers, and mice from wheat. Interesting experiments

were conducted to prove this theory. Some wheat was placed on a

dirty piece of cloth, and it was believed that mice would originate

from it after a while. 

Similarly, maggots developing in rotting meat was assumed to
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be evidence of spontaneous generation. However, it was later un-

derstood that worms did not appear on meat spontaneously, but

were carried there by flies in the form of larvae, invisible to the

naked eye. 

Even when Darwin wrote The Origin of Species, the belief that

bacteria could come into existence from non-living matter was

widely accepted in the world of science. 

However, five years after the publication of Darwin's book,

Louis Pasteur announced his results after long stud-

ies and experiments, that disproved sponta-

neous generation, a cornerstone of

Darwin's theory. In his triumphal lec-

ture at the Sorbonne in 1864, Pasteur

said: “Never will the doctrine of

spontaneous generation recover from

the mortal blow struck by this simple

experiment.”44

For a long time, advocates of the

theory of evolution resisted these find-

ings. However, as the development of

science unraveled the complex struc-

ture of the cell of a living being, the idea that life could come into be-

ing coincidentally faced an even greater impasse. 

IInnccoonncclluussiivvee  EEffffoorrttss  IInn  TThhee  

TTwweennttiieetthh  CCeennttuurryy
The first evolutionist who took up the subject of the origin of

life in the twentieth century was the renowned Russian biologist

Alexander Oparin. With various theses he advanced in the 1930s, he
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tried to prove that a living cell could

originate by coincidence. These studies,

however, were doomed to failure, and

Oparin had to make the following con-

fession: 

Unfortunately, however, the prob-
lem of the origin of the cell is per-
haps the most obscure point in the
whole study of the evolution of or-
ganisms.45

Evolutionist followers of Oparin

tried to carry out experiments to solve this problem. The best known

experiment was carried out by the American chemist Stanley Miller

in 1953. Combining the gases he alleged to have existed in the pri-

mordial Earth's atmosphere in an experiment set-up, and adding en-

ergy to the mixture, Miller synthesized several organic molecules

(amino acids) present in the structure of proteins. 

Barely a few years had passed before it was revealed that this

experiment, which was then presented as an important step in the

name of evolution, was invalid, for the atmosphere used in the ex-

periment was verydifferent from the real Earth conditions.46

After a long silence, Miller confessed that the atmosphere

medium he used was unrealistic.47

All the evolutionists' efforts throughout the twentieth century

to explain the origin of life ended in failure. The geochemist Jeffrey

Bada, from the San Diego Scripps Institute accepts this fact in an ar-

ticle published in Earth magazine in 1998:

Today as we leave the twentieth century, we still face the
biggest unsolved problem that we had when we entered the
twentieth century: How did life originate on Earth.48
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TThhee  CCoommpplleexx  SSttrruuccttuurree  OOff  LLiiffee  
The primary reason why the theory of evolution ended up in

such a great impasse regarding the origin of life is that even those

living organisms deemed to be the simplest have incredibly com-

plex structures. The cell of a living thing is more complex than all of

our man-made technological products. Today, even in the most de-

veloped laboratories of the world, a living cell cannot be produced

by bringing organic chemicals together.

The conditions required for the formation of a cell are too great

in quantity to be explained away by coincidences. The probability of

proteins, the building blocks of a cell, being synthesized coinciden-

tally, is 1 in 10950 for an average protein made up of 500 amino acids.

In mathematics, a probability smaller than 1 over 1050 is considered

to be impossible in practical terms.
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The DNA molecule, which is located in the nucleus of a cell and

which stores genetic information, is an incredible databank. If the in-

formation coded in DNA were written down, it would make a giant

library consisting of an estimated 900 volumes of encyclopedias con-

sisting of 500 pages each.

A very interesting dilemma emerges at this point: DNA can

replicate itself only with the help of some specialized proteins (en-

zymes). However, the synthesis of these enzymes can be realized on-

ly by the information coded in DNA. As they both depend on each

other, they have to exist at the same time for replication. This brings

the scenario that life originated by itself to a deadlock. Prof. Leslie

Orgel, an evolutionist of repute from the University of San Diego,

California, confesses this fact in the September 1994 issue of the

Scientific American magazine:
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All information about living beings is stored in
the DNA molecule. This incredibly efficient infor-
mation storage method alone is a clear evidence
that life did not come into being by chance, but
has been purposely designed, or, better to say,
marvellously created.



It is extremely improbable that proteins and nucleic acids, both

of which are structurally complex, arose spontaneously in the

same place at the same time. Yet it also seems impossible to

have one without the other. And so, at first glance, one might

have to conclude that life could never, in fact, have originated

by chemical means.49

No doubt, if it is impossible for life to have originated from nat-

ural causes, then it has to be accepted that life was “created” in a su-

pernatural way. This fact explicitly invalidates the theory of evolu-

tion, whose main purpose is to deny creation. 

IImmaaggiinnaarryy  MMeecchhaanniissmm  OOff  EEvvoolluuttiioonn  
The second important point that negates Darwin's theory is

that both concepts put forward by the theory as “evolutionary

mechanisms” were understood to have, in reality, no evolutionary

power. 

Darwin based his evolution allegation entirely on the mecha-

nism of “natural selection.” The importance he placed on this mech-

anism was evident in the name of his book: The Origin of Species, By

Means of Natural Selection…

Natural selection holds that those living things that are

stronger and more suited to the natural conditions of their habitats

will survive in the struggle for life. For example, in a deer herd un-

128



der the threat of attack by wild animals, those that can run faster will

survive. Therefore, the deer herd will be comprised of faster and

stronger individuals. However, unquestionably, this mechanism

will not cause deer to evolve and transform themselves into anoth-

er living species, for instance, horses. 

Therefore, the mechanism of natural selection has no evolu-

tionary power. Darwin was also aware of this fact and had to state

this in his book The Origin of Species:

Natural selection can do nothing until favorable individual dif-
ferences or variations occur.50

LLaammaarrcckk''ss  IImmppaacctt
So, how could these “favorable variations” occur? Darwin tried

to answer this question from the standpoint of the primitive under-

standing of science at that time. According to the French biologist

Chevalier de Lamarck (1744-1829), who lived before Darwin, living

creatures passed on the traits they acquired during their lifetime to

the next generation. He asserted that these traits, which accumulat-

ed from one generation to another, caused new species to be formed.

For instance, he claimed that giraffes evolved from antelopes; as

they struggled to eat the leaves of high trees, their necks were ex-

tended from generation to generation. 

Darwin also gave similar examples. In his book The Origin of

Species, for instance, he said that some bears going into water to find

food transformed themselves into whales over time.51

However, the laws of inheritance discovered by Gregor Mendel

(1822-84) and verified by the science of genetics, which flourished in

the twentieth century, utterly demolished the legend that acquired

traits were passed on to subsequent generations. Thus, natural se-

lection fell out of favor as an evolutionary mechanism. 
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NNeeoo--DDaarrwwiinniissmm  AAnndd  MMuuttaattiioonnss  
In order to find a solution, Darwinists advanced the “Modern

Synthetic Theory,” or as it is more commonly known, Neo-

Darwinism, at the end of the 1930's. Neo-Darwinism added muta-

tions, which are distortions formed in the genes of living beings due

to such external factors as radiation or replication errors, as the

“cause of favorable variations” in addition to natural mutation. 

Today, the model that stands for evolution in the world is Neo-

Darwinism. The theory maintains that millions of living beings

formed as a result of a process whereby numerous complex organs

of these organisms (e.g., ears, eyes, lungs, and wings) underwent

“mutations,” that is, genetic disorders. Yet, there is an outright sci-

entific fact that totally undermines this theory: Mutations do not

cause living beings to develop; on the contrary, they are always

harmful. 

The reason for this is very simple: DNA has a very complex
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Lamarck believed that giraffes

evolved from such animals as

antelopes. In his view, the

necks of these grass-eating

animals gradually grew longer,

and they eventually turned in-

to giraffes. The laws of inheri-

tance discovered by Mendel in

1865 proved that it was impos-

sible for properties acquired
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structure, and random effects can only harm it. The American ge-

neticist B.G. Ranganathan explains this as follows:

First, genuine mutations are very rare in nature. Secondly, most

mutations are harmful since they are random, rather than or-

derly changes in the structure of genes; any random change in

a highly ordered system will be for the worse, not for the bet-

ter. For example, if an earthquake were to shake a highly or-

dered structure such as a building, there would be a random

change in the framework of the building which, in all probabil-

ity, would not be an improvement.52

Not surprisingly, no mutation example, which is useful, that is,

which is observed to develop the genetic code, has been observed so

far. All mutations have proved to be harmful. It was understood that

mutation, which is presented as an “evolutionary mechanism,” is

actually a genetic occurrence that harms living things, and leaves

them disabled. (The most common effect of mutation on human be-

ings is cancer.) Of course, a destructive mechanism cannot be an

“evolutionary mechanism.” Natural selection, on the other hand,

“can do nothing by itself,” as Darwin also accepted. This fact shows

us that there is no “evolutionary mechanism” in nature. Since no
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evolutionary mechanism exists, no such any imaginary process

called “evolution” could have taken place. 

TThhee  FFoossssiill  RReeccoorrdd::  NNoo  SSiiggnn  OOff  

IInntteerrmmeeddiiaattee  FFoorrmmss
The clearest evidence that the scenario suggested by the theo-

ry of evolution did not take place is the fossil record. 

According to this theory, every living species has sprung from

a predecessor. A previously existing species turned into something

else over time and all species have come into being in this way. In

other words, this transformation proceeds gradually over millions

of years. 

Had this been the case, numerous intermediary species should

have existed and lived within this long transformation period. 

For instance, some half-fish/half-reptiles should have lived in

the past which had acquired some reptilian traits in addition to the

fish traits they already had. Or there should have existed some rep-

tile-birds, which acquired some bird traits in addition to the reptil-

ian traits they already had. Since these would be in a transitional

phase, they should be disabled, defective, crippled living beings.

Evolutionists refer to these imaginary creatures, which they believe

to have lived in the past, as “transitional forms.” 

If such animals ever really existed, there should be millions and

even billions of them in number and variety. More importantly, the

remains of these strange creatures should be present in the fossil

record. In The Origin of Species, Darwin explained:

If my theory be true, numberless intermediate varieties, linking

most closely all of the species of the same group together must

assuredly have existed... Consequently, evidence of their for-

mer existence could be found only amongst fossil remains.53
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100-150 million-
year-old starfish
fossil
(L. Cretaceous Age)

100-150 million-
year-old shrimp
fossil
(L. Cretaceous
Age)

450-million-year-old
horseshoe crab
fossil from the
Ordovician Age. 

150-200 million-year-
old dragon fly fossil
(Jurassic-Recent)

Different groups of living things suddenly emerged with no similar 
ancestors behind them, and remained static for millions of years,
undergoing no changes at all.

LIVING FOSSILS REFUTE 
THE THEORY OF EVOLUTION



DDaarrwwiinn''ss  HHooppeess  SShhaatttteerreedd  
However, although evolutionists have been making strenuous

efforts to find fossils since the middle of the nineteenth century all

over the world, no transitional forms have yet been uncovered. All

of the fossils, contrary to the evolutionists' expectations, show that

life appeared on Earth all of a sudden and fully-formed. 

One famous British paleontologist, Derek V. Ager, admits this

fact, even though he is an evolutionist:

The point emerges that if we examine the fossil record in detail,
whether at the level of orders or of species, we find—over and
over again—not gradual evolution, but the sudden explosion
of one group at the expense of another.54

This means that in the fossil record, all living species suddenly

emerge as fully formed, without any intermediate forms in between.

This is just the opposite of Darwin's assumptions. Also,

this is very strong evidence that all living things are

created. The only explanation of a living species

emerging suddenly and complete in every detail
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without any evolutionary ancestor is that it was created. This fact is

admitted also by the widely known evolutionist biologist Douglas

Futuyma:

Creation and evolution, between them, exhaust the possible ex-

planations for the origin of living things. Organisms either ap-

peared on the earth fully developed or they did not. If they did

not, they must have developed from pre-existing species by

some process of modification. If they did appear in a fully de-

veloped state, they must indeed have been created by some

omnipotent intelligence.55

Fossils show that living beings emerged fully developed and in

a perfect state on the Earth. That means that “the origin of species,”

contrary to Darwin's supposition, is not evolution, but creation.

TThhee  TTaallee  OOff    HHuummaann  EEvvoolluuttiioonn
The subject most often brought up by advocates of the theory

of evolution is the subject of the origin of man. The Darwinist claim

holds that modern man evolved from ape-like creatures. During this

alleged evolutionary process, which is supposed to have started 4-5

million years ago, some “transitional forms” between modern man

and his ancestors are supposed to have existed. According to this

completely imaginary scenario, four basic “categories” are listed: 

1. Australopithecus 

2. Homo habilis

3. Homo erectus

4. Homo sapiens

Evolutionists call man's so-called first ape-like ancestors

Australopithecus, which means “South African ape.” These living be-

ings are actually nothing but an old ape species that has become ex-

tinct. Extensive research done on various Australopithecus specimens
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by two world famous anatomists from England and the USA, name-

ly, Lord Solly Zuckerman and Prof. Charles Oxnard, shows that

these apes belonged to an ordinary ape species that became extinct

and bore no resemblance to humans.56

Evolutionists classify the next stage of human evolution as “ho-

mo,” that is “man.” According to their claim, the living beings in the

Homo series are more developed than Australopithecus.

Evolutionists devise a fanciful evolution scheme by arranging dif-

ferent fossils of these creatures in a particular order. This scheme is

imaginary because it has never been proved that there is an evolu-

tionary relation between these different classes. Ernst Mayr, one of

the twentieth century's most important evolutionists, contends in

his book One Long Argument that “particularly historical [puzzles]

such as the origin of life or of Homo sapiens, are extremely difficult

and may even resist a final, satisfying explanation.”57

By outlining the link chain as

Australopithecus > Homo habilis > Homo

erectus > Homo sapiens, evolutionists im-

ply that each of these species is one

another's ancestor. However, recent

findings of paleoanthropologists

have revealed that Australopithecus,

Homo habilis, and Homo erectus

lived at different parts of the world
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at the same time.58

Moreover, a certain segment of humans classified as Homo erec-

tus have lived up until very modern times. Homo sapiens nean-

darthalensis and Homo sapiens sapiens (modern man) co-existed in the

same region.59

This situation apparently indicates the invalidity of the claim

that they are ancestors of one another. A paleontologist from

Harvard University, Stephen Jay Gould, explains this deadlock of

the theory of evolution, although he is an evolutionist himself:

What has become of our ladder if there are three coexisting lin-

eages of hominids (A. africanus, the robust australopithecines, and

H. habilis), none clearly derived from another? Moreover, none of the

three display any evolutionary trends during their tenure on earth.60

Put briefly, the scenario of human evolution, which is “upheld”

with the help of various drawings of some “half ape, half human”

creatures appearing in the media and course books, that is, frankly,
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by means of propaganda, is nothing but a tale with no scientific

foundation. 

Lord Solly Zuckerman, one of the most famous and respected

scientists in the U.K., who carried out research on this subject for

years and studied Australopithecus fossils for 15 years, finally con-

cluded, despite being an evolutionist himself, that there is, in fact,

no such family tree branching out from ape-like creatures to man. 

Zuckerman also made an interesting “spectrum of science”

ranging from those he considered scientific to those he considered

unscientific. According to Zuckerman's spectrum, the most “scien-

tific”—that is, depending on concrete data—fields of science are

chemistry and physics. After them come the biological sciences and

then the social sciences. At the far end of the spectrum, which is the

part considered to be most “unscientific,” are “extra-sensory per-

ception”—concepts such as telepathy and sixth sense—and finally

“human evolution.” Zuckerman explains his reasoning:

We then move right off the register of objective truth into those

fields of presumed biological science, like extrasensory percep-

tion or the interpretation of man's fossil history, where to the

faithful [evolutionist] anything is possible—and where the ar-

dent believer [in evolution] is sometimes able to believe sever-

al contradictory things at the same time.61

The tale of human evolution boils down to nothing but the

prejudiced interpretations of some fossils unearthed by certain peo-

ple, who blindly adhere to their theory.

DDaarrwwiinniiaann  FFoorrmmuullaa!!
Besides all the technical evidence we have dealt with so far, let

us now for once, examine what kind of a superstition the evolution-

ists have with an example so simple as to be understood even by
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children:

The theory of evolution asserts that life is formed by chance.

According to this claim, lifeless and unconscious atoms came to-

gether to form the cell and then they somehow formed other living

things, including man. Let us think about that. When we bring to-

gether the elements that are the building-blocks of life such as car-

bon, phosphorus, nitrogen and potassium, only a heap is formed.

No matter what treatments it undergoes, this atomic heap cannot

form even a single living being. If you like, let us formulate an “ex-

periment” on this subject and let us examine on the behalf of evolu-

tionists what they really claim without pronouncing loudly under

the name “Darwinian formula”:

Let evolutionists put plenty of materials present in the compo-

sition of living things such as phosphorus, nitrogen, carbon, oxygen,

iron, and magnesium into big barrels. Moreover, let them add in

these barrels any material that does not exist under normal condi-

tions, but they think as necessary. Let them add in this mixture as

many amino acids—which have no possibility of forming under nat-

ural conditions—and as many proteins—a single one of which has a

formation probability of 10-950—as they like. Let them expose these

mixtures to as much heat and moisture as they like. Let them stir

these with whatever technologically developed device they like. Let

them put the foremost scientists beside these barrels. Let these ex-

perts wait in turn beside these barrels for billions, and even trillions

of years. Let them be free to use all kinds of conditions they believe

to be necessary for a human's formation. No matter what they do,

they cannot produce from these barrels a human, say a professor

that examines his cell structure under the electron microscope. They

cannot produce giraffes, lions, bees, canaries, horses, dolphins, ros-

es, orchids, lilies, carnations, bananas, oranges, apples, dates, toma-
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toes, melons, watermelons, figs, olives, grapes, peaches, peafowls,

pheasants, multicoloured butterflies, or millions of other living be-

ings such as these. Indeed, they could not obtain even a single cell

of any one of them. 

Briefly, unconscious atoms cannot form the cell by coming to-

gether. They cannot take a new decision and divide this cell into

two, then take other decisions and create the professors who first in-

vent the electron microscope and then examine their own cell struc-

ture under that microscope. Matter is an unconscious, lifeless heap,

and it comes to life with God's superior creation. 

The theory of evolution, which claims the opposite, is a total

fallacy completely contrary to reason. Thinking even a little bit on

the claims of tevolutionists discloses this reality, just as in the above

example.

TTeecchhnnoollooggyy  IInn  TThhee  EEyyee  AAnndd  TThhee  EEaarr
Another subject that remains unanswered by evolutionary the-

ory is the excellent quality of perception in the eye and the ear. 

Before passing on to the subject of the eye, let us briefly answer

the question of how we see. Light rays coming from an object fall

oppositely on the eye's retina. Here, these light rays are transmitted

into electric signals by cells and reach a tiny spot at the back of the

brain, the “center of vision.” These electric signals are perceived in

this center as an image after a series of processes. With this technical

background, let us do some thinking.

The brain is insulated from light. That means that its inside is

completely dark, and that no light reaches the place where it is lo-

cated. Thus, the “center of vision” is never touched by light and may

even be the darkest place you have ever known. However, you ob-

serve a luminous, bright world in this pitch darkness.
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The image formed in the eye is so sharp and distinct that even

the technology of the twentieth century has not been able to attain

it. For instance, look at the book you are reading, your hands with

which you are holding it, and then lift your head and look around

you. Have you ever seen such a sharp and distinct image as this one

at any other place? Even the most developed television screen pro-

duced by the greatest television producer in the world cannot pro-

vide such a sharp image for you. This is a three-dimensional, col-

ored, and extremely sharp image. For more than 100 years, thou-

sands of engineers have been trying to achieve this sharpness.

Factories, huge premises were established, much research has been

done, plans and designs have been made for this purpose. Again,

look at a TV screen and the book you hold in your hands. You will

see that there is a big difference in sharpness and distinction.

Moreover, the TV screen shows you a two-dimensional image,

whereas with your eyes, you watch a three-dimensional perspective

with depth. 

For many years, tens of thousands of engineers have tried to
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make a three-dimensional TV and achieve the vision quality of the

eye. Yes, they have made a three-dimensional television system, but

it is not possible to watch it without putting on special 3-D glasses;

moreover, it is only an artificial three-dimension. The background is

more blurred, the foreground appears like a paper setting. Never

has it been possible to produce a sharp and distinct vision like that

of the eye. In both the camera and the television, there is a loss of im-

age quality.

Evolutionists claim that the mechanism producing this sharp

and distinct image has been formed by chance. Now, if somebody

told you that the television in your room was formed as a result of

chance, that all of its atoms just happened to come together and

make up this device that produces an image, what would you think?

How can atoms do what thousands of people cannot?

If a device producing a more primitive image than the eye

could not have been formed by chance, then it is very evident that

the eye and the image seen by the eye could not have been formed

by chance. The same situation applies to the ear. The outer ear picks

up the available sounds by the auricle and directs them to the mid-

dle ear, the middle ear transmits the sound vibrations by intensify-

ing them, and the inner ear sends these vibrations to the brain by

translating them into electric signals. Just as with the eye, the act of

hearing finalizes in the center of hearing in the brain. 

The situation in the eye is also true for the ear. That is, the brain

is insulated from sound just as it is from light. It does not let any

sound in. Therefore, no matter how noisy is the outside, the inside

of the brain is completely silent. Nevertheless, the sharpest sounds

are perceived in the brain. In your completely silent brain, you lis-

ten to symphonies, and hear all of the noises in a crowded place.
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However, were the sound level in your brain was measured by a

precise device at that moment, complete silence would be found to

be prevailing there. 

As is the case with imagery, decades of effort have been spent

in trying to generate and reproduce sound that is faithful to the orig-

inal. The results of these efforts are sound recorders, high-fidelity

systems, and systems for sensing sound. Despite all of this technol-

ogy and the thousands of engineers and experts who have been

working on this endeavor, no sound has yet been obtained that has

the same sharpness and clarity as the sound perceived by the ear.

Think of the highest-quality hi-fi systems produced by the largest

company in the music industry. Even in these devices, when sound

is recorded some of it is lost; or when you turn on a hi-fi you always

hear a hissing sound before the music starts. However, the sounds

that are the products of the human body's technology are extremely

sharp and clear. A human ear never perceives a sound accompanied

by a hissing sound or with atmospherics as does a hi-fi; rather, it

perceives sound exactly as it is, sharp and clear. This is the way it

has been since the creation of man.

So far, no man-made visual or recording apparatus has been as

sensitive and successful in perceiving sensory data as are the eye

and the ear. However, as far as seeing and hearing are concerned, a

far greater truth lies beyond all this. 

TToo  WWhhoomm  DDooeess  TThhee  CCoonnsscciioouussnneessss  TThhaatt

SSeeeess  AAnndd  HHeeaarrss  WWiitthhiinn  TThhee  BBrraaiinn  BBeelloonngg??  
Who watches an alluring world in the brain, listens to sym-

phonies and the twittering of birds, and smells the rose?

Introduction

143



The stimulations coming from a person's eyes, ears, and nose

travel to the brain as electro-chemical nerve impulses. In biology,

physiology, and biochemistry books, you can find many details

about how this image forms in the brain. However, you will never

come across the most important fact: Who perceives these electro-

chemical nerve impulses as images, sounds, odors, and sensory

events in the brain? There is a consciousness in the brain that per-

ceives all this without feeling any need for an eye, an ear, and a nose.

To whom does this consciousness belong? Of course it does not be-

long to the nerves, the fat layer, and neurons comprising the brain.

This is why Darwinist-materialists, who believe that everything is

comprised of matter, cannot answer these questions. 

For this consciousness is the spirit created by God, which needs

neither the eye to watch the images nor the ear to hear the sounds.

Furthermore, it does not need the brain to think. 

144

We live our whole life in our brains.
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live in an environment of electrical

impulses. This is no theory, but the
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perceive the outside world.
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Everyone who reads this explicit and scientific fact should pon-

der on Almighty God, and fear and seek refuge in Him, for He

squeezes the entire universe in a pitch-dark place of a few cubic cen-

timeters in a three-dimensional, colored, shadowy, and luminous

form.

AA  MMaatteerriiaalliisstt  FFaaiitthh
The information we have presented so far shows us that the

theory of evolution is a incompatible with scientific findings. The

theory's claim regarding the origin of life is inconsistent with sci-

ence, the evolutionary mechanisms it proposes have no evolution-

ary power, and fossils demonstrate that the required intermediate

forms have never existed. So, it certainly follows that the theory of

evolution should be pushed aside as an unscientific idea. This is

how many ideas, such as the Earth-centered universe model, have

been taken out of the agenda of science throughout history. 

However, the theory of evolution is kept on the agenda of sci-

ence. Some people even try to represent criticisms directed against it

as an “attack on science.” Why?

The reason is that this theory is an indispensable dogmatic be-

lief for some circles. These circles are blindly devoted to materialist

philosophy and adopt Darwinism because it is the only materialist ex-

planation that can be put forward to explain the workings of nature.

Interestingly enough, they also confess this fact from time to

time. A well-known geneticist and an outspoken evolutionist,

Richard C. Lewontin from Harvard University, confesses that he is

“first and foremost a materialist and then a scientist”:

It is not that the methods and institutions of science somehow

compel us accept a material explanation of the phenomenal

world, but, on the contrary, that we are forced by our a priori
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adherence to material causes to create an apparatus of investi-

gation and a set of concepts that produce material explanations,

no matter how counter-intuitive, no matter how mystifying to

the uninitiated. Moreover, that materialism is absolute, so we

cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door.62

These are explicit statements that Darwinism is a dogma kept

alive just for the sake of adherence to materialism. This dogma

maintains that there is no being save matter. Therefore, it argues that

inanimate, unconscious matter created life. It insists that millions of

different living species (e.g., birds, fish, giraffes, tigers, insects, trees,

flowers, whales, and human beings) originated as a result of the in-

teractions between matter such as pouring rain, lightning flashes,

and so on, out of inanimate matter. This is a precept contrary both to

reason and science. Yet Darwinists continue to defend it just so as

“not to allow a Divine Foot in the door.”

Anyone who does not look at the origin of living beings with a

materialist prejudice will see this evident truth: All living beings are

works of a Creator, Who is All-Powerful, All-Wise, and All-

Knowing. This Creator is God, Who created the whole universe

from non-existence, designed it in the most perfect form, and fash-

ioned all living beings.

TThhee  TThheeoorryy  OOff  EEvvoolluuttiioonn  IIss  TThhee  MMoosstt  PPootteenntt

SSppeellll  IInn  TThhee  WWoorrlldd  
Anyone free of prejudice and the influence of any particular

ideology, who uses only his or her reason and logic, will clearly un-

derstand that belief in the theory of evolution, which brings to mind

the superstitions of societies with no knowledge of science or civi-

lization, is quite impossible.

As explained above, those who believe in the theory of evolu-
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tion think that a few atoms and molecules thrown into a huge vat

could produce thinking, reasoning professors and university stu-

dents; such scientists as Einstein and Galileo; such artists as

Humphrey Bogart, Frank Sinatra and Luciano Pavarotti; as well as

antelopes, lemon trees, and carnations. Moreover, as the scientists

and professors who believe in this nonsense are educated people, it

is quite justifiable to speak of this theory as “the most potent spell in

history.” Never before has any other belief or idea so taken away

peoples' powers of reason, refused to allow them to think intelli-

gently and logically and hidden the truth from them as if they had

been blindfolded. This is an even worse and unbelievable blindness

than the Egyptians worshipping the Sun God Ra, totem worship in

some parts of Africa, the people of Saba worshipping the Sun, the

tribe of Prophet Abraham (pbuh) worshipping idols they had made

with their own hands, or the people of the Prophet Moses (pbuh)

worshipping the Golden Calf.

In fact, God has pointed to this lack of reason in the Qur'an. In

many verse, He reveals in many verses that some peoples' minds

will be closed and that they will be powerless to see the truth. Some

of these verses are as follows:

As for those who do not believe, it makes no difference to

them whether you warn them or do not warn them, they will

not believe. God has sealed up their hearts and hearing and

over their eyes is a blindfold. They will have a terrible pun-

ishment. (Qur'an, 2: 6-7)

… They have hearts with which they do not understand.

They have eyes with which they do not see. They have ears

with which they do not hear. Such people are like cattle. No,

they are even further astray! They are the unaware. (Qur'an,

7: 179)
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Even if We opened up to them a door into heaven, and they
spent the day ascending through it, they would only say:
“Our eyesight is befuddled! Or rather we have been put un-
der a spell!” (Qur'an, 15: 14-15) 

Words cannot express just how astonishing it is that this spell

should hold such a wide community in thrall, keep people from the

truth, and not be broken for 150 years. It is understandable that one

or a few people might believe in impossible scenarios and claims

full of stupidity and illogicality. However, “magic” is the only pos-

sible explanation for people from all over the world believing that

unconscious and lifeless atoms suddenly decided to come together

and form a universe that functions with a flawless system of orga-

nization, discipline, reason, and consciousness; a planet named

Earth with all of its features so perfectly suited to life; and living

things full of countless complex systems. 

In fact, the Qur'an relates the incident of Prophet Moses and

Pharaoh to show that some people who support atheistic philoso-

phies actually influence others by magic. When Pharaoh was told

about the true religion, he told Prophet Moses to meet with his own

magicians. When Moses did so, he told them to demonstrate their

abilities first. The verses continue:

He said: “You throw.” And when they threw, they cast a spell
on the people's eyes and caused them to feel great fear of
them. They produced an extremely powerful magic.
(Qur'an, 7: 116)

As we have seen, Pharaoh's magicians were able to deceive

everyone, apart from Moses and those who believed in him.

However, his evidence broke the spell, or “swallowed up what they

had forged,” as the verse puts it.

We revealed to Moses, “Throw down your staff.” And it im-
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mediately swallowed up what they had forged. So the Truth

took place and what they did was shown to be false.

(Qur'an, 7: 117-118)

As we can see, when people realized that a spell had been cast

upon them and that what they saw was just an illusion, Pharaoh's

magicians lost all credibility. In the present day too, unless those

who, under the influence of a similar spell, believe in these ridicu-

lous claims under their scientific disguise and spend their lives de-

fending them, abandon their superstitious beliefs, they also will be

humiliated when the full truth emerges and the spell is broken. In

fact, world-renowned British writer and philosopher Malcolm

Muggeridge also stated this:

I myself am convinced that the theory of evolution, especially

the extent to which it's been applied, will be one of the great

jokes in the history books in the future. Posterity will marvel

that so very flimsy and dubious an hypothesis could be accept-

ed with the incredible credulity that it has.63
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That future is not far off: On the contrary, people will soon see

that “chance” is not a deity, and will look back on the theory of evo-

lution as the worst deceit and the most terrible spell in the world.

That spell is already rapidly beginning to be lifted from the shoul-

ders of people all over the world. Many people who see its true face

are wondering with amazement how they could ever have been tak-

en in by it.

They said “Glory be to You! We have no 

knowledge except what You have thought us. 

You are the All-Knowing, the All-Wise.”

(Qur’an, 2: 32)
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