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“Keep the Presses Running!”

“I have severe dyslexia, which makes reading a real drag, but when I picked up
your book, it was not only understandable, but powerful and fun to consume.”
—Robert Concklin

“The book you gave me, One Heartbeat Away, I have read cover to cover in
the last 7 hours, only stopping to eat dinner, check in at the hotel and tell my
fiancé about it.” —Todd Jordan

“This is one of the most remarkable books ever!!” —Pam Mathews

“The book that you gave to me has explained to me all of my questions
about ‘afterlife’ and eternity itself. Yes, this book has become my ‘journey
into eternity. I find it fascinating to go over its pages...”

—Vivianna Kotorova

“Now that my friends and I are closing in on 40 and have children who mean
so much to us, we need to be able to answer the most important question
there is. ‘What happens after this?’ If for no other reason than to lead our
children the right way. We all are ‘One Heartbeat Away!””

—Scott Gallagher

“T just wanted to say that your new book, One Heartbeat Away, is done very
well and does a fantastic job of explaining who we are and what we’re here on
earth for. If only all 6 billion people in the world could read this book!”
—Bart McCurdy

“I just finished reading your new book, One Heartbeat Away: Your Journey Into
Eternity—keep the presses running! This book is a ‘must have), ready to give a
person who is searching for the most important answer. ‘Where will you be
after you leave this planet?”” —Rick Brothers

“This resource can reach a broader range of people than almost any I've come
across: young, old, kind or cruel. Solid truth presented in a challenging, read-
able form. We truly believe that this book will help patients leave our office
with their spiritual eyes open.”

—Dr. Steven M. Kirkham, Ophthalmologist
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Although
we may not realize
it, we all have faith
in something.



Introduction

He who provides for this life but takes no care for eternity
is wise for a moment but a fool forever.
— JounN TiLLOTSON

It is said that a presidential candidate must be very careful
in selecting a running mate, in case they are elected. At any
moment, a vice president is just one heartbeat away from becom-
ing the president of the United States of America — the most
powerful position in the world.

The truth is that each one of us at any moment can be one
heartbeat away from eternity. Your heart beats about 100,000
times in a twenty-four-hour period. One day, one of those beats
will be your last.

Does that thought concern you? Most people naturally have
a fear of death. Comedian Robin Williams made light of it by jok-
ing, “Death is nature’s way of saying, ‘Your table’s ready.” Actor
David Niven stated, “I won’t go. I’ll kick and scream and make a
terrible fuss.” And Woody Allen said, “I'm not afraid to die. I just
don’t want to be there when it happens.”

And then, there’s the bumper sticker that says, “Death is
nature’s way of telling you to slow down.” Yet, death will eventually
happen to each of us, and we will be somewhere for all of eternity.
Three hundred million years from now, where will you be?

It is something all of us consider at some point in our lives.
Whether it is an illness; a bumpy plane ride; a car crash; the
death of a friend or of a famous person like Johnny Carson, Dale
Earnhardt or the Pope; or a cataclysmic event like September 11%,
the Indian Ocean tsunami, or other natural disasters — some cir-
cumstance will turn our thoughts to what happens when we leave
this planet.

For that matter, why are we even on this planet? What is the
purpose of our existence? Many people think it is just to go to
school, party a little, find a job, get married, have kids, attend
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sporting events, watch their hair turn gray (or turn loose), retire,
play golf, and die.

But is that the reason we breathe every day? Isn’t there more
to this journey of life than living and dying? How can we know
whether our time on this planet has been successful?

Some might say they had a good life if they stayed out of jail
and didn’t hurt anyone. Others define success as having something
— or someone — named after them. Maybe to you a good life is if

your kids don’t get into too much trouble, or if you

never have to worry about your finances.

What is most important to you in

this lifetime? Is it one of the above-

What is the purpose of  mentioned things? I asked this question

our existence? Many of a man at an airport, and he replied

that his family was the most important

thing to him, which is a typical answer
to this question.

a little, find a job, get [ then asked him what would be the

married, have kids, most important thing to him on the

day he died. When he again answered

that it would be his family, I asked

what he meant. He explained that he

people think it is just
to go to school, party

attend sporting events,

watch their hair

turn gray (or turn wanted to ensure he left behind enough
loose), retire, play money to take care of his family after
golf, and die. he was gone.

“Wouldn’t it be important,” I sug-
gested, “to find out where you are going after you die, and for your
family to join you there someday?” His eyes widened, and he said
he had never thought about that before.

Since we are all part of the ultimate statistic that ten out of
ten people die, where we go when we die, and who will be there
with us are things we all should think about. You will leave your
body behind, but what about your soul? If you believe that there
is something more to your existence than simply this life, you’re in
good company. According to a recent survey by The Barna Group,



INTRODUCTION

eight in ten Americans believe in some sort of afterlife. And 79
percent agree that “every person has a soul that will live forever,
either in God’s presence or absence.”

When you die, what do you think will be on the other side?
There are many different beliefs. For example:

e Hinduism teaches that an individual is almost endlessly
reincarnated, based on the law of karma, which says that the
good and bad deeds and thoughts a person sends out in one
lifetime are done to them in a later incarnation,
over and over and over, until the soul is
absorbed into a divine essence.

e The Jewish Bible (called the Old
Testament by Christians), as well as
the New Testament, teach that there ~ Barna Group, eight
is a heaven and a hell. Jews believe in ten Americans
in some form of reward or punish-  pelieve in some sort

According to The

ment after death, as do Christians. of afterlife. And 79

e [slam teaches there is a paradise and
a hellfire, with martyrdom the only
sure ticket to paradise.

e Buddhists believe that, through soul that will live for-
enlightenment, the soul is continu-  ever, either in God’s
ally reincarnated until it reaches
an ultimate state of non-existence

percent agree that

“every person has a

presence or absence.”

called nirvana.

o Atheists believe that there is no conscious afterlife. One atheist
refers to death as a “celestial dirt nap.”

e The New Age movement encompasses many varying beliefs,
including the belief that people keep being reborn until
reaching oneness with God.

There are many possibilities, but which is the one that will
happen to you? How can you know what is out there after you
draw your last breath? Is it even possible to know?
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Although the majority of people believe in the existence of the
soul and in life after death, many are unsure of their own destina-
tion. One in four adults admits he has “no idea” what will happen
after he dies. An amazing two-thirds of atheists and agnostics
accept the existence of an afterlife, so it’s obvious that many people
have not carefully thought through what they believe and why.
More importantly, they haven’t considered whether there is any
evidence to support that belief.”

Suppose I were in the northern U.S. in December, and after a
few days of below-freezing temperatures, ice begins to form on a
nearby lake. I've enjoyed walking on a frozen lake before, so let’s

say I decide that I'd like to walk on this one. But then
I get a better idea: I decide to take a snowmobile
out onto the ice. I have seen people do that

on TV, and it looks like so much fun.
An amazing two-thirds Even better, I am going to build a
snow ramp so that I can launch the
snowmobile into the air, land it on the
ice, and slide for a good distance. Now,
tence of an afterlife. that sounds like a lot of fun! There
is only one problem: No matter how
much I believe I can do that, no matter how much faith I have, I
would go right through the ice because it would still be very thin.

That’s reality.

Now suppose it is February at the same lake, and we have
had over two straight months of below-freezing temperatures.
Although I really want to walk out onto the ice, I'm afraid to do it
because a friend fell through the ice a few months earlier. So 'm
only willing to take one foot and step ever so lightly onto the ice
to make sure it will support my weight. The ice not only holds me
up but also would have supported a snowmobile being launched
into the air and landing on it. Why? The ice is many inches thick
by this time.

What is the difference between these two scenarios? In the
first, I had all the faith in the world, but the object of my faith

of atheists and agnos-

tics accept the exis-

10
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wasn’t what I thought it was: The ice was too thin. I would have
been taking a blind leap of misplaced faith.

In the second scenario, had I considered the evidence, I could
have placed only a small amount of faith into

action, and would have been just fine.

Although we may not realize it, we

all have faith in something. In fact, you
place your faith in many things every
day. You have faith each time you drive
that other drivers will stop at red lights.
You have faith that the chair on which
you're sitting will continue to hold you.
Every time you fly, you exercise faith
that the pilot is not suicidal and plan-
ning to crash the plane.

The key is not the amount of faith
we have but the object of that faith.
That is, are we believing or trusting in
something that is actually true?

So it doesn’t really matter what we

The key is not the
amount of faith we
have but the object of
that faith. That is, are
we believing or trust-
ing in something that
is actually true? ...it
does matter whether
the object of our faith
is trustworthy and

will support our trust.

believe about life after death. But it does

matter whether the object of our faith is trustworthy and will sup-
port our trust. Are you taking a blind leap onto some “thin ice” for
eternity, or is the “ice” you will be landing on many feet thick?

No matter what your answer to that question, your answer is
based on faith or belief in something. So ask yourself: What evi-
dence do I have to support that belief?

Oprah Winfrey said that her favorite question to ask show
guests is, “What do you know for sure?” Well, one thing we all
“know for sure” is that we will die, but the question now is, “Where
will we go after that?”

We are all one day closer to eternity than we were yesterday.
No matter what or whom you have chosen to place your faith in,
you are betting the only life you have — your eternal well-being
— on your decision.

11
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Have you examined the evidence to ensure that you're mak-
ing the right choice? For your own sake, you owe it to yourself
to fully explore the options. You don’t want to be wrong for
all eternity just because you didn’t take the time to consider the
evidence.

So, before your journey into eternity begins, please take a brief
journey with me on a search for evidence of eternal truth. Is there
a God? Or isn’t there? Is there life after death? Or not? And how
trustworthy is the object of your faith?

Sir Winston Churchill said, “Men occasionally stumble over
the truth, but most of them pick themselves up and hurry off as if
nothing ever happened.” I hope that you won’t just stumble over

the truth and ignore it, but that you will actively

seek it — and place your faith in it.
Let’s take a look at some of
the evidence to see “just how thick

Sir Winston Churchill the ice will be” on the day you die.

said, “Men occasionally Let’s research the depths of the mys-
stumble over the truth, tery of eternal truth and see what
but most of them pick we find.

themselves up and

hurry off as if noth-

ing ever happened.”

12
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Something doesn't just
come out of nothing all
by itself.

14



Chapter 1
Nobel Prize

I can see how it might be possible for a man
to look down upon the earth and be an atheist,
but I cannot conceive how he could look up
into the heavens and say there is no God.
— ABRAHAM LINCOLN

Many people believe there is no God because they are con-
vinced that science has fully explained how our universe
came to be. If there is a natural explanation of our origins, they
think, who needs a supernatural one? Perhaps, like many, you see
a contest between science and religion, and believe that science
has been declared the winner hands down.

But does science alone explain this incredibly beautiful and
complex creation in which we live? Doesn’t its magnificence
make you wonder?

How does the sun provide just the right amount of energy to
light and heat our planet? What makes everything in our orderly
world work so well together? How is it that we can predict the
precise day of a full moon or an eclipse, or determine whether to
expect a violent thunderstorm or a fresh snowfall?

Where does lightning come from, or a brilliant rainbow?
When we see the startling colors of a sunset, we often wonder how
such a spectacular display is created. We marvel at the grandeur of
mountains and the beauty of beaches.

As I saw the Grand Canyon for the first time, my jaw dropped.
The canyon’s vastness was awe-inspiring, and its colors were truly
amazing. Where did that canyon come from?

Every time we look at something built by man — a house, for
example — we know it had a builder, someone who assembled it.
When we see something that has design, like a watch, we know it
had a designer who planned it. When we see artwork, like a paint-

15
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ing, we know there is an artist who painted it. When we observe
order — say twenty Coke cups lined up in a row — we know there
was an “orderer” who set them up that way.
When we look around the universe

at things not made by man, what do we
see? We see creation, design, art, and
order. So if everything man-made has a

Why is it that when creator, designer, artist, or orderer behind
we look at Mount it, why would we not think that there is
Rushmore, we don’t a Creator, Designer, Artist, and Orderer
say, “Wow, erosion behind the universe?

Why is it that when we look at Mount
Rushmore, we don’t say, “Wow, erosion
is an amazing thing! Look how it formed
the heads of four the heads of four presidents of the United
presidents of the States”? We realize that would be a fool-
ish statement. Whenever we see creation,
design, art, or order, it’s obvious that there
was some intelligent force behind it to make it happen.

I speak in many venues around the country, so I fly a lot. Once,
on the drive from the airport, I saw a beautiful sunset — one of
those amazing Technicolor displays that keeps changing like a
kaleidoscope. I began to pray that someone would see that beauti-
tul sunset and wonder who painted it in the sky.

The following night was Halloween. I was staying with some
friends who had a very large house set back from the road quite
a distance. No one had come to the house for candy that night
— until there was a ring at the door at around 9:30. As the lady of
the house went to answer it, I stuck my head around the corner to
take a peek.

At the door were two young ladies, their faces painted like cats.
They looked a bit too old to be trick-or-treating, so I asked them
their ages. They said they were 20 and 21. I asked them what they
were doing trick-or-treating and, of course, they said they wanted
some candy!

is an amazing thing!
Look how it formed

United States™?

16
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After chatting a few minutes, I brought up a question about
eternity. One girl responded, “You're wasting your time talking to
us about God. We’re atheists.” So I asked them what evidence they
had found to prove that there is no God. They didn’t have any
evidence at all, which I found very interesting.

Like many people, they were probably thinking that reason
was on their side. Yet without any evidence to support their belief,
what they actually had was blind faith — and they were using that
as the basis for their eternal destiny. Some people think it takes
blind faith to believe in God. But we use calculated faith for most
decisions in life, and we should do the same for our decisions
about eternity.

I asked them what would be enough evidence to prove to them
that God exists. They didn’t have an answer for that either. So I told
them I would give them something to think about, and I explained
the concept that the universe displays creation, design, art, and
order. I asked them, “If everything else has a creator, designer, art-
ist, or orderer behind it, why would you think that there is not a
Creator, Designer, Artist, and Orderer behind this universe?”

Suddenly their eyes grew wide. One of the young ladies said,
“Yesterday, I walked outside at dusk and saw a gorgeous sunset.
And I was wondering to myself, ‘Who painted that in the sky?””

Within twenty-four hours of my prayer, I got to meet someone
with whom God had answered that prayer!

Both young ladies were students at a local art college. As art-
ists, they knew that for every beautiful painting, there must be a
painter who created that artwork. And logically, the same would
have to hold true for all that is in this incredible universe.

Logically, we know that there cannot be an unpainted paint-
ing, an unsculpted sculpture, an undesigned design. That just
doesn’t make sense. And it makes much less sense for us to base
our eternal destiny on something that we know is not reasonable.

I was talking with a man one day in downtown Atlanta, and I
asked him a question about spiritual matters. He replied that he
was an atheist and that there was no way to prove there is a God.

17
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We were standing among tall buildings, so I pointed to one
of the skyscrapers and said, “Prove to me that there was a builder
for that building.” He answered, “That’s easy. The building itself is
proof that there is a builder.”

He was 100 percent correct. We know that you don’t just
gather some concrete, pipes, windows, paint, wires, etc., then turn
around and look back to suddenly find a building. A building
requires a builder.

I said, “Exactly. The building is proof that there is a builder.”
I then added, “The sun, the moon, the stars, the oceans, the sand,

each unique snowflake, the three billion
pieces of your DNA that are different from
mine, are absolute proof that there had to
be a Creator of this universe.”
He looked at me. I could see the
The fact that you can’t  light bulb flash on behind his eyes, and
see, touch, taste, smell, then he glanced away. As he thought
or hear the builder of about that statement, he realized he had
provided his own proof.

The fact that you can’t see, touch,
mean that such a taste, smell, or hear the builder of a
person doesn’t exist. skyscraper doesn’t mean that such a

person doesn’t exist. You don’t need any
amazing faith to believe there was a builder of a building you can
see; you just need to look at the evidence and make an informed
decision. And the best piece of evidence you could have is the
work that builder left behind.

The same holds true for the God of this universe. The evidence
left for us to look at is all the evidence we will ever need in order
to know that our universe has a Creator.

a skyscraper doesn’t

Something from Nothing

Imagine this scenario:

Billions of years ago a dark substance began to evolve from nothing. It
came out of nowhere. Then there was a big bang. We don’t know what
caused the bang or why, but it happened.

18
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As many millions of years passed, this substance developed a fizz to it and
became sweet. Millions of years later some aluminum molecules formed
from nothing, gathered together, and wrapped themselves around this
liquid in the perfect shape of a cylinder. The aluminum then formed a pop
top on the cylinder.

Forty or fifty years ago, some red and white paint molecules fell onto the
can, forming the words “Coca-Cola,” an expiration date, and a complete
ingredient list. Wow — that is amazing!

This example, given by a friend of mine, describes an absurd
way of thinking. It would be an insult to your intellect if I insisted
that the above scenario were true. This universe is infinitely more
complex than a can of Coke, yet for some reason people are content
to believe that it just came out of nowhere — that something came
from nothing. But if a Coke can and its contents couldn’t happen
by random chance processes, how could something as orderly and
as intricately designed as our universe have been assembled merely
by chance? Logically, we know that’s impossible.

One night I noticed a youth football practice going on across
the street from where I was speaking, so I went over and began a
conversation with a man who was there to watch his son play. As
we chatted, he told me that he was Jewish. We talked a little about
the Jewish faith, but he mentioned that not only was he not prac-
ticing his faith, he was actually an atheist. I found a Jewish atheist
to be a very interesting combination.

It was a beautiful night — nice and chilly, with a bright moon
and a canopy of stars. I asked him, “When you see this beautiful
creation on a night like tonight, doesn’t it make you think of the
Creator who made this place?” He admitted, “That’s what I am
struggling with.” He was struggling because he knew, when he
looked at the sky, that this awesome creation had to come from
somewhere. Someone created it, but the question is, “Who?”

Many people don’t believe that a God created the universe
because they can’t imagine a Being that is eternal. Surely God
must have had a beginning, they think. Where did He come from?
Who made Him? If they don’t have satisfactory answers, then they
refuse to believe.

19
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I find it interesting that, before coming up with the “big bang”
theory, scientists believed that the universe was eternal. They
couldn’t explain how it came into being by itself, so they claimed
that it simply always was — it had no beginning.

Scientists now proclaim that the universe began with a big
bang. But that provides more questions than it does answers.
There had to be something to go “bang.” Where did the matter
come from? What energy source caused the bang? What was the
catalyst that set the matter into motion to form the universe? How
could order have come from disorder?

Think about that. If you believe matter existed for all eternity,
and it had the ability to spontaneously start up the universe, and it
was powerful and intelligent enough to put our immense universe
together with order and precision and beauty — haven’t you just
defined God? He’s not as difficult to believe in as you may have
thought. You might not understand Him, but that’s no reason to
believe that He doesn’t exist.

As I came home late one evening, I turned on the TV and saw
the David Letterman show was on. His guest was an 80-year-old
scientist from England who had just won the Nobel Prize. I love
the British accent, so I was drawn to listen to the conversation.

The scientist made the statement, “David, we have reached the
point in science where we know for a fact that there was a begin-
ning to this universe.” Letterman suddenly straightened up in his
chair and looked with surprise at his guest. He said, “Wait a min-
ute. Wait just a minute. If we know that there is a beginning to this
universe, doesn’t that imply...”

How would you have finished that sentence if you were speak-
ing? Some people might say,“...doesn’t thatimply that thereisan end
to the universe?” But Letterman continued, “..doesn’t that imply
that there must be a Beginner to this universe?” As you can see, our
mind logically leads us to conclude that if there was a beginning,
there must be a Beginner to this universe — someone to set it all
in motion. The scientist’s response was amazing. He stared at the
floor for a moment, then looked at Letterman and replied, “That

20
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is a place that we don’t like to go to in science.” What an incredible
admission! He was stating that, because he was a scientist, he
didn’t want to even think about it. We can choose to turn off our
logic in our search for truth as we journey through life, but I don’t
believe that is a very wise thing to do. Like Letterman, we know
intuitively that beginnings require Beginners.

Cause and Effect

There is something in science called
the Law of Cause and Effect. This is an
indisputable, universal law that says that
for every material effect, there had to
be a cause. There is nothing in the uni-  7y0re is something in
verse that doesn’t have a cause behind its .

} science called the Law

existence. Your parents caused you, your
grandparents caused your parents, etc. of Cause and Effect.

But if you continue going further and ~ This is an indisput-
further back, there will not be an infinite  gble, universal law
regression. You must eventually reach
a First Cause (or an Uncaused Cause),
which created that first effect. Something
doesn’t just come out of nothing all by  ¢ffect; there had to
itself. In other words, there had to be bea cause.
some causal agent that began the process
and set our whole universe in motion.

Robert Jastrow, founder of the Goddard Institute for Space
Studies at NASA, acknowledges this requirement:

that says that for

every material

The universe, and everything that has happened in it since the beginning
of time, are a grand effect without a known cause. An effect without a
cause? That is not the world of science; it is a world of witchcraft, of wild
events and the whims of demons, a medieval world that science has tried
to banish.*

Even Charles Darwin admitted:

The impossibility of conceiving that this grand and wondrous universe,
with our conscious selves, arose through chance, seems to me the chief

21
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argument for the existence of God ... I am aware that if we admit a first
cause, the mind still craves to know whence it came, and how it arose.’

Some scientists may not like to admit what that causal agent
might be, yet according to this law, it is irrefutable that everything
that has a beginning has a cause, including the universe. The uni-
verse (an effect) cannot simply bring itself into being. It requires a
cause that is outside itself.

Scholar C. S. Lewis wrote, in God in the Dock:

An egg which came from no bird is no more “natural” than a bird which
had existed from all eternity. And since the egg-
bird-egg sequence leads us to no plausible begin-
ning, is it not reasonable to look for the real origin
somewhere outside the sequence altogether? You
have to go outside the sequence of engines, into

You will never the world of men, to find the real originator
of the rocket. Is it not equally reasonable to look
outside Nature for the real Originator of the
whipping through natural order?’

hear of a tornado

a junkyard and leav- What do you think?

Louis Pasteur, the famous scientist,
said of our world: “The more I study
nature, the more I stand amazed at the
work of the Creator.”” His logic convinced
in its wake. Why? him that our complex, orderly creation
Blind chance can- requires a Creator.

Sir Isaac Newton stated, “This most
beautiful system of the sun, planets, and
comets could only proceed from the counsel and dominion of an
intelligent and powerful Being.” You may find it hard to believe
that God could make everything out of nothing, but the alterna-
tive is that nothing turned itself into everything. Which takes
more faith to believe?

ing a fully formed
747 jet, a Mercedes,

and a skyscraper

not do that.

Evidence of Design

As we’ve seen with the Coke can example, blind, random
chance does not give rise to design. You will never hear of a tor-
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nado whipping through a junkyard and leaving a fully formed 747
jet, a Mercedes, and a skyscraper in its wake. Why? Blind chance
cannot do that.

If you placed all the pieces of a watch into a shoebox and
shook it for ten minutes, do you believe it would shake into a
functioning watch? Of course not. What if you shook it for a
year? Would a functioning watch then come out of the box? Say
you were able to shake it for five billion years; would you then
have a functioning watch? There is no possible way for that
to happen.

And if it couldn’t happen by chance to something relatively
simple like a watch, it most certainly couldn’t happen by chance
to our magnificently complex universe.

Consider some of the amazing aspects of design that are
evident in our solar system:

1. The earth is positioned at just the right distance from the sun so that
we receive exactly the proper amount of heat to support life. The other

planets of our solar system are either too close to the sun (too hot) or
else too far (too cold) to sustain life.

2. Any appreciable change in the rate of rotation of the earth would make
life impossible. For example, if the earth were to rotate at 1/10th its pres-
ent rate, all plant life would either be burned to a crisp during the day or
frozen at night.

3. Temperature variations are kept within reasonable limits due to the
nearly circular orbit of the earth around the sun.

4. The moon revolves around the earth at a distance of about 240,000
miles, causing harmless tides on the earth. If the moon were locat-
ed 1/5th of this distance away, the continents would be completely
submerged twice a day!

5. The thickness of the earth’s crust and the depth of the oceans appear
to be carefully designed. Increases in thickness or depth of only a few
feet would so drastically alter the absorption of free oxygen and carbon
dioxide that plant and animal life could not exist.

6. The earth’s axis is tilted 23 degrees from the perpendicular to the plane
of its orbit. This tilting, combined with the earth’s revolution around the
sun, causes our seasons, which are absolutely essential for the raising of
food supplies.
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7. The earth’s atmosphere (especially the ozone layer) serves as a protective
shield from lethal solar ultraviolet radiation, which would otherwise
destroy all life.

8. The earth’s atmosphere also serves to protect the earth by burning up
approximately twenty million meteors each day that enter it at speeds of
about 30 miles per second! Without this crucial protection, the danger
to life would be immense.

9. The two primary constituents of the earth’s atmosphere are nitrogen
(78 percent) and oxygen (20 percent). This delicate and critical ratio is
essential to all life forms.

10. The earth’s magnetic field provides important protection from harmful
cosmic radiation.”

All of this happened just by chance? I think someone would
have to commit intellectual suicide to believe that. What does your
logic say as you consider the evidence?

Even well-known astrophysicist Stephen Hawking concluded:

The universe and the laws of physics seem to have been specifically designed
for us. If any one of about 40 physical qualities had more than slightly dif-
ferent values, life as we know it could not exist: Either atoms would not be
stable, or they wouldn’t combine into molecules, or
the stars wouldn’t form the heavier elements, or the
universe would collapse before life could develop,

and so on."

Unlike the gentleman on David
“The universe and Letterman’s show, many scientists have
been willing to honestly, logically weigh

fhe laws of phys- the evidence and have determined that

ics seem to have blind chance cannot be given credit for

been specifically creating our highly ordered universe.

designed for us.” Though he remains an evolutionist,
Hawking admitted, “It would be very dif-

— STEPHEN . .

HAWKING ficult to explain why the universe should

have begun in just this way, except as the
act of a God who intended to create beings like us.”"
Consider the conclusions other scientists have reached about

the universe’s design:
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Sir Fred Hoyle (British astrophysicist):

A common sense interpretation of the facts suggests that a super intellect
has monkeyed with physics, as well as with chemistry and biology, and that
there are no blind forces worth speaking about in nature. The numbers one
calculates from the facts seem to me so overwhelming as to put this conclu-
sion almost beyond question."

Paul Davies (Australian astrophysicist):

There is for me powerful evidence that there
is something going on behind it all.... It
seems as though somebody has fine-tuned
nature’s numbers to make the universe....

: : S 5 “As we survey all the
The impression of design is overwhelming.

Alan Sandage (the greatest living cos- evidence, the thought

mologist and winner of the Crawford insistently arises that

prize in astronomy): some supernatural

The World is too Fomphcated in all its parts agency — or, rather,
and interconnections to be due to chance
alone. I am convinced that the existence of ~ Agency — must
life with :11411 its order ... is simply too well put  p0 involved.”
together.

, — GEORGE
John O’Keefe (NASA astronomer): GREENSTEIN
We are, by astronomical standards, a pam-
pered, cosseted, cherished group of creatures ... If the universe had not
been made with the most exacting precision we could never have come into
existence. It is my view that these circumstances indicate the universe was
created for man to live in."

Arno Penzias (Nobel Prize winner in physics):

Astronomy leads us to a unique event, a universe which was created out of
nothing, one with the very delicate balance needed to provide exactly the
conditions required to permit life, and one which has an underlying (one
might say “supernatural”) plan.'®

George Greenstein (astronomer):

As we survey all the evidence, the thought insistently arises that some
supernatural agency — or, rather, Agency — must be involved. Is it pos-
sible that suddenly, without intending to, we have stumbled upon scientific
proof of the existence of a Supreme Being? Was it God who stepped in and
so providentially crafted the cosmos for our benefit?'’
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Albert Einstein, one of the greatest scientists of all time, said,
“I want to know how God created this world.”"® Maybe his desire is
something all of us should ponder as we survey the evidence.

Moral Law

Another argument for God’s existence is the reality of moral
law. Man is a moral being, but evolution cannot explain where
our sense of morality comes from. How can we know intuitively
that something is wrong unless there is a right? Why do right and
wrong exist?

Our moral nature can also be seen in our desire for justice.
Although we don’t always do what is right ourselves, we certainly
don’t have any trouble knowing when we’ve been wronged. And
when that happens, we demand that justice be done! This moral
law that humans live by had to come from somewhere. But where?
Mindless, random chance processes cannot explain the existence
of a moral code.

The moral code is also related to the Law of Cause and Effect,
which we looked at earlier. This law dictates that an effect never
precedes its cause, and is never greater than or superior to its
cause. Therefore, there must be something that existed before the
universe was brought into being, and that cause must be superior
to our awesome universe in every way. As with a building, the uni-
verse exhibits design, so it must have a Designer. Since it exhibits
intelligence, its Designer must be intelligent; since it has life, its
Designer must have life; and since it exhibits morality, its Designer
must be moral.

When you really get down to it, it takes more faith to believe
that there is no God than to believe that there is a God. How could
matter come into being by itself from nothing? How could an
effect come from no cause? How could life come from non-life?
How could intelligence come from non-intelligence? How could
meaning come from meaninglessness? These are all things that
an atheist must believe in order to be consistent — and they all
contradict the irrefutable Law of Cause and Effect.
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How does that sit with your logic? Always base your decisions
on evidence, facts, and truth. Don’t just go with feelings when
making decisions; feelings may be important in some aspects of
life, but they do not determine what is true.

Well, the ice beneath you is beginning to thicken. When con-
sidering the evidence from creation, design, art, order, science, and
moral law, it is obvious that our search for eternal truth is begin-
ning to narrow.

In the next chapter, we will look more closely at the design
process for our universe; then in Chapter 3, we will consider who
this Designer might be.
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Furnished with automatic aiming, automatic focusing,
and automatic aperture adjustment, the human
eye can function from almost complete darkness to
bright sunlight, see an object the diameter of a fine
hair, and make about 100,000 separate motions
in an average day...and then while
we sleep, it carries on its
own maintenance work.

Dr. Scott Huse
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Chapter 2
I Can See Clearly Now

To suppose that the eye with all its inimitable contrivances for adjusting the
focus to different distances, for admitting different amounts of light, and for
the correction of spherical and chromatic aberration, could have been formed
by natural selection, seems, I freely confess, absurd in the highest degree.
— CHARLES DARWIN

As we’ve seen in the previous chapter, the evidence is pretty
solid that our universe is designed. Yet, despite the logical
evidence pointing to the existence of a Creator, many people still
reject the idea of God because they believe evolution is a fact.

We were all told in kindergarten that when a frog becomes
a prince, that is a fairy tale. But when I was in high school and
college, they told us that when a frog becomes a prince, that
is science!

So people tend to think that if some scientists say they have
conclusive proof that the entire universe came into being by itself,
then no fairy-tale “Creator” need apply.

Because 1 grew up in a public-school environment and
attended a public university, [ was one of the many children taught
evolution from the time I started school. So as an adult, I thought,
“Couldn’t evolution be how all of creation came into being?” Then
I decided to do some searching — and I was surprised by what
I found.

Since this issue is so important in determining not only
whether God exists but what kind of God He is, let’s take a few
minutes to honestly examine the evidence and see where it leads.

What Is Evolution?

First, let’s look at what is meant by “evolution.” Evolution has
two main branches. One is microevolution, which involves minor
variations within a species. We see evidence of this all the time,
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such as when bacteria become resistant to antibiotics. This is also
called adaptation or natural selection. Microevolution is scientific
because it is observable and measurable.

The other branch is macroevolution, which is the concept
that successive small changes can, over time, gradually change
one species to another. It involves not only

minor variations but also the addition of
completely new features and body types.
Dr. J. P. Moreland summarizes it in
this way:

Microevolution is o .
Macroevolution is the general theory that all life

limited by the genetic arose from nonlifein some prebioticsoup (where

code. No features that chemical reactions plus some form of energy
gave rise to the first life), and all life evolved

are not already present 1 he first life up to Homo Sapiens."”

in a creature’s DNA Macroevolution — the belief that

can ever be produced the variations we can see taking place
by natural selection. in microevolution (within a species) are

supposedly continuous and limitless, so
that one species will continue to change and eventually become a
new species — is the heart of evolutionary theory.

Macroevolution, however, has never been observed; therefore,
it is not scientific.

As I was searching for the truth about evolution, one of the
most compelling facts I learned was that microevolution is limited
by the genetic code. No features that are not already present in a
creature’s DNA can ever be produced by natural selection.

So, while there is variation within species, it is always within
these limits. For example, there are many different types of dogs
— from the Chihuahua to the Irish wolthound, from the Mexican
hairless to the Yorkshire terrier — yet they are all still dogs.

In The Answers Book, Ken Ham describes this limitation of
microevolution:

Adaptation and natural selection are biological facts; amoeba-to-man evo-
lution is not. Natural selection can only work on the genetic information
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present in a population of organisms — it cannot create new information.

For example, since no known reptiles have genes for feathers, no amount

of selection will produce a feathered reptile. Mutations in genes can only

modify or eliminate existing structures, not create new ones.”’

Thus, there are always natural limits to biological change.
Natural selection is just that — selection. It cannot create anything
new; it can only select from the information contained in the
organism’s genetic blueprint.

Yet evolutionists ignore this key fact and claim that one spe-
cies can gain new information and evolve into another species.
Unfortunately for their theory, evolutionists don’t have any evi-
dence for this. It has never been proven or observed in nature and,
indeed, never can be.

Let’s take a closer look at the two con-
ditions of macroevolution, both of which
are necessary for the theory of evolution
to be true.

The Origin of Life

The first assertion

of macroevolu-

The first assertion of macroevolution  tion is that living
is that living matter came from non-living
matter. There is only one problem with
that: It has been shown to be impossible.
The scientific method requires repeat- 1hereis only one
able observation to prove something, problem with that:
yet despite scientists’ earnest attempts, [t has been shown
and even baseless claims, they have never
been able to create life from non-life. In
fact, the opposite is the case.

Evolutionist Martin Moe admitted that “a century of sensa-
tional discoveries in the biological sciences has taught us that life
arises only from life.””" Therefore, it is unscientific and inaccurate
for evolutionists to claim that spontaneous generation occurred
— that is, that nonliving chemicals produced living organisms
sometime in the distant past.

matter came from

non-living matter.

to be impossible.
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Louis Pasteur and others have shown the impossibility of
spontaneous generation and have proved the Law of Biogenesis:
Life can arise only from pre-existing life
and will perpetuate only its own kind.
Eminent evolutionist George Gaylord
Simpson and his colleagues noted:

Since the Law of There is no serious doubt that biogenesis is the

. R rule, that life comes only from other life, that a
Biogenesis dictates v .
cell, the unit of life, is always and exclusively the

that life comes only product or offspring of another cell.”

from life,... Where Since the Law of Biogenesis dic-
did the first life in the tates that life comes only from life, this
universe come from? should raise a question in our minds:

Where did the first life in the universe
come from? If life always comes from life, the only logical conclu-
sion is that life has always existed. Remember, there cannot be
an effect without a cause, and the effect cannot be greater than
its cause. Therefore, the only possibility is that we came from an
eternal, living Creator.

Nobel Prize winner Francis Crick stated:

The great majority of sequences [required for life] can never be synthesized
at all, at any time.... An honest man, armed with all the knowledge avail-
able to us now, could only state that in some sense the origin of life appears
to be almost a miracle, so many are the conditions which would have had
to be satisfied to get it going.”

In addition to life arising only from life, the Law of Biogenesis
also states that life only perpetuates its own kind. Each creature’s
genes are uniquely programmed to reproduce only within that
same species. This explains why whales produce only whales, cows
produce cows, ants produce ants, and humans produce humans
— which leads us to the next problem with evolution.

Transitional Forms

The other claim of macroevolution is that one species gradually
changes over time to form another species.
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To prove macroevolution, scientists line up various creatures,
point to the similarities, and tell us that they’re obviously descend-
ed from a common evolutionary ancestor. 'm sure you’ve seen
these charts in school textbooks showing a progression from fish
to reptiles to mammals.

But let’s say I lined up cars of various styles from a certain
manufacturer according to their size, from sub-compact to luxury
car, and pointed out their similarities. Would you believe that they
obviously descended from a common evolutionary ancestor — or
would you just use your common sense and think they simply had
a common maker?

At best, the fossils used to create these charts demonstrate
microevolution, such as the variety within horses, but is there any
proof of one species changing to another? No. In fact, there’s proof
that they didn’t, for if macroevolution were true, all species would
have spent more time in transition than in completion. Thus the
fossil record would reveal millions upon millions of transitional
forms — creatures in the intermediate stages of evolution. No
such fossils exist.

Charles Darwin, who championed the theory of evolution
in On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection or The
Preservation of Favored Races in the Struggle for Life, acknowledged
this lack of transitional forms as one of his theory’s fatal flaws.
He stated:

As by this theory, innumerable transitional forms must have existed,
why do we not find them embedded in the crust of the earth? Why is
all nature not in confusion instead of being as we see them, well-defined
species? Geological research does not yield the infinitely many fine
gradations between past and present species required by the theory; and
this is the most obvious of the many objections which may be argued
against it. The explanation lies, however, in the extreme imperfection of
the geologic record.”

Darwin knew exactly what was required to prove his theory
true, and he was honest enough to say so. He also recognized that
there were numerous valid objections against the theory, one of
which was the lack of transitional forms. There should be mil-
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lions upon millions of fossils in intermediate stages if evolution
were true. The problem, Darwin proposed, was that we just have
not seen enough of the fossil record yet. Well, that has now been
remedied with modern geology.

Almost 150 years after Darwin, what do we find in the fossil
record? We find fossils of fully formed woolly mammoths, whole
fish, whole reptiles, and so on. Everything in the fossil record
appears fully formed and true to its own kind. There are no
creatures with partially formed skeletons, or partial fins or beaks.
Among the billions of fossils found, we don’t

see one single example of the transitional

forms Darwin said must exist if his theory
of evolution were true.
What does that tell us? That there is
something very wrong with his theory.
The fossil record should show gradual
transition from lesser forms to the more
complex forms for this theory to be true.

Everything in the
fossil record appears
fully formed and

true to its own kind.

There are no crea-
tures with partially
formed skeletons, or
partial fins or beaks.
Among the billions
of fossils found,

we don’t see one
single example of the
transitional forms
Darwin said must
exist if his theory of

evolution were true.

Take a look at what the experts say.
George Gaylord Simpson admitted:

The regular absence of transitional forms is not

confined to mammals, but is an almost universal

phenomenon, as has long been noted by paleon-
tologists.”

A.J. Marshall stated:

The origin of birds is largely a matter of deduc-
tion. There is no fossil of the stages through which
the remarkable change from reptile to bird was
achieved.”

H. W. Smith of NYU, speaking of the
lack of fossils that should exist for the
vertebrates, wrote:

The gap remains unbridged and the best place

to start the evolution of the vertebrates is in the
imagination.”’
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After spending forty years searching for evidence of evolution,
and failing to find any, Nils Heribert-Nilsson wrote:

The fossil material is now so complete that it has been possible to construct

new classes, and the lack of transitional series cannot be explained as being

due to the scarcity of material. The deficiencies are real; they will never
be filled.*®

It is conclusive: There is no evidence in the fossil record for
macroevolution — that is, for one species changing to another.
Evolutionists try to defend the lack of transitional forms by claim-
ing that species evolved so rapidly that they left no fossil record.
But they also tell us that no one can see evolution taking place
today because it occurs too slowly.

So, in reality — whether it is supposedly too fast or too slow to
notice — there is no fossil evidence of macroevolution. So no one
can actually see any evidence of evolution anywhere!

Can we call it the “fact” of evolution with no evidence to back
it up? That doesn’t even make for a good theory!

In the journal Evolution, David Kitts reminded his fellow
evolutionists:

Despite the bright promise that paleontology provides a means of ‘see-

ing’ evolution, it has presented some nasty difficulties for evolutionists,

the most notorious of which is the presence of ‘gaps’ in the fossil record.

Evolution requires intermediate forms between species, and paleontology

does not provide them.”

What the fossil record shows instead is not gradual change but
sudden appearance and stability: most fossil species appear all at
once, fully formed.

According to paleontologist Robert Carroll:

The most striking features of large-scale evolution are the extremely rapid

divergence of lineages near the time of their origin, followed by long

periods in which basic body plans and ways of life are retained. What is
missing are the many intermediate forms hypothesized by Darwin....”

In the period that paleontologists call “the Cambrian explo-
sion,” virtually every major animal group appears suddenly from
nowhere, with no transitional forms preceding them. So, instead
of animals diverging from a common parent, what the fossil record
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shows is that all the major groups arose abruptly at one time.
Think about that. Does this evidence support the theory that life
evolved gradually by accident — or does it point to a Creator?

Evolutionists usually argue that the necessary transitional fos-
sils are there but they haven’t been found yet, or that they’ve been
destroyed. When you believe something without having any proof,
does that fall within the realm of science — or is it faith?

Why would someone choose to believe by faith in evolution,
which has no evidential proof — and which, in fact, the evidence
disproves — but not believe by faith in a Creator for whom we do
have evidence?

According to Dr. Kent Hovind, the test of any theory is wheth-
er or not it provides answers to basic questions. How would you
answer these?

1. When, where, why, and how did life come from non-living matter?

2. When, where, why, and how did life learn to reproduce itself?

3. With what did the first cell capable of sexual reproduction reproduce?
4

. Why would any plant or animal want to reproduce more of its kind
since this would only make more mouths to feed and decrease the
chances of survival? (Does the individual have a drive to survive, or
the species? How do you explain this?)

5. How can mutations (recombining of the genetic code) cre-
ate any new, improved varieties? (Recombining English
letters will never produce Chinese books.)

6. Natural selection works only with the genetic information available,
and tends only to keep a species stable. How would you explain the
increasing complexity in the genetic code that must have occurred
if evolution were true?

7. When, where, why, and how did:
a) Single-celled plants become multi-celled? (Where are the
two- and three-celled intermediates?)

b) Fish change to amphibians?
¢) Amphibians change to reptiles?

d) Reptiles change to birds? (Their lungs, bones, eyes, reproductive
organs, heart, method of locomotion, body covering, etc., are
all very different!) How did the intermediate forms live?
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8. When, where, why, how, and from what did:

a) Whales evolve?

b) Sea horses evolve?

¢) Bats evolve?

d) Hair, skin, feathers, scales, nails, claws, etc., evolve?

9. Which of the following evolved first (how, and
how long, did it work without the others)?

a) The digestive system, the food to be digested, the appetite, the
ability to find and eat the food, the digestive juices, or the body’s
resistance to its own digestive juice (stomach, intestines, etc.)?

b) The drive to reproduce or the ability to reproduce?

¢) The lungs, the mucus lining to protect them, the throat, or
the perfect mixture of gases to be breathed into the lungs?

d) The plants, or the insects that live on and pollinate the plants?

e) The bones, ligaments, tendons, blood supply, or muscles to
move the bones?

f) The immune system or the need for it?”'

Now take a minute to thoughtfully consider your answers. Are
you sure they’re reasonable and scientifically provable, or do you
just hope and believe that it may have happened that way? Do you
really think evolution makes sense?

Scientists want to convince us that new body plans and com-
plex organs — with all their interrelated functions — simply
appeared in order to meet a creature’s new need.

But when you stop to consider it logically, it just isn’t pos-
sible. Natural selection is fine for explaining certain small-scale
changes in organisms, like the beaks of birds adapting to small
environmental changes. It can take existing structures and refine
them. But it can’t explain how you get complex structures in the
first place.

We also need to follow the idea of transitional forms to its logi-
cal conclusion: Can a fish survive with a partial gill? No, it would
die. Can a bird survive with half a wing? No, it would be lunch
for some other animal! Could we digest food with an incomplete
digestive system? Or see with an undeveloped eyeball? Could a
cheetah run without fully formed legs? Common sense tells us
the answer.
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The Missing Link

And that leads us to the pinnacle of transitional forms — the
missing link between ape and man. If humans evolved from apes,
the fossil record should reveal a multitude of transitional forms.
And because humans are said to have evolved relatively recently,
the fossils would have had less time to decay and should therefore
be plentiful.

So what have scientists found? Nebraska Man, Piltdown Man,
Java Man, Peking Man, Neanderthal Man, and Lucy are all sup-
posed to be “missing links.” But did you know that every single

one of these has been disproved scientifically?
Yet they were included in my school books,

and — though scientifically disproved

— many can still be seen in textbooks

today!
Because humans are Let’s take a look at the evidence:
said to have evolved Nebraska Man was created from a single
relatively recently, tooth discovered in Nebraska. Based on
the fossils would only one tooth (and a lot of imagination),

Nebraska Man was sketched complete
with a skull, skeleton, tools, and even a
to decay and should family. The only problem is that the tooth
therefore be plentiful. ~ was later found to have come from an
extinct pig!

Piltdown Man has been revealed to be a deliberate hoax. The
skull fragment actually came from a modern human, and the jaw-
bone portion and two teeth were from an orangutan. The teeth
had been filed down to make them look human, and the bones
and teeth had been stained to give them the appearance of being
ancient. The entire “discovery” was forged from the outset to fool
people who would not search for the truth.

have had less time

Java Man was constructed from widely-scattered bones — a skull-
cap and femur found far apart in a gravel deposit. They were actu-
ally unrelated parts of a human being and a giant gibbon.
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Peking Man was based only on monkey-like skulls that were
bashed in at the back. Because they were found with various ani-
mal bones and tools, it was assumed that these “tool-using apes”
were man’s ancestors. Instead, it was discovered that these animals
were man’s meal, and the tools were used on them rather than
by them.

Neanderthal Man was determined to be completely human —
just plain, modern people with a well-developed culture, art, and
religion, but who suffered from dietary deficiencies.

Lucy could not be a “missing link” because it has been determined
that man walked upright before the time of Lucy.

“The missing link” is still missing — and will forever remain
missing because the rule holds for humans as for all other life
forms: There are no transitional forms. Everything appears in the
fossil record suddenly, and perfectly formed.

Again, while there is plenty of evidence for microevolution
(adaptation within a species), macroevolution — the supposed
development of one species into another — has no evidence to
support it. None. Scientists have found no transitional fossils and
no missing links.

Dr. Colin Patterson, director of the British Museum of Natural
History, and a highly respected evolutionist, wrote a book about
evolution. When asked why his book didn’t include any illustra-
tions of transitional fossils, Dr. Patterson, who has seven million
fossils in his museum, replied:

I fully agree with your comments on the lack of direct illustration of evolu-

tionary transitions in my book. If I knew of any, fossils or living, I certainly

would have included it.... I will lay it on the line. There is not one such
fossil for which one might make a watertight argument.”

Niles Eldridge, a leading expert in vertebrate fossils, decided to
honestly weigh the evidence. Here is his conclusion:

No wonder paleontologists shied away from evolution for so long. It never
seems to happen. Assiduous collecting up cliff faces yield zigzags, minor
oscillations, and the very occasional slight accumulation of change — over
millions of years, at a rate too slow to account for all the prodigious change

39



ONE HEARTBEAT AWAY

that has occurred in evolutionary history. When we do see the introduc-

tion of evolutionary novelty, it usually shows up with a bang, and often

with no firm evidence that the fossils did not evolve elsewhere! Evolution

cannot forever be going on somewhere else. Yet that’s how the fossil record

has struck many a forlorn paleontologist looking to learn something about
evolution.”

Wow! What a couple of statements: They just said there is no

evidence to back up the theory of evolution.

So, after doing a bit of research to discover the truth, I did

“learn something about evolution.” I learned

that the evidence just isn’t there to put my

faith in. How about you?

Probability

Evolution cannot ,
As we’ve already seen, the Law of

forever be going on Biogenesis proves that evolution is not

somewhere else. Yet possible. And the complete lack of fossil
that’s how the fossil evidence supports that conclusion.
record has struck many Another fact that led me to reject

evolution was the Law of Probability,
which also shows the impossibility of
life arising from non-life.
thing about evolution. According to Distinguished British
— NILES ELDRIDGE astronomer Sir Frederick Hoyle, the
number of trial assemblies of amino
acids needed to give rise to the enzymes required for life, and their
discovery by random shuffling, turns out to be less than 1 in 1 x
10*°° * Just to give you an idea of how astronomical this number
is, one trillion is only 10". And it is estimated that there are only
10" electrons in the entire universe! So 10 of anything is almost
impossible even to imagine. Mathematicians say that any event in
which the chances are beyond one in 10 is impossible — it is an
event that we can state with certainty will never happen, no matter
how much time is allotted and no matter how many conceivable
opportunities could exist for the event to take place.

a forlorn paleontologist

looking to learn some-
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Recall that Hoyle said the probability of an enzyme arising
spontaneously was less than one in 10*"° — which is an incredibly
lesser probability than the 1 in 10* that makes an event impossible.

Dr. Harold Morowitz, former professor of biophysics at Yale
University, estimated that the probability for the chance formation
of the smallest, simplest form of a living organism known is one
chance in 10*°%*,

And the famous astronomer and evolutionist Carl Sagan esti-
mated that the chance of life evolving on any single planet, includ-
ing Earth, is one chance in 10>,

Do you realize how huge that number is? It would take 6,000
books with 300 pages each just to write this number out. So if ever
anything were impossible, spontaneous generation would have to
be it.

According to the Law of Probability, then, the odds of life
arising from non-life are far beyond the realm of possibility.
And that’s just for a single molecule to come to life. How would
you explain the complexity of life forms, or the formation of the
extremely detailed DNA code?

Human DNA, for example, contains three billion pieces of
information — literally tens of thousands of pages worth. Did that
information develop and evolve one page at a time?

How could undirected, random chance have created complex
information such as this? It boggles the mind to think about it. It
certainly does not indicate chance, but rather design.

A man once posed this question to me: If you lined up a com-
puter, a robot, a 747 jet, and a lowly worm, which one would a
scientist say is the most intricately designed of those four?

I thought it would be the worm. He told me that I was right,
and that is also what scientists say. When you examine the func-
tion of a digestive system, or any least physical system, you begin
to appreciate the highly ordered inner workings of that system.

We know for a fact that the computer had a creator and
designer; we know the robot had a creator and designer; we
know the 747 had a creator and designer; but somehow we think

41



ONE HEARTBEAT AWAY

the worm happened by luck and by chance over time? That just
doesn’t make sense. If the inanimate objects needed a creator and
a designer, not only would the complex, living, self-replicating
worm have to have had a creator and designer, but it would have
to have had a much greater Creator and Designer than those three
inanimate objects. And if this is true even of the “simple” worm,
imagine what it would take for something as amazingly complex
as the human brain to form.

Even Carl Sagan admits:

The information content of the human brain expressed in bits is probably
comparable to the total number of connections among neurons — about
a hundred trillion, 10" bits. If written out in English, that information
would fill some twenty million volumes — as many as in the world’s largest
libraries. The equivalent of twenty million books is inside the head of every
one of us. The brain is a very big place in a very small space.... The neu-
rochemistry of the brain is astonishingly busy, the circuitry of a machine
more wonderful than any devised by humans.”
If humans cannot devise something as astonishing as the
brain, who can — and who did?
World-renowned crusader for Darwinism, Professor Richard
Dawkins, states:

We have seen that living things are too improbable and too beautifully
“designed” to have come into existence by chance.”

Irreducible Complexity

Biochemist Dr. Michael Behe, who argues that evolution could
never have given rise to the intricate structures of life, has identi-
fied something he calls “irreducible complexity.”

This refers to an organism which is so complex that it could
not have come together piece by piece and still function; all the
parts must have come about at once in order to have any function
at all. Behe explains:

By “irreducibly complex” I mean a single system composed of several

well-matched, interacting parts that contribute to the basic function,

wherein the removal of any one of the parts causes the system to effectively
cease functioning.
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An irreducibly complex system cannot be produced directly (that is, by
continuously improving the initial function, which continues to work by
the same mechanism) by slight, successive modifications of a precursor
system, because any precursor to an irreducibly complex system that is

missing a part is by definition nonfunctional..

Since natural selection can only choose systems that are already working,
then if a biological system cannot be produced gradually it would have to
arise as an integrated unit, in one fell swoop, for natural selection to have

anything to act on.”

He cites the simple mousetrap as an
example. All the pieces must be present
at one time in order for it to function.
A piece of wood won’t catch a mouse. A
piece of wood and a spring won’t catch a
mouse. A piece of wood, a spring, and a
hinge won’t catch a mouse. All the parts
must be present, and arranged correctly,
in order for the mousetrap to function.
The same would be true for any irreduc-
ibly complex system.

For instance, the knee joint consists of
at least 16 essential characteristics, each
requiring thousands of pieces of infor-
mation to exist simultaneously in the
genetic code. Therefore, the knee could
not have evolved gradually but must have
been created all at once as a whole, fully
functioning joint.

A piece of wood won’t
catch a mouse. A
piece of wood and a
spring won’t catch

a mouse. A piece of
wood, a spring, and
a hinge won’t catch a
mouse. All the parts
must be present, and
arranged correctly, in
order for the mouse-

trap to function.

Amazingly, Charles Darwin himself admitted that an idea such
as “irreducible complexity,” if proven true, would demolish his

theory. In The Origin of Species he wrote:

If it could be demonstrated that any complex organ existed which could
not possibly have been formed by numerous, successive, slight modifica-

tions, my theory would absolutely break down.*

Darwin, as quoted at the beginning of this chapter, said he
had a most difficult time with the human eye. He admitted that it
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would be “absurd in the highest degree” to claim that the eye, with
its amazing complexity, could have evolved.
Dr. Scott Huse points out what the human eye can do:

Furnished with automatic aiming, automatic focusing, and automatic
aperture adjustment, the human eye can function from almost complete
darkness to bright sunlight, see an object the diameter of a fine hair, and
make about 100,000 separate motions in an average day,
faithfully affording us a continuous series of color
stereoscopic pictures. All of this is performed usu-
ally without complaint, and then while we sleep, it

carries on its own maintenance work.”

The flagellum is a Then look at the flagellum of some

, , bacteria — a marvel of engineering.
little motor-driven Harvard biologist Howard Berg refers
propeller that sits on to in his public lectures as “the most
the backs of certain efficient machine in the universe.”

The flagellum is a little motor-driven
propeller that sits on the backs of cer-
tain bacteria and drives them through
watery environment. their watery environment. It spins at
It spins at 100,000 100,000 rpm and can change direc-
tion in a quarter turn. The intricate
machinery in this molecular motor —
including a rotor, a stator, O-rings,

bacteria and drives

them through their

rpm and can change

direction in a quarter

turn. The intricate bushings, and a drive shaft — requires
machinery in this the coordinated interaction of approxi-
molecular motor mately forty complex protein parts.

If any part is missing or not available

in the right proportions, no functional
flagellum will form. So, how could it
ings, and a drive shaft ~ have evolved?
— requires the coor- According to Michael Behe, we know
of only one sufficient cause that can
produce functionally integrated, irre-
ducibly complex systems: an Intelligent
complex protein parts.  Designer.

— including a rotor, a

stator, O-rings, bush-

dinated interaction of

approximately forty
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Molecular biology has shown that even a single cell is incred-
ibly complex. Bruce Alberts, a leading cell biologist and president
of the National Academy of Sciences, writes:

We have always underestimated cells.... The entire cell can be viewed as a
factory that contains an elaborate network of interlocking assembly lines,
each of which is composed of a set of large protein machines. Why do they
call them machines? Precisely because, like machines invented by humans
to deal efficiently with the macroscopic world, these protein assemblies
contain highly coordinated moving parts.*

And all the parts must be in place simultaneously or the cell
can’t function.

Since life is built of these “machines,” the idea that natural
processes could have made a living system is absurd.

Behe acknowledges that:

Systems of horrendous, irreducible complexity inhabit the cell. The result-

ing realization that life was designed by an intelligence is a shock to us in

the twentieth century who have gotten used to thinking of life as the result
of simple natural laws.*'

Although the highly intricate machines in cells often resemble
those designed by humans, in many cases they are much more
advanced than what man has been able to create!

Evolutionist Richard Dawkins said of the DNA in cells, “The
machine code of the genes is uncannily computer-like.”*

Microsoft’s cofounder Bill Gates stated, “DNA is like a com-
puter program, but far, far more advanced than any software we’ve
ever created.””

Since Gates hires programmers to design his software, doesn’t
it make sense that the “software” in a cell — which is far more
advanced than any man-made software — had a designer also?

In fact, researchers believe DNA could be the basis of a
staggeringly powerful new generation of computers. After com-
puter scientist Leonard Adleman realized that human cells and
computers process and store information in much the same way,
researchers around the world began creating tiny biology-based
computers, using test tubes of DNA-laden water to crunch algo-
rithms and spit out data.
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Researchers are also hoping that genetic material can self-rep-
licate and grow into processors so powerful that they can handle
problems too complex for silicon-based computers to solve.

The journal Nature Biotechnology tells of two scientists who
built a biologically based computer that can’t lose a game of
tick-tack-toe to a human, and doesn’t need any prompting from
outside sources to compete.

Question: If the basic building block of life is smarter than
man, don’t you think it required something smarter than man
to design it?

According to molecular biologist James Shapiro:

There are no detailed Darwinian accounts for the evolution of any
fundamental biochemical or cellular system, only a variety of wishful
speculations. It is remarkable that Darwinism is accepted as a satisfactory
explanation for such a vast subject — evolution — with so little rigorous
examination of how well its basic theses work in illuminating specific
instances of biological adaptation or diversity.*

Even Shapiro, a staunch evolutionist, suggests examining the

evidence — which he has already admitted is not there.
Evolution-Defying Creatures

If any creature can be found that defies the rules of evolution
in such a way that it could not possibly have evolved, then it must
have been created.

And if there is even one animal that required God as its
Creator, why not believe in God as the Creator of everything else
as well? When you honestly examine the evidence, it just doesn’t
make sense that design could have come about without a designer.
Here are some examples of wonderfully designed creatures that
defy evolution.

The Tick: The first “wonderfully designed” creature we’re
going to look at is the detestable common tick.

Dr. Jose Ribeiro, of the National Institutes of Health, gives the
tick a lot of credit: “Ticks know everything we know and don’t
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The tiny tick has dozens of elaborate chemical weapons in its
saliva, which it injects into the wound. To help it camp out on its
host for a few days and avoid detection, the tick’s saliva contains an
anesthetic so the host won't feel it and interrupt the meal.

To keep the host’s blood flowing, the tick’s saliva contains
compounds to disable the clotting mechanism. It also tricks the
host’s immune system into keeping white cells away so the tick
enjoys a feast of the red cells it needs.

Entomologist Stephen Wikel, who has studied 10,000 ticks,
stated, “We probably have a lifetime of work ahead of us,”*® in
order to discover how this complex process works.

Dr. Ribeiro said these tiny creatures “have a very ancient wis-
dom.”” Do you think random natural processes could have come
up with this incredible chemical cocktail — or could this come
only from an intelligent Creator?

The Gecko Lizard: Next, consider the
amazing gecko lizard, which can walk
across the ceiling upside down without
falling off. On its toe pads are an esti- Why would the
mated 500 million tiny fibers tipped with
little suction cups. In addition, the tips
of the lizard’s toes bend upward so that mutations and
it can peel off the suction cups gradu-  blind chance put
ally at each step and not get stuck to the
surface.
Dr. Robert Kofahl explains:
The extraordinary microscopic structure of the gecko lizard’s toe pads
clearly indicates intelligent purposeful design. No remotely plausible
scheme for the origin of the gecko’s suction cups by random mutations
and natural selection has yet been proposed by evolutionary theorists.
And should some scientist with a clever imagination succeed in devis-
ing such a scheme, he would still be without a scrap of fossil evidence

to demonstrate that the hypothetical process of evolution actually took
place in the past.”

process of random

suction cups on
the gecko’s feet?

Why would the process of random mutations and blind
chance put suction cups on the gecko’s feet? Only half a suction
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cup would make the gecko lunch for some other creature! Too
much suction and the gecko isn’t going anywhere!

How did mindless evolution know to also create toes that curl
upward to control the suction? Only the hand of God could have
created the purposeful design of the gecko lizard.

The Ocean Sponge: Another creature that boggles the mind is
the seemingly simple ocean sponge, which scientists have discov-
ered actually produces fiber optics better than our most sophisti-
cated manufacturing methods.

The sponge’s thin glass fibers are capable of transmitting
light better than industrial fiber optic cables used for telecom-
munication. Commercial manufacturing methods require high
temperatures and produce relatively brittle cable that can crack if
bent too far. The sponge’s fibers, grown at cold temperatures, are
much more flexible, and can even be tied in a knot without break-
ing. By adding traces of sodium to the fibers, the sponge increases
their ability to conduct light — something that cannot be done in
commercial manufacturing. Scientists at Bell Laboratories hope
to eventually learn how to duplicate the manufacturing process of
this lowly sponge.

Joanna Aizenburg at Bell Labs admitted, “Modern technology
cannot yet compete with some of the sophisticated optical systems
possessed by biological organisms.”* Most of us would think that
an ocean sponge is a pretty rudimentary life form on the evolu-
tionary chart, yet top scientists are trying to copy its “sophisticated
optical system”!

Do they see evidence of intelligent design and give credit
where credit is due? Surprisingly, no. Chemist Geri Richmond said
of the sponge:

...It’s such a wonderful example of how exquisite nature is as a designer

and builder of complex systems. We can draw it on paper and think about

engineering it, but were in the stone age compared to nature [emphasis

added].”

According to the journal Nature, there is an emerging field
called biomimetics, in which scientists try to understand how bio-
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logical systems are engineered and apply the principles to develop-
ing technology.

Doesn’t it strike you that something that’s “engineered,” and
that’s more advanced than what scientists can create, couldn’t have
just happened by mindl