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DNA STUDIES IN RELATION TO CREATION CONCEPTS

SUBTITLE:
The New Biology, Based on Molecular Structure, Shows No Proof of Evolution

JoHN J. Greee, D.Sc.*
12430 W. St. Andrews Drive, Sun City, Arizona 85351

Finding no evidence for evolution in the DNA code, a new search is on for “the origin and
evolution of the genetic mechanism.” DNA, after all, is basic to all life. Evolutionists had a rude
awakening when the fundamental nature of the DNA code. that defines and directs the inheri-
tance of each living organism, proved to be equally large and complex for all genetic kinds. Statis-
tics now show that the evolutionary theory has been postulated against ridiculous odds. “God
does not throw dice” was the conclusion of Einstein about all this, and now this is spelled out in
detail. Immutability of the kinds of animals and plants is conceded by those specialists who

should know. Man’s hopes cannot refute God's word.

the great new discoveries of Nature’s laws.
dictory, internally.

Introduction

To discuss the new questions of science and
the Bible requires some background considera-
tions. Man’s general concepts of the formation
of the earth and the living organisms in relation
to their environment are subject to continual
revision. Scientists have learned more and de-
veloped more new tools of research in the last
forty years than in all time previous.

Once only organisms composed of millions and
millions of atoms could be observed under a
microscope. Now we can take pictures showing
the pattern of position of single atoms. The be-
havior and details of an atom and its parts can
be predicted with the precision associated with
an automobile engine.

Most generally, discussions on the “theory”
of evolution, or even the formation of the Earth,
are pros and cons about scientific inferences that
have long since been superseded with facts.
Similarly, Bible students often insist on reading
into the simple and clear language of the Bible,
interpretations based on information more than
ten years old. How convenient it was that God
must have done things to match their ideas!

Or, in another respect, it is particularly diffi-
cult to estimate ages, now, that it is recognized
how much radioactive decay is modified by cos-
mic rays. Cosmic rays are subject to action by
the Earth’s magnetic field, and the amount of
water in orbit around the Earth. During the
last reversal of the magnetic field, water and
water producing ions could not help but be

Faith and revelation are also required in

The latest supposed “proof” of evolution is contra-

swept down out of orbit. Such changes upset
all radioactive dating; making isotope dating
appear older in most cases.

With the above areas of misunderstanding
out of the way, | want to assert that no one can
point to a single fact of science, history or
archeology that conflicts with a literal reading
of the Bible. We have asked avid evolutionists
to come forth with factual evidence. We have
seen only trivial misrepresentations of both sci-
ence and the Bible. These have been well ex-
posed in papers by Lammerts and others in
various issues of the Creation Research Society
publications.

Scientific Knowledge Incomplete

Lest someone think that the latest science
is inferred to be complete in its knowledge of
the Bible and God’s Creation, | must point out
that Planck’s length derived from Planck’s con-
stant, (a very basic unit of real significance to
science), is so small, that the ratio of what we
know of “inner space,” to what we know is to
be known, is much less than the proverbial drop
in the bucket. It is less than one part in 10%.

Even now scientists like G. G. Simpson of
Harvard, conclude in Science, April 22, 1966,
page 472-8:

However, in my opinion nothing that has
so far been learned about DNA has helped sig-
nificantly to understand the nature of man or
of any other whole organism. It certainly is
necessary for such understanding to examine
what is inherited, how it is expressed in the
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developing individual, how it evolves in pop-
ulations, and so on. Up to now the triumphs
of DNA research have had virtually no effect
on our understanding of those subjects. In
due course molecular biology will undoubted-
ly become more firmly connected with the
biology of whole organisms and with evolu-
tion, and then it will become of greater con-
cern for those more interested in the nature
of man than in the nature of molecules.

In fact at the level of molecular structure
and interaction, information storage and trans-
fer, energy transactions, and other defining
characteristics of life, man is hardly signifi-
cantly different from a bacterium —another
illustration of the fact that that level of study is
not particularly useful in considering the na-
ture of men. (Emphasis added)

and R. V. Eck concludes in Science, April 15,
1966, pages 363-6:

Such ancient systems are extremely con-
servative because so many diverse later re-
actions have become intricately dependent
on them that they are no longer “free” to
evolve. A mutational change which might be
beneficial in one way, in almost every case
would be at a strong disadvantage in many
other ways. When such a mutation occurred,
the process of natural selection would there-
fore reject it. This conservative principle en-
ables us to comprehend why ferredoxin from a
living organism could still retain detectable de-
tails of its ancient origin.

Thus, in organisms still living there may
exist biochemical relics of the era encompass-
ing the origin and evolution of the genetic
mechanism. Determination of the sequences
of proteins such as ferredoxin and of nucleic
acids such as transfer RNA, whose prototypes
must have functioned at this early time should
make possible a detailed reconstruction of the
biochemical evolutionary events of this era.
(Emphasis added)

Top Scientists Concede Immutability of DNA
Many scientists recognize that the study of
molecular biology lends no support to the evolu-
tionist stand. Even now, they know that the
DNA molecules of the various kinds of living
beings are structurally all alike. Also, scientists
know that DNA molecules are quite immutable
and resist the conversion of one kind to another,
in spite of observed mutations from radiation and
variations according to Mendel’s laws.

Some scientists look for new discoveries of
the science of the future to try to explain un-
planned and unguided deterministic “evolution”
of the first DNA molecule with the genetic mech-
anism of any one living organism. There is no
“Higher” or “Lower” any more.

The amoeba, the algae, or man each has a
DNA code of the same atomic complexity, with
about a million atoms each in the same kind
of arrangement. Just think of the information
written into that DNA slate of only about a mil-
lion atoms. Man knows how to distinguish about
2,000 atoms, the various isotopes of our 100
natural and synthetic elements.

Only about ten of these are found in the DNA,;
and yet, each DNA code for man is nominally
the same though we know that this structure, far
too small to see under the optical microscope—
has in it the information that differentiates you,
your voice, your manner, your color combina-
tions, your basic skills. your inherited suscepti-
bility to various diseases, and of course also,
your general appearances, from billions of other
human beings.

It is comforting to know that there are at
least a bucket full of spaces for factual obser-
vations for every drop that we now have. Sim-
ilarly, oceans of facts reach out into space from
which our spacemen are recovering an ever in-
creasing number of pearls of wisdom. That im-
mensity of space also contains facts to be dis-
cerned by new methods and apparatus. It is
a grand new horizon for exploration, among facts
and properties to which we are blind at the
present. Certainly the average atom of the DNA
must have associated with it no less than one
millionth of the information to be coded. How
is that possible?

While identical twins are as much alike as one
can measure by all the tests known, ordinary
twins and other persons differ from one another
by at least 100 detectable variations. With at
least 10 billion people past and present to differ
from, one can safely say that there are a million
million differences to be found among the
million atoms making up the DNA of human
beings, which are nominally alike as far as mo-
lecular structure and composition are concerned.

So each one of the million atoms of the DNA
must somehow, on the average help to convey
one million traits and characteristics. While
we know a lot about each element and isotope,
a million properties are beyond our science by
say 10,000 fold.

New Explanations Are Likely

All this would be a conundrum if we did not
know that there is much more than this that is
to be known, based on Planck’s length, which
is about 10”(a hundred billion billion) times
as small as the nucleus of the atom. Planck’s
length can be derived mechanically by accepting
Maxwell’s equations and Einstein’s relativity and
principle of equivalence (now a proven law), that
matter is energy and visa versa.



If an electron and a positron are allowed to
fall toward one another until they obtain the
relativistic mass and density of a nucleus ( which
is also the threshold energy for electrons to in-
teract with a nucleus for pair formation), then
the separate charges moving at the velocity of
light, produce a magnetic field equal to their
new mass. Much heavier nuclei can also be
explained this way. The gravitational constant
can be derived from the attractions of such
dipoles. Newton’s laws of motion are also ex-
plained since these charges rotate about one
another at 0.91 times the velocity of light, A
change in the velocity of displacement causes
a relativistic increase in mass, exactly matching
the requirements of Newtons laws. The separa-
tion of the paths of the charges become the
distance of Planck’s length and can obtain
information in the pattern of their weave.

Therefore, we see that there are many steps
available for defining details we could not pos-
sibly enumerate. Theoretically, the individual
atom can carry in its nucleus—if composed of
the required number of such couples of plus
and minus charges (309 for each neutron, 308.5
for each proton)—more information than is in
all the books of the biggest library.

The steps of differentiation are each small in
energy content so that they are able to receive
and transfer the information with the available
electromagnetic power involved in thought. So
we do not deal with the “extremely unlikely” in
these concepts.

Statistics Show Odds Against Chance Assemblies

The DNA assembly uses only 20 out of 64
possible sub-assemblies. The basic units are
called nucleotides. They are arranged in a spiral
rope, ladder-like structure, made of a purine,
pyramidine, sugar and phosphate unit, each
group of four forming one of many rung sections.

The 15,000 or more atoms of the individual
sub-assemblies, if left to chance as required by
the evolutionary theory, would go together in
any of 10" different ways. (This is ten billion
with 77 more ciphers behind it). It is like throw-
ing 15,000 dice at a time to determine what
specific molecule to make; and, then, to test
each one for the survival of the fittest until the
one out of 10" different possibilities is proven
by the survival of the fittest to be the right one.

Just think, only 20 of all these possible amino
acids are actually used in nature to form, de-
scribe and prescribe all the kinds of life known.
And only a small amount of each individual cell
of each living organism is made up of the DNA
molecule. Theoretically, each cell could be mul-
tiplied and grown into the living whole just like
growing a plant from a slip.
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Now, let us try to locate, and hold for assem-
bla/, the sub-assemblies of 20 kinds out of the
10" kinds that should form at random, if any
did form. Lo and behold! The dice are loaded.

Not all the types of sub-assemblies expect-
ed at random are available in the same num-
bers. One of them is more than 10" (100 billion
plus 50 zeros behind it) times as predominant as
the average because of its greater thermody-
namic stability—as determined by well estab-
lished laws of equilibrium concentrations.

This is governed by the same kind of scientific
facts as those used in the oil industry to get the
best kind of much smaller petroleum molecules
out of a refinery process. Even this predomi-
nant one is available only one in more than a
thousand, billion, billion. But while you may
want two of that predominant one, for finding
each of the other units you have to wade
through more than 10" (more than 10 billion
multiplied by itself six times).

Fortunately, one can find five more kinds of
molecules that are used in the DNA for every
100,000 or so of the first. But, then, the picking
gets that much leaner for the other 14 kinds out
of the 10% possible ones, diluted by the pre-
dominant ones, which are there and reform in
the equilibria that must be maintained, if any
of them are in position to form. Obviously, the
creation of order out of random positions and
rotations in each of the six degrees of freedom
calls for the reversal of the laws of thermody-
namics on a fantastic scale in addition to the
required activation energies.

No wonder Einstein said about theistic evolu-
tion “God does not throw dice,” long before this
extreme complexity was known. Nobel Laureate
Dr. Harold C. Urey explained that there is not
enough matter in the universe to make the many
kinds of sub-assemblies that would form at
random, if any do.

Let us now assume we have overcome the
laws of chance generation which would call for
the production of more than 10" kinds of amino
acids to pick and test from for the survival of
the fittest and to be put together in one specific
way out of 4°” alternate ways (yes, that is
four multiplied by itself ten thousand times), for
each and any one species. We find that this
is for asexual reproduction.

Sexual reproduction requires that the same
unique macro-molecular composition would ap-
pear (a) at the same place, (b) at the very
same instant, (c) twice, (d) with exactly the
correct temperature, (e) velocity, and (f) di-
rection to meet and stay together, (g) without
interference from others for long enough time
to entwine together to make the first DNA pair
in (h) a specific nutrient medium that is then
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protected somehow by, (i) a membrane, which
permits (j) the RNA-smaller than DNA and (k)
the hundreds of enzymes to (1) function together
simultaneously (m) in a complex pattern of ac-
tion, (n) somehow pre-trained or by “inherited”
self-control.

Creation Required Specific Plans and Control of
Individual Atoms

Now, if the exact kind and number of amino
acid molecules were counted out and confined
and somehow, against the laws of nature, also
protected against “the survival of the fittest” in
a thermodynamic equilibrium, one would still
have only one chance out of 10" (10 billion
with 21 ciphers added) to obtain the one com-
bination for any one species as a dead aggl-
omerate.

To put life into this assemblage would be like
expecting a fantastically large and complex
organ to assemble itself from its parts; and, then,
somehow start playing the most perfectly har-
monious and varied music, new and original,
continuously-all by itself. “Only metabolism”
comparable to the chimney draft due to the sun
would be available to furnish the energy. That
organ represents merely a tiny part of the DNA
code in a single cell of any one living organism.

Instruments are even now available that listen
to this music for us in the form of electron spin
resonance, Mossbhauer effect, nuclear magnetic
moment and resonance measurements. They de-
tect the difference between the living and dead
matter very easily.

The great fact so clearly established now is
that this is the minimum organization for a living
organism. It is as basic as the proof of Pasteur
that only life begets life in answer to the
notions about spontaneous generation of about a
century ago.

Even now, this unsupported theory of spon-
taneous generation is still being promoted so
that great scientists like Vannevar Bush have to
define the problem of proving it all over again
and point out the trivial support for such teach-
ings. He states, “Science, when understood prop-
erly, makes man humble in his ignorance and
smallness.” (Fortune Magazine, May, 1965)

All this says that it would be as near infinitely
times as improbable to convert one kind into
another by spontaneous generation, as it is for
the first kind to form from the elements in the
first place. Who would have predicted this
from the coarse measurements of the past?

It is the new tools that show that each DNA
code from that of the lowest to the highest or-
ganism differs, but also has the same atomic com-
plexity. Even the data on the amino acid se-
guence for small proteins like the cytochrome C

gene differs for each of the mammals. It is like
having to use a different kind of oil in each car.

Read the reference particularly by George G.
Simpson in Science, February 21, 1964, Vol. 143,
p. 769-775, in view of the above, Simpson is
the leader in promoting evolutionary concepts
in the United States. He acknowledges in this
reference that evolution requires the suspension
or breaking of very basic well established ther-
modynamic laws, and as well:  “It requires an
attitude of hope if not of faith to assume that
the acquisition of organic adaptability was de-
terministic or inevitable-"

He also recognizes, that, granted macromole-
cules, (by spontaneous generation ) then: “The
further organization of those molecules into
cellular life would seem to have a far different,
very much lower order of probability.”

He points out additional hurdles, and limita-
tions of the theory, even mentions Creation as
an alternative to having hope and faith in long
time intervals for chance and accidents to occur
that are “so incredibly intricate “and” extremely
unlikely.”

Dr. Simpson also discusses the conditions that
cause the fixity of species or kinds, but does
not express it as positively as Thomas H. Jukes,
who concludes a very learned review by saying:
“One cannot imagine amino acids detaching
themselves from a protein, combining with
sRNA, and lining up in order to synthesize a
messenger strand which would return to the
nucleus to make a new gene.” ( From American
Scientist, 53, p. 487-8 1965) Similarly Hinegard-
ner and Engelberg regard the production of
merely “a new enzyme by the mutation of the
genetic code -—incredible.” (Science, 22 May
1964. p. 1031)

You can see from this that it would be much
less of a miracle for God to create what He wants
than to do that next to impossible job of selection
and assembly called for by evolutionists, This
says nothing about the RNA and enzymes that
must be ready to do their job at the same time
in cooperation with presupposed sustenance
for metabolism.

Even before all these newly reported hurdles
to spontaneous generation were understood,
George G. Simpson, the leading evolutionist in
the United States for many years had arrived at
the following conclusion: In spite of the infor-
mation that there are likely to be as least 100,-
000,000 other planets in the universe as suit-
able for our type of life as the Earth, it is ex-
tremely unlikely that life could have “evolved”
by natural causes in any proposed time period
to produce a being of some form that could
plan and communicate. He would be the last
to claim evolution as inevitable. You can then



see why G. G. Simpson also allows for the
possibility that it took a Superior Power.

Popular Notions Behind Current Science

While many top scientists are very active in
pointing out that no facts of science contradict
the Bible speaking for itself, it is important to
state that the references cited were taken from
reports that are written in the vein of evolu-
tionary theory. However, top scientists gen-
erally try their best not to overstate their
opinions. They show more respect for the mar-
vels of nature than most theologians do, simply
because good scientists know how to ask many
more and bigger questions than they can an-
swer, while the novice does not know how little
he knows.

Any indication of direction, pre-selection, or
plan of action or design is strictly taboo since
only the test of the survival of the fittest may
determine final use. A case in point is the author
of The Molecular Basis of Evolution, Dr. Chris-
tian B. Anfinsen. In the preface he just as much
as disclaims evolution by saying, “We like to be-
lieve that Nature has been very wise and efficient
in the design of the chemical compounds, how-
ever, large and complicated, which make up the
structure and machinery of living things.” Then
he goes on to illustrate it.

Far from calling evolution a fact, he says, “it
is unlikely that we shall ever have more than
opinions regarding the origin of life.” This is
the best kind of genuine testimony free of preju-
dice in favor of the Bible. While the DNA of
some mammals differs from others by only two
of these 20 sub-assemblies, man differs from
others by seventeen. It would shock the old
fashioned thinking of evolutionists on observa-
tions about a million times more coarse than now,
to know their nearest DNA relations.

On the other hand the story of creation must
have been written for the space age, as well as
for the Hebrews, because it took until now to
knock out of our heads the last of each suc-
cessive generation of man’s speculations about
the formation of the Earth, and all that was
brought forth on it.

Now, we marvel at the wonder of how the
old words like “the waters above the firmament”
do convey what we now know from observations
on Earth and in space around us. We even
“agree” that life started on the surface, not in
the water.

We just did not know enough facts to under-
stand those specific words of Genesis 1, before
this, so in our blindness some people condemned
them to mythology. Nobel Laureate Glenn
Seaborg, chairman of our Atomic Energy Com-
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mission reads it for what it says, in awe of the
significance. Many scientists share this awe.
Some would-be-scientists think they know better.

The men to be pitied the most, however, are
those biologists who have seen their mental
image of evolution shattered so completely by
the new science of molecular biology, now earn-
ing so many Nobel prizes. They even try to rid-
icule it in top journals as one did in Science, by
calling DNA-the holy trinity.

Basic Scientific Insights Result of Revelation

Even some of the tough theological points,
long since ditched by modern rationalists and
humanists are now related to and explained by
phenonema encountered in the physical sciences.
A recent Nobel prize winner, for the discovery
of the maser, Provost and Professor of Physics
at M. I. T., Dr. Charles H. Townes, in Think for
April, 1966 discusses “The Convergence of Sci-
ence and Religion,” emphasing the role of faith
and revelation. He stated:

Einstein spent the last half of his life looking
for a unity between gravitational and electro-
magnetic fields. Many physicists feel that he
was on the wrong track, and no one yet knows
whether he made any substantial progress.
But he had faith in a great vision of unity and
order, and he worked intensively at it for
thirty years or more. Einstein had to have the
kind of dogged conviction that could have
allowed him to say with Job, “Though he
slay me, yet will I trust in him.”

For lesser scientists, on lesser projects, there
are frequent occasions when things just don’t
make sense and making order and understand-
ing out of one’s work seems almost hopeless.
But still the scientist has faith that there is
order to be found, and that either he or his
colleagues will someday find it. . . .

Another common idea about the difference
between science and religion is based on their
methods of discovery. Religion’s discoveries
often come by great revelations. Scientific
knowledge, in the popular mind, comes by
logical deductions, or by the accumulation of
data which is analyzed by established methods
in order to draw generalizations called laws.
But such a description of scientific discovery
is a travesty on the real thing. Most of the
important scientific discoveries come about
very differently and are much more closely
akin to revelation. The term itself is generally
not used for scientific discovery, since we are
in the habit of reserving revelation for the
religious realm. In scientific circles one speaks
of intuition, accidental discovery, or says sim-
ply that “he had a wonderful idea.” ( Emphasis
added)
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If we compare how great scientific ideas
arrive, they look remarkably like religious rev-
elation viewed in a non-mystical way.

Think of Moses in the desert, long troubled
and wondering about the problem of saving
the children of Israel, when suddenly he had
a revelation by the burning bush.

Consider some of the revelations of the New
Testament.

Similarly, the scientists, after hard work and
much emotional and intellectual commitment
to a troubling problem, sometimes suddenly
sees the answer. Such ideas much more often
come during off-moments than while con-
fronting data.

A striking and well-known example is the
discovery of the benzene ring by Kekule, who
while musing at his fireside was led to the
idea by a vision of snakes taking their tails in
their mouths. We cannot yet describe the
human process which leads to the creation of
an important and substantially new scientific
insight. But it is clear that the great scientific
discoveries, the real leaps, do not usually come
from the so-called “scientific. method,”" but
rather more as did Kekule's-with perhaps less
picturesque imagery, but by revelations which
are just as real. (Emphasis added)

This has been recorded for all branches of arts
and music; and, for physical sciences, particu-
larly, in the case of Newton’s theory of gravi-
tation, Maxwell’s theory of electro magnetism,
Einstein’s theory of relativity, Planck’s theory of
the quantum of action, and Heisenberg’s un-
certainty principle. All these have been es-
tablished.

Townes continued:

Can religious beliefs also be viewed as
working hypotheses, tested and validated by
experience? To some this may seem a secular
and even an abhorrent view. In any case, it
discards absolutism in religion. But | see no
reason why acceptance of religion on this
basis should be objectionable. The validity
of religious ideas must be and has been tested
and judged through the ages by societies and
by individual experience. Is there any great
need for them to be more absolute than the
law of gravity? The latter is a working hy-
pothesis whose basis and permanency we do
not know. But on our belief in it, as well as
on many other complex scientific hypotheses,
we risk our lives daily. . . .

We must also expect paradoxes and not be
surprised or unduly troubled by them. We
know of paradoxes in physics, such as that
concerning the nature of light, which have
been resolved by deeper understanding. We

know of some which are still unresolved. In
the realm of religion, we are troubled by the
suffering around us and its apparent inconsis-
tency with a God of love. Such paradoxes
confronting science do not usually destroy
our faith in science. They simply remind us
of a limited understanding, and at times pro-
vide a key to learning more. (Emphasis add-
ed)

Perhaps there will be in the realm of religion
cases of the uncertainty principle, which we
now know is such a characteristic phenomenon
of physics. If it is fundamentally impossible
to determine accurately both the position and
velocity of a particle, it should not surprise
us if similar limitations occur in other aspects
of our experience. This opposition in the pre-
cise determination of two quantities is also re-
ferred to as complementarity; position and
velocity represent complementary aspects of
a particle, only one of which can be measured
precisely at any one time.

Nils Bohr has already suggested that per-
ception of man, or any living organism as a
whole, and of his physical constitution repre-
sents this kind of complementarity. That is,
the precise and close examination of the atomic
makeup of man may of necessity blur our
view of him as a living and spiritual being. In
any case, there seems to be no justification for
the dogmatic position taken by some that the
remarkable phenomenon of individual human
personality can be expressed completely in
terms of the presently known laws of behavior
of atoms and molecules. Justice and love may
also represent such complementarity. A com-
pletely loving approach and the simultaneous
meting out of exact justice hardly seem con-
sistent. (Emphasis added)

But what loving parent has not appeared in-
consistent to his child? God’s well defined pur-
pose, and generally also that of the parent, is
to mete out justice, “for your own good and to
prepare you for much bigger and more important
responsibilities of the future.”

The late Dr. W. F. G. Swarm, a great physicist
and former director of the Bartol Research Foun-
dation of the Franklin Institute, has left an ex-
pression of his views in the article, “Blueprint
of the Universe” in Science of Mind, April, 1967,
issue. After presenting proofs of purpose-design
—plan-intelligence as evidenced in Creation, he
presents a challenge to any materialistic scientist.

Any materialistic scientist, who wants to claim
evolution rather than admit the truth of the
proofs of design, is challenged to present one or
more items in any part of the Creation which
could be improved upon by the materialist, or



by “chance.”
Swarm wrote:
. as an end thought, | picture our very
materialistic physicist who has designed his
universe, and then, as a hell, is condemned to

live in it. (p. 16)

The materialistic physicist would surely for-
get some side effects, by which our great sci-
entific technology has been plagued so very
much. After writing that the existence of in-
telligence may be regarded as an observational
fact, Swarm explained,

And when | speak of intelligent design | mean

the kind of design which is sufficiently like that

which one of our engineers might have aspired
to achieve; but so far beyond the powers of
any living engineer to achieve, that it must,
of necessity, leave mankind extremely humble
in the estimation of his own powers. (p. 13)

Recently, a most candid presentation of the
best case noted so far for the evolutionary theory
became available: Chromosomes, Giant Mole-
cules, and Evolution by Bruce Wallace (W. W.
Norton and Co., Inc., New York, 1966). | could
point to many references of evidence for order,
system, plan, direction, and efficiency in the
author’s use of genetic material; presented in an
able way. For example, he states, “Is there any
simpler solution to the problem of reproduction?
I do not think that there is.” (p. 19) What a
wonderful testimony for an all wise Creator!

Since when has anyone, any thing, any hap-
penstance, any shaking of dice or alphabet blocks
come up with any admittedly more efficient so-
lution when “there are literally billions of ways
in which nucleic acid code words could have
been assigned to the twenty amino acids.” (p.
156) Yes, there was One Source that overcame
His own laws of nature like making water run
uphill, to create energy and matter, in fantastic
simplicity and in beauty of complexity. Then He
created the unique conditions and life on Earth,
allowing us very endowed creatures, in these last
great years, to unravel some of the mysteries
of that perfect order, unity and efficiency of
His creation.

Using the criteria presented by Dr. Wallace
himself, as he wrote on page 5, “Search diligently
for the adequate, reject the untestable—those
are the recognized procedures of the laboratory,
the classroom, the clinic, and the courtroom.”
The subject can best be closed with his words:

At the very outset the following point was
conceded: any person who is firmly and un-
alterably convinced that each of today’s species
of plants and animals arose by an act of special
creation will find no evidence in this book that
will compel him to change his mind. There

Near the close of his article, Dr.
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simply is no such evidence, nor can there ever
be. A Divine Being of infinite wisdom, we
must all admit, could have created living forms
in a manner that would have dribbled off as
by-products all of these things we have
gleaned as evidence for evolution. We can
only say that He went about His task in a
way that mimicked evolution in every detail; it
is unfortunate that some event did not occur
which would have clearly ruled out evolution-
ary theory. (p. 76) (Emphasis added)

Fortunately, events have occurred which
clearly do rule out this theory by the criteria pre-
sented. It is “untestable” because "There simply
is no such evidence, nor can there ever be.”

Second, the laws of chance, (which are well
used by Dr. Wallace for his purpose of showing
that it must be easier to modify an existing DNA
code in a living cell than to start over from
scratch ), also show that they are not “adequate”
to provide proof that any kind of DNA and its
metabolism with RNA and enzymes in a nu-
trient medium protected by a membrane could
possibly be formed by chance in the first place.

Just think how much less likely it is, that
Wallace’s most “simple solution to the problem
of reproduction,“ “literally out of billions of
ways,” starting with the four bases available in
a cell, would be produced by chance actions.

Finally, what is the probability of chance
actions to go counter to well established laws
of thermodynamics? Being an honest scientist,
Dr. Wallace does not claim this, nor have any
other authorities. Not even the formation of only
one new enzyme in a living cell is considered
credible. (Hinegardner and Engelberg, Science,
22 May 1964, p. 1031.)

Dr. Wallace also is true scientist enough to
report (p. 20) the reason for such failures: “Each
protein consists of tens, hundreds, or even thou-
sands of amino-acid molecules attached to one
another in a specified order; slight alterations in
the sequence in which amino acids are strung
together can destroy the biological function of
a protein molecule.”

It is also well known that the mere insertion
of the correct base unit in a reversed position
leads to death. And yet there are those who have
faith in chance, enough to believe the admit-
tedly unprovable. Somehow accidental changes
should suffice to provide the basis for a new
species in one DNA strand of the many parallel
strands and change the whole by a miracle.

Are we to believe that the same very complex
accident can occur in the same position on all
the DNA strands in both the male and the fe-
male chromosomes which then “happen” to
mate?
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The alternative way for producing a new
species could be by virgin birth. This is proven
to occur under the most rigid laboratory condi-
tions, among carefully controlled strains of mam-
mals used for research.

The chances would be enormously increased,
but still, would be too hard to swallow. And yet
with direction, plan and control, its occurrence
is more likely, and may well be established
through intensive research someday. Just to be
able to produce a new, gentically perfect pair
from the same flesh, might open our eyes to the
great depth of shared throughts and feelings and

the intimacy with the Creator of such a couple.

On the other hand, there are thousands of
people, including the present writer, who exper-
ience and live by the guidance of the Creator,
and have been privileged to see and live
through critical turning points in their lives far
ahead of the time of decision. Though blessed
with enough adversity to keep them struggling,
they carry on with that guidance that has not
failed them. Since science has verified statement
after statement in the Bible, then for us to ac-
cept as our personal Guide, our Creator, is a
small act of faith indeed.

THE EVOLUTION OF COMPLEX ORGANIC COMPOUNDS
FROM SIMPLER CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS:
IS IT THERMODYNAMICALLY AND KINETICALLY POSSIBLE?
EmMETT L. WiLLiams, JR., Ph.D.
Dept. of Physics and Chemistry, Bob Jones University, Greenville, South Carolina 29614

Present sources of energy for conversion of inorganic molecules to various organic molecules
are given. Electrical discharges, used by Miller and Urey, are shown to be relatively minor ones,
compared to the sun’s energy which is so effective in destroying organic compounds.

Even though set up as a closed system, so as to force the reaction to the product side by se-

lectively removing and accumulating the products, only slight amounts of various organic com-
pounds, such as glycine, resulted. Quoting Hull as estimating the half-life of glycine as only about
30 days, 97% of it would be decomposed before reaching the earth.

Considering the possible 3% which falls into the ocean, Hull concludes that ultraviolet radiation
would decompose it in the upper 100 meters in a half-life of about 20 years. The physical
chemist guided by proved principles of chemical thermo-dynamics and kinetics cannot offer any
encouragement to the biochemist who needs an ocean full of organic compounds to form even life-

less coacervates.

Miller’s experiment is an excellent one, scientifically-speaking, and when properly interpreted
leads to the conclusion that life could certainly never originate spontaneously.

Introduction

One of the necessary steps in the supposed
process of evolution is the formation of complex
organic compounds from the reaction of simpler
chemical compounds such as NH,, CH,, and
H,0. The hypothesis of spontaneous generation
of life would fall apart if such chemical reactions
were impossible for there would be no organic
compounds available for life.

Even if the reactions would occur, the produc-
tion of extremely large amounts of organic com-
pounds is also necessary, Thus, if any reaction
is possible, it must produce high yields of organic
compounds or spontaneous generation would
be very unlikely.

In the July 31, 1959 issue of Science, S. L.
Miller and H. C. Urey published an article en-
titled, “Organic Compound Synthesis on the
Primitive Earth” outlining the evolutionary posi-

tion on this subject. In answer to this paper,
D. E. Hull wrote an article entitled, “Thermo-
dynamics and Kinetics of Spontaneous Genera-
tion,” that appeared in the May 28, 1960 issue
of Nature. The position put forth in Hull’s paper
is that the production of complex organic com-
pounds from simple chemical species is impossi-
ble under the conditions given by Miller and
Urey.

This paper is simply a review of both articles,
and frequent reference is made to the above
papers.

Use of Electrical Discharges
Oparin', taking the evolutionary viewpoint,
thought that the spontaneous generation of the
first living organism could have taken place, if
large quantities of organic compounds had been
present in the oceans of the primitive earth,





