
SEXUAL 
FEELINGS

The 
Miller-Urey 
Experiment  

Is the BIBLE 
FROM GOD?—
AP MATERIAL 
FOR ALL AGES  

OBJECTIVE
MORALITY
&

&

REASON & REVELATION
A Monthly Journal of Christian Evidences

October 2024•Vol. 44•No. 10



SEXUAL FEELINGS 

STANDARD of MORALITY
Eric LyonsEric Lyons

MOR A LIT Y is defined 
as “a doctrine or system 
of moral conduct.”1 By 

“moral” conduct, we mean “con-
forming to a standard of right 
behavior.”2 If God does not exist, 
then there can be no objective3 
standard for “right behavior.” As 
atheistic philosopher Jean-Paul 
Sartre summarized: “Everything is 
indeed permitted if God does not 
exist…. He [man] cannot find any-
thing to depend upon either within 
or outside himself.”4 If there is no 
God, Sartre recognized that we have 
no “values or commands that could 
legitimise our behaviour. Thus we 
have neither behind us, nor before 
us in a luminous realm of values, any 

means of justification or excuse.”5 
Atheistic evolutionary biologist Wil-
liam Provine likewise admitted that 
if organic evolution is true, then one 
logically can conclude, “No inherent 
moral or ethical laws exist, nor are 
there absolute guiding principles for 
human society.”6 In short, if human-
ity evolved from animals, then there 
can be nothing objectively immoral 
about acting like animals, includ-
ing sexually acting however a person 
chooses or in whatever ways our 

“animal instincts” drive us.
Though apparently quite uncom-

mon, a coherent conversation about 
sexual conduct logically begins 
with whether we were created by 
a supreme, supernatural God or 
whether we evolved “naturally”7 

are  NOT  the

from lower animals. If we are merely 
evolved animals, then we can rea-
sonably “act like the animals we 
are”8 and do whatever we want. 
But, if humanity was created by 
the holy God of the Bible,9 and if 
we are going to be judged one day 
according to His holy will10 (Acts 
17:30-31; 2 Corinthians 5:10), then 
absolute objective morality exists, 
and humanity should humbly and 
fully submit to God’s will and not 
our own—even when (yes, espe-
cially when) His will is difficult.11

Many are resistant to God’s will 
for their lives because they want 
to feel free to express themselves 
sexually—however and whenever 
they want. In Charles Bufe’s 2022 
book titled 24 Reasons to Abandon 
Christianity, three reasons deal with 
sexual matters, including “Christi-
anity’s morbid preoccupation with 
sex.”12 Bufe wrote: “Since its incep-
tion, Christianity has had an excep-
tionally unhealthy fixation on sex, 
to the exclusion of almost every-
thing else…. This stems from the 
numerous ‘thou shalt nots’ relating 
to sex.”13 Bufe went on to list 1 Peter 
2:11, Galatians 5:19, and Romans 
8:6. Then, after quoting 1 Corin-
thians 7:1,14 Bufe wrote: 

In addition to the misery pro-
duced by Christian intrusions 
into the sex lives of non-Chris-
tians, Christianity produces a 
great deal of misery among its 
own adherents through its insis-
tence that sex, except the very 
narrow variety it sanctions, is 
evil, against God’s law. Chris-
tianity proscribes sex between 
unmarried people, sex outside 
of marriage,…homosexual rela-
tions, bestiality,…even “impure” 
thoughts.15

Though we would contend that 
waiting until marriage to have 
sexual relations and practicing 
monogamy throughout marriage is 
extremely enjoyable and rewarding, 
such an argument is not the point of 
this article. The thesis of this brief 
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Most people seem to miss the logical rationale upon 
which sexual lifestyles are based. If there is no God, then 
there are no objective standards of any kind for sexual 
activity. We are free to allow our "evolved, animal-like" 
instincts and passions to run rampant in thought and 
deed—without a logically objective restraint. But, if God 
exists and the Bible is His Word, we are subject to a strict 
sexual moral code authored by the Creator for His glory 
and for our eternal benefit. We may choose to do as we 
wish whenever we want with whomever we decide in 
defiance of God’s Will for a few years on Earth (and suffer 
the eternal consequences of such unrepentant choices), 
or we may choose to “flee sexual immorality” and “glo-
rify God” with our bodies, recognizing that we are called 
to a higher calling than the world’s way of carnal chaos.
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article is simply that if there is no 
God, then animal-like sexual desires 
can logically be fulfilled in any way 
a human being chooses. However, 
if an omniscient, omnipotent, eter-
nal, loving, holy, and just Creator 
exists, and He has revealed His 
sovereign will about sexual mat-
ters to humanity,16 then objective 
standards (which, by definition, do 
not change with human opinions) 
exist, and humans are expected (by 
their Creator and Judge) to submit 
to them.

A person may sincerely feel “this 
way” or “that way,” but such feelings 
are not an objective moral compass. 
Objective morality transcends the 
whims of countries and cultures, 
as well as public and private opin-
ions, whether in this century or in 
some other. By definition, objective 
truth cannot be changed by anyone’s 

“personal feelings, prejudices, and 
interpretations.”17

FEELINGS, FREEDOM, AND 
HUMAN FOLLY

FROM as far back as I can 
remember, I have craved 
sugar, milk chocolate, and 

all manner of sweet carbohydrates. 
I would love to eat a dozen Krispy 
Kreme® doughnuts every day (espe-
cially if the alternative is broccoli, 
cauliflower, and Brussels sprouts). 
At any given moment (and especially 
at meal times), I much prefer imme-
diate and unrestrained gratification 
over self-control. Yet, continual self-
indulgence often leads to serious, 
long-term physical problems. Thus, 
I frequently find myself not eating 
nearly as much as I desire (and I’m 
still several pounds overweight!).

Children may crave revenge for 
some perceived (or real) wrong 
committed against them, but good 
parents do not allow their children’s 
retaliatory feelings and actions to 
run rampant. People of all ages can 
feel irritable and angry about all 
manner of things, but that doesn’t 

mean that God “made them that 
way” or that He condones continual, 
childlike, ill-tempered thinking and 
behavior. Humans from a young 
age may covet money and material 
things, and people can choose to 
act upon such covetous thinking 
by stealing from others. Yet, such 
feelings and use of one’s freedom do 
not prove that such thoughts and 
actions “came from God” or are 
morally acceptable to the Moral 
Law Giver.18 

Similarly, humans are sexual 
beings with the ability to have 
sexual feelings and engage in sexual 
acts. A study of secular and bibli-
cal history reveals that people have 
had all manner of sexual thoughts 
(and fantasies), many of which have 
been acted out. Should children be 
allowed to act upon their sexual 
desires whenever and however they 
want? Is there any objective moral 
code that governs whether children 
must obey their parents’ wishes, 
including about sex? Do parents 
have any real, objective moral right 
to tell their 11-year-olds or 15-year-
olds what they can and can’t do 
sexually? Are parents cruel if they 
forbid their children from looking 
at pornography? Are they unkind 
for prohibiting their children from 
having sex? If God does not exist, 
and objective morality is a mere fan-
tasy, then how can parents “rightly” 
forbid any sexual actions that their 
pre-teen or teenage children desire?

If God does not exist, pornogra-
phy is not a problem, fornication is 
not wrong, and sexual activity with 
the same sex is not sinful. 
•	 If there is no God, a married man 

who longs and lusts for women in 
addition to (or to the exclusion of) 
his wife has every right to follow 
through with his desires if he so 
chooses. (If not, why not?) 

•	 What if a young woman’s husband 
is in a terrible car accident that left 
him paralyzed from below the 
neck? Surely the wife can rightly 
find sexual gratification with one 
or more other individuals? And 
if she chooses to leave her quad-
riplegic husband permanently for 
a man who could fulfill all of her 
sexual desires, who could say that 
such an action would be wrong? 

•	 And what about men and women 
who want more than one spouse? 
Who says that monogamy should 
be the standard while polygamy 
and group marriages are unaccept-
able?

The list of sexual scenarios could go 
on and on. And, the list of opinions 
regarding what should be acceptable 
and what should not be is extremely 
diverse and completely subjective, if…
there…is…no…God.

A PERSON’S OBJECTIVE PURPOSE

MANY seem unaware of 
the biblical teaching 
regarding one’s purpose 
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in life. Our purpose is not to chase 
physical pleasures like animals. Such 
impulsive pursuits are only “right” if 
atheism is true. As Charles Darwin 
wrote in his autobiography: “A man 
who has no assured and ever present 
belief in the existence of a personal 
God or of a future existence with 
retribution and reward, can have for 
his rule of life, as far as I can see, 
only to follow those impulses and 
instincts which are the strongest or 
which seem to him the best ones.”19

People tend to look for purpose 
in hobbies, education, employment, 
politics, riches, vacations, or conser-
vation. Many seem to have as their 
life goal to escape old age and death. 
Still, more seem to have their pur-
pose in life all wrapped up in their 
sexual feelings and actions with no 
objective moral law to guide them. 

Although God created the beauti-
ful institution of marriage between 
one man and one woman, the pur-
pose of life is not to get married. Our 
purpose is not to have sex—whether 
one time or 10,000 times. Jesus, the 
only perfect human being Who ever 
lived (2 Corinthians 5:21; Hebrews 
4:15), never got married and thus 
never had sexual relations. What’s 
more, the man who wrote nearly 
half of the New Testament books 
(the apostle Paul) was not married 
(1 Corinthians 7:8).

King Solomon foolishly and 
sinfully accumulated 700 wives 
and 300 concubines (1 Kings 11:3), 
yet not one of them could provide 
him with real, objective meaning 
in his life. Even though he “had 
everything” and “experienced it 
all,”20 Solomon repeatedly stressed 
the meaninglessness of life “under 
the sun” (Ecclesiastes 1:9). That is, 
from a purely naturalistic, earthly 
perspective where one is searching 
for abiding happiness in the physical 
realm, “all is vanity and grasping for 
the wind” (1:14).

So what is our real, objective 
purpose in life? Truly, it is all about 

God. Our purpose is to “know” 
Him (Philippians 3:10), “trust” 
Him (Proverbs 3:5-6; John 3:16), 

“love” Him (Matthew 22:37-39), 
“follow” Him (Mark 8:34), “fear” 
Him (Ecclesiastes 12:13-14), “obey” 
Him (John 14:15; 1 John 5:3), 

“serve” Him (1 Thessalonians 1:9), 
and “praise” Him (1 Peter 1:7). We 
are here to “glorify” Him (1 Corin-
thians 6:20).

FLEE SEXUAL IMMORALITY

JUST prior to the apostle Paul’s 
exhortation to the Christians 
in the sinfully sex-crazed city 

of Corinth21 to “glorify God in 
your body,” he commanded them 
to “[f]lee sexual immorality” (1 
Corinthians 6:18-20). Some of the 
Corinthian Christians had already 
left behind various forms of sexual 
immorality (e.g., fornication, adul-
tery, and homosexuality—1 Corin-
thians 6:9-11), while others were in 
need of repentance (e.g., the man 
who had his father’s wife—5:1). In 
order to fulfill our beautifully pro-
found and primary purpose in life 
(to glorify God and not ourselves), 
we must be willing (among other 
things) to leave all forms of sexual 
immorality behind.

Similar to how Jesus is the one way 
to eternal life (John 14:6), God cre-
ated one beautifully approved way to 
have sexual relations. At the end of 
the Creation, after God made Adam 
and Eve, “God saw everything that 
He had made, and indeed it was very 
good” (Genesis 1:31). What’s more, 
it was good for the first married 
couple to be together sexually. In 
fact, God instructed Adam and Eve 
to “be fruitful and multiply” (1:28). 
The Bible not only extols sexual 
relations for reproductive purposes, 
but God also created a man and a 
woman with the physical ability to 
have an enjoyable sexual relation-
ship. The Old Testament book Song 
of Solomon celebrates the sexual 
relationship between a man and a 

woman. It begins by speaking of the 
pleasures of kissing (1:2) and pro-
ceeds to tell of the enjoyment that 
two intimate lovers have together. 
Truly, a scriptural, sexual relation-
ship between a husband and a wife 
is a good, lovely, and beautiful thing 
to be enjoyed throughout marriage, 
if possible. When an eligible man 
and an eligible woman join together 
in the bonds of holy matrimony, it is 

“honorable” and “the bed undefiled” 
(Hebrews 13:4). The apostle Paul 
wrote: “Let the husband render to 
his wife the affection due her, and 
likewise also the wife to her hus-
band” (1 Corinthians 7:3).

Indeed, “Marriage is honorable 
among all, and the bed undefiled; 
but fornicators and adulterers God 
will judge” (Hebrews 13:4). Whether 
people like it or not, whether people 
ever come to understand God’s 
thoughts that underlie His laws on 
sexual matters (cf. Deuteronomy 
29:29; Isaiah 55:8-9), the fact is, the 
Creator of humanity has repeatedly 
communicated in the last will and 
testament of Jesus Christ that sexual 
desires and actions are to be lim-
ited to the marriage bed between a 
lawful husband and wife (Matthew 
19:1-9). Paul wrote:

For this is the will of God, your 
sanctification: that you should 
abstain from sexual immorality; 
that each of you should know 
how to possess his own vessel in 
sanctification and honor, not in 
passion of lust, like the Gentiles 
who do not know God…. For 
God did not call us to unclean-
ness, but in holiness. Therefore 
he who rejects this does not 
reject man, but God, who has 
also given us His Holy Spirit (1 
Thessalonians 4:3-8).

CONCLUSION

IF there is no God, then there are 
no objective standards of any 
kind for sexual relations (or any-

thing else). We are free to allow our 
animal-like instincts and passions to 
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run rampant in thought and deed 
without restraint. But, if God exists 
and the Bible is His Word, we are 
subject to a strict sexual moral code. 

As immortal beings who are 
only in this physical world for a 
short time, we are to “abstain from 
fleshly lusts which war against the 
soul” and, instead, “pursue [the] 
righteousness” of God (1 Peter 2:11; 
2 Timothy 2:22). We are to put away 
such things as lewdness, lusts, and 
all forms of sexual activity outside 
of a God-approved marriage (Gala-
tians 5:19-21; 1 Corinthians 6:9-11; 
Romans 1:18-32). 

The world, who knows neither 
God nor His Will, will “think it 
strange that you do not run with 
them in the same flood of dissipa-
tion, speaking evil of you.” But, the 
sobering truth is, “[t]hey will give 
an account to Him who is ready to 
judge the living and the dead” (1 
Peter 4:3-5).

May God help Christians to 
sincerely follow the pure Prince of 
Peace and keep ourselves “unspot-
ted from the world” (James 1:27). 
And, may we simultaneously let 
God’s light shine through us that 
we might help precious, misguided 
souls to give up any and all forms of 
sexual immorality and submit to the 
Savior’s will for their lives (Matthew 
5:16; 1 Peter 2:11-12).
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Joshua Kee, M.S.

Refuting the Miller-Urey Experiment

ON May 15, 1953, Science 
magazine published an 
article by Stanley L. Miller 

that transformed the scientific field 
of origins. This article was titled “A 
Production of Amino Acids under 
Possible Primitive Earth Condi-
tions” and described the experi-
ment (designed by graduate student 
Miller and his advisor, Harold Urey) 
as attempting to replicate the emer-
gence of life from prebiotic1 soup. 
The results of this experiment 
sparked newspapers to make state-
ments such as “life from non-life.” 
The Miller Experiment results were 
viewed as an alternative theory to 
the intelligent design movement and 
bridged the barriers to the under-
standing of the origin of life. This 
experiment also caused an increased 
interest in stories such as Mary W. 
Shelley’s Frankenstein, where dead 
bodies were resurrected using elec-
tricity. Jeffrey L. Bada and Antonio 
Lazcano said that this experiment 

“almost overnight transformed the 

study of the origin of life into a 
respectable field of inquiry.”2 This 
experiment also introduced a new 
field of study: prebiotic chemistry. 
Current biology textbooks still use 
Miller’s experiments as a basis for 
the origin of life on Earth, describ-
ing it as a “famous”3 and “elegant 
experiment.”4 

WHAT IS LIFE?

BEFOR E we consider this 
experiment about the origin 
of life, let’s consider the defi-

nition for “life.” Morris, et al. give 
four essential characteristics for 
living things: an archive of infor-
mation, a barrier that separates 
the living thing from the envi-
ronment, capacity to regulate cell 
interiors, and the ability to gather 
materials and harness energy from 
the environment.5 Urry, et al. gave 
examples of some of the properties 
of life: order, evolutionary adapta-
tion, regulation, energy processing, 
growth and development, response 

to the environment, and repro-
duction.6 These characteristics or 
properties of life must exist together 
for something to be considered a 
living organism. The information 
about how any living organism is 
constructed is contained inside 
the organism’s cells on strands of 
DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) and 
RNA (ribonucleic acid), which con-
sist of specific arrangements of five 
nucleic acids: adenine, guanine, 
cytosine, thymine (found only in 
DNA) and uracil (found only in 
RNA). This information is used by 
the cell to construct and organize 
proteins, which are made from mol-
ecules called amino acids and are 
arranged in specific sequences and 
three-dimensional patterns. Pro-
teins are necessary for the structural 
arrangement of the cell and the 
many metabolic processes required 
for life. Science magazine attrib-
uted the explanation for the origin 
of this complexity to the discovery 
by Miller and Urey, specifically the 
origin of the amino acids that are 
the basis for the proteins in the cell.7

MILLER’S EXPERIMENT

IT was originally supposed that 
organic compounds, those com-
pounds that contain the element 

carbon and are found in living 
organisms (for example, DNA or 
proteins), were only able to be made, 
or synthesized, by living organisms 
themselves. In the same way, inor-
ganic molecules—those molecules 
that do not contain carbon—were 
only able to originate from non-
living sources. However, in an essay 
published in Science magazine, Bada 
and Lezcano8 state that the scien-
tist who first reported synthesiz-
ing a simple organic compound 
from inorganic molecules was F. 
Wöhler in 1828.9 Bada and Lezcano 
also stated that, in 1913, W. Löb 
reported that he had synthesized 
the first simple amino acids using 
wet formamide, a silent discharge 
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Stanley Miller’s experiment in 1953 has been used as a 
classic experiment showing how life can form out of a 
pre-biotic soup by passing an electrical current through 
an inorganic solution. While this experiment produced 
profound results, Miller made several unwarranted 
assumptions about his atmospheric conditions and his 
conclusions contradicted several established laws of sci-
ence. The atmospheric conditions that he used would not 
generate the order and complexity required for life to 
begin. Additionally, his conclusions contradicted the Law 
of Biogenesis and the Second Law of Thermodynamics. 
Because of these errors, his work is not valid evidence 
for how life began.
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of electricity, and ultraviolet light. 
In 1950, Melvin Calvin attempted 
to synthesize organic compounds in 
oxidizing atmospheric conditions.10 
He was able to synthesize a high 
volume of formic acid,11 however, he 
demonstrated the necessity of run-
ning these experiments in a reducing 
atmosphere.12 In 1951, Harold Urey 
presented his concept of a prebiotic, 
reducing atmosphere from his stud-
ies of the origin of the Universe. In 
1953, Miller,13 a graduate student at 
the University of Chicago, devel-
oped an apparatus to form basic 
organic compounds. He used CH4 
(methane), NH3 (ammonia), H2O 
(water), and H2 (hydrogen) and 
circulated them through an electri-
cal discharge for a week. After the 
experiment was run, he added HgCl2 
(mercuric chloride) to prevent the 
growth of living organisms, distilled 
the results, and positively identified 
the amino acids glycine, 𝛼-alanine,  
β-alanine and less certainly identi-
fied some other amino acids. These 
amino acids provide part of the 
foundation for proteins, the build-
ing blocks of life. Later analysis of 
samples from Miller’s work revealed 
over 40 different amino acids and 
amines.14 If the conclusions from 
Miller’s experiment violated estab-
lished laws of science, however, or if 
he based the experiment upon faulty 
assumptions, then his experiment 
is invalid evidence for abiogenesis.15 
While Miller made a profound dis-
covery, the unsubstantiated conclu-
sion that he and others drew from 
his work ignored established science 
and made several assumptions that 
cannot be supported.

CONTRADICTION OF SCIENTIFIC LAWS

THE purpose, conclusion, and 
application of Miller’s experi-
ment contradicted firmly 

established laws of science: theo-
ries that have “been tested by and 
[are] consistent with generations of 
data.”16 Even now, more than half 

a century after Miller’s experiment, 
these are still considered law. One 
is the Law of Biogenesis: the fact 
that life cannot come from non-
life—there must be pre-existing 
life. This thought was expressed by 
Rudolf Virchow in 1855: “Omnis cel-
lula e cellula,” or, “Every cell from 
a cell.”17 The Law of Biogenesis is 
based on work by Francesco Redi, 
Lazzaro Spallanzani, and Louis Pas-
teur. The hypothesis that Miller was 
testing was in contradiction to this 
already established Law and there-
fore, as expected, the experiment 
failed to support his hypothesis. 
This is a law based upon exclusion: 
abiogenesis has never been observed. 
Scientists do not know exactly how 
life could have come about from 
non-life. They have never replicated 
it in a laboratory. They have never 
seen signs of abiogenesis inside or 
outside the lab. So, there is no evi-
dence for life coming from anything 
other than life. Does Miller’s experi-
ment nullify the Law of Biogenesis? 
No, it only strengthens it. Even in 
the orderly and precise conditions 
found in a laboratory, scientists have 
not been able to create life from 
non-life, and yet it is assumed by 
naturalists that it happened in the 
disorganized prebiotic world. 

Another scientific law that is 
ignored by Miller’s experiment is the 
Second Law of Thermodynamics. 
This law states that, “in any chemi-
cal or physical process, the entropy 
of the Universe tends to increase.”18 
To put it another way, the Universe 
is continuing to become more dis-
organized. An analogy of this scien-
tific law is a tornado going through 
a plane graveyard: instead of making 
new planes, it will cause greater 
damage to the junked planes. The 
objective of Miller’s experiment was 
to provide evidence that the Uni-
verse, at one point, went from disor-
der (prebiotic soup) to order (amino 
acids, DNA, then life), which would 
seem to break this Law. While it is 

true that, in an open system (like 
Earth), useful energy can be added 
from without, allowing entropy to 
be countered locally in some cases, 
that energy has to be of such a nature 
that it can, in fact, counter entropy 
in the particular system under con-
sideration (rather than increasing 
entropy). No evidence has been 
presented to substantiate the con-
jecture that entropy was countered 
at the molecular and genetic level 
at the beginning of life (or each of 
the evolutionary jumps thereafter).19 
Instead, genetic entropy is the rule.20 
The contradiction of Miller’s results 
with these two scientific laws were 
not addressed. 

FALSE CONCLUSIONS 
AND ASSUMPTIONS

MILLER addressed the 
hypothesis of early for-
mation of organic com-

pounds that would serve as the 
basis of life. However, it must be 
understood that his experiment 
resulted in forming only some of 
the clay to make the house of life. 
Amino acids are the foundation for 
proteins, the building blocks of life. 
The amino acids must be combined 
in a precise way and be able to repli-
cate themselves perfectly, following 
the genetic code of DNA. The DNA 
is transcribed into RNA, which is 
translated into a protein. Some of 
the proteins are required for the 
maintenance and replication of 
DNA. You cannot have functional 
DNA without proteins, nor vice 
versa. 

Irreducible complexity is a con-
cept that has been suggested by 
Michael Behe, a professor of bio-
chemistry at Lehigh University. It is 
the idea that a living organism must 
have a minimum number of work-
ing processes. If the organism was 
ever missing one of these processes, 
or if one was faulty, the organism 
could not live.21 If the amino acids 
did not combine in the right order 
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(and, therefore, did not produce 
that minimum number of working 
processes), then they would not be 
able to continue replicating them-
selves. Miller addressed this concept 
in a response to Sidney W. Fox’s 
letter to Science magazine in 1959 
by saying, “it would be convenient 
for the investigator if the primi-
tive pathways followed the present 
ones, but surely this is not neces-
sary…. If we choose the pathway of 
the more primitive organism, then 
why should not even more primitive 
organisms have used pathways dif-
ferent from these?”22 Miller is imply-
ing that there are reducibly complex 
organisms with simpler and simpler 
metabolic pathways until you just 
have a string of random amino acids. 
These reducibly complex organisms 
and simpler metabolic pathways are 
ideas conceived only in the human 
mind, and do not have any scien-
tific evidence for their existence. 
So, even though Miller’s experiment 
resulted in some of the building 
blocks (amino acids) for the build-
ing of life (proteins), his experiment 
did not create life itself, nor show 
how it could have evolved from the 
random amino acids. 

Additionally, the amino acids 
made in Miller’s apparatus were 
a racemic, or equal proportions, 
mixture of right- and left-handed 
amino acids, specific orientations 
that are mirror images of each 
other.23 Miller and Urey bring this 
to light in their defense against bac-
terial contamination. However, life 
is comprised almost entirely of left-
handed amino acids.24 The results 
of this experiment show that abiotic 
synthesis of organic molecules does 
not produce the necessary configu-
ration for life, nor does it explain 
how life is comprised mainly of only 
one orientation of amino acids. 

A different problem with Miller’s 
experiment is the assumption that 
was made based on the uniformi-
tarian25 concept of the Universe. 

Miller and Urey co-authored an 
article that brought out several uni-
formitarian assumptions that they 
made—assumptions that would 
directly affect the plausibility of the 
abiogenesis hypothesis. For instance, 
they said, “there is no reason to sup-
pose that the same temperature [we 
experience on Earth today—JK] was 
not present in the past.”26 Looking 
at the geological record, however, we 
find that there have been cycles of 
cooling and warming. The varying 
temperatures would affect the com-
position of the prebiotic atmosphere 
as well as the stability of any organic 
molecules formed. The assumption 
of uniformitarian conditions cannot 
be validated.

Mi l ler  a nd Urey f urther 
attempted to explain the current 
buffer systems of the ocean to show 
that the pH level of the ocean in the 
past was suitable for life to originate. 
The pH of the ocean at the time is 
argued to have been 8, making it 
ideal for the stability of ammonia 
that allows for hydrogen to escape 
the atmosphere, which allows for a 
reducing atmosphere. They present 
their calculations as sound, yet pro-
ceed to admit that they are invalid: 

It is evident that the calculations 
do not have a quantitative valid-
ity because of many uncertain-
ties with respect to temperature, 
the processes by which equi-
librium could be approached, 
the atmospheric level at which 
such processes would be effec-
tive, and the partial pressure of 
hydrogen required to provide the 
necessary rate of escape. In view 
of these uncertainties, further 
calculations are unprofitable at 
the present time. However, we 
can conclude from this discus-
sion that a reducing atmosphere 
containing low partial pressures 
of hydrogen and ammonia and 
a moderate pressure of meth-
ane and nitrogen constitutes a 
reasonable atmosphere for the 
primitive earth. That this was 

the case is not proved by our 
arguments….27 

Miller and Urey conclude that noth-
ing can be determined about the 
oceanic and atmospheric conditions 
because of a lack of evidence.

A final problem with Miller’s 
experiment is the composition of the 
atmospheric conditions that he used. 
Miller used methane, ammonia, 
water, and hydrogen as the assumed 
atmospheric composition when life 
originated, based on the works of 
Urey and Oparin. Miller and Urey 
said that only by using a reducing 
atmosphere could amino acids be 
synthesized. They affirmed that, “if 
the conditions were oxidizing, no 
amino acids were synthesized.”28 
Miller and Urey also concluded 
that oxygen was not necessary to 
the early atmosphere because it is 
not essential for life. Regarding the 
experimental synthesis of life in an 
oxidizing atmosphere, they said 
that the experiments could “be 
interpreted to mean that it would 
not have been possible to synthesize 
organic compounds nonbiologically 
as long as oxidizing conditions were 
present on the earth.”29 So, was the 
prebiotic atmosphere a reducing 
atmosphere or an oxidizing atmo-
sphere? 

In their book, The Origins of 
Life on Earth, Stanley L. Miller 
and Leslie E. Orgel described their 
reasoning behind having a prebiotic, 
reducing atmosphere: “We believe 
that there must have been a period 
when the earth’s atmosphere was 
reducing, because the synthesis of 
compounds of biological interest 
takes place only under reducing 
conditions.”30 They continue to say 
that there is some geological and 
geophysical evidence that suggests 
that the early atmosphere was reduc-
ing and conclude, “Fortunately, 
everyone agrees that although the 
primitive atmosphere may not have 
been strongly reducing, it certainly 
did not contain more than a trace of 
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molecular oxygen.”31 Their circular 
reasoning is that life originated in 
a reducing atmosphere and that we 
know there is a reducing atmosphere 
because life had to originate in it. 
However, Philip H. Abelson of the 
Geophysical Laboratory asked, and 
answered, “What is the evidence 
for a primitive methane-ammonia 
atmosphere on earth? The answer 
is that there is no evidence for it, but 
much against it.”32 He references 
Rubey, a member of the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey, in saying that volca-
nic gases, which are thought to have 
been abundant when life originated, 
would be similar to the composition 
of the atmosphere near the Earth: 
water, carbon dioxide, and nitrogen. 
Abelson continues, stating that the 
early atmosphere was reducing, but 
not to the extent to which Miller 
believed. It is thought that there 
was carbon monoxide (oxidizing 
agent) from the outgassing that was 
transformed into formate.33 How-
ever, the partial pressure of the 
carbon monoxide would still be 
high enough to interact with any 
amino acids that were developed. So, 
there were oxidizing agents in the 
prebiotic air. However, we cannot 
know for certain what the partial 
pressure was in the early atmosphere. 
Jonathan Wells, a molecular and cell 
biologist with a doctorate from the 
University of California at Berke-
ley, was quoted in an interview with 
Lee Strobel discussing the effects 
of the Miller experiment using the 
atmosphere presumed now to be 
the prebiotic atmosphere (carbon 
dioxide, nitrogen, and water vapor). 
Wells stated that the results of such 
an atmosphere would be formal-
dehyde and cyanide: a poison and 
embalming fluid.34 The end result 
is not anything like what Miller 
proposed.

CONCLUSION

DOES the Miller experiment 
show that life can come 
from non-life? No, it only 

shows that some of the basic build-
ing blocks of life can be made in a 
specifically designed experimental 
apparatus. The evidence is too great 
against the assumptions made in 
Miller’s experiment. For Miller and 
Urey to describe their own work as 
uncertain on many levels, unproven 
by their arguments, and unprofitable 
to continue studying, it establishes 
the truth that there is not a reason to 
believe the validity or soundness of 
Miller’s proposition. Since Miller’s 
experiment proposed the violation 
of established laws of science and 
was based upon faulty assumptions, 
his experiment is invalid evidence for 
abiogenesis. The rational conclusion 
from the evidence is still as clear as it 
was before the Miller-Urey Experi-
ment: the existence of life demands 
a Creator.
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Is the Bible From God?—AP Material for All Ages
When I was a teenager, a friend and I asked a 

kind woman if she would be interested in having a 
Bible study. We set up a particular time and arrived 
at her house “ready…to give an answer” for our hope 
of salvation through Jesus Christ. I had prepared 
for this study. I “knew” where I was going with this 
study (or so I thought). I was ready to talk to this 
hospitable woman about sin, the Savior, and how 
to become saved from the eternal consequences of 
sin by the Savior. But (as is often the case), things 
did not go as planned.

As we sat down at the kitchen table, only a few 
minutes into the study, the woman looked right at 
me and said, “But I don’t believe that the Bible is 
the Word of God.” Though I was prepared to talk 
to this precious lost soul about the fundamentals 
of God’s plan of salvation and about Jesus’ Church, 
I was woefully unprepared for a much more fun-
damental (and vitally important) discussion: “How 
do I know that God said these things?” 

A man can memorize the entire Bible. A woman 
can give a biblical answer to every question she’s 
asked. However, neither person is ready to defend 
the Gospel unless he or she can give evidence and 
logical reasons why people should trust that the 
Bible is the inspired Word of God. 

According to a May 2022 Gallup poll, “A record-
low 20% of Americans now say the Bible is the 

literal word of God, down 24% the last time the 
question was asked in 2017, and half of what it was…
in 1980 and 1984. Meanwhile, a new high of 29% 
say the Bible is a collection of ‘fables, legends, his-
tory and moral precepts recorded by man.’”1

Friends, the teaching of the fundamental evi-
dence for the Christian faith, including especially 
investigating the evidence for the divine origin of 
the Bible, is vital to honest and healthy personal 
spiritual growth and evangelism. If AP can assist 
you in your search for and defense of the Bible, visit 
apologeticspress.org or check out one or more of our 
books (for all ages) on Bible inspiration.

Eric Lyons

1	 ﻿Frank Newport (2022), “Few in U.S. Now See Bible as 
Literal Word of God,” July 6, https://news.gallup.com/
poll/394262/fewer-bible-literal-word-god.aspx.


