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Where Do We Come From?

| recantly ran acossan article in the
Skepticd Inquirer entitled, “Where Do
We Come From? A Humbling Look at
the Biology of Life’'s Origin”, by Dr.
Massmo Pigliuca of the University of
Tennesee Thisarticle caight my at-
tention becaise | have been asked a
number of timeswhy | till believe in
God even though biology has made
Him obsolete. Many people ae il
convinced that life can arise from non-
life if the conditions are right.

| found Dr. Pigliuca’s articleto be a
very interesting real. It was refreshing
to read an honest article on the subjed.
He starts off by saying, “The origin of
life on Earth is a fundamental scientific
guestion, but we do not know as much
as many biology textbooks would like

by Casey Carmical

you to believe.” He then goesonto
explain the development of scientific
theories on the origin of life.

Inthe 19505, a scientist named Stanley
Mill er attempted an experiment to re-
producethe “primordial soup.” This
experiment gave hope to many that
credion of lifein atest tube would be
acomplished in a matter of time. How-
ever, Pigliucd notes wryly that “such
experiments have not progressed much
further than their original prototype,
learing us with a sour aftertaste from
the primordia soup” (p. 24).

After the 1950s, it was dedded that

nucleic adds precaled proteins, and the

origin of life wasto be explained by
(Continued on pag 3)

THE WRITING OF GOD

“And the tables were the work of God, and the
writi ng was the writi ng of God, graven upon
thetables’ (Exodus 32:16). In thisverseisthe
first ocaurrencein the Bible of the word
“writing” and, appropriately enough, it is
speaking of “the writing of God” rather than
the writi ngs of men. Thereferenceof courseis
to the two tables of the law, the Ten Com-
mandments, “written with the finger of

God” (Exodus 31:18), and rewritten on a sec-

ond set of stone tables to replacethefirst, once
they were shattered (Exodus 34:1). All Scrip-
tureisdivinely inspired, but the Ten Com-
mandments were divinely inscribed! Thistes
timony of their unique importanceis a sober-
ing condemnation of any who ignore them or
distort their meaning (including the one refer-
ring to the six-day creation in Exodus 20:11).
But thereis another writing of God this one
(Continued on pag 4)

THE MILLER-UREY
EXPERIMENT: LIFE?



THE MILLE R-UREY EXPERIMENT: LIFE? By Bob Zuvich

Several years ago , when my sister-in-law was at my home, she
told me that she was taught that "they" had madelife in alabo-
ratory. Thisisatotal lie. In 19521953there were two scien-
tists named Stanley L. Mill er and Harold C. Urey in Chicago
who did an experiment in the laboratory to show how life culd
formin aprimordial soup. They passed eledrical sparks
(60,000 volts) through a glasshousing containing methane,
water vapor, hydrogen, and ammonia-NO OXYGEN. There
was atrap to colled the results, and all kinds of precautions.
After about aweek, the experimenters found that some simple
amino acids had formed. Did they get the beginnings of life?
Did they prove that the spontaneous generation of life from life
was possble?Let's chedk the results and see.

- They got right and left-handed amino acids.
Right-handed amino acids are the mirror image of
left-handed.

They are omposed of the same exact material in the
same ORDER, but they facein opposite diredions-like
amirror!

Thisisan utter failure. Only left-handed amino acids
are possblefor lifeto exist.

EVEN ONE right-handed amino acid in a chain and
the chain can be destroyed. No Exceptions.

When they synthesize amino acids in the laboratory,
they almost always get a fifty-fifty split of right and
left-handed amino acids.

Just the processal one takes intense amounts of work,
contral, and intelli genceto separate the two to use
them in medicine.

The AMOUNT of energy that they used comprises
only .01% of the energy of the sun.

The rays of the sun are known to treak down amino
acids very rapidly.

The type of energy that they used was not made up of
al of the wavelengths of the sun.

Quotes

“If logic tell syou that life is a meaninglessaccddent,
dorit giveup onlife. Giveup onlogic.” Shira Mil-
grom

"|t is absolutely safe to say that, if you med
somebody who claims not to believe in evolu-
tion, that person is ignorant, stupid, or insane."
Richard Dawkins

“Martin Lingisis probaly right in saying that ‘more
cases of lossof religious faith areto be traced to the
theory of ewlution...thanto anything else.” Huston

Eleven percent of the sun'senergy B
was |eft out.

They had a spedal apparatusto
colled the results, suck them into
atube and preserve them- )
immediately. This could not occur

in nature. o

They assumed that there was no Did they get
oxygen in the past. If therewere  the beginnings
no axygen in the past, then the of life?

"present isthe key to the past” is
an invalid statement. Thereis evidencein the bubbes
trapped in fosgli zed treesap(amber) to show that not
only was there oxygen in the past, but that there was
much more than in the present. Even Isaac ASmov
himself conceded that if oxygen were present in the
past then the spontaneous generation of life would be
impaossblel
Now let us examine the wholeideain a nutshell. If the experi-
menters had to use spedally seleded (by themselves) chemi-
cals, which they themsealves figured out using intelli gence, if
they used handmade glassparts requiring intelli gence, con-
trolled sparks over along period of time, a spedal tod to take
the resultsimmediately away and preserve them, and still they
only got something that was not even a mere shadow of a pro-
tein, or even something usable, can we safely assime that this
can happen in nature without contrals, labaratories, in the face
of akill er sun?

In saying that the generation of life by chance does not require
intelli gence are they not saying that they themselves have no
intelli gence?

Using all of thisintelli genceto prove that it does not require
intelli genceis not very intelli gent!

Smith “Evolution & Evolutionism” Christian Century
July 1982 p. 755

“The ‘Days of Credion were ordinary days in length.
We must understand that these days were adual days
(verosdies), contrary to the opinion of the holy fa-
thers. Whenever we observe that the opinions of the
fathers disagreewith Scripture, we reverently bea
with them and adnowledge them to be our elders.
Nevertheless we do not depart from the authority of
Scripture for their sake.”

MARTIN LUTHER




(Continued from page 1)

DNA and RNA. But Pigliucd points out that thisisa
“chicken-and-egg problem.” He asks, “If the pro-
teins appeaed first, so that they could eventually
caalyzethe formation of nucleic agds, how wasthe
information necessary to producethe proteins them-
selves coded? On the other hand, if nucleic agds came
first, thereby embodying the information necessary to
obtain proteins, how were the acds replicated and
trandated into proteins?’ (p. 24)

Despite these problems, Pigliucd and others are satis-
fied to conclude that the answer “must lie in the pro-
verbial middle” (p. 24, emphasis mine). Thisis be-
cause most scientists today are biased against a super-
natural explanation. No matter how ill ogica the @on-
cluson may be, it “must” be so, if the only other con-
clusion involves the supernatural. Pigliuca claims that
the general path leading to the origination of life
seams to have been something like this:

1. Primordial soup (simple organic compounds
formed from atmospheric gases with the ad of vari-
ous urces of energy)

2. Nucleo-proteins (similar to modern tRNAS)

3. Hypercycles (primitive and inefficient pathways,
emergent properties)

4. Cellular hypercycles (more mmplex cycles, eventu-
ally enclosed in a primitive cdl made of lipids)

5. Progenote (first self-replicating, metabolizing cdl,
possbly made of RNA and proteins, with DNA enter-

In History

May 1, 1776 Adam Weishaupt founded the
“Iluminate;” a seaet group with plansto rule the
world by creaing a New World Order.

1794 The first of many books by Jean Baptiste
LaMarck was published. He was one of the first grea
promotors of the theory of evolution.

1795 James Hutton’s book was published suggesting
the world is not just 6,000yeas old. His major theme
was the doctrine of Uniformitarianism or “the present
isthe keyto the past.”

1798 Thomas Malthus book: Essay on the Principles
of Popuation was published. This book had a grea
influence on Charles Darwin.

183Q Lyell’sfirst of threebooks on Principles of Ge-
ology was published. He enlarged on Hutton’s theme

ing the picture later on) (p. 26)

But this theory hasits flaws. According to Pigliucd,
the problem is that “ead step is difficult to describe in
detail from atheoreticd standpoint, and so far...has
proven remarkably elusive from an empiricd perspec-
tive” (p. 26). He goeson to say, “It looks like we
have severa clues, but the overall puzze is proving to
be one of the most difficult for scientific analysisto
solve” (p. 26).

The reason that the puzze is D difficult to solveis
that Dr. Pigliucd’s definition of scienceis flawed. He
saysthat “the basic assumption of scienceisthat the
world can be explained entirely in physicd terms,
without recmurse to divine aitities” (p. 22) Yet thisis
not the definition of science but of naturalism. Sci-
enceis properly defined as, “knowledge,” and it
would benefit the scientific community to accept this
fad. Then, we would be &le to understand that the
truly scientific explanation for the origin of lifeis that
“God creded...every living creaure that

moveth...” (Genesis 1:21), and it will no longer be
necessary for our easto be “turned unto fables” (Il
Timothy 4:4).

Pigliucci, Massmo.“W here Do We Come From? A
Humbling Look at the Biology of Life’'s Origin.”
Skepticd Inquirer Sept/Oct 199921-27

and later was a gred influence on Charles Darwin.
1831, Charles Darwin, a young seminary graduate, set
sail on afive yea voyage to study the birds and in-
seds of South America While on thetrip heread Ly-
ell’sbook and lost faith in the Bible.

1859 Charles Darwin’s book: The Origin of Sgedes
by Means of Natural Seledion a the preservation d
favored racesin the strugde for life was published.
186Q Thomas Huxley’s famous debate with Bishop
Wilberforce.

1866 Ernst Haedkel popularized the ideathat em-
bryos of various animals passthrough the stages of
evolution as they develop. This has snce been proven
wrong but is gill used to justify abortion.

(to be montinued...)




Kentsie@esper.com or
Pjmassey63@aol.com

]\hl RNSY (W

“Set in the Defense of Creation Science’

Hunting Parties

The June isaue of the journal Antiquity reportsthe
find of a Neanderthal stone spea tip stuck into the
nedk bone of an extinct donkey. More and more evi-
dencehas beenrolling in, that the Neanderthals were
alot smarter than we thought. Only "true" humans
were supposed to make spea points.

Receant finds have suggested that Neanderthals could
talk, had religious burials, had bigger brains than we
do, and now we find... made tools for hunting. When
will they redizethat the Neanderthals were an extinct
tribe of red humans, who were strugding to cope
with the harsh environment after the Flood. There's
plenty of evidencefor that, but it doesn't get a whole
lot of attention from our evolutionist friends.

Sam Fox

(Continued frompage 1)

recorded in the New Testament, one of even greater personal
significanceto the Christian: “Ye are manifestly dedared to be
the eistle of Christ. . .written not with ink, but with the Spirit
of the living God; not in tables of stone, but in fleshy tables of
the heart” (Il Corinthians 3:3). No longer an external standard
divinely engraved in stone by the finger of God, but an interna
conviction inscribed in the heart by the Spirit of God! “Thisis
the venant that | will make with them after those days, saith
the Lord, I will put my lawsinto their hearts, and in their
mindswill | write them” (Hebrews 10:16).

This remarkable writing of God'slaw in our hearts and minds
has been acocompli shed because Christ came not “to destroy, but
to fulfill” the law (Matthew 5:17) and “hath redeamed us from
the aurse of the law, being made a curse for us’ (Galatians
3:13). Now, with thelaw in our hearts, we have beame eistles
of God, “known and read of all men” (Il Corinthians 3:2), and
it isvital that the writing read true and clear through our lives.
Henry M Morris



