
“You Are Degrading Teenagers
in Your ‘Safe Sex’ Article”
I  just  quickly  glanced  over  your  article  about  STDs  and
pregnancy (Safe Sex and the Facts). I was extremely set back
by the hypocritical phrasing, “immature teenagers.” You may
want to take a long, deep thought about how people could judge
you at this time in your life. Just because teenagers may lack
experience,  “immaturity”  would  not  be  the  world  to  use
especially used in your degrading sense.

I think if you had read the article more carefully, you would
have seen that I give teenagers a lot of credit where I know
credit is due, as in this paragraph:

“Current condom-based sex-education programs basically teach
teenagers that they cannot control their sexual desires, and
that they must use condoms to protect themselves. It is not a
big leap from teenagers being unable to control their sexual
desires to being unable to control their hate, greed, anger,
and  prejudice.  This  is  not  the  right  message  for  our
teenagers! Teenagers are willing to discipline themselves for
things they want and desire and are convinced are beneficial.
Girls get up early for drill team practice. Boys train in the
off-season  with  weights  to  get  stronger  for  athletic
competition.  Our  teens  can  also  be  disciplined  in  their
sexual lives if they have the right information to make
logical choices. Saving sex for marriage is the common sense
solution. In fact, it is the only solution. We don’t hesitate
to tell our kids not to use drugs, and most don’t. We tell
our kids it’s unhealthy to smoke, and most do not. We tell
our kids not to use marijuana, and most do not.”

This paragraph puts my comment in context:

“Condoms are inherently untrustworthy. The FDA allows one in
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250 to be defective. Condoms are often stored and shipped at
unsafe temperatures which weakens the integrity of the latex
rubber causing breaks and ruptures. Condoms will break 8% of
the time and slip off 7% of the time. There are just so many
pitfalls in condom use that you just can’t expect immature
teenagers to use them properly. And even if they do, they are
still at risk.”

The comment you found disgusting is not meant in a derogatory
way, it is simply a realistic observation. My wife and I have
raised two sons, now ages 22 and 24. They are certainly more
mature  then  when  they  were  13  and  15.  Even  they  would
acknowledge that. Teenagers are immature in many ways and that
is natural. They haven’t had many life experiences, especially
sexually, to allow them to act as mature adults and make wise
decisions. That was my point. From the statistics cited about
teen sexual behavior, the immaturity shows. I also certainly
understand that some teenagers are more mature than others.
Not everyone fits a generalization. That is understood.

I’m sorry you interpreted the phrase as being degrading. That
was not my intention and I see no reason to change it.

Respectfully,

Ray Bohlin
Probe Ministries

“Aren’t the Bonds in Peptides
More Easily Formed?”
Dr. Bohlin: I have been in contact with a good friend and we
have been having a wonderful discussion regarding a series of
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topics centering around intelligent design. As typical of our
conversations we tend to head down tangential trails that
avert our focus momentarily. This week’s parley has to do with
chemical  bonding  as  associated  with  protein  synthesis.
Specifically,  your  position  that  the  probability  of  amino
acids forming proteins on their own is astronomical. My friend
sent you an email recently asking why covalence is not a
possibility  when  considering  formation  of  amino  acids  and
eventually proteins. In your response you referred to two
primary problems: chemical and informational. In regards to
the chemical you briefly stated that using the early earth
scenario (where earth scientists envision a watery world) the
energy  required  to  release  the  water  molecule  during  the
peptide  bonding  process  is  high  especially  in  an  aqueous
solution. Further, you state that this barrier can be overcome
by the cell through the use of ribosome in a protein fold
devoid  of  water  but  that  the  early  earth  had  no  RNA  to
overcome this barrier. Here is my long drawn out question to
you.

First, I contend that the weak hydrogen bond (not covalent)
associated with the loss of the two hydrogen and one oxygen
atom during the formation of an amino acid with the peptide
bond  is  easily  broken  through  a  heat  catalyst  such  that
existed during the high radioactive decay of the early earth
as it cooled from its molten stage (and still does today but
to a much lesser degree). This loss of a water molecule would
heighten the affinity of the amino acid to the peptide bond
thus strengthening their mutual attraction. The early earth
model also indicates that pH (percent hydrogen) levels were
probably very different which would also act as a catalyst to
break the hydrogen bond as the hydrogen and oxygen atoms try
to  degas  from  solution  and  neutralize  the  solution.  The
earth’s closed system perpetuated this process indefinitely by
trapping the heated gases laden with other hydrous compounds
such as sulfuric acid. The formation of the amount of water on
earth certainly could not be accomplished by the release of



water molecules through the formation of proteins alone. This
begs the question of which came first the chicken or the egg?
If it were the amino acids, then we would have a sea of amino
acids greater than the volume of the oceans. If the amino
acids were formed outside of an aqueous solution then where
did  the  water  molecules  come  from  that  were  eventually
released?  Both  hydrogen  and  oxygen  had  to  be  abundantly
present and together they form many, many more molecules other
than just amino acids and water. The information concern you
were  referring  to  suggests  that  10  to  65th  power  is
unobtainable. However, when there exists many times more that
number of amino acids the odds quickly reduce and become more
favorable. 10 to the 65th sounds astronomical but 10 to the
6500th is even more astronomical thus diminishing the former.
Further, amino acids can be synthesized in the laboratory
which suggests that the building blocks are present on earth.
In time, with the correct agents in place (such as powerful
radioactive  isotopes  {neutrinos  perhaps?})  the  left-handed
stereoisotopes  of  amino  acids  may  also  be  laboratorily
synthesized.

Finally, I would like to know your thoughts on why you believe
that proteins were designed. Is it purely philosophical or
have you developed a hypothesis that has been tested by others
that lends further credence to your postulation? Thank you for
your time in advance.

Thank you for your consideration of my earlier response and I
am glad to answer your questions and objections.

First,  the  bonds  that  are  broken  to  form  a  peptide  bond
formation  with  the  subsequent  release  of  water  are  not
hydrogen bonds, they are covalent. That is why peptide bond
formation is endothermic or uphill in relation to energy.
Simply providing heat is not going to overcome this problem.
Sydney Fox attempted thermal synthesis of proteins in early
earth conditions, the results of which he termed proteinoids.
Beginning with amino acids (in solution or dry) he heated the



material at 200 degrees C for 6-7 hours. The water produced by
bond  formation  (and  any  original  water  from  the  aqueous
solution) is evaporated. The elimination of water makes a
small  yield  of  polypeptides  possible.  The  increased
temperature plus the elimination of water makes the reaction
irreversible. However, this process has been rejected for four
reasons. First, in living proteins only alpha peptide bonds
are  formed.  In  Fox’s  reactions,  beta,  gamma  and  epsilon
peptide  bonds  are  also  found  in  abundance.  Second,  these
thermal proteinoids are composed of both L and D amino acids.
Only L amino acids are found in living proteins. Third, these
are  randomly  sequenced  proteins  with  no  resemblance  to
proteins  with  catalytic  activity.  “Fourth,  the  geological
conditions  indicated  are  too  unreasonable  to  be  taken
seriously. As Folsome has commented, ‘The central question
[concerning Fox’s proteinoids] is where did all those pure,
dry, concentrated, and optically active amino acids come from
in  the  first  place.'”  (Mystery  of  Life’s  Origin,  1984,
Thaxton, Bradley, and Olsen, p. 155-156)

I am sorry you got the impression that I believed that the
formation of peptide bonds and the concomitant release of a
water molecule produced the original water on the planet. That
is not the nature of the chicken or egg dilemma. The chicken
or egg dilemma refers to the fact that in living systems
today, proteins are required for DNA and RNA to function with
specificity. Histones are required to maintain DNA folding
structure and more importantly, proteins are required for DNA
and RNA replication. However, it is the DNA which contains the
code for the construction of proteins. DNA needs proteins,
proteins need DNA. Which came first in the early earth? DNA or
protein, chicken or egg? The proposed RNA world, RNA molecules
which can perform some limited enzyme (protein) functions is
negated  by  the  fact  that  there  is  no  mechanism  for  the
production of RNA in an abiotic early earth. Even if this is
accomplished,  the  enzyme-like  functions  of  some  small  RNA
molecules are not sufficient to support life in any shape or



form.

Just because 1/10 to the 65th power is large compared to 1/10
to the 6,500 power does not minimize 1/10 to the 65th as a
very small probability. It is estimated that there are 10 to
the 80th power particles in the universe. The smallest amino
acid, glycine is comprised on 13 atoms, each atom (either
hydrogen, carbon, nitrogen or oxygen) is composed of multiple
protons, electrons and neutrons and each of these is composed
of multiple quarks. You can readily recognize that a sea of 10
to the 65th amino acids is a physical impossibility. Current
estimates suggest that the concentration of amino acids in the
early earth could never have exceeded, 10 to the -7 molar,
which is the same as the present Atlantic Ocean (Mystery of
Life’s Origin cited earlier, p. 60). Sheer numbers are not
going  to  help.  Most  researchers  rely  on  some  form  of
concentration mechanism to get enough amino acids together for
protein formation. Even when this happens, many of the same
problems that Fox’s experiments run into are difficult to
eliminate.

Finally,  I  believe  that  proteins  are  designed  for  both
philosophical  and  scientific  reasons.  Proteins  as  stated
earlier, contain information. The sequence of the 20 different
amino acids in a protein consisting of 100 amino acids is
crucial  to  its  function.  William  Dembski  (in  the  Design
Inference, Cambridge University Press, 1999 and Intelligent
Design,  Intervarsity  Press,  2000)  rigorously  defines  this
information as complex specified information or CSI. It is
complex because the sequence of a protein is not a simple
repetition as in a nylon polymer. And it is specified because
it can tolerate only a small range of substitution at any one
of  the  100  positions,  indeed  at  some  positions,  no
substitution can be tolerated. Summing these up is where the
10 to the 65th power came from.

Most  biologists  readily  admit  today  that  chance  alone  is
incapable of overcoming these odds. Therefore, they hold out



for some undiscovered natural law that will allow information
to arise out of the chaos of a mixture of amino acids. But law
is  also  an  unlikely  candidate.  Some  have  suggested  that
perhaps certain amino acids have an affinity for certain other
amino  acids.  This  could  give  some  level  of  sequence
specificity. This fails on two counts. First no such pattern
is observable when nearest neighbors are analyzed in modern
proteins. Second, this would defeat the entire process since
the sequence would no longer be complex but simple. Simple
because the sequence could now be predicted once the first
amino acid is put in place. This would lead to a very limited
number  of  possible  combinations  and  not  the  millions  of
possibilities currently residing in living cells.

The only known source for CSI today is intelligence. Even the
fundamentalist Darwinian Richard Dawkins, said in his book The
Blind Watchmaker, “Biology is the study of complicated things
that  give  the  appearance  of  having  been  designed  for  a
purpose.” Perhaps they appear to be designed because they were
designed.  There  is  certainly  nothing  unscientific  about
wanting to explore that possibility.

Respectfully,

Ray Bohlin
Probe Ministries

“The  Creation/Evolution
Controversy  is  Keeping  Me
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From Believing”
Dear Ray Bohlin,

I  read  your  article  Christian  Views  of  Science  and  Earth
History, and at the end it said about how you have been
researching about this for twenty years, but still haven’t
come  to  a  conclusion  about  it.  If  (macro)evolution  isn’t
proved true, then why would people involved in science treat
it as a fact? Two people who come to my mind are Michael Behe
and Phillip Johnson. I guess Behe believes in macroevolution
and Johnson doesn’t, but they still both support Intelligent
Design  theory.  Does  Johnson  just  not  know  enough  about
science, or is Behe perhaps wrong? Maybe I’ve just become way
too skeptical. I don’t like being like this, but it’s hard not
to be! How can I not let this controversy about evolution keep
me from believing? How do you do it? Maybe you just have more
faith than I do. I don’t know.

Basically, my only question is concerning the age of the earth
and universe. I do not consider this the critical issue so I
am willing to live with a certain amount of tension here.
There  are  many  good  Christians,  both  theologians  and
scientists who disagree on the time frame of Genesis, so you
are not alone.

Macroevolution is treated as fact primarily because it is
necessary for a naturalistic world view. If there is no God
then some form of evolution must be true. This is why so many
evolutionists are not troubled by evolution’s problems. They
are firmly convinced that some form of evolution has occurred
and the problems will be solved some day. Here their faith is
in their world view and not necessarily science. Phil Johnson
does a good job of talking about this in his first two books,
Darwin on Trial and Reason in the Balance.

Being skeptical is OK. If Christianity is really true, then it
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can stand up to the scrutiny. I encourage you to continue to
ask your questions and seek for answers. I have never been
disappointed when I have felt the need to dig a little deper.
The Lord won’t disappoint you either.

An excellent book you may want to pick up is by Lee Strobel
called The Case for Faith (Harper Collins/Zondervan). It’s a
series of interviews with top Christian scholars looking for
answers  to  the  toughest  challenges  to  faith.  One  of  the
interviews is with Dr. Walter Bradley from Texas A & M about
evolution and the origin of life. Because each chapter is a
retelling  of  an  interview  it’s  not  overly  technical  but
extremely helpful and honest.

I  certainly  don’t  feel  I  have  all  the  answers  about  the
evolution  question  either.  I  am  convinced  however,  that
evolution certainly doesn’t have all the answers and some of
the missing answers are to the most crucial questions such as
a workable and observable mechanism of change.

In the past when I was feeling threatened as you are I would
frequently need to return to the basics which I knew were
true. The facts of Jesus historical existence, the reliability
of  the  New  Testament,  the  historical  reliability  of  his
resurrection, and God’s clear direction and presence in my
life. Then I would combine this with Jesus own confirmation of
the historicity of Genesis (see Matt. 19:3-6, Matt. 23: 29-37,
and  Matt.  24:37-39  and  “Why  We  Believe  in  Creation”)  and
Paul’s  clear  statement  of  the  creation  exhibiting  his
character in Romans 1:18-20 and it was obvious that something
was  very  wrong  with  evolution  and  somehow  God’s  creative
fingerprints are evident in the natural world. That would keep
me going. Now the more I have studied and probed, the more
bankrupt  evolution  has  become  and  the  reasonableness  and
scientific integrity of design becomes more and more self-
evident.

Hope this helps.
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Ray Bohlin
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Christian Views of Science and Earth History
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of Genesis: Literal or Recent Creation, Progressive or Day
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Early Man and Human Fossils
This presentation analyzes the fossil evidence for human
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are  out  of  place  are  discussed.  Power  Point  on  video
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Evidence for an intelligent creator from molecules to the
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of the fabulous sites in the Grand Canyon as well as an
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A Christian Environmental Ethic
Christianity provides the only real basis for ecological
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The legacy of abortion is an ever decreasing value of human
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Scenes from the movie Jurassic Park are viewed with the
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This  presentation  looks  at  the  astonishing  agreement
between  the  newfound  discoveries  in  the  secular  world
concerning  the  uniqueness  of  men  and  women  and  their
agreement with millennia old statements from the Bible.
Power Point on video projector.
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This presentation investigates the problem of homosexuality
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passages  and  scientific  studies  from  the  fields  of
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understand what God says, what science knows, and how we
are to respond. How can we “hate the sin, yet love the
sinner”? Power Point on video projector.

 

Safe Sex and the Facts
This presentation documents the unprecedented epidemic of
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This presentation explores the roots of modern science from
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produce  science  as  we  know  it.  Power  Point  on  video
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POSITION STATEMENT ON CREATION/EVOLUTION
1. That God is Creator is clearly taught in Scripture: Genesis
1  and  2,  Job  38-41,  Psalm  104,  Romans  1:18-20,  and  Col.
1:16,17. The suggestion that life and man are the result of
chance  is  incompatible  with  the  biblical  concept  of
intelligent creative activity. Theistic evolution is not a
viable option in my opinion.

2. The data from astrophysics, astronomy, and mathematics do
not  support  the  concept  of  an  eternal  universe  with  no
beginning. Something, indeed, has always existed, but it is
not matter and energy. There is a definite requirement for a
transcendent  energizing  existence  which  is  outside  the
material universe.

3.  The  data  from  geology,  chemistry,  biochemistry,  and
molecular biology do not support the theory that life arose
from non-life by some process of chemical evolution. There is
a  definite  requirement  for  intelligence  in  organizing  and
ordering living systems.

4.  The  data  from  paleontology,  genetics,  ecology,  and
molecular biology do not support the theory of descent with
modification from single-celled organisms to man. The elements



of intelligent design in nature point to a Supreme Designer
that possesses a sense of beauty, form, function, and even
humor. Though organisms do change over time, there appears to
be  genetically  built-in  limits  to  the  amount  and  type  of
biological change that is possible.

5. The plain language of Genesis 1 seems to teach a recent
literal six-day creation. There is much data from science,
however, that indicates the universe and earth are billions of
years old. I do not believe that certainty regarding the age
of the earth is either necessary or possible at this time.
Tension in areas of conflict between science and biblical
interpretation  should  not  necessarily  be  viewed  as  either
questioning the inerrancy of scripture or a lack of faith.
This issue should not be the focus of the creation/evolution
debate at this time.

6.  The  plain  language  of  Genesis  6-8  teaches  a  violent
universal flood which would be expected to leave discernible
scars on the earth. However, it is difficult to assimilate all
geological formations into a model of a single worldwide flood
only 5,000 years ago. There is also a significant amount of
geological data that is not easily explained by uniformitarian
principles. Research of a water canopy/universal flood model
should be vigorously pursued, but belief in such should not be
made a litmus test of true Christian belief.

PHILOSOPHY OF MINISTRY
The creation/evolution debate is not only a divisive issue
between  the  conservative  Christian  community  and  the
scientific establishment, but it also divides Christians as
well. The tension between both sets of groups often arises
because people are talking with no one listening, and hearing
without understanding. Strict adherence to a position is more
important than understanding another’s point of view. This



lack of communication only intensifies the confrontation due
to internal biases.

I  believe  that  a  reasonable  and  calm  presentation  of  the
evidence  can  defuse  the  emotional  bullets,  especially  if
questions are answered straightforwardly and with integrity.
As  a  result,  the  level  of  learning  on  both  sides  is
drastically increased. While there are some points in which I
believe strongly and will defend them rigorously, there are
other issues which still require much study and discussion
between all parties before a firm commitment can be taken.
Part of my overall purpose is to increase the level and depth
of  communication  between  differing  camps  of  the
creation/evolution  debate  while  reducing  the  level  of
suspicion, contempt, and confrontation. This approach is aimed
first of all at bringing Christians together and secondly
towards  increasing  the  level  of  communication  between
creationists  and  evolutionists  outside  the  church.

We must take up the Lord’s invitation to the nation of Israel
through the prophet Isaiah when He said, “Come now, and let us
reason together” (Is. 1:18).

What is Probe?
 

Probe Ministries is a non-profit ministry whose mission is to
assist the church in renewing the minds of believers with a
Christian worldview and to equip the church to engage the
world for Christ. Probe fulfills this mission through our Mind
Games conferences for youth and adults, our 3-minute daily
radio program, and our extensive Web site at www.probe.org.

Further information about Probe’s materials and ministry may
be obtained by contacting us at:



Probe Ministries
2001 W. Plano Parkway, Suite 2000
Plano, TX 75075
(972) 941-4565
info@probe.org
www.probe.org
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