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Evolution is now seen as an absolute and widely accepted fact. The belief in life being designed or the separate creation of living things is seen as completely irrational and completely disproven by science. This is especially true in the Western world. The belief in life being designed is seen as a massive conspiracy theory and the people holding this belief are seen as irrational and desperate. They are only holding onto their beliefs because of religious conviction in the face of a massive amount of evidence in favor of Evolution. 

This book will debunk and disprove this misguided notion Insha Allah. I want to make one thing clear. I do not need to oppose Evolution in general because of a religious belief. This is especially the case for the general Evolution of animals and plants. Muslims have to believe in the special creation of humans but other than that, there is no incompatibility between Evolution and Islam in a general sense at the very least and I did not hold a negative opinion of Evolution early on in my life for this reason. But the more I researched this topic, the more I started to see that the belief in Evolution is similar to a religious belief in a religion that has been completely falsified by the evidence.

The reason why I changed my position on evolution is an analysis of the evidence and the logic behind evolution and the logic and evidence that has been used in this debate for the past 150 years. I think a rational analysis of the data clearly shows that the logic and philosophy behind Evolution is deeply problematic but this is not the only problem. The scientific evidence given for Evolution is deeply problematic and often, scientists have been saying one thing about evidence of Evolution in their public works and books but the exact opposite is the case in peer-reviewed mainstream Evolutionary Biology literature. 

This is an important point to remember when reading this book. Whenever I discuss a particular evidence of Evolution, I will always give many references from peer-reviewed mainstream papers and books published by mainstream evolutionary biologists. This is so that no one can claim bias against Evolution about the references in this book. I will also occasionally quote intelligent design proponents to explain the basic and uncontroversial aspects of biology and living organisms.

In the first chapter, I will go into the fundamental justifications of arguments and beliefs used by both Evolutionists and Intelligent Design proponents. This will involve the four most commonly used justifications of beliefs in this debate: Intuitions, Occam’s Razor, Blanket Possibility, and fulfillment of specific predictions. I will analyze how all these justifications are used by both sides of the debate and whether or not those sides are consistent in their application of these justifications. This chapter will be an introduction to these justifications. These will be explored in more detail throughout this book.

The next chapter will give the basic definitions of Evolution and Design. I will also focus on exposing some examples of faulty logic employed in this debate along with some fundamental assumptions. An important thing that will also be highlighted in this chapter is the distinction between Universal Common Ancestry and the mechanism of Evolution. The chapter will also focus on whether Evolution is Science or Philosophy and it will touch briefly on the question of falsification and whether or not Evolution is falsifiable.

The next chapter will get into the discussion on some of the logic and evidence behind Universal Common Descent. This will be analyzed according to the criteria defined in the earlier chapters and this chapter will also analyze the weaknesses and the strengths of the common arguments for Universal Common Descent.

The following chapters will go into some of the most common proofs given for Evolution. This will include things like the Fossil Record, Phylogenetic Trees, Biogeography, Vestigial Organs and Junk DNA, and Embryology. These are some of the most commonly used arguments for Evolution and these are supposed to be arguments against life being designed. After these chapters, I will give a brief conclusion to the book.

Other important topics about Evolution such as the Waiting Times Problem, Antibacterial resistance, Molecular Clock Data, Orphan Genes, Intelligent Design arguments, and bad design arguments will be covered in a future book Insha Allah.
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In this chapter, we will be looking at the most common fundamental justifications of beliefs and arguments used in the debate regarding Evolution and Design. These justifications are assumed before analyzing the evidence and need to be analyzed themselves to approach this debate with a consistent epistemology. The following sections will analyze each of these justifications. Some of the contents of this chapter are taken from my book The Existence of God and the Irrationality of Atheism.

Intuitions 

In this section, we will look at one of the fundamental justifications of beliefs and arguments used in the debate regarding Evolution and Intelligent Design. This is intuition and it is often used in this debate to argue regarding which side has the burden of proof. So a brief introduction and analysis are necessary. 

An intuition is an instinctive belief or feeling that we have. This is a belief that we have without any conscious reasoning. An example of intuition is the belief that killing someone without good reason is evil. We do not need evidence to believe this rather we just believe this instinctively. Another example of intuition is that parts of something cannot be greater than the whole. For instance, if a pizza is cut into 4 slices, and later the pieces are joined together again the new pizza cannot have a greater amount of food than the original pizza unless something new is added to it. This is another example of intuition. It is something we believe instinctively without requiring evidence. Here is the point to remember regarding intuitions. In many cases, there is no attempt made to justify an intuition by either side of this debate. 

The above-mentioned intuitions are pretty universal. I will be calling this type of intuition universal intuition. All intuitions are not like this. Most intuitions are pretty limited to a certain group of people raised in a particular time and place. An example of an intuition like this is that child marriage or slavery is morally wrong. Nowadays because of the spread of liberal morality, most people see these as evil but the vast majority of people throughout history have not seen these things as evil or morally wrong. 

So these are a different type of intuition from the examples given earlier because these intuitions are limited to a certain group of people in a particular time and raised in a particular environment. I will be calling this type of intuition subjective intuition. 

While universal intuitions can, in principle, be taken as evidence, subjective intuitions cannot possibly be taken as evidence. The reason is that these intuitions are different in different times and places and so the subjective intuitions of one group of people will often contradict the subjective intuitions of another group of people. So subjective intuitions cannot be taken as evidence.

There are some instances where intuitions are used or can be used as evidence by Intelligent Design proponents. The main way intuitions can be used is as an overall justification for Intelligent Design or a reason why the burden of proof should be on the person arguing against life being designed. 

The intuition or belief that life has been designed has been common among humans throughout history. Psychological studies demonstrate that the belief that life having been designed by an Intelligent Creator is something that humans are born with. Here is a reference regarding this fact. In the article Are Children ‘Intuitive Theists’? Professor Deborah Kelemen states:

“A review of recent cognitive developmental research reveals that by around 5 years of age, children understand natural objects as not humanly caused, can reason about non-natural agents’ mental states, and demonstrate the capacity to view objects in terms of design. Finally, evidence from 6- to 10-year-olds suggests that children’s assignments of purpose to nature relate to their ideas concerning intentional nonhuman causation. Together, these research findings suggest that children’s explanatory approach may be accurately described as intuitive theism.”​[1]

This is something so obvious that even atheist psychologists will readily admit this fact:

“We have a similar bias to attribute an agent when we see nonrandom structure. This is the impetus for the argument for design — the intuition that the design that is apparent in the natural and biological world is evidence for a designer. In one recent poll in the United States (July 2005), 42% of the respondents said that they believed that humans and other animals existed in their present form since the beginning of time, and most of the rest said that evolution occurred, but was guided by God.”​[2]

The fact that design is intuitive is also admitted by mainstream Evolutionary Biologists. To be clear these people believe that there is no design and that life exists and can easily exist without any design. Despite this, these people will readily admit that design is still intuitive and that life gives an appearance of design. Here is a reference about this from Richard Dawkins: 

Biology is the study of complicated things that give the appearance of having been designed for a purpose.​[3] 

Francis Crick, one of the most important biologists of the 20th century, states: 

Biologists must constantly keep in mind that what they see was not designed, but rather evolved. It might be thought, therefore, that evolutionary arguments would play a large part in guiding biological research, but this is far from the case. It is difficult enough to study what is happening now.​[4]

The reason Dawkins is saying that life has an appearance of design is that looking at living things the design seems obvious even though he does not believe life is designed. In other words, design is intuitive. The reason Crick is saying that biologists constantly need to remind themselves that life evolved is because the appearance of design is so striking. Again, the design is intuitive. 

I think many people do not understand just how striking and apparent the appearance of design is in living things. Even though evolutionists do not believe that living organisms have been designed, they still have to use the terminology of design because of the difficulty in even talking about living things without using the language and terminology of design. Here is a reference regarding this fact:

The use of teleological (purposeful, goal-oriented) language remains widespread in the biology. Even though organisms are natural entities, it has proven difficult to understand these self-organizing, self-nourishing entities without such language. The purpose of the heart seems to be to pump blood, the purpose of lungs seems to be to breathe air and so on, all of the organs working together to keep the animal alive. This teleological language used to be understood in a literal manner as the purposeful creation of God. But it continues to be used in contemporary biology, without references to God, so there has been some searching for more neutral descriptions of biology. In this way, talk of purposeful complexity and teleology has often been replaced by terms like ‘adaptation’, ‘functional complexity’ or ‘teleonomy’.​[5]

If intuitions are used as evidence or justification of beliefs and arguments, then the burden of proof is clearly on the person arguing against Intelligent Design or arguing for Evolution. An evolutionist can respond by saying intuitions are not evidence and just because we believe something that does not mean that belief is true. This statement will cause massive problems for Evolutionists as we will soon see.

This is something that many Evolutionists do not want to recognize, but intuitions are absolutely critical for the case for Evolution and are behind many common arguments made in favor of Evolution. These arguments will be elaborated on in great detail in the later chapters of this book. 

Here is a simple fact. A lot of the most common arguments made by the Evolutionists against life having been designed are based on intuitions. Some clear examples of this are the Junk DNA and Vestigial Organs arguments. These two arguments are based on the intuition that an Intelligent Designer would not create a purposeless or useless thing. Brown University evolutionary biologist Kenneth Miller argues that: 

“The human genome is littered with pseudogenes, gene fragments, ‘orphaned’ genes, ‘junk’ DNA, and so many repeated copies of pointless DNA sequences that it cannot be attributed to anything that resembles intelligent design.”​[6]

Keep in mind that this argument is solely dependent on this intuition and that there is no attempt made by the Evolutionists to justify this intuition. Another set of arguments that are dependent on intuitions is the bad design arguments based on the problem of evil. This category of arguments assumes that the way life currently exists causes a lot of suffering and pain. An intelligent and/or good designer would not have created life this way and hence life is not a result of intelligent design and is instead, a product of Evolution. Here is a reference regarding this type of argument: 

I would argue, moreover, that it is not good theology either, because it leads to attributing to the designer qualities quite different from the omniscience, omnipotence, and omnibenevolence of the Creator. It is not only that organisms and their parts are less than perfect, but also that deficiencies and dysfunctions are pervasive, evidencing defective “design.” Consider the human jaw. We have too many teeth for the jaw’s size, so that wisdom teeth need to be removed and orthodontists make a decent living straightening the others. Would we want to blame God for such defective design? A human engineer could have done better. Evolution gives a good account of this imperfection. Brain size increased over time in our ancestors, and the remodeling of the skull in order to fit the larger brain entailed a reduction of the jaw. Evolution responds to the organism’s needs through natural selection, not by optimal design but by “tinkering,” as it were, by slowly modifying existing structures. Consider now the birth canal of women, much too narrow for easy passage of the infant’s head, so that thousands upon thousands of babies die during delivery. Surely we don’t want to blame God for this defective design or for the children’s deaths.​[7]

There are other arguments from evolutionists that depend on intuitions as well. One of them is mentioned in the next section on Occam’s razor. This is a version of Occam’s razor that is very similar to intuitions as a justification for beliefs. The important point to remember is this. In any of these arguments, there is no attempt from Evolutionists to justify these beliefs other than appealing to intuitions. 

It is assumed by Evolutionists that the burden of proof is on the person arguing against these intuitions. In many of these cases, it is not even possible to justify these intuitions. How is anyone going to prove that an intelligent designer would not want to create suffering in the world? There is no way to prove or disprove this. It is just an instinctive feeling on which this argument is dependent.

This problem plagues all arguments from Evolutionists against Intelligent Design. The reason is that all these arguments are based on intuitions regarding how an intelligent designer would act and would not act. If intuitions are not evidence, as the Evolutionists would argue, then all of these arguments are worthless because there is no way for evolutionists to prove or justify any of the assumptions behind these arguments.

Here is the important thing to keep in mind. I do not want to argue whether intuitions should or should not be taken as evidence but any person approaching this debate should have a consistent epistemology regarding intuitions. What should not be done is that a person blindly accepts the intuitions he likes as evidence and discards the ones he does not like. That is cherry-picking. Rather a person should be consistent in their application of burden of proof. 

This means that if an Intelligent Design proponent is using intuitions as evidence, then he has to take the burden of proof when arguing against the universal intuitions behind Evolutionist arguments. There is no burden of proof when arguing against the subjective intuitions behind Evolutionist arguments. The fact is, as will be seen later in this book, that all Evolutionist arguments rely heavily on subjective intuitions which makes these arguments worthless. 

This also means that when an Evolutionist is using intuitions as evidence, he needs to keep in mind that in the debate regarding the origins and diversification of life, the burden of proof would be on the person arguing against life having been designed. The reason for this is that design is intuitive. What the evolutionists should not do, but most evolutionists seem to do, is take intuitions as evidence when they are using their arguments but discard intuitions when it comes to the arguments from the Intelligent Design proponents. That is dishonest cherry-picking. 

One more thing needs to be considered as well. An evolutionist can say that he does not find design intuitive but finds the problem of evil or Junk DNA argument to be intuitive. Here is the important thing to keep in mind. Either intuitions are objective, meaning that they are something uniform and we have a way of knowing them, or they are subjective, meaning they change from person to person and there is no uniformity. If intuitions are subjective and change from person to person, they cannot possibly be considered objective evidence of anything. If that is the case, then all the beliefs and arguments based on intuitions, whether those of Intelligent Design proponents or Evolutionists, are baseless and cannot possibly be taken as evidence of anything. 

Occam’s Razor 

Another very common justification of beliefs and arguments is Occam’s razor. Occam’s Razor is the principle that the simplest explanation should be preferred. There are multiple versions of this principle which I will explain using examples from the Evolutionist usage of Occam’s Razor. One thing that will come up later in this book is that almost all the arguments that Evolutionists are making from some observational evidence, all of them will depend on Occam’s razor which is what makes this particular justification of beliefs extremely important.

One version of Occam’s Razor is that the explanation with the minimum number of entities is the simplest explanation and therefore the burden of proof is on the person arguing against that explanation. This version of Occam’s Razor is used by Evolutionists as a justification for Evolution. Here is how. Evolution explains reality and existence. Intelligent design gives another explanation of reality and existence. But Evolution has one less entity, there is no designer in Evolution, and therefore it should be preferred. This justification is often used by Atheists as well in their case for Atheism. 

The problem with this version of Occam’s razor for evolution is extremely profound and it is surprising how this problem is ignored by the evolutionists. According to evolutionists, if universal common descent is true, there are an innumerable number of transitional species that we do not have evidence of in the fossil record. This will be elaborated on in much greater detail later in this book but here is a reference for this fact:

The absence of fossil evidence for intermediary stages between major transitions in organic design, indeed our inability, even in our imagination, to construct functional intermediates in many cases, has been a persistent and nagging problem for gradualistic accounts of evolution.​[8]

Here is the problem for the evolutionists. Their reason for suggesting intelligent design has the burden of proof is that it has one extra entity. If this logic is being used, then evolution has orders of magnitude more burden of proof because there are an innumerable number of extra entities that we do not have any evidence of. Many evolutionists, and atheists for that matter, are fond of using this version of Occam’s razor but the cognitive dissonance and problems this causes for their beliefs are truly amazing.

Another version of Occam’s razor used as evidence by evolutionists is that the explanation that can explain the most data by itself without invoking other explanations is preferred. Here is how it is used by evolutionists. Simple physical processes can explain some aspects of life and biology. This is an uncontroversial claim that no one denies. Since physical processes can explain some aspects of life, the simplest explanation of life is that unguided physical processes are the main cause of it, and anyone invoking another explanation, such as Intelligent Design, will have the burden of proof for it. 

Another way to put this is that Evolution is simpler because there is only one explanation for it. In Intelligent Design, there are multiple explanations involved which is why it violates Occam’s razor. This version of Occam’s razor can also be used to argue for Universal Common Descent. Here is how. There are at least some cases of common descent. For instance, all humans go back to human common ancestors. Therefore the simplest explanation is that common descent is the simplest relation among all animals and living things and anyone arguing for a secondary explanation, such as spontaneous generation or creation has the burden of proof. The problem with this version will also be addressed in the chapter on the logic of Universal Common descent.

There is a third way how Occam’s razor is used by Evolutionists. This version is that how something appears is the simplest explanation of that thing and that anyone invoking an alternate explanation has the burden of proof. This version of Occam’s razor is very similar to intuition. This form of reasoning can be seen in the common form of abductive reasoning called the duck test. If it looks like a duck, swims like a duck, and quacks like a duck, then it probably is a duck. This version of Occam’s razor is used in one of the main arguments for Evolution. This is supposedly one of the strongest proofs of Evolution.

Many of the arguments for universal common ancestry are based on the assumption that similarity equals common descent or that the numerous similarities among living things cannot be due to chance, therefore these similarities are due to common descent. I will just give one reference here:

Molecular systematics is (largely) based on the assumption, first clearly articulated by Zuckerkandl and Pauling (1962), that degree of overall similarity reflects degree of relatedness.​[9] 

By looking at where certain similarities, whether of genetics or morphology, are present evolutionary trees of life can be formed. According to evolutionists, the fact that these trees are the same or approximately the same is one of the strongest proofs for Evolution. I will just reference Richard Dawkins on this topic:

Comparative DNA (or protein) evidence can be used to decide — on the evolutionary assumption — which pairs of animals are closer cousins than which others. What turns this into extremely powerful evidence for evolution is that you can construct a tree of genetic resemblances separately for each gene in turn. And the important result is that every gene delivers approximately the same tree of life. Once again, this is exactly what you would expect if you were dealing with a true family tree. It is not what you would expect if a designer had surveyed the whole animal kingdom and picked and chosen — or “borrowed” — the best proteins for the job, wherever in the animal kingdom they might be found.​[10] 

Clarifying this point, Dawkins says in an interview:

You get the same family tree. You also get the same family tree if you take genes that are no longer functional, that are just vestigial, they’re not doing anything. ... This is overwhelmingly strong evidence. The only way you could get out of saying that proves that evolution is true is by saying that the intelligent designer, God, deliberately set out to lie to us, deliberately set out to deceive us.​[11]

All that you need to know for my point here is that apparently, the Tree of Life looks the way it does only if universal common descent is true. Therefore, the argument is that because it looks like there is universal common descent and evolution, universal common descent and evolution are true. Keep all of these versions in mind. 

This version of Occam’s razor faces similar problems for evolutionists as intuition does because if the argument is that life looks like there is common descent, then life looks designed as well as referenced in the section on intuitions. Using this version of Occam’s razor, the burden of proof would squarely be on the evolutionists in their arguments against the claim that life is a product of design. 

These are the three most common ways Occam's razor is used by Evolutionists. The link between Occam’s razor and arguments for design will be discussed in the later chapters of this book. 

Blanket possibility 

This is the third justification of arguments and































d2d_images/chapter_title_above.png





d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_left.png





d2d_images/cover.jpg
Ammar Adil






d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_right.png





d2d_images/chapter_title_below.png





