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IDHEF – Chapter Five – The First Life: Natural Law or Divine Awe? 

How did the first human come to exist?  How did the first life form emerge?  Is the origin of life just an 

accident, or did someone create it on purpose?  This is one of the five most consequential questions in 

life.  Your belief about the origin of life affects how you view your own life.  If everything that exists is 

the result of a cosmic accident and humans evolved from primordial goo, then life has no ultimate 

meaning.  If humanity is nothing but a cosmic accident, then you are nothing but a highly evolved 

collection of cells whose ultimate fate is to return to dust.  But if we were created, then you and 

everyone you know are endowed with rights, meaning, and purpose.  What you believe matters. 

SLIDE TWO 

When it comes to origin of life, there are really only two possibilities:  Either life is the product of 

intelligence or it is not.  Either some kind of intelligence created life or it came together through the 

confluence of natural forces.  While many atheists admit there is no good naturalistic explanation for 

the origin of life, they still insist that spontaneous generation must have occurred at some point, 

possibly in a warm pond millions of years ago. Spontaneous generation is the belief that life generated 

spontaneously from nonliving chemicals by natural laws without any intelligent intervention.  They insist 

on this view despite its lack of evidence because they have ruled out intelligent design in advance and 

therefore refuse to consider it as a real possibility.  This is a philosophical presupposition that 

guarantees a naturalistic conclusion, and one that requires unreasonable faith to follow. 

The fact is that the creation-versus-evolution debate is not so much a debate over evidence as it is over 

philosophy.  Everyone is looking at the same evidence.  So the debate really comes down to two major 

philosophical issues:  1) What causes will we consider possible before we look at the evidence? And 2: 

how should we interpret the evidence once we’ve gathered it?  As we will see, philosophy and personal 

bias have more to do with “scientific” conclusions than most people think. 

 

SLIDE THREE 

Many Darwinists start with the false philosophical assumptions based on naturalism, or materialism, and 

insist that science is the only source of objective truth (which is a self-defeating proposition because the 

claim itself is philosophical and not scientific).  Intelligent Design proponents recognize that science 

depends on philosophy and so is only one means of finding truth.  Intelligent design proponents also 

recognize that philosophical assumptions can dramatically impact scientific conclusions. 

As we have seen, when we look through telescopes at our massive universe, we see highly fine-tuned 

design.  In this chapter, we will see that when we look into a microscope at even the tiniest life form, we 

see amazing evidence of design there too. 

SLIDE FOUR 

In 1953, James Watson and Francis Crick isolated the structure of DNA which contains the chemicals that 

encode instructions for building and replicating all living things.  Bill Gates, founder of Microsoft, has 

said, “DNA is like a software program, only much more complex than anything we’ve ever devised.”  

Indeed, the “code” present in the rungs of DNA’s double-helix ladder is similar to those used by 

computer programmers.  Computers do not have built-in intelligence, so they must rely on instructions 
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from a program that has been carefully designed by an intelligent being.  Every living being has DNA 

encoded in its cells, and that code contains the set of instructions comprising the unique genetic 

makeup of that being. 

Genetics is the study of how living organisms inherit traits from their ancestors.  This helps explain why 

you look like your parents or grandparents, for example.  Genetic information has been carried by their 

DNA and copied across one or more generations, with some traits being more dominant than others.   

SLIDE FIVE 

DNA is made up of a sequence of simple units (A, T, C, and G), and the specific order of these units spell 

out instructions in the genetic code.  Just like when you read a book you must know what the particular 

sequence of letters mean in any word, so your body is able to “read” the sequence of units in its DNA 

and decode the genetic instructions.  The instructions about your particular traits are contained in 

segments of DNA called genes. 

The sequence of the four-letter alphabet of DNA contained within a living cell determines the unique 

genetic makeup of that cell and thus the organism as a whole.  This is known as specified complexity, 

which means 1) that the makeup of DNA is complex and 2) that it contains a specific message.  The DNA 

of just the cell nucleus of one tiny amoeba contains more information than all thirty volumes of the 

Encyclopedia Britannica combined.  And if you were to spell out all the A, T, C, and G units in the entire 

amoeba, the letters would fill a thousand sets of encyclopedias. 

The origin of the DNA code is a supreme problem for atheists.  To say that materials can create a code is 

like saying than an iPod can create its own music.  The DNA code, like a song from iTunes, is immaterial.  

It is a digital code that is a product of the mind. 

The DNA code, while expressed in chemicals, is not determined by random physical forces any more 

than the order of the words in a sentence is determined by random physical forces.  In other words, just 

as the laws governing ink and paper cannot explain the order of the letters in a sentence, the laws of 

physics, chemistry, and biology cannot explain the order of the letters in your DNA.  A code is always the 

product of intelligent mind.  So for atheists, who have ruled out the possibility of design in advance, the 

complexity and order of DNA is very hard to explain. 

SLIDE SIX 

What Caused the First Life? 

Since no human observed the origin of the first life, how can we know how the first life came into being?  

Well, the origin of life is a forensic question, so we can employ the same scientific principles that are 

used every day by our criminal justice system. 

The central principle of forensic science is the Principle of Uniformity, which states that causes in the 

past were like the causes we observe today.  So if the cause of something in the past was due to natural 

laws, it should be the same today.  Likewise, if something today requires and intelligent cause, then it 

must also have required an intelligent cause in the past. 

Let’s look at two examples – the Grand Canyon and Mount Rushmore.  Human beings didn’t observe the 

origin of the Grand Canyon, but based on studies in geology, we can safely assume that the Grand 
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Canyon was caused by natural forces (in this case, a lot of water).  On the other hand, the Principle of 

Uniformity leads us to conclude that the presidential faces on Mount Rushmore could not have been 

formed by natural forces.   

SLIDE SEVEN 

So when we find so-called simple life forms containing such specified complexity, the Principle of 

Uniformity should lead us to conclude that intelligence is its cause.  Science is a search for causes.  There 

are two types of causes:  intelligent and non-intelligent (or natural).  There are also two types of science:  

empirical and forensic.  Empirical science is used to study present, repeatable events (those things we 

can witness through our senses), whereas forensic science is used to study past, unrepeatable events 

(those we must use logic to determine). 

SLIDE EIGHT 

Spontaneous Generation 

The spontaneous generation of life has never been observed, though not for lack of trying.  Scientists 

have attempted to combine chemicals to stimulate the environment that they theorize would have been 

necessary for spontaneous generation to happen.  Their attempts have failed.  The inability of the 

brightest scientists to create even the simplest life form is evidence that “simple life” is not simple at all.  

Moreover, if human intelligence hasn’t been able to create life, why should we expect non-intelligent 

natural processes to do so? 

There is also a “chicken and egg” problem for those who advocate spontaneous generation.  The 

question is which came first, proteins (which are critical to the formation of DNA) or DNA (which is 

critical to the formation of proteins)?  One must already be in existence for the other to be made. 

SLIDE NINE 

Some may argue that just because we haven’t found a natural explanation for the existence of life 

doesn’t mean we won’t find it in the future.  While it is possible that one day we could find a natural 

explanation, it doesn’t seem likely.  There are only four known natural forces – gravity, 

electromagnetism, and strong and weak nuclear forces – and they appear to be repetitive forces that do 

not create the unique messages (specified complexity) found in life.  The Second Law of 

Thermodynamics also weighs against order arising from disorder.  If anything, life is highly ordered.  

How could non-living chemicals organize themselves into life? 

SLIDE TEN 

As we have discussed, people sometimes accuse Christians of committing the “God of the Gaps” fallacy 

by plugging God in wherever there is a gap in knowledge.  However, and this is essential, the conclusion 

that life was created by an intelligent being is not a “God of the Gaps” argument.  When you see “John 

loves Mary” written in the sand on the beach you conclude that the message was caused by an 

intelligent being, you did not do so because you lacked a natural explanation for its existence but, 

rather, because such a message was positive evidence for an intelligent being.  Likewise, it is not 

because we lack a natural explanation for the massive amounts of information contained in life forms 

that leads us to believe in a supernatural cause.  Rather, we do so because such information is positive 

evidence for an intelligent cause.  To believe that a thousand sets of encyclopedias could be the result of 
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natural forces is like believing that the Library of Congress is the result of an explosion in a printing shop!  

That’s a “science of the gaps” position, and we don’t have enough faith to believe that. 

SLIDE ELEVEN 

Intelligent Causes versus Supernatural Causes 

Intelligent Design theorists have made the case that the proper distinction in the debate is between 

natural and intelligent causes, not natural and supernatural causes.  That certainly makes sense in 

scientific endeavors such as archaeology, forensic criminal investigation, cryptology, and even SETI (the 

real-life Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence).  This distinction is not being “intellectually lazy,” as 

atheist Richard Dawkins has declared, nor is it some kind of God-of-the-gaps argument.  We don’t 

assume, for example, that the Rosetta Stone is a result of an intelligent  being because we lack a natural 

explanation for it but, rather, because the inscriptions are positive, empirically detectable evidence for 

an intelligent cause. 

There does come a point, however, when we need to make a distinction between natural and 

supernatural causes.  Certainly that seems to be the case with the creation and fine-turning of the 

universe.  There can be no natural cause for the universe because nature didn’t exist prior to the Big 

Bang.  Nature itself was created at the beginning of the universe – it was the effect.  Since space, time, 

and matter were created with extreme precision, the cause behind them must be spaceless, timeless, 

immaterial, and intelligent.  This requires not just an intelligent cause but also a supernatural one. 

Cosmology is one thing, but what about biology? Again, the evidence points toward the supernatural as 

the ultimate cause of all living things, especially the genetic code.  The genetic data doesn’t necessarily 

tell us whether the cause of the genetic code exists inside or outside the natural world – for example, 

some claim that this code could have been planted by an intelligent alien species that exists in the 

natural universe.  However, if no known natural forces can create the genetic code, then no known 

natural forces could have created the intelligent aliens who are suspected of having create the genetic 

code.  Therefore, we must ultimately arrive at a supernatural cause for the genetic code, not just an 

intelligent one. 

When you consider the background information brought to us by cosmology, it seems that the best 

candidate for authorship of the genetic code is the same spaceless, immaterial, timeless, intelligent 

being who created the universe.  So while natural-versus-intelligent cause is the proper distinction for 

some Intelligent Design questions, when it comes to ultimate Intelligent Design questions, the proper 

distinction is natural-versus-supernatural. 

Ultimately the evidence also points to a personal supernatural force – someone who exists beyond 

nature, beyond space, time, and matter, but also possesses the volition to choose to create.  As we 

progress through this study, we will see that this being actually is the God of the Bible. 

SLIDE TWELVE 

Panspermia 

Many think that the creation/evolution debate is a debate between religion and science, but it isn’t.  It’s 

about good science versus bad science.  It’s not about faith versus reason; it’s about reasonable faith 

versus unreasonable faith.  Spontaneous generation cannot be supported by empirical observation or 



 5 

forensic science principles – it’s just all atheists have left after willfully ruling out any kind of intelligent 

cause for life. 

The evidence is so strong for an intelligent cause (as opposed to naturalism) that evolutionists have 

gone so far as to suggest that alien beings deposited the first life on Earth.  Fred Hoyle invented this 

theory called panspermia (or “seeds everywhere”), after calculating that the probability of life arising by 

spontaneous generation was effectively zero.  But this simply takes the question back a step to who 

made the intelligent aliens?  (This is different from asking who made God, because an eternal God does 

not require a beginning.  Intelligent aliens, however, do require a beginning.)  If natural forces cannot 

create life on earth, then why would we expect natural forces to create alien life elsewhere?  Faith is the 

foundation of this atheist position. 

SLIDE THIRTEEN 

Reductionism 

Reductionism is the false belief that you can reduce life, and everything else, to its nonliving chemical 

components.  The problem with this belief is that DNA proves that life is more than a conglomeration of 

nonliving chemicals.  Life contains a message that is in the DNA, but those chemicals do not cause the 

message.  A reductionist would say that everything about a book can be reduced to ink and paper.  But 

such an assertion is nonsense.  The message in a book, like the message in DNA, points to an intelligence 

beyond its mere chemical elements.  In fact, while information can be expressed through chemicals (like 

ink and paper or DNA), the source of that information must exist outside of the components. 

SLIDE FOURTEEN 

Time, Chance, and the Second Law of Thermodynamics 

When pressed with evidence showing that life could only have begun through an intelligent source, 

Darwinists try to defend their position with two dubious explanations.  Neither adequately answers the 

question of how life came to begin in the universe. 

First, they say that given enough time, life will eventually evolve from nonliving chemicals.  The problem 

with this theory is that everything we observe in the world around us tells us that natural law tends to 

bring things toward disorder rather than order.  This is an aspect of the Second Law of Thermodynamics.  

How did life arise from nonliving chemicals without intelligence when nonliving chemicals are 

susceptible to the Second Law?  The truth is, the longer we wait for nonliving chemicals to generate life, 

the more disorderly the chemicals will become.  Thus there must be some intelligent cause beyond 

natural laws to provide the order and information needed to create life. 

Second, Darwinists suggest that life came into being by chance.  The problem with leaving the creation 

of life to chance is that you need about two hundred protein molecules, each consisting of one hundred 

amino acids, to come together just to have the elements necessary to produce the most basic life form.  

But there’s not enough time or resources in our entire galaxy to produce even one protein by chance, 

much less life itself.  In effect, the probability of life originating by chance in the universe is zero. 

SLIDE FIFTEEN 

Can Science Alone Really Account for Everything? 
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Darwinists want to explain everything using science.  Using science to search for causes by observation 

and repetition is just one of the ways we can discover truth, but it is not the only way.  As we have seen, 

we can also employ the laws of logic and historical evidence to discover truth. 

While science is a great tool we can use to learn truth, we need to understand that science cannot be 

done without philosophy – philosophical assumptions underlie the search for causes.  You must assume 

some things to be true in order to conduct an experiment.  If your philosophical assumptions are wrong, 

your scientific conclusions may be wrong as well.   

SLIDE SIXTEEN 

If a person begins with the assumption that only natural causes are possible, then no amount of 

evidence to the contrary will convince the person of the existence of a Creator. 

The fact is that science doesn’t really say anything – scientists do.  All data must be interpreted, and that 

is done by people who call themselves scientists.  When scientists undertake to study a biological life 

form, the creature doesn’t come with a label that says “Made by God” or “Evolved.” The scientist must 

look at the data and make an interpretation, and that involves philosophical reasoning skills.  When 

those scientists let their personal preferences dictate their assumptions or interpretation of the 

evidence, then their ideology is dictating their conclusions, not the other way around.  Ironically, that’s 

exactly what many secular scientists accuse religious people of doing! 

SLIDE SEVENTEEN 

Naturalism Versus Intelligent Design 

In summary, let’s take a look at naturalism versus intelligent design. 

Naturalism:  Only natural causes are possible. 

ID:  Natural and intelligent causes are possible. 

Naturalism:  The first life arose spontaneously by chance from non-living chemicals. 

ID:  Even the simplest life has characteristics that are the products of intelligence and cannot be 

explained by natural causes. 

SLIDE EIGHTEEN 

Naturalism:  Adding long periods of time increases the chances for spontaneous generation. 

ID:  No amount of time is enough to allow spontaneous generation to occur. 

Naturalism:  The creation-versus-evolution debate is about religion versus science. 

ID:  The creation-versus-evolution debate is about good science versus bad science. 

SLIDE NINETEEN 

Naturalism:  Although spontaneous generation isn’t supported by empirical observation, it is still the 

best explanation for life’s origin. 
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ID:  Based on the principle of uniformity (the present is the key to the past), intelligent design is the best 

explanation for life’s origin. 

SLIDE TWENTY 

Just by looking at the evidence around us, we can see that it takes much more faith to believe in atheism 

than to believe in a Creator.  

“God never performed a miracle to convince an atheist, because His ordinary works provide sufficient 

evidence.”  --Ariel Roth  


