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Introduction

One of the c{ecP questions inlife is, “Wl’}cre did ] come from?” ln the late nineteenth century,
(Charles Darwin set forth the theorg of evolution. T he theorg fit well into the framework of a new
Philosopl‘xy called Naturalism, which essentiang says that evergthing is the result of natural causes,
or, in other words, that evergtlﬁing can be comP!etelg exPlained througlﬁ the laws of science without
(God. Thc idea caught on, and toclay our Pub!ic schools teach that the first living cells were formed
inwarm Pools where certain molecular chains combined in a spccia] way ]35 chance. [Trom this

beginning, the theorg asserts, all of toclag’s Plants and animals evolved.
Complcxity

[Jowever, advances in microbiologg reveal that even the simP]cst life form is very compicx. A
sing§e~ce“ed amoeba, for example, consists of thousands of Proteins, sugars, acic{s, bases and
other comPouncls all working together like a miniature Fac’corg. Each Protein is formed of dozens or
even hundreds of amino acids. |n this booklet we will calculate the Probabi!itg that these Protcins
came togcthcr to form life }33 chance as Naturalism suggests. Since a random chance origin is
Promo’ced in bio]ogg tex’cboo‘(s, how like]y would you exPect the event to be? Ninet3 five Percent
]ikelg? ]:imctg one percent? | et’s do the math and find out!

Astroplﬂysicist Sir[rancis rﬂoglé, originator of the 5teaclg state tlﬂéorg of the origin of the
universe, calculated the chances of a simplhciecl, hﬂpothctical single~ce“ecl organism O)Cjust 2000

ArO,OOO’ a number so small

Protciﬂs Forming })9 chance. Thc rcsulting Probabi]ity was less than 1 in 10
it defies undcrstanding. rﬂis associate mused that it's more likcly for a tornado b]owing through a
junkyarc} to build a 747 than for life to be the result of chance! Mang others have Produced similar

calculations. The purpose here is to Provicle a concise yet convincing case that life is not the result

O{: random chancc PrOCCSSCS.

]n Calcu]ating the Probabilitg of life’s undirected aPPearingJ let’s start with five assumptions.



AssumPtions

First, we know that the Proteins of life are formed on]y }39 ” E\; + E
, , L HYH H
| - shapec{ amino acids aitlﬂouglﬂ Dand | shapec{ types are P;l_i—,C\cI)_/|.| HBC/C\HH
available in cqual proportion in nature'. As proteins are formed o%o o0
tlﬁey unclcrgo a comPlex) three-dimensional xCo]cling process. ]F a
D-amino acid were included, the Protein would not fold Propcrly, D vs. L-Shaped Amino Acids

Prohibiting its function, ren&ering it useless. When both versions

(L and [D-amino acids) are use:clJ the molecules needed forlife don’t mesh correctlg.

A few exceptions must be noted here. Recent]g, some cxamples of D~shapecl amino acids
have been found in animals”. Exampies are mostlg opiatcs and Poisons Produced bg snakes,
spidcrs and Frogs, not the kind of stuff that encourages life! Furthermore, these do not affect the
calculations at hancl) as all are the result of comp]ex reactions changing an L~shaped amino acid
into a D~shape afterthe Protcin has folded. [ the origin of life calculations we are trging on!g to
getto the Point of folded Proteins. Dcsigns using D~shapcd amino acids rcquire additional steps

and more Proteins.

However, it is conceivable that an alternate life system could have c{evelopecl based on D-
type amino acids instead of the L~t3pc. T herefore, at the conclusion of the Probabi]it9
calculations we will allow for this Possibilit3 bg mu]tiplying our result }35 two. [ or now we will
Proceed }35 assuming a 50% chance of having the L—tch amino acid at each bond site of the
Protcin.

Second, assume that PcPtidc bonds, also needed for proper Folding, occur no more than
50% of the time in nature’. Otlﬁer bonds easilg occur] rendering the molecule useless in suPPorting
life. This compounds the Probabi!ity bg another 50% chance.

Thircl, instead of requiring a certain amino acid at each site as other authors havc, let’s allow
any L-tb\Pc amino acid. This way we dont require any Protein to be built First, or even presume to
know what that Protein looks like. Tl’n’s i$ avery generous assumption since any “Prc~biotic souP”

would contain not on]y the 20 amino atids found in life Forms, but also all sorts of other molecules
which could bond to each site, destroging the Possibilitg of it &eve]oping into a life form.
Calcu]ating in this way allows foravast multitude of forms that could not live, but let’s be generous

}‘ICFC.



Next, assume that the Pro’ceins of our hgpotlﬂetical organism consist of onlg 50 amino acids.
This assumPtion is also generous to naturalism, since Proteins are made up of angwhere from 50 to

several hundred amino acids™.

Next, assume that the organism lﬁasjust 75 Protcins, signiFicant]g fewer and simP]cr than the
2000 of Hog!e’s Proposa]‘

At this Poin’c itis imPortan’c to consider the characteristics that distinguish living from non-
!iving matter. Origin of life scientists believe that living organisms have the Fo”owing spccial
abilities: to eﬁcectivelg harness and manage energy; to store and copy information; to rcproduce;
and to Protcct themselves from the environment. ] cha”enge the schtic to show how less than 75
Protcins could achieve these feats. A virusis much simp]er, however, it acts as a parasite. Since it
relies on a !iving host to function, it is not a candidate for the first life form. Remember, the most
simPIe organisms toclay emeﬁ thousands of Proteins, and Hogle thought it would take at least
2000.

We also will assume that amino acids were available in abundance. T his was not like]g true,
since thc ear]g ear’ch atmosPhere was muc% clixcxcerent than the environment usecl to Procluce amino

acids in the Iabora’corg.

Objec’cive scientists todag believe the atmosPhere of early earth consisted of nitrogen,
carbon dioxide and water vapor. Water vapor easilﬁ breaks down into free hgclrogen and oxygen.

Yet, in 7716 Creation Hypotf/csis, we read:

”Biochemis’cs genera”y agree that the presence of free oxygen woulcl, in the words of RT

Brinkman of the (alifornia |nstitute of Technology, ‘Prec]ucle bio]ogical evolution as Prescnt13

understood.” Yet the evidence for an ear]g oxidized atmosphcre is increasing]y s0 comPe“ing

that A HendersomSe”ers, A Ben]ow and A Meadows concede that, despite the

1

imP!ications, itis ‘becoming the new orthoc!oxg’.

Some scientists believe the ear!y carth’s atmosphcre also contained l’ligl’! concentrations of
methane and ammonia. Direct evidence does not support this view, but tlneg hold it }03 faith
because these comPouncls are requirccl to Produce amino acids, the bui]ding blocks of !hce, in the

]aboratorg.

Not on]y is the evidence for a methane and ammonia-rich environment lacking, but this

atmosp}vere would also be far too unstable to last the millions oFgears needed to get life started. |n



sunlight, methane quick]g breaks down into oil, while ammonia breaks down into Hgdrogen and
Nitrogen gases.

Another Problcm to consideris the immense amount of energy needed to form the amino
acids and Protcins, especia”g in aless than optimum environment. Again, for this exercise, energy

requirements are neg[ectecl, Favoring the odds for life }33 chance.

Thereforc, the whole idea of even ?orming amino acids is doubtful from the start. ]n the
calculations that follow, it is gencrously assumed that abundant suPPIics of amino acids have
alreaclg formed and continue to form at a brcathtal(ing rate. \With this introduction, let’s getto the
fun stuff..the math!



Thc Math

According) to the laws of Probability, the likelihood of comPounded Probabi!ities occurring
equals the Proc{uct of the individual chances. [Tor examp]c, the chance of roning a“3” onadieis
1,/6, but the chance of rolling two “3”s inarowis 1,/6 times 1,/6,0r 1,/36. | herefore, the chances
of one of our theoretical organisms being formed on the first try may be calculated as follows.

| ater we will consider time, space, and variety.

The Probability oFang L type amino acid bonding to another with a Pcptide bond =.5x.5=
25.

7.88E-31 means
the 788 is preceded
by 30 zeros

X.25 % ...(Product of 50terms) =(.25)° or 7.88861] -31. (-000000...788)

Fora complete Protcin with 50 active sites, the calculation is 25 %x.25

The Probabilitg of combining any /5 Proteins of all L type amino acids at the same time in the
same placeis (7.88861 ~31)7 = 1.88379 [[-2258.

You may have noticed that your calculator cannot handle a number this small. (A]so, beware

of round off errorl) The above result may be comPuted by breaking down calculations as follows:

75 —
7.8886177 =1.88%379 [ +67 and Mathematicians agree

that any chance less
75 —

(GE-»10)7 =1F-2325. than 1.0 E-50 is
impossible.

Multiplﬂing the terms }35 aclcling exponents we get:

1.88%79 2258

Wowlil T hat's an imPossible chance. Put when you consider time and space, the chances
get much better...



Time

We havejus’c calculated the chances one of our organisms Formiﬂg ata Par’cicular Place, on
the first try. [Jowever, this “experiment” could be run over and over again, assuming materials were

available.

To begin, we must first assume a time Periocl and a rate of rePeatecl exPerimentation. A
Popular view is that the maximum time between the ecarth coo]ing and first life appearing is one
billion years. Although evidence indicates much less time available, let’s defer to this viewpoint and

Y g P

use the billion years in our calculations to be generous to naturalism.

Forthe experimentation rate, let’s use a trillion per second. A rate that fast reciuires the
proper cata!gst (special Proteins} at each step, and raw materials would be quick!g consumed) but

again, let’s be generous and assume a steaclg suPPly.
Ca]cuiations

The number of experiments in one billion years = 1,000,000,000 years x 60 sec,/minx 60
min/hrx 24 hrs/clag x 365 clags/yr xi1.0f +i2 exPeriments/sec =3%.15%6] +28 exPeriments in

one billion years.

Thisis analogous to ro”ing many dice simu]taneouslg. The probabilit9 (P) of ro”ing a five with
one dieis 1,/6, but if ro”ing three dice at the same time, the calculations are a bit more difficult.
You might be temPted to calculate the Probabi]itg as 1/6 times 3 or 1,/2. (We will call this the
expected number from now on.) T_‘]owever, the means of obtaining the exact solution is to first
calculate the Probabilitg of not rolling the five, and then subtract the result from one. |n this three

dice examPle the calculations look like this:

P=1i-(5/6)Y=421
Note that the exact solution is a little less than the exPected number of 1,/2.

The exact solution for this step is F =i~ <i~i .88 E_~7_258>5']556E+28, which ] couldn’t solve
(Perhaps you canl). ]:ortunatelg, it can be shown that for unlike]g events, as we are now stuclgiﬂg,
if the number of experiments (n) times the Probability on the first try (P> is much less than i , then
the exact solution 1s very nearly equa to the exPecte number (see art 1). ince using the
h lution i l lto th d number (see Chart 1). Si ing th
exPectec{ number favors naturalism, and since the calculations are much simPler, we will Proceed }33

using the estimated solution method.



T o find the Probabilit3 of gorming our organism at this site over a billion years, the above
number of experiments is multiPliec{ ]:)3 the Probabilitg oFForming it on the first try, or...

51536 428 x1.88] ~2258=5.94072 -22%0

That's still an impossiblc chance. Now, let's consider space.

Chartl  Ratio of Exact Probability to Expected Number vs. p
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T Speee
;The abovc_vr_x.u.mber rePrcsen_tsz-_Célc.u]éti.b.ﬁ of the Probabilitg of life starting }33 chance in one
location over.a billion 5ears_.of_ reactions. But what about space? T hese reactions could occur

“over largc"arcas sihultaneous]g. T o continue, we must come up with an estimate of the number of

reaction sites.

There are two aPProaches we could take to come up with the number of reaction sites. [Tirst,
we could assume a volume of Darwin’s “warm Pool” multip]icd 139 a density of amino acids. T he

values for volume and density are rather arbitrarg, so this aPProach is debatable.

A second aPProac}n is to assume the maximum Possib]e number of reaction sites based upon
the best estimates of the number of carbon atoms on E_artlﬂ. As usualJ let us bias the results

toward Naturalism and use this aPProach.

Data

Grams of Carbon on Ear‘thé 9.ZZE+ZZ
Avogadro’s Number 602 +2%
Atomic Weight of Carbon 12011

V\/ith these va]ues, the number of carbon atoms on earth may be calculated as follows:
# Atoms=922 +22x6.02] 2% /12011 =4.62] +45

That’s alot of carbon atoms! Thc number includes all the carbon of Ear’ch’s biosphere,
Iﬁyclrosphere and atmosP!ﬁere, as well as all carbon in ancient seclimentarg rock. We know that all of

this carbon would not be available as reactants, but again we will favor Naturalism.

With these generous assumptions we can estimate the maximum number of amino acids
Possible, bg dividing the number of carbon atoms on Ear’ch by the least number of carbon atoms
per amino acid. One amino acid, G]ycine, hasjust two carbon atoms. F!ugging in the numbers, the
maximum number of amino acids which could be formed is 462 +45/2=231 [ +45.

Since it takes at least two amino acids to represent a reaction site, the maximum number of

Possiblc reaction sitesis 2.31 [ +45/2 = 1.16] +45.

To find the Probabi!itg of Forming our organism at these sites over the billion years, the
above number of sites is mu]tiplied bg the Probabilit3 of Forming it at one site over one billion years.

Tl’lis increases the Proba}pility of life Forming bg random chance to 6.86] ~2185.
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(Chances remain begond the realm of Possibilit}j.

Ot]’\cr Hancts?

Another theorg holds that life began on another Planet and was transferred to earth. This
idea, known as “transpermia”, is doubtful. How could it survive a million+ gearjourneg in extreme
conditions across vast galaxies? I venif it were Possible, transpcrmia doesn’t solve the Problem ~it

onlg moves it to another Place‘ So, let’s see how this idea affects the numbers.

Now we must estimate the number of Possible reaction sites in the universe. ]nstead of
ca]culating this from an estimate of the number of [~ arth-like P]ancts in the universe, it’s more
accurate (and generous to Natura]ism) to use the number of carbon atoms. Tlﬂis numberis based
upon the work of astrophgsicis’cs, who estimate that there are 1 Of +79 atoms in the universe7, and
04%% of them are carbon atoms®. Multip]ging this gives us 430" +75 carbon atoms in the

universe. |fwe calculate the maximum number of amino acids and reaction sites as before, we have

2150 +75 and .08 +75, respectiveb.

USing the same generous reaction rate and assumPtions as before, and a”owing 20 billion
years forlife to start angwlﬂerc in the entire universe (most scientists now believe the universe to be
i0Oto 1%.5 billion years old 9), the Probability of life Forming }33 random chance increases to | 28] -
215%.

Although the Probabi]ity is getting }Diggcr, it is getting })igger rciativc!g s!ow!g. Lhcc starting

}39 chance is still far from Possible. | et's now consider the final factor...

11



Other Organisms

To expand varietg “to the max”, we can include all organisms more comP]ex than the 75
Pro’ccin organisms alreadg allowed in one grancl calculation bg aPPlying aformula from infinite series

mathematics. Calculating in this manner will actua”y include an infinite numberof allowable life

Forms, most of which would not live, but also every life form we i<now, from amoeba to Fish, Birds,

monkeys and humans!

For examplc, the calculations will include 74 Protcins with 50 amino acids and one with 51, or
one with 52. ]’c will include 76 Proteins, each with 50 amino acids. ]t will include 75 Proteins with 51

amino acids each. ]t will includeje”gﬁs}w, snails, Frogs and Pandas. Evcrgt}wing.
Ca]cuiations

Le’c’s begin the infinite series calculation. We start with 75 Proteins x50 sites/Protein =
3750 Pcptic{c bonds of | type amino acids. | hishas a Probabilitg of occurring, of .2577°° The
next l’xighcr complexitg has 3751 bonds, and its Probabiiity i5.25777" T ofind the Probabi!it9 of

evergthing more comPlex, we continue to add the Probabi]ities togethcr as follows:
2577704 25790 4 55970 4
Which is cquiva]cnt to...
2577°°(1+ 25+ 255 +.257..)
This arrangement is known as a geometric infinite series, which has the Fo“owirxg solution:
i+x+x"+x +..= 1,/(1-x)
]n the Present case,x=.25, and the solution is:

25777°/(1-25)or 1.88 [ -2258

As you can see, the inclusion of each of the more comP]ex arrangements changecl the result

very little, since they are even more unlikely.
Y ) Y Y

]Fgou run through the calculations of time and space as }DCFOFC, you will find a Probabilitg of
1.70f -2153. A”owing fora Possib]e [D-amino acid system, we multiplg ]39 2 and get 341 -
215%, 0ora chance of 1in 294 +2152.

12



T his result shows that life starting bg chance is not Possible, even when Naturalism is favored

in every assumPtion made a]ong the way. At this time it scems gooc{ to review those assumPtions.

Thc Fo”owing is a summary of the assumPtions used in our calculations that s’cronglg favor

Na’curalis’cic thoug}nt:

1)

2)

1)

12)

We did not assume any Particular arrangement of amino acids in the hgpothetical first life forms.

T hus we allowed a multitude of simple forms that would not live.

We assumed that the Proteins were made of on]y 50 amino acids each. Man9 Proteins are made

of hundreds of amino acids.

We assumed that the first life form would be made of onlg 75 Proteins. The simples’c amoebas of

t0d89 are macle OIC thousands.

We assumed that the environment was favorable to the formation of amino acids. | ittle evidence

suPPorts this.

E_nergg requirements were neglectec{. We assumed that the Per‘Fect amount of energy was

a]wags avai]ab]e to suPPort reactions.

We assumed that the PerFect cata]gst was alwags available in the right Placc at the rigl')t time to

suPPort a reaction rate of a trillion per second.

In the calculations we assumed that all the carbon in the universe was available in the form of

amino acids. Obviouslg, much carbon would be tied up in other forms.

We assumed that all of these amino acids were constantlg reacting with each other at a blazing

sPeecl, building Proteins.

We assumed that a simPIC life form could survive launch, millions of miles of travel across space,

and entrg through Earth’s atmosphere.

We assumed the universe to be 20 billion years old, a]thougl‘w most scientists believe it is onlﬁ half
that old.

We allowed an infinite number of Possible organisms, starting with thothetica] organisms omcjust

75 Protcins and inclucling evcrything more comP]cx.

We ignorecl need for other suPPorting molecules, like sugars, acids, bases and other comPounc{s.

Naturalism further assumes the Fo“owing:

1)

When the first life form came together bg chance, it reproduced and established a sustainable
co]ong of that life form.

13



Z) T he first cell mutated, and bg natural selection and adaptation, its descendants eventua”g
cleveloped into the diverse, complex and beautiful life forms we see toclag. T his too is doubtful,
but begoncl the scope of this document.

So, although we included an infinite number of Possib]e life forms, and were generous to the
skeptic at every turn, it is still inconceivably imProbable that life started }33 random chance

PFOCCSSCS.

]Fyou think 75 Proteins is too many, you could run the calculations again assuming, onlg 5

Pro’ceins and you come to the same conclusion: Li‘f:c did not start by chance.
How bigis 2.94F +21527

The chances of life starting }:)3 random chance were calculated to be 1 in 2.94f +2152.
How big is this number? | o grasp the immensity, let's Pi]e up 294 +2152 quarters, stacked
cvenlg over the area of the state of Michigan. Among them is one go!den quarter. Cou]d you
select it if blindfolded? [How tall would the stack of quarters be? | et’sdo the math!

Data
a. | heareaof Michigan is 96,705 square miles. '°
b. A quarter is 1" diameter x.050" thick.

Thc Math

= 294 +2152 quarters x I sq. in/quar‘tcr

x 1 sq. Ft./] 2* sq. in.x 1 sq. mi./5280Z sq. ft.
Michigan/96705 sq- mi. x.050 in/Michigan
i1 ft/12inx 1 mi,/5280 ft.

X

X

=597 +21%31 miles deep of quarters
P//@c/ on the entire state of M/’C/){’gan/

f"‘!ow many iiglﬂbgéars CJCCP is this?

Data
The speed of Iight is 186,000 mi/sec

T_hc Matl'l

14



5970 +21%1 miles x 1 light-sec/ 186,000 mi
x 1 min,/60 sec.x 1 hr/60 min.x I da3/24~ hr
X | 3ear/§65 c{ays

.02 +21 19 light years deep!

We are not getting angwhere in ’crging to grasp the Probabilitg we are dea]ing with. ]n Fact, the

chance of snatching a Par’cicular atom out of the universe is 01113 i outof 1.0 [ +79m

Remember, mathematicians agree that any chancelessthan 1 in 1.0 +50is impossib]e.
" ven with generous assumptions at every turn, we have calculated the Probabilitg of life starting by
chance to be 1 in 2.94 42152, an immense]g smaller chance than the threshold of Possibilitg‘

Wc have calculated not 95%, not 51% but a 0% chance that random chance processes
resulted in life. |t takes a lot of faith to believe this thcorg. So whg do co”cge bio]ogg texts claim it
is true? APParently they hold this belief for Phi]osop%ical, not scientific reasons.

Conclusion

Here we must face the facts. The assumP’cions used above for calculations were consisten’cly
generous, such that the actual chances are much less Iikelg than calculated here. Lhce on earth
depends on a fine balance of multiplc factors. E_arlg carth did not have proper conditions to start
life. Neither the raw materials nor energy needed for reactions were available in the abundance
needed. We have overlooked these serious Prob]ems and still found that there is no Possibilitg of
life starting as a result of random chance. You can run the calculations many ways, but | believe any

reasonable assumptions would lead to the same conclusion: | ife is not an accident.

15



What about 5clf~0rganization?

Others realize life couldn’t have started bg chance. Theg say something likc, “That’s not
how ’cl‘xirxgs happen in chemistry, anghow. | ife must have started as a result of the laws of Phgsics
acting upon the Properties of matter.” ]n Fact) most origin of life researchers gave up on pure

Cl"laﬂCC clecac{es ago‘

Dean Kenyon is a good examplc [e wrote, ¢ _ife must have been biochcmica”g Predestined
bg the Properties of attraction that exist between its chemical Parts..particu]arlg between amino
acids in Proteins” % However, about five years after he coauthored a Popular textbook,

Biochemical Fredestination, he realized there were at least two big Probfems with his tlﬁcorg.

The first Problem was the lack of evidence for his thcorg. Dr. Kcngon discovered that
although certain amino acids were attracted to each other in the test tube, those same Pairs did not

occur togethcr any more often than other combinations in the real Proteins of life.

T he second Problcm, brought to his attention by one of his students, is the mystery of the
origin of information. Structures organized bg laws of Physics have little information or “sPeChCiecl
comP]exitﬁ”. Mang natural systems are caPaHe oFgenerating highly ordered structures, like
crgsta!s) but on{y l'ntc//{gcncc is caloa[)/c of, gcncratlhglhformation or “spechcicd compiexity” such as

requirecl in great quantitg in the Proteins and DNA of life.

Narxcy Fearce3 wrote, “Thus, it is futile for scientists to i(eep looking for some external law or
force within matter to explaim the origin of life. ]t’s notjust that cxperiments to create life in a test
tube have failed so far [Wl"liCl"l t}qey have]; it’s tlﬁat, in PrinciPleJ law-like processes do not generate

high information content.” '*

Comcrontccl with this Prob]cm, Dr. Kényon couragcous]y bcgan to consider that life had
been cicsigncd bg a super intellect. Fu”y convinced a few years Iatcr, he wrote another text, Of
Fandas and/)coplc, now a leacling biologg text supplement Promoting the idea of clesign in nature.

Ncither Dr. Kcnyon nor any other scientist has found an exP]anatiOﬂ for the enormous amount of
information contained in DNA. Bl” (Hates, founder and CEO of Microsoft Corporation,

said, "DINA s like a computer program, but far, far more advanced than any software we've ever

created.”

]mcormation content in bio]ogy isa huge Problem for evolution and key evidence for clesign.
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Selﬁorganizational theories have no l’lopc of explaining the origin of life because of the

inherent) oPPosing natures of information and natural law.

What about Natural Sclcction’?

One day, ] was reviewing “Iave YouDone the Math” with a brilliant Phgsics graduate
student. [e objec’ced, “| heard it said that i)cgou have a thousand monkegs at tgpcwritcrs, theg
could tﬂPC at random Forever, and none would have tgpcd the text of the Biblc.” Hc continucc},
“But i{:gou addjust one rule, that they keep correct keystrokes and throw out wrong ones, they
would soon finish the work. ] hisis the power of natural selection, and it makes all the difference.”
While | agree that natural selection and survival of the fittest does allow for variation to occur, it
does not aPPlﬂ in this case since we are consiclering the origin of life. The process of natural

selection imPIics the existence of life.
Without ihcc, without parents or o#spring, there is no oPPortunitg for natural selection.

The molecules and Polgpepticles with the most Po’cential forlife are rendered useless when
the first wrong connection is made. Pefore life is established, there is no stable reproduction, thus
no oPPortunitg to build upon past successes. T herefore, natural selection doesn’t he]P explain

the origin of life.

]mplications

Tl"IC imPossibi]itg a naturalistic origin of life leads us to conclude that we are not here without
cause or reason. A” current tlﬂeoriés, inc]uc{ing chance, selmc—organization, and the “KNA world”
fall far short. [Hubert Yockég, a Manhattan Frojcct Pl’lysicist and origin of life scientist wrote in
1980, “One must conclude that no valid scientific exp]anation of the origin of life exists at
Prcscnt.” P rﬂis conclusion is still valid today. ]n Fact, i\cangonc discovers a high]y Piausiblc,
naturalistic theory of the origin of genetic imcormation, theg can win one million dollars from The
Origin of Lhce Frize at http://www.us.net/]i?e/. Tl—re fact that the Prize has not been collected
highlights the Point that noboclg has afound a Plausib]e exPlanation. The on]y alternative is that

we were c{esignecl by a hig}‘ncr inte”igencc — the Bible calls Him God.

Altlnough the Foregoing does not prove the designcr is the (God of the Pible, it opens the

Possibilitg, and begs a careful examination. uPon honest investigation of the resurrection of
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Jesus (Christ and surrounding events, you will likclg conclude that, if there is a (God, | e was
revealed to us in Jesus Christ‘ A]though such an investigation is begonc{ the scope of this text, ]
encourage you to read [ he Resurrection Factorbg Josh McDowell or The Case for (hrist bg
Lee Strobcl.

The Bible says, “that which is known about (God is evident within men; for (God made it

evident to them. [or since the creation of the world (od's invisible qualitics-His eternal power
and divine nature--have been clcar]g seen, bcing understood tlﬁrough what has been made, so that

. 14
men are without excuse.”

We, as Gocl’s creation, must resPoncl to our Creator and His desires for us. As we
investigate the evidence [ e has Providcd - through both the created world and [is Word, the
Bible — we discover that (God is intentional in [ is concept and clcsign of man and [His world. [He
creates with purpose and Provicles for us, who are created in [is image, meaning, and purpose for

ourlives as well.

(God is described as not onlg ctcrna”g Powcncul, in{:initclg wise, and Pcnccc’c in [is character,
but He is also s’criking]y Personal. He loves and cares for [is waywarcl creation and seeks that we

would trust [Jim and love Him inreturn.

Recall the stack of quarters stacked ]igl’xt years ]’xig}w. (God can casi]g find the one golden coin

and, as your Creator, He is also intimatelg aware of every detail oFyour life.

]n spitc of this, many will rejcct the idea of Purposc{:u! creation, not on the basis of hard
science, but on the basis of Philosophﬂ — it doesn’t agree with their view of life. They would rather
not face the thought that they may be accountable to their Creator.

Our culture P!accs a high value on “freedom”. th the freedom many pursue leads on]y to
}Donclagc, not true freedom. ln a Paradox that many fail to unclcrstand, true freedom comes only in

submission to our Creator. He made us and knows what is best for us.

Jesus saicl, “You will know the truth and the truth will set you Free...Everyonc who sins is a

slave to sin..|f the Son sets you free you will be free indeed.” '’
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at would keep you trom acknowledgin od and trustin im? not give [ ]im a rair
What would keep you from acknowledging God and trusting Him? Why not give [Him a f
chance to work in your life? lnvestigate the evidence and discover for 3oursellc the Or\c who made
you; the One who is so PowerFullg sustaining the universe, who is intimate]y acquair\ted with every
detail of that universe. [Je is the One who knows you PerFect!g) loves you decplg and is trulg
worthy O)Cgour trust.
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