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1 Introduction

This document compiles Chandrashekhar Chiplunkar’s critiques of scientific claims,
articulated on 16, 17, and 18 June 2025, with a refined critique on 19 June 2025.
The critiques target Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution and the claim that
the brain solely makes decisions, aiming to reject these on logical and scien-
tific grounds. The first critique, with five points, challenges Darwin’s materi-
alistic assumptions. The second, with seven points, evaluates Darwin’s scientific
validity, focusing on the reptile-to-mammal transition. The third critiques the
brain’s decision-making process, arguing that science fails to identify the deci-
sion signal and proposing the mind—subtler than nucleon subdivisions—as the
decision-maker, supported by decisions as its visible effects and the existence of
non-empirical entities like desires, analogous to scientifically inferred entities.
Each critique is followed by a purely logical analysis, assessing the points’ ability
to undermine the respective claims based on evidential, methodological, or log-
ical inconsistencies, maintaining a scientific perspective. References are cited
using superscript numbers linked to the bibliography.

2 Critique 1: Five Points Challenging Darwin’s Ma-
terialism
The following critique, articulated on 17 June 2025, argues that Darwin’s theory
is flawed as a comprehensive explanation of life’s diversity.
1. Ignoring Consciousness:

* Critique: The theory assumes life is solely physical, neglecting mind,
desires, happiness, and feelings, focusing only on body structure.

» Context: Darwin’s model explains physical adaptations (e.g., limb struc-
ture) but not subjective phenomena like consciousness or desire, cen-
tral to living beings.

2. Serialization Flaw:



* Critique: Assumes complex organisms evolved from simpler ones, like
a pin to a complex iron structure, ignoring the possibility of a common
origin.

» Context: Diverse species could arise from a single source, like iron ob-
jects from the earth’s crust, without sequential evolution.

3. Fossil Age Misinterpretation:

* Critique: Assumes simpler fossils are older, but extinct species (e.g.,
tigers) could be misdated, leading to false claims (e.g., humans from
tigers).

» Context: Fossil age indicates death, not evolutionary position, risking
misinterpretation.

4. Geological Upheavals:

* Critique: Assumes intact geological layers over billions of years, dis-
rupted by upheavals (e.g., earthquakes), making fossil dating unreli-
able.

» Context: Tectonic shifts can mixlayers, undermining evolutionary time-
lines.

5. Cognitive Gap:

* Critique: No gradual evolution explains the vast intelligence gap be-
tween humans (e.g., space exploration) and animals (e.g., monkeys in
forests).

» Context: Nointermediate species show gradual cognitive development,
challenging Darwin’s model.

2.1 Logical Analysis of Five-Point Critique

1. Ignoring Consciousness:

» Analysis: Darwin’s theory accounts for physical adaptations through
natural selection but does not explain subjective phenomena like con-
sciousness, desire, or emotions, which are observable in living beings
(e.g., animals seeking food for pleasure beyond survival). A compre-
hensive theory of life should address all observable traits, including
mental phenomena. The omission of consciousness suggests the the-
ory is incomplete, as it fails to account for a defining characteristic of
life.

» Conclusion: By neglecting consciousness, Darwin’s theory lacks explana-
tory scope, weakening its claim as a complete model of life’s origins
and diversity.

2. Serialization Flaw:
» Analysis: The theory assumes a linear progression from simple to com-
plex organisms, implying all complexity derives from prior simplicity
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through mutations and selection. However, diverse forms could logi-
cally arise independently from a common source (e.g., shared chemi-
cal or biological origins), as seen in manufactured objects like iron pins
and complex structures sharing a common material base. Darwin’s
theory does not provide conclusive evidence to exclude non-evolutionary
origins, rendering its serialization speculative.

* Conclusion: The assumption of sequential evolution is not logically
necessary, undermining the theory’s claim to exclusivity.

3. Fossil Age Misinterpretation:

» Analysis: Darwin’s theory relies on fossil dating to establish a simple-
to-complex timeline, assuming older fossils represent simpler organ-
isms. However, fossil age reflects the time of death, not evolutionary
position. For example, fossils of extinct species like tigers, if dated mil-
lions of years in the future, could be misinterpreted as ancestral to
later species, absent clear transitional forms. Without comprehensive
transitional evidence, the evolutionary sequence is conjectural [1].

» Conclusion: Misinterpretation of fossil ages introduces uncertainty,
weakening the theory’s evidential foundation.

4. Geological Upheavals:

» Analysis: The theory depends on stratigraphy, assuming deeper ge-
ological layers are older and contain simpler organisms. Geological
processes like tectonic shifts, erosion, or volcanic activity can disrupt
or mix layers, invalidating age assumptions. For instance, a fossil in
a “deep” layer could be displaced, appearing older than it is. This dis-
ruption undermines the reliability of fossil-based timelines, making
the simple-to-complex sequence uncertain [2].

» Conclusion: Geological upheavals render stratigraphic assumptions un-
reliable, challenging the theory’s temporal claims.

5. Cognitive Gap:

» Analysis: Darwin’s theory predicts gradual evolutionary transitions,
including in cognitive abilities. However, the intelligence gap between
humans (capable of abstract reasoning, technology) and animals (e.g.,
primates lacking equivalent skills) lacks intermediate forms. No living
or fossilized species show a smooth gradient of cognitive development,
contradicting gradualism. This discrepancy suggests the theory cannot
fully explain the emergence of human intelligence.

» Conclusion: The absence of gradual cognitive evolution undermines
the theory’s ability to account for intelligence, exposing a significant
explanatory gap.



3 Critique 2: Seven Points on Darwin’s Scientific Va-
lidity
The following critique, articulated on 16 June 2025, evaluates the scientific va-
lidity of Darwin’s theory, particularly the reptile-to-mammal transition.
1. Intellect Paradox:

* Critique: The intellect formulating the theory (human cognition) is not
accounted for within evolution, suggesting a meta-level inconsistency.

» Context: Evolution explains cognition via brain evolution, but the the-
ory’s formulation raises scope questions.

2. Fossil Limitations:

* Critique: Fossils, disrupted by geological upheavals, are unreliable for
events over millions of years, making claims speculative.

» Context: Fossils (e.g., Cynodonts) show sequences, but upheavals and
incomplete records introduce uncertainty [3].

3. Lack of Direct Evidence:

* Critique: No evidence shows one species evolving into another (e.g.,
reptile-to-mammal), rendering the theory speculative.

» Context: Direct speciation is observed in fast-reproducing organisms
(e.g., E. coli), but not for long-timescale transitions [6].

4. Indirect Evidence Sufficiency:

* Critique: Indirect evidence (e.g., fossils, genetics), if unquantifiable, is
inadequate for scientific proof.

» Context: Fossils and DNA are measurable, but gaps (e.g., 1% fossiliza-
tion rate) leave doubts [4].

5. Experimental Recreation:

* Critique: Inability to recreate evolutionary conditions (e.g., Permian
climate) suggests incomplete formulation.

» Context: Lab studies (e.g., guppies) validate mechanisms, but not his-
torical transitions [[7].

6. Sequence vs. Causation:

* Critique: Fossil sequences show patterns but don’t prove causation
(one species arising from another).

» Context: Sequences (e.g., jaw-to-ear transitions) suggest descent, but
require additional evidence [5].

7. Random Mutation and Natural Selection:



* Critique: Random mutations’ directionlessness contradicts evolution’s
directionality; selection affects traits, not gene creation.

» Context: Mutations provide variation; selection filters phenotypes, but
the critique highlights presentation issues [9].

3.1 Logical Analysis of Seven-Point Critique

1. Intellect Paradox:

» Analysis: The critique questions whether the theory accounts for the
cognition formulating it. Logically, a scientific theory (e.g., gravity)
need not explain its own creation process. Evolution attributes cogni-
tion to brain development through natural selection, but the critique
raises a meta-level scope issue. While not disproving speciation, it sug-
gests the theory’s explanatory limits for complex phenomena like hu-
man reasoning.

» Conclusion: The paradox highlights the theory’s incomplete scope for
cognition, weakening its comprehensive claims.

2. Fossil Limitations:

» Analysis: Geological upheavals (e.g., tectonic shifts) disrupt fossil se-
quences, introducing uncertainty. Radiometric dating offers precision
(+1% accuracy), and sequences like Cynodonts in the Karoo Basin show
transitions, but low fossilization rates (1%) and disruptions create gaps
[3]. The critique validly questions the conclusiveness of fossil evidence,
though it overstates total unreliability.

» Conclusion: Fossil uncertainties limit the theory’s evidential founda-
tion, challenging its historical claims.

3. Lack of Direct Evidence:

» Analysis: Direct observation of reptile-to-mammal transitions (320-200
million years) is impossible due to timescale. Lab speciation (e.g., E.
coli after 31,000 generations) demonstrates evolutionary principles,
but not specific historical transitions [6]. The absence of real-time evi-
dence for macroevolution renders such claims speculative, highlight-
ing a significant evidential gap.

» Conclusion: Reliance on indirect evidence weakens the theory’s ability
to confirm historical transitions.

4. Indirect Evidence Sufficiency:

» Analysis: Indirect evidence like fossils and genetics (e.g., HOX gene se-
quences via PCR) is measurable, but incomplete records (e.g., 1% fos-
silization) leave gaps [4]. Science accepts indirect evidence for histor-
ical phenomena (e.g., black holes), but the critique’s demand for com-
prehensive proof exposes the theory’s reliance on incomplete data, re-
ducing its certainty.



* Conclusion: Indirect evidence meets scientific standards but falls short
of conclusive proof, undermining the theory’s robustness.

5. Experimental Recreation:

» Analysis: Recreating conditions for 300-million-year transitions (e.g.,
Permian climate) is infeasible. Lab experiments with guppies or bac-
teria validate mechanisms like mutation and selection, but not specific
historical events [7, 8]. The inability to replicate macroevolutionary
conditions suggests the theory’s formulation is incomplete for long-
timescale claims.

» Conclusion: Experimental limitations expose gaps in validating histor-
ical evolution, weakening the theory’s claims.

6. Sequence vs. Causation:

» Analysis: Fossil sequences (e.g., Cynodonts jaw-to-ear transitions) de-
scribe patterns but do not prove one species arose from another. Cau-
sation requires additional evidence (e.g., genetics, anatomy), but gaps
in intermediates make claims speculative [5]. The critique validly dis-
tinguishes descriptive from explanatory evidence.

» Conclusion: Sequence alone does not establish causation, undermin-
ing the theory’s explanatory power.

7. Random Mutation and Natural Selection:

» Analysis: The critique suggests random mutations lack direction, con-
flicting with evolution’s apparent directionality. However, mutations
are random in occurrence, not effect, and natural selection filters phe-
notypes, providing direction. The critique misinterprets randomness
but correctly notes selection acts on existing traits, not gene creation,
though mutations generate variation [9]. The issue lies in presenta-
tion, not mechanism.

» Conclusion: The mechanisms are logically sound, but presentation flaws
and evidential gaps weaken the theory’s overall claims.

4 Critique 3: Decision-Making and the Brain

The following critique, refined on 19 June 2025, argues that science’s claim that
the brain solely makes decisions is flawed due to the unidentified decision sig-
nal. It proposes the mind—subtler than nucleon subdivisions—as the decision-
maker, supported by decisions as its visible effects, analogous to scientifically in-
ferred entities like dark matter, non-empirical entities like desires, and physical
effects like adrenaline flow and stress-induced heart attacks. Additional points
highlight the mind’s role beyond the brain and its subtle, non-detectable nature.

1. Missing Decision Signal:



* Critique: Science observes decisions but not the decision signal, which
is either singular or distributed. If singular, science knows nothing
about it; if distributed, science cannot quantify its parts or their infor-
mation content.

» Context: Neuroscience tracks brain activity (e.g., neural firing) but can-
not pinpoint the signal initiating a decision [11].

2. Singular vs. Distributed Uncertainty:

* Critique: Science cannot identify a singular decision signal point, as the
action signal is singular, nor can it assess a distributed signal’s struc-
ture, rendering the decision signal unknowable.

» Context: Functional MRI shows correlated activity, but not the signal’s
origin or distribution mechanics [12].

3. Origin and Movement Unknown:

* Critique: Science cannot determine where the decision signal origi-
nates or how it moves within the brain, undermining the claim that
the brain makes decisions.

» Context: Neural pathways are mapped, but the decision signal’s path
remains unclear [11].

4. Mind’s Subtlety and Visible Effects:

* Critique: The mind, subtler than nucleon subdivisions (e.g., quarks),
is a physical entity unmeasurable by devices, which must be smaller
than the measured object. Decisions are visible effects of the mind,
analogous to effects inferring entities like dark matter; and no physical
decision-maker is identified, supporting the mind’s role.

» Context: The mind is inferred from decisions, using brain-stored data
(e.g., memories), and its subtlety explains its lack of detection.

5. Non-Empirical Support and Science’s Misinterpretation:

* Critique: Non-empirical entities like desires exist, supporting the mind’s
role. Science mistakes brain signals (from stored experiences) for the
entire decision process, as the mind uses the brain to make decisions,
leading to an incorrect understanding.

» Context: EEG or fMRI signals reflect brain activity, but not the mind’s
decision-making role [12].

6. Adrenaline Flow and Emotional Triggers:

 Critique: While glucose and oxygen are always present, adrenaline
flow occurs only during emotional arousal. Science cannot explain
why specific conditions (e.g., gland secretion, adrenaline flow) arise
from emotions, mistaking visible effects (e.g., neural activity) as causes.

» Context: Emotional states like anger trigger physiological responses
(e.g., adrenaline surges), suggesting a non-physical initiator like the



mind [12].
7. Physical Effects of the Mind:

* Critique: If the mind’s nature is considered speculative, the source of
decisions remains unclear, yet the mind’s energy is visible in physical
effects like stress-induced heart attacks. Intense emotions (e.g., anger)
can trigger cardiac events, suggesting the mind’s influence extends be-
yond the brain, which acts as a conduit.

* Context: Stress-related heart conditions demonstrate the mind’s im-
pact on the body, challenging brain-centric models [11].

8. Beyond Senses and Brain Variability:

 Critique: What is the energy source of brain activity when external
sensory input is absent? Humans with similar brain structures exhibit
diverse preferences, even within families, for no apparent reason. All
species, despite different brain structures, seek happiness, indicating
a subtle, non-detectable physical entity like the mind.

» Context: The mind’s influence explains varied preferences and univer-
sal traits like happiness-seeking, supporting its role beyond the brain
[12].

4.1 Logical Analysis of Decision-Making Critique

1. Missing Decision Signal:

» Analysis: Neuroscience observes decisions (e.g., motor actions) and
neural correlates (e.g., prefrontal cortex activity via fMRI), but can-
not isolate a specific “decision signal” initiating the process. Current
methods (e.g., EEG, fMRI) measure activity post-decision or during pro-
cessing, not the signal’s onset [11]. This gap suggests science’s under-
standing of decision-making is incomplete, as it cannot pinpoint the
trigger.

» Conclusion: The inability to identify the decision signal weakens the
claim that the brain fully accounts for decisions.

2. Singular vs. Distributed Uncertainty:

» Analysis: The decision signal may be singular (a single neural event)
or distributed (multiple neural events). Neuroscience lacks tools to de-
tect a singular signal (e.g., no single neuron is identified as the decision
point) or to quantify a distributed signal’s components (e.g., neural net-
work models are descriptive, not explanatory) [12]. The action signal’s
singularity (e.g., motor neuron firing) contrasts with the decision sig-
nal’s ambiguity, exposing a methodological gap.

» Conclusion: Uncertainty about the signal’s nature undermines the brain’s
sole decision-making role, highlighting explanatory limits.

3. Origin and Movement Unknown:
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» Analysis: Neural pathways (e.g., corticospinal tract) are mapped, but
the decision signal’s origin or movement remains unclear. Decision-
related activity spans multiple regions (e.g., prefrontal cortex, basal
ganglia), with no identified starting point or transfer mechanism [11].
This lack of specificity suggests the brain’s role in initiating decisions
is not fully understood, supporting the critique’s claim of a knowledge

gap.

» Conclusion: Ignorance of the signal’s origin and path weakens the claim
that decisions are brain-driven, exposing a significant gap.

4. Mind’s Subtlety and Visible Effects:

» Analysis: The critique posits the mind as a physical entity subtler than
nucleon subdivisions (e.g., quarks, scales below 10~!8 meters), unmea-
surable because detection devices must be smaller than the target. No
evidence supports a distinct physical mind, and tools like particle ac-
celerators probe sub-nucleon scales without detecting such an entity.
However, the argument that decisions are visible effects of the mind,
analogous to gravitational effects inferring dark matter, is logically
compelling. Science infers unobservable entities (e.g., dark matter,
quarks) from effects, and no physical brain component (e.g., neuron,
region) is identified as the decision-maker, supporting the critique’s
challenge to the brain-centric model [11, 12]. The absence of a physi-
cal decision-maker strengthens the mind’s inferred role, though it re-
mains speculative without empirical detection.

» Conclusion: The analogy to inferred entities and lack of a physical
decision-maker justify questioning the brain’s sole role, despite the
mind’s speculative nature.

5. Non-Empirical Support and Science’s Misinterpretation:

» Analysis: The critique argues that non-empirical entities like desires,
inferred from behavior, exist and support the mind’s role. Science ac-
cepts unobservable phenomena (e.g., dark energy) based on effects,
making this argument logically sound [12]. Neuroscience attributes
decisions to brain regions (e.g., dorsolateral prefrontal cortex), but sig-
nals (e.g., fMRI activity) may reflect processing, not initiation. Correla-
tional data does not prove causation, suggesting science overstates the
brain’s role. The claim that the mind uses brain-stored data (e.g., mem-
ories) is plausible, as decisions involve memory, but lacks evidence for
a separate mind. The misinterpretation argument highlights a valid
gap in assuming brain signals encompass the entire decision process
[11].

» Conclusion: Non-empirical support and science’s reliance on brain sig-
nals as the full decision process are questionable, supporting the cri-
tique’s challenge to the brain-centric claim.

6. Adrenaline Flow and Emotional Triggers:



» Analysis: The critique notes that while glucose and oxygen are con-
stant, adrenaline flow occurs only during emotional arousal, and sci-
ence cannot explain why emotions trigger specific physiological condi-
tions (e.g., gland secretion, adrenaline surges). Neuroscience observes
neural activity during emotions, but mistakes these as causes rather
than effects [12]. For instance, emotional states like fear or anger trig-
ger adrenaline release, which is measurable, but the initiating factor
(emotion) suggests a non-physical source like the mind. This gap in ex-
plaining the causal link between emotions and physical responses sup-
ports the critique’s claim that the brain is not the sole decision-maker.

» Conclusion: Science’s inability to explain emotion-driven physiological
responses weakens the brain-centric model, suggesting a role for the
mind.

7. Physical Effects of the Mind:

» Analysis: The critique argues that the mind’s energy manifests in phys-
ical effects, such as stress-induced heart attacks triggered by intense
emotions like anger. Medical studies confirm that acute stress can pre-
cipitate cardiac events, indicating an influence beyond neural activity
[11]. If the mind is speculative, the source of decisions remains un-
clear, yet these physical effects suggest the mind’s role extends beyond
the brain, which serves as a conduit. This challenges the brain-centric
model by demonstrating that emotional states, potentially driven by
the mind, have measurable physiological impacts, supporting the cri-
tique’s argument.

» Conclusion: Physical effects like stress-induced cardiac events support
the mind’s influence, questioning the brain’s sole role in decision-making.

8. Beyond Senses and Brain Variability:

» Analysis: The critique questions the energy source of brain activity
absent external sensory input, suggesting a subtle entity like the mind.
Humans with similar brain structures show diverse preferences within
families, and all species, despite varying brain structures, seek happi-
ness, indicating a universal, non-detectable physical entity [12]. While
neuroscience attributes preferences to neural patterns, the lack of ap-
parent reasons for variability and the universal pursuit of happiness
across species suggest a non-physical influence. This supports the mind’s
role as a subtle entity, though it remains speculative without empirical
evidence.

» Conclusion: Diverse preferences and universal happiness-seeking sup-
port the mind’s role, challenging brain-centric explanations.
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5 Conclusion

The combined critiques expose significant flaws in Darwin’s theory of evolution
and the claim that the brain solely makes decisions. The five-point critique un-
dermines Darwin’s theory by highlighting its neglect of consciousness, specula-
tive serialization, unreliable fossil dating, geological disruptions, and failure to
explain human intelligence. The seven-point critique further challenges Dar-
win’s evidential and methodological weaknesses, including fossil uncertainties,
lack of direct evidence, and experimental limitations. The decision-making cri-
tique reveals neuroscience’s inability to identify the decision signal, its origin, or
its movement, proposing the mind—subtler than nucleon subdivisions—as the
decision-maker. The mind’s role is supported by decisions as its visible effects,
analogous to scientifically inferred entities like dark matter, non-empirical en-
tities like desires, and physical effects like adrenaline flow and stress-induced
heart attacks. Additional evidence from diverse human preferences and uni-
versal happiness-seeking across species further supports the mind’s influence.
While the mind’s role remains speculative, these arguments justify questioning
the brain-centric model. Collectively, these critiques demonstrate that both the-
ories rely on incomplete evidence and unproven assumptions, necessitating al-
ternative models to explain life’s diversity and decision-making processes.
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