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Introduction

One of the deepest questions of life is, “Where did l come from?” ]n the mid nineteenth centur ,
pestq Y
(Charles Darwin set forth the theorg of evolution. T he theorg fit well into the framework of a new
Philosoplﬂy called Natura]ism, which essentia”g says that evergthing is the result of natural causes, or,
in other words, that evergthing can be comPlctelg exPlainccl through the laws of science without (God.
The idea caught on, and toclag our public schools teach that the first living cells were formed in warm
Pools where certain molecular chains combined in a spccia] way 139 chance. [Trom this beginning, the

tlﬁeory asserts, all of toclag’s Plants and animals evolved.
ComPlcxitg

[Jowever, advances in microbiologg reveal that even the simpicst life form is very complcx. A
singl&ce“e& amoeba, for example, consists of thousands of Proteins, sugars, acicls, bases and other
compounds all workiﬂg togetlﬂcr like a miniature Factorg. I~ ach Protcin is formed of dozens or even
hundreds of amino acids. |n this booklet we will calculate the Probabilitg that these Proteiﬂs came
together to form life 133 chance as Naturalism suggests. Since a random chance origin is Promo’cecl in
biologg tex’cbooksJ how like]g would you expect the event to be? Ninetg five percent ]ikely? ictg one
percent? | et’s do the math and find out!

Astrophysicis{: Sir Frec{erick Hoglq originator of the steadg state theorﬂ of the origin of the
(niverse, calculated the chances of a simP]hCied, hgpothetical sing]e~ce”ecl organism onust 2000

40’000, anumber so small it

Protcins Formiﬂg bg chance. The résulting Probabi]itg was less than 1 in 10
defies un&erstanding. His associate mused that it’s more ]ikelg for a tornado blowing through a
juni(yarcl to build a 747 than for life to be the result of chance! Mang others have Producecl similar

calculations. TI’IC purpose here is to Providc a concise yet convincing case that life is not the result of

ranclom cl’mancc PFOCCSSCS.

]n Calcu]ating the Probabi]itg of life’s undirected appearance, let’s start with five assumptions.
Assumptions

[irst, we know that the Proteins of life are formed onlg bg | -

, . , H H
amino acids altl'\ougl'\ raw chemical processes Producc D and L types r 17,{]\;' I-I”ll\\H ’
) . 1 . -Cw C~|
in equal proportion. As roteins are formed they undereo a H- ~cZH Hc-“H
qual prop P y underg e !
complex, three~-dimensional “Folcling” process. ]1C a D~amino acid were 0{"“0 0r %%

inc]uc}ccl, the Protein would not fold Properbj Prohibiting its function,

D vs. L-Shaped Amino Acids
rendcring it useless. When both versions (L and [D-amino acids) are

uscc{, the molecules needed for life don’t mesh correct!g.
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A few cxceptions must be noted here. chcntlg, some examplcs of D~5!’1apcd amino acids have
been found in animals?. Examples are most]g oPiates and Poisons Proc{uced bg snakes, sPiders and
Frogs, not the kind of stuff that encourages life! Furthermore, these do not affect the calculations at
hand, as all are the result of complcx reactions changing an L~5hapcd amino acid into a D~sl‘xape after
the Protein has folded. ]n the origin of life calculations we are trﬂing only to get to the Point of folded
Proteins. Designs using D~shaped amino acids require additional steps and more Proteins.

[However, it is conceivable that an alternate life system could have dcve]opcd based on D~’c3pe
amino acids instead of the L~t9pe. T herefore, at the conclusion of the Probabi]itg calculations we will
allow for this Possibilitg bg mu]tiplging our result bg two. [ or now we will Proccecl })3 assuming a 50%
chance of having the L~t3Pc amino acid at each bond site of the Protcin.

Second, assume that Pcptidc bonds, also needed for proper folc]ing, occur no more than 50% of
the time in nature. 2 O’cher bonds easilg occur, rendering the molecule useless in suPPor’cing life.

This comPounds the Probability }35 another 50% chance.

T hird, instead of requiring a certain amino acid at each site as other authors have, let’s allow any
L—tch amino acid. | his way we dort recluire any Protein to be built first, or even presume to know
what that Protein looks like. This is a very generous assumPtion since any “Pre~biotic souP” would
contain not only the 20 amino acids found in life forms, but also all sorts of other molecules which
could bond to each site, des’croying the Possibility of it deve]oping into a life form. Calculating in this

way allows for a vast multitude of forms that could not live, butlet’s be generous here.

Néxt, assume that the Protcins of our hypotlﬂétical organism consist of on]y 50 amino acids.
This assump’cion is also charitable to Naturalism, since Proteins are made up of angwhere from 50 to

several hundred amino acids. 8

Next, assume that the organism lﬂasjust 75 Protcins, signhcicant]g fewer and 5imp|er than the
2000 of r—]oglc’s Proposal.

At this Poirxt itis important to consider the characteristics that &istinguish living from non~|iving
matter. Origin of life scientists believe that living organisms have the Fo”owing sPecial abilities: to
egcctivelg harness and manage energy; to store and copy imcormation; to rcProclucc accurate]y; and
to Protect themselves from the environment. ] cha”engc the skeptic to show how less than 75 Protcins
could achieve these feats. A virus is much sim[:)]cr, however, itactsas a Parasite. Sincc it relies on a
]iving host to Function, it is not a candidate for the first life form. Kemember, the simPlest organisms

today emﬂog thousands of Proteins] and Hoyle thought it would take at least 2000.



Next, we will assume that once Protcins are formed thcy have a 50% chance of pincling and
cstablishing a functional bond or rclationship with the other Protcins. Again, thisis a gratuitous
assumption. [irst, consider that a new]g formed Protein is like]g to be xCarJ far from the others and
would like!g encounter many obstacles, chemical and Phgsical, on itsjoumeg to the other Protcins.
Seconcuy) functional Proteins interact according to geometry and the charges of its components.
This means that certain amino acids of one Protein must interact with other sPcchCic amino acids of
another Protein. T herefore, since we assumed that any amino acid could be used at each step, the

m«tlg hood of Forming a functional bond or relationslﬁip between the Pro’ccins is extremclg low.

Next, we will assume that if this arrangement of amino acids and Proteins could come togethcr, it
would have a 50% chance of living and rcProducing itself accuratclg. Again, since we have not

spcciﬁcd the amino acids used to build the Protcins, this assumptiOﬂ is cxceeding]9 generous.

We also will assume that amino acids were available in abundance. T his was not likelg true, since
the ear!g I~ arth atmosphere was much different than the environment used to Producc amino acids in

the laboratorg.

Objective scientists tocl33 believe the atmosphere of ear]g Earth consisted of nitrogen, carbon
dioxide and water vapor. Water vapor easilg breaks down into free hgdrogen and oxygen. Yet, in
7 he Creation f‘[ypot/rcslﬁs, we read:

"Biochemists generallg agree that the presence of free oxygen wou]cl, in the words of RT
Brinkman of the Caligornia |nstitute of Tecl'mologg, ‘Prec]ucle }Diological evolution as Present]g

understood.’ Yet the evidence for an ear!g oxidized atmosPhere is increasing]g so compe”ing that

Al f"lendersomﬁe”ers, Al Bcnlow and A. Meadows concede that, c{esPitc the implications, itis

‘becoming the new ortlﬁocloxg’. 4

Some scientists believe the eariy E_arth’s atmosphcrc also contained high concentrations of
methane and ammonia. Direct evidence does not support this view, but tlwey hold it bg faith because
these comPouncls are requirecl to Produce amino acids, the building blocks of lhcej in the laboratorg.

Not onlg is the evidence for a methane and ammonia-rich environment ]acking, but this
atmosp}'xere would also be fartoo unstable to last the millions of years needed to get life started. ]n

sunlight, methane quicklg breaks down into oil, while ammonia breaks down into Hydrogen and
Nitrogcn gases.

Another Problcm to consider is the immense amount of energy needed to form the amino acids
and Proteins, especia“y in aless than oPtimum environment. Again, for this exercise, energy

rcquiremcnts are neglected, Favoring the odds forlife ]33 chance.
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T herefore, the whole idea of even Forming amino acids is doubtful from the start. [Jowever,
ﬂﬂing in the face of these realities, in the calculations that follow it is assumed that abundant suPplics
of amino acids have alrcacly formed and continue to form at a brcathtaicing rate. \With this
introduction, let’s get to the fun stuff...the math!



Thc Math

Accorcling to the laws of Probabilitg, the likelihood of comPounc{cc{, inc{cpenclcnt events all
occurring eciuals the Product of the individual Probabi]i’cics. For 6:><ampleJ the chance of ro”ing a“3”
onadieis 1,/6, but the chance of ro”ing two “3”s inarowis 1,/6 times 1,/6,0r 1/%6. | herefore, the
Probabilitg of one of our theoretical organisms being formed on the First try may be calculated as

follows.

The Probabi[itg opjoining two | type amino acids with a Peptidc bondis .5%x .5, since we have a
50% oFgetting an|_ type rather than a D type twice (.52>, and a 50% chance ogjoining with a Peptide
bond rather than another type of bond (see the first and second assumptions, above). | ikewise, for
the first Protein of 501 type amino acids and 49 Peptide bonds, the calculation is 590x 549 = 59

99XTS .57425. Now, since we

The Probabilitg of Forming 75 of these Proteins is therefore 5
assumed a 50% chance that each of these 75 Protcins would find and bond or interact Propcr19 with
the othcrs, we have 74 interactions and the resulting Probabilitg is .57425+74 or .57499. ]:inallg, we
assumed a 50% chance that the resulting combination would live and reProcluce accurately. Adding

this factor, the Probabi]ity shrinks to 579+ 1 5 5750

You may have noticed that your calculator cannot handle a number this small. (Also, beware of

round off crrorl) TH@ above result may be comPuted 133 breaking down calculations as follows:

5700 = (51007 and since 5% = 7.89F -5 1, 7.89E-31 means the
789 is preceded by 30

(5100Y75 = 7 89F 31 x 7.89F -31 x 7.89F -31 x... (Product of 75 terms) zeros (.000000...789)

The above may be further reduced as follows to complete the calculation:

789" =188 +67and (1F-21)"® =1 -2%25.

Multip]ging the terms bg adding cxPonents we get:

1.88 -2258 The probability of
shatching a particular
atom from the
Wow!ll T hat's an incrediblg small chance. Put when you consider Universe is 1.0 E -79

time and space, the chances get much better...



Time

We havejus’c calculated the chances of one of our organisms Formirxg ata Particular P!ace) on the
first try. [However, this “exPcriment” could be run over and over again, assuming materials were

available.

To begin, we must first assume a time Periocl and a rate of rePea’cec{ exPerimcntation. A
Popular view is that the maximum time between the [ arth’s cooling and first life aPPcaring is one billion
years. A!thouglﬁ evidence indicates much less time available, let’s defer to this viewpoin’c and use the

billion years in our calculations to once again be generous toward Naturalism.

For the experimentation rate, let’s use a trillion per second. A rate that fast requires the proper
catalfjst (specia! Protcins) at each step, and raw materials would be quicklg consumed, but at this Point

as WC” lCt)S !’DC generous ancl assume a s’ceac{g SUPP]!j
Ca]cuiations

T he number of experiments in one billion years = 1,000,000,000 years x 60 sec,/min x 60 min/hr
X 24 hrs/daﬁ X365 dags/grx fof+i12 exPeriments/sec =3%.153%6] +28 exPeriments in one billion

368!‘5.

Thisis ana!ogous to ro“ing many dice simultancous]g. The Probabilit9 (P) of ro“ing a five with
one dieis 1,/6, but if ro”irxg three dice at the same time, the calculations are a bit more difficult. You
might be tempted to calculate the Probability as 1/6 times 3 or 1,/2. (\We will call this the expectec/
numberfrom now on.) r—]owcvcr, the means of obtaining the exact solution is to first calculate the
Probabi!itg of not ro“irxg the five, and then subtract the result from one. ln this three dice example the

calculations look like this:

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

Tl’l@ exact solution for this step is F =1 -(1-1.88-22538) 3.1536E+28 \\ Lich | couldn’t solve
(Perhaps you can!). For‘cunate]y, it can be shown that for unlike]g events, as we are now studging, if
the number of exPeriments (n) times the Probabilitg on the first try <P> is much less than i , then the
exact solution is very ncarlg 6qua] to the expected number (see Crxart i bclow). Since using the
cxpccted number favors natura]ism, and since the calculations are much simP]cr, we will Proceccl bg

using the estimated solution method.



T ofind the Probabilitg of Forming our organism at this site over a billion years, the above number

of exPeriments is multipliecl }39 the Proba})ility of Forming it on the first try, or...
51536 +28x1.88[ -2258=5.94072 -22%0

T hat's still a miniscule chance. Now, let's consider space.

Chart 1

Ratio of Exact Probability to Expected Number vs. p
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52 = ' 5Pacc :- L . : ' e

The abovc numbcr rePrescnts calcu]atxon O)C ’che Probab (l’cg o1c ]nce startmg,’bg chancc I3l one
{ocation over !3 billion years omc reactfbns But what about space” Thcse reactions could occur over

large areas smultaneous]g To contmue we must come-up w1t}1 an cstlma’ce oxC the number O)C reaction

S —— —'--_._——.-'__,_--

sites. | . R
: T

ATy

B!
There are ’Ewo aPProachcs we could take to come up. with f;'l'lé--nUmber of: réaction sites. [First,
' we could assumc a volume of Darwm s “warm Pool mu]’txpixed 139 a densfcg of amino acids. T he values

1""For volume ancl clensxty are rather arbltrarg, 507 thls aPProach s clebatablc

A'sccond aPProaclﬂ is to assume the maximum Possible number of reaction sites based upon the
best estimates of the number of carbon atoms on [~ arth. As usual, let us bias the results toward

Naturalism and use this aPProacH

Data

Grams of Carbon on Ear‘th 5 9.ZZE+ZZ
Avogaclro‘s Number 602 +2%
Atomic Weight of Carbon 12.011

With these values, the number of carbon atoms on Ear‘ch may be calculated as follows:
# Atoms =922 +22x6.02] 2% /12011 =4.62] +45

That’s alot of carbon atoms! The numberincludes all the carbon of Ear’ch’s biosphere,
hgdrosphere and atmosphere) 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 liberal assumPtions we can estimate the maximum number of amino acids Possi}alq }33
divi&ing the number of carbon atoms on Ear’ch 135 the least number of carbon atoms per amino acid.

One amino acicl, G!gcinc, hasjust two carbon atoms.

F]ugging in the numbers, the maximum number of amino acids which could be formed is

4.627 +45/2 =231 +45.

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

Possib!e reaction sites is 2.31 [~ +45,/2 = 1.16] +45.
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T o find the Probabilitg of Forming our organism at these sites over the billion years, the above
number of sites is mul’cipliecl bg the Probability of )Corming it at one site over one billion years. Tl’}is
increases the Probabi]itg of life )Corming by random chance to

6.86] -2185.

Chances remain begond the realm of Possibilitg.

Othcr Flancts?

Another tl'xeory holds that life bcgan on another Plane’c and was transferred to [~ arth. T his
idea, known as “PansPcrmia”, is doubtful. [How could the life form survive a million+ ycarjourneg in
extreme conditions across vast galaxics’? But to be generous, let’s entertain the idea and see how it

would affect the calculations.

Now we must estimate the number of PossiHe reaction sites in the (Universe. |nstead of
caiculating this from an estimate of the number of [~ arth-like P!ancts in the (Jniverse, it's more
accurate (and generous to Naturalism) to use the number of carbon atoms. | his numberis based
upon the work of astrophgsicists, who estimate that there are 1 Of +79 atoms in the Universe 6, and
04%% of them are carbon atoms. ! Multiplging, this gives us 430 +75 carbon atoms in the Universe
[f we calculate the maximum number of amino acids and reaction sites as before, we have 2.1 57 +75

and 1.08 F+75, resPectivelg.

Using the same generous reaction rate and assumptions as before, and a”owirxg 20 billion years
forlife to start anywherc in the entire (Jniverse (most scientists now believe the (Jniverse to be 10 to

13.5 billion years old 8), the Probabilitg of life Forming }33 random chance increases to i 28] ~215%.

Alt]ﬁough the Probabilitg is growing, it is changing relativelg slowlg. LiFe starting }35 chanceis

still far from Possiblc. | et’s now consider the final factor...

Othcr Organisms

To exPand variety “to the max”, we can include all organisms more com[:)lex than the 75 Protein
organisms a!readg allowed in one grancl calculation by applging a formula from infinite series
mathematics. Calcu]ating in this manner will actua“g include an infinite number of allowable life forms,
most of which would not live) but also every life form we know, from amoeba to Fish, birds, monkegs and

humans!
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For cxamp]e, the calculations will include 74 Proteins with 50 amino acids and one with 51 ,orone
with 52. ]t will include 76 Pro’ceins, each with 50 amino acids. ]t will include 75 Proteins with 51 amino
acids each. ]t will inc]ucleje”wcish, snai]s, )Crogs and Pandas. Everything‘

Ca]culations

| et’s })egin the infinite series calculation. We start with the initial calculated Probabi!itg of
‘57500.T}1is represents 3750 L type amino acids and 3749 bonds (or Pro’cein interactions) and the
final 50% chance that the combination would live and reProduce. Another way to express the
Probabilitg is 4253750, where the .25 represents the chance of aclcling an|_ type amino acid with the
proper bond at each step as the combination is built. (The final step is mathematica”g equivalent,
consisting of the final 50% chance of an | type amino acid and the 50% chance that the combination
would live and reproducc.) T he next higher comp]exitg has 3751 amino acids, and its Probabi!itg is

‘253751‘

T o find the Probabi]it9 of evergthing more complex, we continue to add the Probabi]ities
togcther as follows:

253750 . 553751 4 53752

Which is equivalent to...
2530 (14 25 + 252+ 25°.)

This arrangement is known as a geometric infinite series, which has the Fo“owing solution:

T4 x+ X2+ xS+ = ]/(i~x)

]n the present case, x = 25, and the solution is:

2530 (1.25)or 1.88 -2258

As you can see, the inclusion of each of the more complex arrangements changed the result very

]ittlc, since thcg are even more un]ikclg.

]Fgou run through the calculations of time and space as bcfore, you will find a Probabi]ity of
i.70] ~2153. A”owing fora Possible [D-amino acid system, we multiply 133 2 and get 341 2153,
orachance of 1 in 2941 +2152.

Tl’n’s result shows that life starting }33 chance is not Possib!e, even when Naturalism is favored in

every assumPtion made a]ong the way. At this time it seems gooc] to review those assumPtions. The

13



?o”owing is a summary of the assumptions used in our calculations that stronglg favor Natura]istic

thouglﬂtz

1) We did not assume any Par‘cicular arrangement of amino acids in the hgpothetica] first life forms.

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

Z) We assumed that the Proteins were made of onlEj 50 amino acids each. Mang Proteins are made of

hundreds of amino acids.

5) We assumed that the first life form would be made of on]g 75 Proteins. The simplest amoebas of

todag are made of thousanc{s.

"r) We assumed that ncw]3 formed Proteins would have a 50% chance of Finding and Properlg bonc{ing

or interacting with the other Proteins.

5) We assumed that this combination of 75 Proteins had a 50% chance of rcProc{ucing and es’cablishing

a sustainable colong of that life form.

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

suPPorts this.

7) Encrgy requircments were neglected. Wc assumed that the Pencect amount of energy was alwa\tjs

available to suPPor’c reactions.

8) We assumed that the Pchect cata]gst was alwa\tjs available in the right Place at the riglﬂt time to

suPPor’c a reaction rate of a trillion per second.

9) In the calculations we assumed that all the carbon in the (niverse was available in the form of amino

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

| O) We assumed that all of these amino acids were constantly reacting with each other at a blazing
sPeec{] building Proteins.

i1 ) We assumed that a simPIe life form could survive launch, millions of miles of travel through space, and

entry through Earth’s atmosphere.

i Z) We assumed the (Jniverse to be 20 billion years o]d; although most scientists believe itis 10to 13.5

billion years old.

i 5) We allowed an infinite number of Possible organisms, starting with hypothetical organisms oF_just 75

Protcins and incluc{ir\g evergthing more comP]ex.

H") We ignored need for other suPPorting molecules, like sugars, acids, bases and other compounc{s.

Naturalism further assumes the Fo”owing:

1) T he first life form established a somewhat stable, sustainable colony of that life form.

14



Z) T he first cell mutated, and bg natural selection and adaptation, its descendants eventua”y
ACve]oPed 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 Possible life forms, and were generous to the

skcptic at every turn, itis still inconceivabb imProbab]e that life started bg random chance processes.

| encourage the reader to try the calculations using their own assumptions‘ For exampie, Jve
also run the calculations a”owing either| orD type amino acids at each step (see sheet 2 of the
sPreac{shcet at http://’conqanc”<aqlene.com/math/spreadsheetx]s).

Or, i\cgou think 75 Proteins are too many, you could run the calculations again assuming onlg 5
Proteins. Using even remote]g reasonable assumptions as thcse, you will come to the same

conclusion: | ife did not start by chance.

How bigis 2.94F +21527

The chances of life starting by random chance were calculated to be 1in 2.94 +2152. [How big is this
number? To grasp the immensity, let's Pile up 2,947 +2152 quarters, stacked evenlg over the area of the state
of Michigan‘ Among them is one golclen quarter. Coulcl you select it if blindfolded? [How tall would the stack
of quarters be? | etsdo the math!

Data
a. | hearcaof Michigan is 96,705 square miles ®

b. A quarter is 1" diameter x .050" thick.

T]—\c Math

=294 +2152 quarters x 1sq. in/quarter
x 15q.ft,/12% 5q.in. x 15q. mi,/5280% 5q. ft.
x Michigan/96705 sq. mi. x 050 in/Michigan
x 1ft/12 inx 1mi /5280 ft.

=597 +21%1 miles cleep of quarters
P//ea/ on the entire state of M/cﬁfgan/

How many ]ight~3ear5 deep is this?

Data

The sPeed of !ight is 186,000 mi/sec
15
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Thc Matf‘t

5.97F +21%1 milesx 1 liglﬁbsec/i 86,000 mi
x 1min,/60 sec. x 1Thr/60 min. x dag/l"r hr
x lyear/? 65 clags

.02 +2119 ]igl’lt years cleePl

We are not getting angwlﬂere in trying to grasp the Probabilitg we are dcaling with. |n fact, the chance of
snatclﬁing a Particular atom out of the (Iniverse is onlg i outof 1.0 +79m

I ven with generous assumPtions at every turn, we have calculated the Proi;abilitg of life starting }35
chancetobe 1in2.94F +2152, an immenselg smaller chance than trying to snatch a Par‘cicular atom from the

entire (Jniverse.

V\/e 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 tl'xeorg. So whg do co”cgc bio]ogg texts claim it is true?
APParentlﬁ theﬁ hold this belief for Philosophical, not scientific reasons.
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Conclusion

Here we must face the facts. The assumPtions used above for calculations were consistent!g
generous, such that the actual chances are much less likelg than calculated here. Lhce on E_art}w
clePcncls on a fine balance of mu!tip]e factors. Ear19 E_arth did not have proper conditions to start
life. Ncitlﬁer 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.
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What about ScH;Organization?

Others realize life couldm’t have started }35 chance. Theg say somcthing like, T hat’s not how
things haPPen in cl’lemistry, angl’xow. | ife must have started as a result of the laws of Phgsics acting upon

the Proper’cies of matter.” ]n Fac’cl most origin of life researchers gave up on pure chance decades ago.

Dean Kengon is a good example. [He wrote, “Lhce must have been biochemica”\g Predestinecl by the
Proper’cies of attraction that exist between its chemical Parts...Particularlg between amino acids in
Proteins.” 10 [Jowever, about five years after he coauthored a Popular textbook, El'oclmmica/

Frea’cshhahb@ he realized there were at least two big Problems with his theorg.

The first Problem was the lack of evidence for his theorg. Dr. Kcngon discovered that a]though
certain amino acids were attracted to each other in the test tubc, those same Pairs did not occur together

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

The second Prob]em, brought to his attention bg one of his students, is the mystery of the origin of
information. Structures organized bg laws of Phgsics have little information or “spechcied comP]exitg”.
Mang natural systems are caPaE]e omcgenerating higlﬁ]g ordered structures, like crysta]s, but on!y
fntc”lgencc Iz Caloablc o[gcncrat‘lh‘glb[ormatfon or “sPcchCiecl comPlcxitg” such as rcquired in great

quantitg in the Proteins and DNA of life.

Nancg Fcarce9 wrote, “Thus, it is futile for scientists to ‘(CCP looking for some external law or force
within matter to explain the origin of life. les notjust that experiments to create life in a test tube have
failed so far [wl'n'cl—l theg l—lave]; it'’s that, in Princip]e, law-like processes do not generate hig!ﬁ information

content.” 1

Corncronted with this Problem, Dr. Kenyon courageous]g began to consider that life had been
dcsigned 133 a super intellect. Fu”y convinced a few years latcr, he wrote another text, O)[Fana’as and
/)colo/c, now a ]eading bio]ogg text supP]ement Promoting the idea of clesign in nature.

Neither Dr. Kengon nor any other scientist has found an explanation forthe enormous amount of
information contained in DNA. Bl” (aates, founder and CE_O of Microsoft Corporation, said,

”DNA is like a comPuter program, but Far, far more advanced than any software we've ever created.”
|nformation content in biologg is a huge Problem for evolution and kcy evidence for dcsign

Selﬁorganizationa] theories have no I’lope of explaining the origin of life because of the inherent,

oPPosing natures oF imcormation and natural Iaw.
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What about Natural 5clcction’?

One clag, ] was reviewing “IHave YouDone the Math” with a brilliant Physics gracluate student.
[He objectcc], “| heard it said that i]cgou have a thousand monkegs at tgpewriters, thcg could type at
random Forever, and none would have tgPecl the text of the Bib!e.” He continued, “But i\cgou add
just one rulc, that theg keep correct ‘(egstrokes and throw out wrong ones, theﬂ 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 applg in this

case since we are considering the origin of life. Tl’]e process of natural selection implics the existence

of life.

Without Iimcc, without parents or oﬁ:spring, there is no oPPortunitg for natural selection.

The molecules and Polﬂpeptides with the most Po’centia§ 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 help explain the
origin of life.

19



]mplicatfons

The imPossibility of a naturalistic origin of life leads us to conclude that we are not here without
cause or reason. All current theories, including chance, se]1C~organiza’cionJ and the ‘RN A world” fall
far short. Huber’c Yockeg, a Manhattan Frojec’c Physicist and origin of life scientist wrote in | 980,
“One must conclude that no valid scientific cxP]anation of the origin of life exists at Present‘” 12 [His
conclusion is still valid toclag. [nfact, if anyone discovers a High]g Plausiblc, naturalistic theorg of the
origin of genetic information, tlﬁcg can win ten million dollars from T he Origin of | ife Prize at
htt,p://www.herox.com/evo]utionZ.O‘ The fact that the Prize, nor the former one million dollar Prize,

has not been collected in more than 20 years high]ights the Point that nobody has found a Plausib]e
explanation‘ The only alternative is that we were designec{ bg a higher inte”igcnce ~ the Bible calls

Him (od.

Although the Foregoing does not prove the designer is the (God of the Bible, it opens the
Possibilitg, and bcgs a careful examination. (/lpon honest investigation of the resurrection of Jesus
Chris’c and surrounc{ing events, you will likeb conclude that, if there is a (5od, He was revealed to us
in Jcsus Christ Although such an investigation is beyoncl the scope of this text, l encourage you to

read [ he Kesurrection Factorbg Josh McDowell or 7 he Case for C/mﬁst bg | ee Strobel.

The Bib]e says, “that which is known about (Godis evident within men; for (God made it evident

to them. FFor since the creation of the world (God's invisible qualities~~His eternal power and divine
nature--have been clearig seen, bcing understood through what has been made, so that men are

without excuse.” 13

We, as (God’s creation, must rcspond to our Crca’cor and [is desires for us. As we investigate
the evidence Hc has Proviclecl — tlﬂrouglﬂ both the created world and His \NordJ the Bib]c —we
discover that God is intentional in }”lis concept and design of man and T_‘]is world. Hc creates with

purpose and Provicles for us, who are created in [His image, meaning and purpose for ourlives as well.

God is described as not on]g cterna]]9 Powcr{ul, imcinitclg wise, and Pcnccct in [is charactcr, but
He is also striking!y Persona]. He loves and cares for His wagwarcl creation and seeks that we would

trust [1im and love [Tim in return.

Keca” the stack of quarters stacked ]iglﬁt years high. God can easilg find the one golc{cn coin

ancl, as your Creator, [He is also intimatelg aware of every detall o{:gour life.

20



In sPitc of this, many will rcject the idea of Purposerul creation, not on the basis of hard science,
but on the basis of Philosophg — it doesn’t agree with their view of life. Thcg would rather not face
the thought that theg may be accountable to their Creator.

Our culture Places a rxigh value on “freedom?. Yet the freedom many pursuc leads to bondage,
not true freedom. ln a Paraclox that many fail to unclerstancl, true freedom comes on]g in submission to

our Creator. Hc made us and knows what is best for us.

Jesus said, “You will know the truth and the truth will set you Frec...Evergone who sins is a slave

to sin...[f the Son sets you free you will be free indeed.” ¥4

What would keep you from acknowledgin God and trustin Him? Wh not give Him afair
PY gng 3 ynotg
chance to work in your life? ]nvestigatc the evidence and c}iscoverxcoryoursclxc the One who made
ou; the One who is so powerfully sustaining the (niverse, who is intimately acquainted with ever
Y P Y S Y acq Y
detail of that (Jniverse. [Te is the One who knows you Pencectly, loves you cleeplg andis trulg WOI’tI’]ﬂ

of your trust.
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