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Accident or Design 

Where did we come from?  How did we get here?  Where are we going?  And what 

happens when we die?  These are fundamental questions that virtually every human being 

has pondered since we first began to walk the earth.  Who hasn’t looked up at the 

immensity of the starry sky and wondered such things, especially as a child?   

Is everything we see and all of the people we know, even our own families, the result of 

millions of cosmic accidents over millions of years?  Or are they the result of something 

else, an incredibly skillful design?   

It is the author’s intention to delve into these questions and come to some conclusions 

using: 1) Current scientific information, as opposed to suppositions, and 2) Rational 

reasoning, as opposed to hopeful, unproven theory on either side of this seemingly 

endless debate.  

The Big Bang 

We live in an age that has produced the most astounding scientific discoveries 

imaginable.  Advances in medicine, electronics, and every other field of science 

continually surprise and amaze us.  Who could have imagined, even a few short years 

ago, that an MRI could see the greatest details of our internal structures, or that we could 

hold a terabyte (a trillion) bits of information in our hands?  Nowhere is this truer than in 

the fields of astronomy and physics.   

Just think, that in the not too distant past (in human terms), we knew nothing of the 

effects of gravity on celestial bodies, very little about our own solar system, and nothing 

at all about distant galaxies.  The instruments, technologies, and mathematics had not yet 

been developed.  Galileo’s theory of the earth revolving around the sun (heliocentric 

theory) was ridiculed by those who were sure that everything revolved around the earth 

(the geocentric theory).  Of equal importance was the strong belief in the past that the 

universe was static and eternal; that it had no beginning nor would it ever have an end.   

We tend to look at these quaint historical beliefs as somewhat comical in the light of 

today’s advanced science, but so important were they at the time that scholars, kings and 

princes weighed in on both side of the beliefs with a vehemence that is almost hard to 

imagine.  Galileo was imprisoned for his upstart radicalism.  People clung to their 

theories with such tenacity that it often took years, decades, or even centuries to unseat 

them.  Such, I guess, is human nature. 

One of the greatest discoveries of the last century was that the universe did in fact have a 

beginning.  In the 1920’s, Dr. Edwin Hubble, for whom the Hubble telescope is named, 

made some startling discoveries.  While working at the Mount Wilson Observatory, the 

most advanced observatory of its time, Dr. Hubble showed that some of the faint bits of 

light in the night sky were actually entire galaxies, much like our own milky way.  This 

was heretofore completely unknown.   
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But his greatest discovery was that using data on red shifts from the work of Vesto 

Slipher, he was able to calculate the distances and speeds of distant galaxies.  His work 

became known as Hubble’s Law and is taught in every university course in astronomy.  A 

red shift in the spectral light of a star or galaxy is very much like a change in frequency in 

the area of sound.  An example of this is when a siren on a police car or fire engine is 

approaching you at speed; the pitch of the sound is higher when it is approaching than 

when it is speeding away.  In sound this is known as the Doppler Effect; in light it is 

known as Hubble’s Law.  Dr. Hubble postulated that the greater the red shift in the 

spectral light of distant galaxies, the farther away they were from Earth and the faster 

they were moving away from Earth.  His observations and mathematics revolutionized 

the field of astronomy.  Had he not died unexpectedly in 1953, he would have 

undoubtedly won the Nobel Prize for Physics that year.  The implications of his work, 

and that of others who carried his work forward, were staggering.  Working the equations 

backward seemed to prove that the universe actually had a beginning. 

To those who believe in the concept of intelligent design, this was no surprise, especially 

to those of the Judeo-Christian belief.   They would simply point to the first verse of the 

book of Genesis in the Bible.  It reads, “In the beginning God created the heavens and the 

earth.”  The ancient rabbinical scholars, who studied the text and its nuances, concluded 

that this portion of the Scriptures meant that before the beginning there was nothing, 

nothing at all.   

Surprisingly, modern physics actually confirms this.  With the work of Dr. Albert 

Einstein, as well as many other notable scientists, it is now believed that before the Big 

Bang there was absolutely nothing; no matter, no energy, no space, and most astounding 

of all, no time.  Even space and time itself were created in the beginning.  It boggles the 

mind, but modern physics and mathematics confirms it.  It is now known that mass can 

even warp or curve the fabric of space, and speed affects the passing or dilation of time.  I 

explained this to my son once and he asked me to stop because it was “hurting his brain”.  

We both had to laugh, but such is the state of today’s physics and astronomy. 

The Big Bang theory states that all matter and energy existed for a fraction of a second in 

an infinitely small, hot point of infinite pressure and density called the initial singularity.  

Then, there was a great and rapid expansion of this singularity, giving rise to all the stars, 

all the planets, the immensity of space and the beginning of time itself.  In addition to the 

Big Bang theory, there were many other theories that were similar, yet significantly 

different.  One of them was the oscillating universe theory, which held that the Big Bang 

was not a single event, but a series of multiple events, over vast amounts of time, as the 

universe rapidly expanded out of the initial singularity, and then slowly collapsed again 

to another singularity due to the forces of gravity (a process known as the Big Crunch). 

Then, the process starts again with another Big Bang out of the new singularity, followed 

by another Big Crunch, and so forth.  We now know that the distances involved and the 

speeds by which the galaxies are flying away from each other make this theory 

mathematically unworkable. Other theories were also found to be mathematically 

unworkable.  

Indeed, there is strong evidence supporting the Big Bang theory. I want to highlight here 

two important pieces of evidence that support this theory. First, as we mentioned above, 

Comentario [SP1]: See comment 

above. 
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scientists now know that the universe is expanding, something that Dr. Hubble 

discovered by analyzing the red shifts of galaxies. This study led him to conclude that 

galaxies are moving away from each other and from the Earth. This continual expansion 

of the universe suggests that it began out of a single point of contraction (i.e. the initial 

singularity). Second is the discovery of cosmic microwave background radiation 

(CMBR), also known as “relic radiation”. In considering the Big Bang theory, scientists 

thought that if the universe began out of an extremely hot initial singularity, which then 

underwent a great expansion, then a remnant of this heat should exist in our universe 

today. In 1964, radio-astronomers Arno Penzias and Robert Wilson discovered the 

CMBR, which spreads through and is perceived in every part of the observable universe. 

Such CMBR is thought to be the remnant thermal radiation left over from the Big Bang. 

This discovery led to a Nobel Prize in Physics for Penzias and Wilson in 1978.  So the 

current sacred dicta, which is widely agreed upon by scientists, is that the universe had 

only one beginning.   

But where was all this matter and energy before it became the initial singularity?  And 

how did it get there in the first place?  Nobody knows or even hazards a guess, much less 

a theory. 

We do know from the First Law of Thermodynamics that “Matter cannot either be 

created or destroyed.”  That’s what the whole E=MC
2
 equation is about.  So all the matter 

in the universe had to come from somewhere, but where?  Consider for a moment a 

nuclear explosion.   The mass of uranium in the atom bomb is converted into an immense 

amount of energy in the form of heat, light and sound.  Mass and energy can be 

converted, but they simply cannot be created.  There is no new mass being created 

anywhere in the universe.  In fact, exactly the opposite is true.  Stars convert their mass 

into energy at a phenomenal rate.  Our own Sun, a modest star by comparison to others, 

produces an immense amount of energy and loses tremendous mass in the process.  It is 

estimated that our Sun fuses about 5 to 6 million tons of hydrogen into helium, losing 

about 4 million tons of mass every second.  Fortunately for us, our Sun is so immense 

that it won’t run out of fuel anytime soon, but eventually, it will.  It has to.  That is the 

law. 

In retrospect, just using some common sense and the current laws of physics, it is fairly 

obvious that the universe cannot have existed for an infinitely long time in the past.  Stars 

burn out as they consume their fuel, and yet there are billions of them.  Distant galaxies, 

which are speeding away from each other at tremendous speeds, would be so far away 

that even the powerful instruments could not detect them, and yet we do.  So the universe 

had a beginning.  It came into being.  How or by whom has yet to be agreed upon.  We 

will leave this for now and go on to something even more mysterious. That is life. 

But before we do, let us consider this: the entire universe had a beginning, and only one, 

in the history of time (it had to, for this beginning is in itself what created time).  This 

was an event that had never occurred before.  It is therefore by definition something 

unnatural, or even supernatural.  In effect, it was a “miracle.”  Considering that even the 

beginning of the universe is a miracle, does not give the evolutionist a very good starting 

point. 
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The Origin of Life 

Bryan C. Sykes, who is now a Professor in Human Genetics and Emeritus Fellow at 

Wolfson College of Oxford University, wrote a brilliant book on the genetic ancestry of 

humanity called The Seven Daughters of Eve.  He did this by comparing mitochondrial 

DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) from people all over Europe.   

It began, almost by chance, when he was called to attempt DNA extraction from a newly 

discovered human body in the Italian Alps.  The freezing temperature and ice had done 

an excellent job of preservation.  Carbon dating placed the “Ice Man” at between 5,000 

and 5,400 years old.  It was truly an historic find.  Sykes hoped that because the body had 

been entombed in ice for these millennia, that it might be possible to extract some very 

ancient DNA from the remains.  He states in his book that DNA extraction from this 

ancient body might be possible because it had been frozen in ice, protected from oxygen 

and water.  He states, “the forces of oxygen and water, slowly but surely, destroy DNA 

(pg. 5).”  Sykes also states in his book that over a long period of time, oxygen causes a lot 

of chemical changes that slowly alter the structure of DNA, which then begins to 

fragment itself into smaller and smaller segments.  

Many of the proteins that are associated with (bound to) the DNA strand (chain) are 

soluble in water. These proteins protect the DNA strand. Hence, when chromatin (the 

complex of nuclear DNA and its associated proteins) is exposed to water, the proteins 

that are wrapped around DNA become soluble and separate themselves from the DNA 

strand. This causes water, after the passage of many years, to eventually break the DNA 

strand into very short fragments. In such a case, a recognizable DNA sequence can only 

be obtained with the use of some highly sophisticated and complex biotechnology and 

pieces of equipment. Oxygen causes other proteins to oxidize, much the way iron rusts to 

iron oxide destroying the strength and characteristics of the original element.  This is a 

very important point that I will expound on later, so please keep it in mind.  Sykes was 

successful in his studies of the DNA of the “Ice Man” and his results were published in 

1994 in Science, a leading scientific journal. 

In the 1950s there was a famous experiment called the Miller-Urey experiment, named 

after the two scientists involved.  A cleverly designed apparatus was used to try to 

synthesize amino acids, the building blocks of nature, in a laboratory environment.  All 

life is made up of proteins, which in turn are made up of amino acids.  Twenty 

chemically distinct amino acids are the building blocks of proteins and these twenty 

amino acids encompass the proteins found in every living organism on Earth.  I won’t 

bother to list them, but this experiment in fact produced a few, most notably Glycine.   

The experiment used a chamber filled with gases thought to be part of the atmosphere of 

the early Earth: methane (CH4), ammonia (NH3), hydrogen (H2), and water (H2O) vapor.  

The chamber was then subjected to an electrical arc simulating lighting.  The theory, 

which became known as the “Prebiotic Soup Theory,” postulated that if the prehistoric 

Earth’s atmosphere contained these gaseous compounds (methane, ammonia, water 

vapor) and elements (hydrogen) (a rational assumption given volcanic activity) and the 

presence of an electrical discharge (lighting), then all the amino acids necessary for life 

could have formed naturally. Thus, according to this theory, life could have evolved via a 
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natural, unguided process.  One important point not to be overlooked is that Miller and 

Urey carried out their experiment in an oxygen-free environment and the experiment was 

also designed to remove the reaction products once formed because as we discussed 

earlier, oxygen and water are the enemy of amino acids, proteins, and ultimately DNA. 

Again, remember this important point. In time, as the experiment was completed, trace 

amounts of several of the simplest biologically useful amino acids were formed - mostly 

glycine and alanine.  Their results were published in Nature, coincidentally only two 

weeks after the famous Watson-Crick discovery of the double helix structure of the DNA 

molecule.  It was quite a month for scientific discovery. 

Recently, there was another scientific breakthrough in genetic research.  A team of 

scientists, led by Svante Pääbo of Germany’s Max Plank Institute, successfully 

reconstructed almost 60% of the genome of three ancient skeletons unearthed in the late 

1970’s and early 80’s.  These three skeletons, found in Croatia, have been labeled as 

Neanderthal and have been carbon dated to nearly 40,000 years old.  What made this task 

so overwhelmingly difficult was the fact that the DNA had fragmented over time to 

sections no longer than 40 to 50 base pairs.  A strand of nuclear DNA had been reduced 

by the elements over time from three thousand million base pairs to fragments of only 40 

to 50 base pairs in length. Using DNA amplification technology, instrumentation for gene 

sequencing and computer-based DNA sequence analysis, these scientists worked for over 

four years to put just 60% of the double helix back together. By all accounts this was a 

truly amazing feat. 

Going back to Professor Sykes for a moment, the comparison of the Iceman’s DNA with 

other ancient samples sparked in him the quest to trace human European ancestry using 

DNA information.  It seemed a daunting task until a real break through came when he hit 

upon using mitochondrial DNA instead of the DNA found in the nucleus of the cell.  

Sykes defines mitochondria better than most, so I will borrow his definition in his book 

(The Seven Daughters of Eve, pg. 52).   

“Mitochondria are tiny structures that exist within every cell. They are not in 

the nucleus, the tiny bag in the middle of the cell which contains the 

chromosomes, but outside it in what is called cytoplasm. Their job is to help 

cells use oxygen to produce energy. The more vigorous the cell, the more 

energy it needs, and the more mitochondria it contains. Cells from active tissues 

like muscle, nerve and brain contain up to one thousand mitochondria each.  

Each mitochondrion is enclosed within a membrane.  Arranged in an 

elaborate structure within the membrane are all the enzymes required for the 

final stage of aerobic [in the presence of oxygen] metabolism.”   

Pretty amazing, isn’t it? His task of tracing human European DNA was made infinitely 

easier using mitochondrial DNA because as he states, “mitochondrial DNA is only 

16,500 bases in length versus the 3,000,000,000 (three thousand million) bases in the 

chromosome of the nucleus.”  Another important characteristic of mitochondrial DNA, 

which impacted Sykes conclusions, is that it is inherited from the mothers; both daughters 

and sons inherit mitochondrial DNA from their mothers. Overall, in his book Sykes 

concluded that human European DNA falls into seven distinct genetic groups, such that 
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almost all people of European descent can trace back their ancestry to seven women, 

which he termed “the seven daughters of Eve”, hence, the title of his book.  

Now, let’s go back to considering DNA itself. A nucleotide is constituted by a 

nitrogenous base coupled to a pentose sugar (sugar with five carbons - deoxyribose in 

DNA; ribose in RNA [ribonucleic acid]) and a phosphate group. A nucleotide is one of 

four components, abbreviated as A (adenine), C (cytosine), G (guanine) or T (thymine), 

that comprise all DNA and RNA (composed of A, C, G or U, where U [uracil] is 

chemically similar to T).  (The nomenclature of the nucleotide is based on its nitrogenous 

base.) Imagine, three thousand million of these components (called nucleotides), arranged 

in a perfect double spiral configuration in the nucleus of just one of your cells, and it 

carries your entire genetic blueprint.  And these chromosomes (highly organized 

structures composed of DNA and proteins) exist in every cell of your body.  Truly 

amazing, isn’t it?  In fact, in humans the nucleus of each of our cells normally has 23 

pairs of chromosomes, for a total of 46 chromosomes per nucleus/cell in every cell of our 

body.  

Sykes also gives us a detailed description of the workings of a cell, in this case a simple 

hair follicle cell.  He writes:  

“If you can spare one, pluck out a hair.  The translucent blob on one end is 

the root or follicle. There are roughly a million cells in each hair follicle, 

[imagine a million, in every single one] and their only purpose in life is to make 

hair, which is mainly made up of the protein keratin. (...) The key to making any 

protein, including keratin, is just a matter of making sure the amino acids are put 

in the right order.  What is the right order?  Go and look it up in the DNA which 

is on the chromosomes in the cell nucleus.  A hair cell, like every other cell in 

the body, has a full set of DNA instructions, but you only want to know how to 

make keratin.  Hair cells are not interested in how to make bone or blood, so all 

those sections of DNA are shut down.  But the keratin instruction, the keratin 

gene, is open for consultation.  It is simply a sequence of DNA symbols 

specifying the order of the amino acids in keratin. (...)  

The cell makes a temporary copy of the code [messenger RNA], as if were 

photocopying a few pages of a book, then dispatches it to the protein making 

machinery in another part of the cell.  When it arrives here, the production plant 

swings into action.  It reads the first triplet [sequence of 3 nucleotides; the 

nucleotides being the building blocks of the DNA or RNA chains] and decodes it 

as meaning the amino acid methionine.  It takes a molecule of methionine off 

the shelf.   It reads the second triplet for the amino acid threonine, takes a 

molecule of threonine down and joins it to the methionine.  The third triplet 

means serine, so a molecule of serine gets tacked on to the threonine (...) The 

process of reading, decoding and adding amino acids in the right order continues 

until the whole instructions have been read through to the end.  The new keratin 

molecule is now complete.  It is cut loose and goes to join hundreds of millions 

of others to form part of one of the hairs that are growing out of your head.” (Pg. 

29, 30)   
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As sophisticated as this just one process of making a protein is, it is in reality far more 

complex than what it seems.  Sykes has greatly simplified some of the activities of the 

cell for the benefit of the reader.  There obviously are no photocopiers or shelves in the 

cell.  Everything the cell needs in order to do what it has been programmed to do, had to 

be metabolized by some other cells in the body, all working in concert and all doing their 

very specific jobs in unison. 

Every form of life, down to the most “primitive” microorganisms, has its own genetic 

blueprint.  In school, we’ve all either drawn, or seen a representation of a single celled 

organism, often called a microorganism because of its size.  The Amoeba and 

Paramecium are probably the most familiar to us.  A microscopic inspection of either 

reveals a cellular membrane, internal organelles that are responsible for respiration, 

digestion, and removal of waste products, and finally a nucleus with its DNA, enclosed 

by its own membrane.  These organelles are micro miniaturized factories that, even in 

their most primitive form, exhibit all of the characteristics of life as we know it. 

Let’s diverge for a moment to another subject.  The implications will soon become clear 

and they are staggering when keeping in mind what happens to DNA in the presence of 

oxygen and water. There is a concept called “Irreducible Complexity”.  Simply stated, it 

means that on any machine or system you can remove only so many parts before the 

thing stops working.   

Take an automobile, for example.  You can remove a great many things and it still will 

work.  Take off the fenders, hood, trunk, all the lighting, and even the body itself and it 

can still go.  Take off the tires and it still travels, however badly.  Pull off the distributor 

cap, however and it stops.  In essence, there are a diminishing number of things that can 

be removed and the car will still move under its own power.  But when you come to the 

last thing, it stops.   

A better example might be a simple lawnmower engine.  Here obviously, there are far 

fewer things that can be removed.  But once you’ve removed anything extraneous you are 

done.  You can’t remove the gas tank, spark plug, piston, or crankshaft.  The engine 

won’t work.   

A mouse trap is another, perhaps more pertinent, example.  It only has five parts: 1) the 

platform or wooden base, 2) the hammer, which actually smashes the mouse, 3) the 

spring, which presses against the platform and against the hammer when the trap is 

activated, 4) the catch, which is sensitive to any minimal pressure applied to it and onto 

which you put the cheese, and 5) the hold-down bar (latch or trigger) that connects the 

catch and holds the hammer in place when the trap is activated until it is snapped.  Only 

five parts and none can be removed or the trap won’t work.  If you take any one part 

away, it won’t catch four fifths as many mice.  It won’t catch any.  It won’t work at 80% 

efficiency.  It ceases to work at all.  This is hugely important. 

Now let’s apply this concept to the cell.  Even the simplest cell has millions of molecules, 

perfectly arranged in three dimensions with a cell wall (in the case of bacteria and plants 

or a plasma membrane in the case of animal cells) to keep it’s cytoplasm in.  The cell has 

lots of internal organelles to do specific jobs, including mitochondria (in charge or 
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cellular respiration), ribosomes (in charge of protein synthesis), and chloroplasts (found 

mainly in plants; in charge of converting light energy from the Sun into sugars). Another 

organelle is the nucleus (except for bacteria, in which DNA is floating freely in the 

cytoplasm), which contains the master library consisting of the genetic material, and is 

protected by its own membrane.  Take any of these organelles away and the cell dies.  In 

fact, it is their presence that gives the cell life.   

In the Miller-Urey’s “Prebiotic Soup” concept, if an amino acid was formed accidentally 

by lighting, it had better be joined quickly (that is, almost instantly) to other amino acids 

to form a protein, then also have the proteins joined quickly together to form cellular 

structures, the cell wall for example.  Otherwise, the water and oxygen would destroy the 

amino acids and you would be back where you started, with nothing.   

Likewise, every component of the cell has to be complete and perfectly functional from 

day one or the cell doesn’t live.  And here is a hard truth.  Dead cells cannot replicate, 

they cannot mutate and they cannot evolve.  In fact, a day or even an hour is way too long 

for a cell to try to live without all of the necessary components.  It must be complete 

instantly.   

So where does that leave the evolutionary theory that promotes the idea of all amino 

acids being formed by chance over millions of years; then again, by chance, being 

arranged into just the right configuration to form all the proteins necessary for life; then, 

by chance, having all the protein molecules arranged in exactly the right three 

dimensional configuration to form a cell?  I will leave it to the reader to determine the 

likelihood of this happening. 

The evolutionary theory relies on three key elements: chance, the right environmental 

conditions, and lots and lots of time.  But as we have seen, time is the enemy of protein 

development.  Amino acids and the proteins they form must be used relatively quickly.  

They can’t just float around for millennia waiting for chance to join them one to another 

in order to form  complex structures leading eventually to the generation of a cell. They 

have to be used rapidly or they are gone, degraded.   

It has been said that the evolutionary theory of the origin of life is akin to a tornado going 

through a junkyard and producing a fully functional 747 jet airplane.  Perhaps this is too 

simplistic, so let’s have millions of tornadoes go through millions of junkyards over 

millions of years.  Could you ever get a 747?  What are the chances?  And a 747, or even 

the newest, most sophisticated machines we know of, pale in comparison to even the 

simplest cell.  The 747 cannot fuel itself, it cannot fly itself, and it can’t even repair itself 

if it is damaged.  Almost any cell can do that.  Not only that, but the cell can reproduce 

itself, making an exact copy.  Ever see any baby 747s?   

Let’s look at a truism that I will borrow from a well-known author and speaker, Charles 

Missler. But first a bit about Mr. Missler. He is a graduate of the Naval Academy at 

Annapolis, with honors.  During his military service he became Branch Chief of the 

Department of Guided Missiles.  He then went on to earn a master’s degree in 

engineering from UCLA, supplementing his previous work in applied mathematics, 

advanced statistics, and information science.  So basically, he’s a fairly bright guy.  One 
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of his best refutations of abiogenesis (the beginning of life without biological input) is the 

peanut butter jar.  He states, “You go to the grocery store, take a jar of peanut butter off 

the shelf, take it home, unscrew the cap, and then remove the plastic safety seal.  Guess 

what?  No new life.  And you’re relieved.”  Funny, yes, but don’t let the humor 

overshadow the logic.  Every day we bet our very lives, and the lives of our families, that 

spontaneous generation is impossible.
1
  So absolute is this belief in our minds that most 

of us never give it a second thought.   

Life cannot form on its own, even given the best possible environment.  And peanut 

butter, like other organic substances, has all the necessary amino acids and proteins 

already assembled and ready to use that anyone could ever hope for.  Yet there is never 

any new life.  In the odd occurrence that something is actually growing in the peanut 

butter jar that doesn’t belong (and the food industry spends billions annually to prevent 

this) it is always, repeat always, a known life form.  And unfortunately this known life 

form (a bacteria, for example), has been introduced as a contaminant somewhere in the 

production process.  It is never ever a newly evolved, unknown life form.  Louis Pasteur 

disproved the theory of spontaneous generation that had been around since Aristotle.  

This was in the 19
th

 century and it is as true today as it ever was.  Pasteur’s experiments 

not only disproved spontaneous generation, but also laid down the foundations of what 

now scientists accept as the law of biogenesis: life begets life, life only comes from life, 

and that after its own kind.  

The evolutionary theory requires that the law of biogenesis, which absolutely prohibits 

spontaneous generation (just like the law of gravity prohibits things from falling 

upwards), to have been violated just once in the distant past, then the law holds fast 

forever after.  Is this science, or even anything remotely close? 

Absolutely not!  So impossible is it for life to have sprung up all by itself that now many 

leading scientists have begun to look elsewhere, like outer space.  Sound far-fetched?  

Not necessarily.  In fact, on the surface, it seems to make more sense, and be infinitely 

more possible than spontaneous generation. 

Specific theories have been postulated, which state that comets, asteroids, interplanetary 

dust particles or meteors delivered to the early Earth amino acid mixtures; mixtures in 

which left-handed amino-acids were more prominent than right-hand amino acids. At the 

235th national meeting of the American Chemical Society, new research was presented 

describing how our amino acid signature may have come from outer space.  The research 

was presented by Ronald Breslow, S.L. Mitchill Professor of Chemistry and University 

                                                 
1
 Spontaneous generation is an obsolete hypothesis postulated by the Greek philosopher and scientist 

Aristotle (384 – 322 B.C.). This hypothesis, which was used to try to explain the origin of life, argued that 

living organisms could arise spontaneously from nonliving matter. Through many centuries the process of 

spontaneous generation was thought to give rise to fleas from dust, maggots from dead meat, snakes from 

horse hairs floating on stagnant water, mice from cheese and bread wrapped in rags and left in a dark 

corner, among others. It was not until the 19th century that Louis Pasteur disproved the hypothesis of 

spontaneous generation. In his famous experiments, Pasteur filled flasks (jars) with beef (or nutrient) broth 

and boiled them in order to eliminate the possible microbes within the broth. He left some flasks open and 

sealed others. The broth in the sealed flasks remained free of microbes, but the broth in open flasks was 

contaminated. Thus, he demonstrated that microbes are in the air and can contaminate solutions. In a 

different set of experiments, Pasteur also demonstrated that the air itself does not create microbes. 
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Professor at Columbia University and former President of the American Chemical 

Society. 

Breslow points out that the vast majority of life on Earth has a "left chirality". Chirality 

comes from the Greek work “chiros”, meaning hand.  Chirality, or right and left-

handedness, are descriptions of the amino acid structure, the way the molecules are 

arranged.  The right and left-handed arrangement of the molecules are mirror images of 

each other, much the way your right and left hands are mirror images of each other.   All 

twenty amino acids used in the building of proteins are left-handed.  None are right 

handed.  Only left-handed amino acids fit together geometrically to form proteins.  Insert 

a right-handed one and the protein building process stops dead in its tracks.  Right-

handed amino acids are, in effect, toxic to the protein building process.  They simply 

won’t work.   

Now take a minute and think about the laws of chance.  Given the probabilities of 

random selection, you would think that if amino acids were formed accidentally, by 

chance, that there would be as many right-handed ones as there are left-handed (and they 

can easily be formed both ways, to be mirror images of each other in a lab).  The 

probabilities of chance dictate this.  But there are no right-handed ones used to synthesize 

proteins in nature anywhere to form or sustain life, none.  That is, only left-handed amino 

acids are built into proteins, which are the molecules that carry out, catalyze and or 

regulate all the functions of the cell. The right-handed ones stop the formation of proteins 

and in this way kill life.   

You’ve no doubt heard the old adage that if millions of monkeys typed for millions of 

years on millions of typewriters, that one would eventually produce the complete works 

of William Shakespeare.  This is called the infinite monkey theorem and it is thought to 

be an argument for the theory of evolution.  Given enough time, monkeys, and 

typewriters, it seems possible.  But chirality dooms this argument as it pertains to chance 

formation of the proteins necessary for life.  If the amino acids present in life were 50/50 

left and right-handed, then proteins would not adopt a well defined conformation and this 

would result in a loss of function. Chirality means that every other key stroke has a 50/50 

chance of killing the monkey.  This is a crude example, perhaps, but one with inescapable 

implications.  The very possibility of right-handed chirality must be eliminated by the 

evolutionist.  Hence Breslow’s theory of neutron stars and circular polarized light. 

Breslow and others theorized that the circular polarized light emitted from neutron stars 

many billions of years ago irradiated rocky bodies with amino acid compounds present 

on their surface, selectively destroying most of the "right-hand" amino acids. Breslow 

calls the remaining left-handed amino acids that theoretically landed on Earth on 

meteorites billions of years ago, the “seeds of chirality”. Although this theory may sound 

a little far-fetched, it does give a possible reason for the prevalence of left-hand amino 

acids in proteins on Earth.  

However, even if the so called “seeds of chirality” arrived on the early Earth in such a 

way, they still had to resist the effects of the elements, oxygen and water and time before 

they could be effectively used to form functional proteins as opposed to having random 

amino acids coming together to form a nonsensical and unfunctional proteins. It is 
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important to keep in mind that in order to form functional proteins, cells use complex 

organelles known as ribosomes, a group of very specific catalysts (which themselves are 

enzymatic proteins), and also special amino acid carriers. During the process of protein 

synthesis (translation), ribosomes decode messenger RNA,  in order to synthesize the 

correct proteins expressing the sequence of amino acids encoded in DNA. Again, this is a 

very complex process. It is possible to synthesize functional proteins chemically in 

solution in the laboratory, but this requires intelligent design by the lab technitians in 

charge. The thought of random amino acids coming together to form functional proteins 

is something that is akin to the infinite monkey theorem. It is just not something that 

agrees with scientific logic.   

Breslow is not the only one who embraces the extraterrestrial theory of the origin of life.   

On June 16
th

, 2008, Scientific American published an article entitled “Were Meteorites 

the Origin of Life on Earth?” The article discusses ideas put forth by a group of scientists 

who state that nucleobases (nitrogenose bases that can form nucleotide bases, which are 

the basic components of DNA and RNA) may have been brought to the early Earth from 

outer space by meteorites.  

Panspermia is yet another related theory.  It is the idea that life was seeded by 

extraterrestrial microbes in the form of bacterial spores that hitched a ride on a space rock 

and landed on Earth. Why are so many knowledgeable, cutting edge scientists embracing 

this theory?  Simply because the conditions necessary, and the probabilities required for 

life to have begun itself (abiogenesis), are so infinitesimally small as to render the 

abiogenesis theory completely impossible.  Life must have started somewhere else.   

But there is one huge problem with this relatively new theory.  We know that some 

spores and some bacteria can lie dormant for great periods of time and through the 

harshest environments, and then become reactivated (or come back to “life”) when 

exposed to the right conditions.  So why not embrace this current theory?  Because all 

spores and bacteria are products of once living cells. These cells have all of the same 

intricacies and complexities.  The proponents of this theory have just moved the 

impossible on Earth to what they suppose is possible somewhere in outer space.  

Somewhere else, perhaps in some other galaxy in the universe, some amino acids were 

created by chance.  Then also by chance they were linked together in the perfect orders to 

form all the proteins necessary for life.  Then, the proteins, again by chance, came 

together in just the right three-dimensional configurations to form cellular structures, 

membranes, mitochondria, ribosomes, nuclei, chromatin, etc.  Then, these structures 

accidentally came together and formed a living cell.   

Comets, asteroids, or the solar winds deposited their spores on the early Earth where they 

took hold, mutated, and evolved into every form of life that we see today.  I ask the 

reader again, does this sound like science? 

Conclusion 

Based on the points I have discussed herein, do you believe we are here by accident or by 

design, and on what basis?  



12 

 

It is my opinion, and that of many others (including many eminent scientists), that the 

evolutionary theory on the origin of life simply does not withstand the test of scientific 

scrutiny or even of logic. My hope and prayer is that reading the expositions presented in 

this manuscript may help strengthen the faith of those who are or may have been under 

attack by those that defend the evolutionary theory on the origin of life; a way of thinking 

that is against the very belief that there is a Creator, that there is a God. After being a 

former proponent of evolution myself, I am now convinced based on my newly found 

and strengthened faith, that we are not here by accident; we are here by the design of our 

wonderful Creator. 

Written by Steven Bishop - a former proponent of evolution and scoffer of creation and 

the Bible, who came to know God´s mercy and saving grace, and am now one who 

defends the faith that I once did my best to discredit and mock.  

 


