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Lesson 4 – The Religion of Naturalism (Part II) 

“All aspects of reality are subject to evolution, from atoms and stars to fish and flowers to human societies and values – indeed, all reality is a single process of evolution.”       --- Sir Julian Huxley

Chapter 8 – Life In A Test Tube?  “It’s all chemicals, Dad.  I saw life being created in a test tube in my science textbook, and this morning at Epcot Center,” Katy told her Dad.  Some of the most famous textbook photographs are of Stanley Miller at the University of Chicago in 1953 “creating” amino acids, and Sidney Fox at the University of Miami in 1958 linking up amino acids to form proteins, a vital constituent of any living organism.  They are photographed in their laboratories simulating the primitive seas and energy sources (e.g., the sun and volcanoes) of early earth.  Conventional naturalistic wisdom says these experiments support the theory that life evolved spontaneously arose from simple chemicals in a primeval pond some 4 billion years ago.  But the evidence gathered over the past 50 years of experimentation actually proves otherwise.  Christians actually have the scientific evidence on their side.
The amino acids that were made in the test tube are not the building blocks of the protein they are made out to be.  Living things are highly selective – they use only the left-handed (LH) variety of amino acids.  If just one right-handed variety (out of the billions required) is introduced, it destroys the life process.  The amino acids produced by the lab experiments, however, are 50% LH and 50% right-handed.  There is no natural mechanism that produces the LH type only.

For a protein to be functional, the amino acids that link together to form proteins must bond chemically in a very specific way.  Left to nature, amino acids bond in random ways not just in the “peptide” bond fashion that is required to support life.  Natural processes alone never produce a protein capable of functioning in a living cell.

In addition, for the protein to be functional the amino acids must link up in a particular sequence, just like there must be a particular sequence of letters for a word to make sense.  There is no natural force capable of selecting the right amino acids and lining them up in the right order for the protein to function.

In lab experiments the scientists “cheat” by creating test tube conditions that would never be found in nature.  They manipulate the chemical reactions to avoid all the competing reactions that always occur in nature.  They rig the experiment because otherwise the competing reactions would not allow even the feeble results they obtain to occur.  When they introduce an energy source to simulate the sun they filter out the harmful ultraviolet rays that would otherwise destroy the fragile life-creating amino acids that are produced.  The scientists immediately remove (via a trap) the amino acids produced, otherwise they would be destroyed by the other chemicals and energy sources and the experiment would be a failure.  This manipulation of the experiments only proves that it takes intelligence (in this case a brilliant scientist) manipulating the conditions and “coaxing” the chemicals down the desired pathways necessary to produce the building blocks of life.  These scientific findings do not discredit biblical faith; rather, they provide positive evidence that the origin of life requires an intelligent agent - a scientist in the lab, or a Creator in the universe.  Computers have simulated the alleged mechanisms of evolution and have shown that the probability of evolution occurring by chance processes is essentially ZERO -- no matter how long the time span!  

Biochemistry is a relatively new group of sciences born in the early 1950’s to investigate life at the molecular level.  Biochemistry has discovered how the basic building block of life – the cell – operates. Cells are molecular machines (or more appropriately, complex automated manufacturing factories) that (1) store and retrieve information, (2) produce and process energy, (3) and possess the remarkable capability to reproduce themselves.  Within the cell, DNA is the fundamental molecule that stores the information (blueprints) that instruct the cell how to construct proteins.  Information is not a thing that chance or natural forces can create.  Information is a product of intelligence.  Human beings have trillions of cells and the DNA in each cell has as much information in it as a small library.  Clearly there are no natural forces capable of writing a book, programming a computer, writing a symphony or creating the DNA structure in a cell.  The discovery of DNA provides powerful new evidence that life is the product of intelligent design.

Philosophically committed naturalists are desperately trying to come up with some mechanism in nature to avoid the obvious conclusion that life “miraculously” appears and then perpetuates itself in “miraculous” ways.  Some postulate that living systems just “spontaneously organize” themselves, i.e., they self generate, using the analogy of how a crystal (like a snowflake) is formed.  Others attempt to find a naturalistic answer to the origin of life in “complexity theory.”  All these endeavors are fact-free science since they do not address the information issue.  Empirical evidence makes it clear that natural forces do not produce structure with high information content.  Holding on to the hope that some natural process will be found to explain DNA is supremely irrational.  When it comes to the origin of life, science is squarely on the side of creation by an intelligent agent.  Dave Mulholland now has solid answers to give his daughter Katy about the origin of life.  And, now so do you!

Chapter 9 -- Darwin in the Dock:  Dave Mulholland could now explain to his daughter Katy why life didn’t/couldn’t arise by chance or some natural process.  Katy was beginning to come around.  But, she still thought science had proven that Darwin was right when in came to the origin of the species.  “Perhaps God was there in the very beginning just to kick the process off, but everyone knows that once life was here it evolved just as Darwin said it did.  I saw it in my textbook at school,” she said.  Dave had another task ahead of him – understand what Darwin said and what the scientific evidence shows.

The origin of species by Darwinian evolution is portrayed as, and assumed to be, fact almost everywhere in the culture.  The widely used college textbook Evolutionary Biology states, “By coupling undirected, purposeless variation to the blind, uncaring process of natural selection, Darwin made theological or spiritual explanations of the life processes superfluous.”  The words “unsupervised” and “impersonal” mean that God is irrelevant as the Originator of life, even if only in a role of directing or guiding the evolutionary process (theistic evolution).  The scientific facts, however, reveal otherwise.

Darwin speculated that the minor variations he saw in the physical makeup of species adapting in breeding experiments, in his case pigeon breeding, could be extrapolated beyond the observed facts.  Think about the variety of dogs that can be “developed” by selective breeding (from tiny Chihuahuas to lumbering Great Danes), or roses with hundreds of varieties of every shade and hue.  What Darwin’s theory says is that over time, species encounter variations in their environment some of which are harmful to their survival, which they reject, and some that contribute to its survivability or adaptation and are retained.  Darwin called this natural selection.  Take Darwin’s famous finches, for example, whose variation in beak size helped inspire his initial theory.  A recent study designed to support Darwinism found that the finches’ beaks grow larger in dry seasons, when the seeds they eat are tough and hard, but grow smaller again after a rainy season, when tiny seeds become available once more.  “This is evolution occurring before our very eyes,” the author of the study wildly concluded.  But it is nothing of the kind.  Change in finch beak size is a minor adaptation that simply allows the finches to adapt and survive.  It does not demonstrate that finches are evolving into a new kind of organism, or that they originally evolved from another organism.  This is not confirmation of evolution.  It is pure speculation.  Even so, standard textbooks still point to phenomena like finch beak variation to demonstrate evolution in action, some even allow known hoaxes to perpetuate.  The fact of the matter is that no scientific finding has ever contradicted the basic empirical evidence that change in living things is only limited to variation within the species.  A second element of Darwin’s theory is that these minor changes will add up to create major changes, in fact the vast changes necessary to go from a primeval one-celled organism to bees butterflies and little boys -- the core of Darwinian theory.  Ironically this is the easiest part of the theory to discredit.  Even Charles Darwin’s own work in breeding pigeons demonstrated there are limits to biological change.  Centuries of experiments show that the change produced by breeding does not continue at a steady rate from generation to generation.  Instead, change is rapid at first, then levels off, and eventually reaches a limit that breeders cannot cross.  This is a proven scientific fact.  Darwin was simply mistaken in his extrapolation:  whether in the breeding pen or out in nature, the minor changes produced by “shuffling the gene pool” (the mechanism of adaptation) is not the engine for unlimited change required by evolution.  The natural tendency in living things is not to continue changing indefinitely, but to stay close to the original type.

Since Darwin was wrong in assuming that new species would be created by accumulated changes, the neo-Darwinists searched for another mechanism to drive evolution.  They needed a way to introduce new genetic material.  The only natural mechanism that could possibly do this was “mutation.”  Neo-Darwinists must hope that vast numbers of rare beneficial mutations will occur randomly so that natural selection can take over.  Again, the scientific facts don’t support this speculation.  Mutations are almost always harmful, often lethal to an organism, so the accumulation of harmful effects is even worse.  Laboratory experiments, on fruit flies for example, only demonstrate that mutations can emerge with odd shapes, color, or size, but never lead to the creation of new body plans.  Fruit flies remain fruit flies, albeit mutant ones.  Like breeding, genetic mutations produce only minor, limited change.  

Whether we look at breeding experiments or laboratory experiments, the outcome is always the same.  Change in living things remains strictly limited to variations on the original theme.  We do not see the emergence of new and complex structures as predicted by Darwinian theory.  And this pattern has held throughout history as we see in the fossil record.  Organisms appear fully formed in the record and stay within their “kind”.  There are no transitional forms in between “kinds” as is predicted by Darwinism.  The whole fossil record gives persuasive evidence against it.  After 150 years it has become clear that Darwin’s speculations do not pass the test of historical or scientific experimentation.  The simple words of Genesis 1 still stand, “God made every living thing after their kind.”

Darwin said, “If it could be demonstrated that any complex organ existed which could not possibly have been formed by numerous, successive, slight modification, then my theory would absolutely break down.”  Today we can say that his theory has absolutely broken down for we know that nature is full of complex organs that can not possibly be formed by numerous, slight modifications.  In Darwin’s day the cell was thought to be just a mere blob of protoplasm.  With the invention of the electron microscope we now know that a single cell is more complex than the most advanced automated modern factory, with its computers and robots all coordinated on a precisely timed schedule.  Michael Behe, a Lehigh University biochemistry professor has developed the concept of “irreducible complexity.”  In his book, Darwin’s Black Box, Behe shows that Darwin’s theory (all living organisms evolve in small, gradual steps from simpler structures -- feathers from wings, wings from forelegs, blossoms from leaves, etc.) could not possibly be true.  Living things are systems whose components must exist and be integrated to work together all at one time – they are irreducibly complex.  Even a “system” as simple as a mousetrap must have all its pieces in order to work.  You cannot start with a wooden platform and catch a few mice, add a spring and catch a few more, add a hammer, and so on.  Living systems are obviously more complicated than a mousetrap.  Darwinism says that components of a living system evolve independently, driven by the mechanism of natural selection.  If any part were to evolve in isolation, however, the entire system of interacting parts would stop functioning.  Suppose a fish evolved lungs.  What happens then?  Does it move up the evolutionary chain?  No, it drowns!  Living things cannot simply change piecemeal – a new organ here, a new limb there.  An organism is an integrated system, and any isolated change in the system is way more likely to be harmful than helpful.  The most rational explanation of irreducible complex structures in nature is that they are products of the creative mind of an intelligent being.  

Since the scientific evidence is so persuasive against Darwinism, why does the establishment cling so tenaciously to evolution?  Why is Darwinism the official creed in our public schools?  Because the establishment has a prior commitment to Naturalism and is vehemently opposed to Theism.  This battle is not about science; it is about a worldview struggle of immense proportions.  No wonder Katy is struggling.

Chapter 10 – Darwin’s Dangerous Idea:  Our origin determines our destiny.  Our origin tells us who we are, why we are here, and how we should order our lives individually and collectively in society.  Our view of origins shapes our understanding of ethics, law, education, and even our sexuality.  The kind of society we create flow out of whether we start with the assumption that we are creatures of a personal God (Theism), or that we are products of a mindless process (Naturalism).  Consider some of our social philosophies and institutions –
Ethics – Naturalism says that God “exists” only in the minds of those who believe in him.  If this claim is true then Christianity can be dismissed as wishful thinking and our morality can be based squarely on what is supposedly real – that humans are products of evolutionary forces and morality is nothing more than standards we create when our minds evolve to a certain level.  Therefore, our ideas of right and wrong are constantly in flux.  If a transcendent God created us for a purpose, however, then the most logical way to live our lives is to find out what our Creator’s wishes are and do them -- a terrifying thought to a Naturalist.

Law – Traditionally, a nation’s laws were understood to be based on a transcendent moral order, which in turn was based on divine law.  Darwinists like Oliver Wendell Holmes have changed the culture’s thinking, however, to where today we view law as nothing more than a codification of political policies, i.e., whatever works best for social engineering.

Education – Darwinists like John Dewey have molded the modern educational system by arguing that ideas are mere hypotheses of what we want and their validity depends on whether they work out or not (pragmatism).  This has gutted both traditional academic and moral education, which taught that ideas were insights into an objective reality and were to be judged by whether they were True or False.

Postmodernism – Guru Richard Rorty of Stanford University has worked out a postmodernist philosophy consistent with Darwinism claiming that the human species is not oriented toward Truth but only toward its own prosperity.  Truth claims are just tools that “help get us what we want.”

Atheism – British biologist and avowed Darwinist put it this way, “Darwin made it possible to be an intellectually fulfilled atheist.”

From the onset, Darwin’s earliest and most ardent supporters were quick to spot the scientific weaknesses in his theory, yet they chose to champion it because they saw it was a useful means of promoting naturalistic philosophy.  19th century philosopher Herbert Spencer admitted that once you accept the philosophy of Naturalism, some form of evolution is an “inevitable corollary,” regardless of the scientific evidence.  Thomas Huxley, “Darwin’s Bulldog,” never thought Darwin’s theory amounted to much scientifically but championed the cause because it provided the best alternative to creation, regardless of the facts.  Today, some informed and honest scientists, like Harvard geneticist Richard Lewontin, admit that, “in the struggle between science and the supernatural, we take the side of science because we have a prior commitment to materialism (Naturalism).”  The truth is that Darwinism is more a naturalistic philosophy masquerading as science.  The continued dominance of Darwinism has less to do with scientific validity that with a pre-commitment to Naturalism which has spread like a toxic oil spill into all of our culture including education, law, ethics, postmodernism, just to name a few. As long as Darwinism reigns in our schools and elite culture, the Christian worldview will be considered the madwoman in the attic – irrational and unbelievable.

How shall we then live?  Both friends and foes of Christianity realize that everything stands or falls on the biblical doctrine of creation.  Therefore, we must pre-evangelize our friends and neighbors by opening up the Bible to Genesis 1 (perhaps even before John 3:16), where God establishes Himself as Creator.  And, then learn the scientific evidence for creation, discovering that it actually supports those opening episodes!  Dave Mulholland won back his daughter this way.  Katy is now very involved in her High School program at church and is discipling a small group – pointing out the flaws in the textbooks they are using in school.

BIBLE STUDY:  Ps 104:24; Is 43:7: Ex 20:1-5; Is 42:8; Is 46:10; Is 45:9; Eph 4:15

QUESTIONS:
1. Has life been created in a test tube?  What do the experiments show?

2. What is DNA and how does it give powerful evidence that life is the product of intelligent design?

3. What is Darwin’s theory of evolution?  What does 150 years of experimentation in breeding, experimentation with mutations, and the examination of the fossil record reveal?

4. What is “irreducible complexity” and how does it show that life is the product of the creative mind of an intelligent being?

5. Why does the establishment cling so tenaciously to evolution in spite of the evidence?

6. How does a belief in evolution undergird our cultural philosophies and institutions?  How would you rebut those beliefs with your Christian worldview?

7. How did Dave win back his daughter?  How does that motivate you?
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