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An independent nondenominational, nonprofit and volunteer, educational and evangelical outreach.

We confess the Bible to be The Word of God, Jesus Christ as The Lord, and young-earth scientific creationism.

The San Antonio Bible Based Science Association (SABBSA) met on April 9th, 2002 for their monthly meeting (2nd Tuesday of each month) at the Jim’s Restaurant conference room.    Mr. Scott Lane, our president, continued with the 7th part of a series on evolution issues – HOMOLOGUS STRUCTURES (i.e. the eye), HUMAN CLONING & “HAS LIFE BEEN CREATED IN A TEST TUBE?”

HOMOLOGY – 

The similarities in basic organic structures are referred to as homology.    The foreleg of a horse or a cat; the wing of a bat and the flipper of a penguin have similar patterns.   As one would expect, an evolution would explain the similarities as “proof” of descent from a common ancestor.   However, the creationist would argue that the similarities are due to common design.    As Gary Parker, PhD in biology says “[common design is] why Fords and Chevrolets have more in common that Fords and sailboats.  They share more design features in common”.

The eye is a classic example of similarities across a broad range of animals – from humans, to insects, to vertebrate and in a variety of environments – air, underwater, different pressures.    Who would argue the simplicity of the eye??  It is, by all accounts, extremely complex.   Don’t think so – design one!   We are all familiar with Darwin’s statement in his Origin of Species regarding the eye, but it’s worth repeating:

“To suppose that the eye, [with the many integrate parts] could have been formed by natural selection seems , I freely confess, absurd in the highest degree” 

If there were only one type of eye, evolution would still be a hard sale.   But, that there are many types of eyes – all equally complex is mind-boggling.    To get a flavor of this complexity, consider the following paragraphs taken from WHAT IS CREATION SCIENCE (Morris, Parker) relating the thoughts of Michael Land (not a creationist) a biologist at Sussex University (pp. 56 & 57):

“Certain shrimp-like animals that live in deep ocean darkness, he [Land] says, have compound eyes with lenses all arranged to focus light at a common point (rather than forming multiple images, as most compound eyes do).  But, he continues, some members of the group have “lens cylinders” that smoothly bend the incoming light (because of smoothly varied refractive indices), whereas others have square facets with a “mirror system” for focus (utilizing even a double corner bounce).  Ingenious use of physics and geometry should be evidence enough of creation it seems to me – but there’s more.

Comparing the mirrors with the lens cylinder system, Land says: “Both are successful and very sophisticated image-forming devices, but I cannot imagine an intermediate form [or common ancestral type] that would work at all.”   The kind of design in these eyes, he says, seems impossible to explain as a result of evolutionary relationship.”  

If it were absurd to think “the eye” could be formed by natural selection, what would Darwin say about the possibility of different compound eyes with different refractive indices “utilizing a double corner bounce”? 

CLONING – 

The scientists who cloned Dolly in 1997, the first mammal ever cloned from a single adult cell, have discovered evidence that she is aging prematurely.   At three years of age, her cells show signs of what could be advanced aging at a genetic level – she was cloned from a six-year-old adult sheep.   As creatures age, the tips of their chromosomes fray and shorten progressively.   It appears that Dolly has inherited the 'pre-aged' genetic material of the adult from which she was cloned. 

The ‘capping’ at the end of each chromosome is called a telomere.  It is like the capped tips of shoelaces, necessary to prevent the ends fraying.  The telomere shortens with each cell division — once the limit is reached, the cells can no longer divide.  This is probably one way in which our limited lifespans are ‘programmed’ into us.    Mr. Lane reminded us that Dolly is not a robust creature but, in fact, an animal with many problems.    The tie to evolution comes in that animals with beneficial characteristics (such as super milk cows) could be produced (in theory) through selective breeding.    But, this is simply varying the information already there.  This is not macroevolution where, supposedly, new information is introduced.   However, selective breeding has its problems as has been documented in the numerous problems found in purebred dogs.   If a herd of supermilkers were selectively bred, they would lack some genetic information lost in the process.   And, therefore, run a higher risk of deteriorating health, if a new disease problem were to invade the herd for which they were not resistant, nor had the genetic tools to fight off the disease.   

“HAS LIFE BEEN CREATED IN A TEST TUBE?”

Mr. Lane initiated his presentation with the famous experiment by Stanley Miller.    In 1953, a University of Chicago graduate student named Stanley Miller conducted an experiment that solidified his name in the evolutionary hall of fame.    Working with Harold Urey, a Nobel Prize Laureate, they designed an experiment that supposedly simulated the conditions of the early earth.   According to Miller the early atmosphere was a "reducing" atmosphere containing ammonia, methane, hydrogen and water vapor – with NO FREE OXYGEN.  Why no oxygen?  Well, while oxygen is essential for life, it is clearly known to destroy non-living organic molecules much faster than they could possibly form – i.e. the rate of decay is much greater than the rate of increase.   Therefore, from the evolutionists’ point of view, earth’s early atmosphere was a "reducing" atmosphere with no free oxygen – as oppose to an oxygen rich atmosphere  ("oxidizing").   The early atmosphere would need to provide raw energy and a lightning bolt appeared quite reasonable.   Miller’s experiment represented the lightning bolt with an electric spark.   So, the recipe calls for mixing all the ingredients and sparking.   To be factual, they did produce some amino acids and other compounds. However, it was far - way far from “creating life in a test tube”


The following critique is by John D. Morris, PhD (President of Institute for Creation Research):

“But now with more knowledge it has become abundantly clear that Earth's atmosphere has always had free oxygen. Water vapor readily breaks down into hydrogen and oxygen. Furthermore, we find oxidized minerals in rocks of every supposed age. Cells, whose ancestors are thought to have pre-dated the evolution of photosynthesis, likewise contain evidence that they lived in the presence of oxygen. 

There are other problems with the experiment as well. The amino acid mixture produced contained only a few of the many necessary for even "simple" life, but many not used by any life. All amino acids were of both left and right-handed varieties, while life uses only left handed. Since the spark, which formed the amino acids, would much more readily have destroyed them, they had to be purposely removed from the system in a trap, thus concentrated in a manner most unnatural. Furthermore, such molecules could not have been stable without an ozone shield surrounding Earth. 

Let's review. The experiment had the wrong starting conditions. It employed the wrong methods. It yielded the wrong products. Other than that, it was a wonderful experiment!” 

We will meet on Tuesday, May 14th, 2002 from 7 to 9 PM at Jim’s Restaurant at the corner of San Pedro and Ramsey.  Jim’s is located approximately 1 mile outside Loop 410.  The video "CREATION VS EVOLUTION” hosted by Ralph O. Muncaster will be presented.   This video contains subjects such as microbiology, physics, probability analysis and cosmology.   Also, a portion of the video is for those who plan to engage in discussions with others of opposing views.   







