I appreciate each of you taking the time to read this information because it has extreme moral and scientific implications and is just FUN science!  My considered replies are in Olive...
Friend's most recent responses, prior to this email, are in Red...
Hello  Mark; Just got back from a visit with my Mom. I  Spent most of the Weekend pruning fruit trees. Feels good to be working on a project that can be so productive in the end. Nothin to think about but which branches need to be cut back, which ones to leave to make the best opportunity for new fruit and growth to happen....
 

(Mark) Cool!  For a greater appreciation of the trees you've pruned, here's a detailed look at the evolution of trees from algae:  http://www.mansfield.ohio-state.edu/~sabedon/biol3060.htm  
 

Any way, here is my reply for you. Enjoy if you can...I'm praying for you all...Always Friend.
 

(Mark) Thanks Friend for the prayers.  Offer one up to Sophia that she'll grant us all great wisdom:
http://www.crystalinks.com/sophia.html
-----Original Message-----
Subject: Re: Experimental models of primitive cellular compartments: encapsulation, growth, and division or, HOW TO MAKE A LIVING CELL...
Mark, hope you have a good move... 
I did and am back online.  Moving is such work, especially during a late February snow storm!  Blizzard warnings have been out all day..
 

[Friend ] Glad to hear that. More evidence of "global Warming? 
 

(Mark) Nah.  We had 10 years between 'normal' Alaska winter weather.  As for evidence of global warming, you should come see the Mendenhall Glacier sometime and compare pictures from 100 year ago until now.  

"The photograph taken in 1928, above, shows how the Upsala Glacier, part of the South American Andes in Argentina, used to look. The ice on the Upsala Glacier today, shown in 2004 below, is retreating at least 180 ft. per year.  No one can say exactly what it looks like when a planet takes ill, but it probably looks a lot like Earth. Never mind what you've heard about global warming as a slow-motion emergency that would take decades to play out. Suddenly and unexpectedly, the crisis is upon us."  
I hope you got to read the IPCC document I sent along in a prior email showing specific anthropogenic (human) causes for global warming.  
 

I've asked you not to give a possible mechanism but to prove that life came into existence the way you claim. 
...and science labs are working on that right now, including Los Alamos and others with links I've passed on to you and others.  Now, while this process has yet to be 'reproduced' in a lab, it has been shown to be theoretically sound.  Creationists will forever clamor that in order for theory to be proven true, we must reproduce the results in a lab, under controlled conditions.  Such is not the case with other forms of 'evidence'.  In a court room, you often don't have eye witnesses who actually 'saw' something happen but there are evidentiary trails which 'strongly' indicate that such and such happened, even if you don't have to 'reproduce' the crime or event in question.  This is known as jurisprudence, or the weight of the evidence. 
 

[Friend ] The Laws of Jurisprudence don't apply here... I thought we were supposed to be applying the Scientific Method? 
 

(Mark) Perhaps I mis-spoke.  I meant types of evidence and let's not equivocate again:  it is not necessary to reproduce a crime in a court room for the evidence to prove, beyound a 'reasonable doubt' that something happened.  For example, if the DNA evidence shows that someone was @ a crime scene, we don't need a video tape recording of the event to 'reasonably' show that more than likely, this person was involved.  It's a straw man Friend to postulate that we have to create life in a petre dish using natural substance to prove that life arose by natural means.  If we can demonstrate that all the elements necessary for life exist chemically in the Universe, that the Natural pathways exist, it's not an 'unreasonable' position to state with a 'high degree of certainty' that life did arise by natural means.  I work with evidence of fraud everyday and can tell you that even though I don't see people commit Unemployment fraud, the evidence is sufficient to prove, beyound a reasonable doubt that that person did commit fraud, even if I wasn't there to see it.  As I've already shown, we have strong proof of natural, organic, and non-supernatural pathways for the origin of life from non-life and while we have yet to reproduce these pathways in such a  way as to reproduce itself life in the lab, we have more than reasonably reproduced and observed many of the critical pathway and because of this, only someone who is in an 'unreasonable' state of mind (read: denial) would deny this.  Friend, can you provide this group any 'positive' evidence to the contrary that the natural and chemical pathways for life don't exist?  
 

It's not necessary to reproduce OJ Simpson killing Ronald Goldman and Nicole Brown Simpson to show, by a majority of evidence, that he mostly likely did kill them both.  In just the same fashion, I don't have to reproduce cells in a lab to state, with a high level of confidence, that cellular evolution happened the way I and others have described.  Note again that Friend is on the offensive, asking me to prove my claim, using that doubt to establish his own 'theory', [Friend ] I'm trembling in my boots withh the defensiveness of your special pleadings. and thereby going against scientific methodologies which state that you have to provide 'positive' proof of a claim for the claim to be valid. 
 

[Friend ]  You've just contradicted yourself.   
 

(Mark) No I didn't.  I simply am stating that in order for your theory to have any foothold, you need to start coming up with positive evidence to support your supposition.  I've already shown that PAH's can form hydrophylic and hydrophobic structures (membranes), can form RNA (...PAH rings, while forming, tend to swivel around on one another, which will tend to dislodge attached compounds that would collide with those attached to those above and below. Therefore it encourages preferential attachment of flat molecules such as pyrimidine and purine bases to be attached. These bases are similarly amphiphilic and so also tend to line up in similar stacks. This ends up making an effective scaffold for a nucleic acid backbone to form along the bases. A small change in acidity would then allow the bases to break off from the original stack of PAH's and so form molecules like RNA.), etc.  In order for Friend to prove this information wrong, he has to:
· Provide evidence that what I've proposed can't happen, then 

· Provide not only an alternative idea but positive evidence for that idea.  To date, he hasn't and has only tried (and failed) to prove his idea by casting weak doubt on the very hard earned evidence that sound science has provided.  This proves to me that he's either ignorant or stubborn and in denial!  
I don't need to reproduce the fossil record.  That would be redundant and unnecessary. 
 

[Friend ] No one has asked you to.  
 

(Mark) Correct.  But what you'll say is that 'it's a matter of how you interpret the fossil record', which is another straw man and a negative proof, not a positive proof.  Again, casting doubt on someone else's theory, without providing counterviening evidence is NOT a form of 'proof'.  It's a straw man and a logical fallacy.  We could talk about hydrologic sorting all day and why smaller, less complex organisims are found lower (earlier) in the fossil record than larger, more complex organisims but a simple experiment should prove my point:  take a 5 gallon bucket, fill it with equal parts water and silt, sand, small rocks, medium rocks and larger rocks.  Mix thoroughly and let it settle.  Now, if you had a global flood, where everything was mixed in this vast watery world, the larger rocks will tend to sift and sort out first, followed by the medium rocks, the smaller rocks, the sand, the silt, and finally the water, which is what you'd expect from a 'global flood'.  The same hold true for all things that would have been in a global flood but THE FOSSIL RECORD DOESN'T SHOW THIS TO BE THE CASE and I can't be any more plain about this fact: http://www.talkorigins.org/indexcc/CH/CH561_2.html 
 

If science can show, as I have,[Friend ] (no you haven't, you've only repeated an assertion.  that natural pathways for the evolution of life from natural means could occur, it is redundant to show that they did occur.  That's begging the question and is a logical fallacy as well.  
 

[Friend ] Which is exactly what you've done. If anything what we know is that existence can't be proven to have come about by "Natural Pathways." (Emphasis mine...WR)  
 

(Mark) OK, you've just made a statement sans providing ANY proof.  Where's your proof that "...existence can't be proven to have come about by "Natural Pathways."?  Claim everything and prove nothing...  You've just stepped onto the stage with this statement Friend and the rest of us are waiting, nay quivering with anticipation of your 'dog and pony show'.  
 

Before I'm finished with you, let me address this as well.  The Universe is a big place, much bigger than Los Alamos Lab, and for us to be able to reproduce what Nature, in Its Universal Lab, can produce, is not necessary and is a non sequitor as well.  You simply can't compare the abilities of a 5000 s.f. lab with an infinite Universe.  That's a much larger 'mixing bowl'.  
 

[Friend ] The following contradicts what you've just stated. Yet assumes that it is very easy to duplicate in the lab 
 

(Mark) No, it's not easy and that's what I'm saying is that it's not easy to do so.  This is 'rocket science'.  Can we reproduce nuclear fussion in the lab?  Not yet but it happens all the time in Nature!  Bad analogy and faulty logic again...
 

what supposedly took Millions if not billions of years... so... given long enough time, and enough variation in combinations.. something comes from nothing. 
 

(Mark) Friend, come on now.  I've NEVER said 'something comes from nothing'.  That violates the 1st law of Thermodynamics, the law of the conservation of energy/mass which states that 'In the Universe there is a finite amount of matter and energy. We cannot create any new matter or energy nor can we destroy any of the matter or energy we have for the Universe as a whole."  It's actually Creationists who state that something comes from nothing, that before the Universe existed, there was only God (which is a contradiction because if there was no-thing before Creation, then not even God existed, since logically if God is something, then something existed before God created everything [which would have to include himself]).  You Creationists are Master's of double-speak, to wit, you quote (incorrectly as I've shown in the past) the 2nd law of thermodynamics, yet forget the first law and I'm not in the mood to let you get away with special pleading for any of the gods man has invented.  
 

Which are versions of the gambler's fallacy. The Odds are presumed to be favorable for the position you support.
 

(Mark) No fallacy or presumption here.  The odds aren't presumed.  They're proven over and over and over again in labs such as Los Alamos and others, as you can read in my previous post.  The 'odds' have been demonstrated time and again that natural pathways for natural life do exist.  If I'm wrong about the majority of the evidence supporting my position, please provide some lab tests, chemical analsys, piece of astronomical, or biological info to the contrary.  Produce some lab results that show these natural pathways couldn't occur given natural circumstances.  Provide evidence that dying stars couldn't produce PAH's from simple carbon atoms, that those in turn can't curve back upon themselves when stacked or 'pressed' together by interstellar winds and pressures, and that they can't 'make an effective scaffold for a nucleic acid backbones to form along the bases'.  That's the info I'm after from you.  I'm afraid there's no 'presuming' on my part about the odds.    
 

I would imagine, given the current state of molecular biology and other life sciences, that we'll be able to produce 'life' in a test tube sooner rather than later.  There are many scientific disciplines that are coming together on this issue right now and as those pathways to life become better known to us, we'll be able to not just show 'how' they're possible, but to make the seemingly impossible (Supernatural), possible. 

[Friend ]   http://www.darwinismrefuted.com/thermodynamics_04.html 

Evolutionary biologist Andrew Scott admits the same fact:
Take some matter, heat while stirring and wait. That is the modern version of Genesis. The 'fundamental' forces of gravity, electromagnetism and the strong and weak nuclear forces are presumed to have done the rest... But how much of this neat tale is firmly established, and how much remains hopeful speculation? In truth, the mechanism of almost every major step, from chemical precursors up to the first recognizable cells, is the subject of either controversy or complete bewilderment. 
(Mark) And what proof of this assertion does Mr. Scott off to back up this claim?  No citation given.  Just words. According to Notre Dame University, 

http://www.nd.edu/~ndmag/w0506/darwin.html
" Intelligent Design is fighting an uphill battle, says Notre Dame's Sloan. He points out that opponents can easily counter any pro-ID argument with an equally valid Darwinian explanation. The apparent design can come about through chance processes working over enormous lengths of time, evolutionists would say. "Neither side seems able to declare victory in this classic dispute, although scientific consensus is heavily against the ID position.   One gauge of the level of mainstream science disapproval of ID is illustrated by the feat of the archaeologist R. Joe Brandon, who singlehandedly gathered more than 8,000 scientist signatures on a "Scientific Support for Darwinism" statement in a few weeks last fall. That effort contrasts with the four-year, 400-scientist signature "Scientific Dissent from Darwinism" drive by the Discovery Institute, a Seattle-based think tank. Also, in 2002 the board of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, the primary science organization in the United States, passed a resolution opposed to the teaching of ID theory in U.S. science classes."
 

Sure.  Anyone can state that 'pigs can fly' but showing that to be true or not is another matter.  I've already shown the difference between a hypothesis, 'pigs can fly', a theory, 'pigs can fly because their ears have certain aerodynamic properties', and the fact that 'pigs can't fly because, even though their ears have aerodynamic properties, their ears don't have a high enough 'aspect ratio' to overcome their body weight'.  Sometimes Friend, you don't have to put the pigs through a wind tunnel to figure that out!  No empirical evidence needed.  The same is true of non-biological pathways to life. 
 

[Friend ] The "pigs flying" is a false analogy because it doesn't apply to the argument. 
 

(Mark) I thought it a rather good analogy and quite funny!  It's not false because even though we can do science on a pig's ability to fly, we don't need to toss 'em into the air or launch 'em out of planes to know they can't fly.  The reverse is true of natural pathways for natural life.  We can say with a strong degree of confidence that since natural pathyways for the development of life exist that there's a strong probability that is the route through which living things came to be.  
 

 You don't have to have a smoking gun to showcase that gunpowder, put into a confined space, will tend to launch a projectile, if exposed to a spark.  On this issue, the Creationist agenda and motto is clear:  claim everything but prove nothing.
 

[Friend ] This part is a Straw Man since it presents an obvious "Characterization" of what you think represents the "Creationist Agenda."  
 

(Mark) Let me use this to illustrate my understanding and reading into the Creationist Agenda:
http://www.talkorigins.org/indexcc/list.html#CB0  This is the Talk Origins complete list of Creationist Claims and their refutation.  After reading this Friend, please tell me which part of my understanding of the Creationist Agenda I don't understand?  Here's just a primer:
Claim CA111:

Many scientists reject evolution and support creationism.

 

Response:

1. Of the scientists and engineers in the United States, only about 5% are creationists, according to a 1991 Gallup poll (Robinson 1995, Witham 1997). However, this number includes those working in fields not related to life origins (such as computer scientists, mechanical engineers, etc.). Taking into account only those working in the relevant fields of earth and life sciences, there are about 480,000 scientists, but only about 700 believe in "creation-science" or consider it a valid theory (Robinson 1995). This means that less than 0.15 percent of relevant scientists believe in creationism. And that is just in the United States, which has more creationists than any other industrialized country. In other countries, the number of relevant scientists who accept creationism drops to less than one tenth of 1 percent. 

 

 

You have to ask yourself, how are you going to change your theology when we do actually reproduce life in the lab?  Sure, 'design and designers' come to mind here but in this sense, science is doing nothing that Nature hasn't already and is currently doing.  
 

[Friend ] Begging the Question.  
 

I don't know enough about the chemistry, but aren't PAH's carcinogens or like exhaust fumes, petroleum by-products and found in paving as well?
Glad to hear you admit that you don't know about the chemistry so please, listen and learn.  PAH's are found in 'exhaust fumes, petroleum by-products and ... in paving as well'.  Just the things we 'liberals' rage against when it comes to global warming, something else with which you perhaps don't agree.  PAH's are also in your bar-b-que grill as well.  Allow me to re-quote from the info below;  "Although PAHs themselves aren't found in living cells, they are easily converted into other molecules that are essential for life."  Yet again, "Over a decade ago, chemist Everett Shock showed that PAHs could react to form amino acids. And more recently, Bernstein made important organic molecules such as alcohols and quinones by illuminating ice-coated PAHs with ultraviolet light, simulating the environment of an interstellar cloud" (in a laboratory, nonetheless...).
 

[Friend ]  It's one thing to show that PAH's can react with the help of an outside agent, to form amino acids, it's another to show that they do so on their own, or that molecules form into these arrangements "naturally." 
 

(Mark) http://www.windows.ucar.edu/tour/link=/physical_science/chemistry/PAH.html&edu=high
I don't know what about this process you don't understand.  Experiments have already produced amino acids from PAH's and the abundance of PAH's in the interstellar medium has been measured: 
http://www.astrobio.net/news/print.php?sid=1702
 "Infrared and radio telescope observations of the clouds have detected the PAHs, as well as fatty acids, simple sugars, faint amounts of the amino acid glycine, and over 100 other molecules, including water, carbon monoxide, ammonia, formaldehyde, and hydrogen cyanide.

The clouds have never been sampled directly -- they're too far away -- so to confirm what is occurring chemically in the clouds, a research team led by Max Bernstein and Scott Sandford at the Astrochemistry Laboratory at NASA's Ames Research Center set up experiments to mimic the cloud conditions. 

In one experiment, a PAH/water mixture is vapor-deposited onto salt and then bombarded with ultraviolet (UV) radiation. This allows the researchers to observe how the basic PAH skeleton turns into quinones. Irradiating a frozen mixture of water, ammonia, hydrogen cyanide, and methanol (a precursor chemical to formaldehyde) generates the amino acids glycine, alanine and serine -- the three most abundant amino acids in living systems.
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	Scientists have created primitive organic cell-like structures, or vesicles.



Because UV is not the only type of radiation in space, the researchers also have used a Van de Graaff generator to bombard the PAHs with mega-electron volt (MeV) protons, which have similar energies to cosmic rays. The MeV results for the PAHs were similar although not identical to the UV bombardment. A MeV study for the amino acids has not yet been conducted.

These experiments suggest that UV and other forms of radiation provide the energy needed to break apart chemical bonds in the low temperatures and pressures of the dense clouds. Because the atoms are still locked in ice, the molecules don't fly apart, but instead recombine into more complex structures.

In another experiment led by Jason Dworkin, a frozen mixture of water, methanol, ammonia and carbon monoxide was subjected to UV radiation. This combination yielded organic material that formed bubbles when immersed in water. These bubbles are reminiscent of cell membranes that enclose and concentrate the chemistry of life, separating it from the outside world.

The bubbles produced in this experiment were between 10 to 40 micrometers, or about the size of red blood cells. Remarkably, the bubbles fluoresced, or glowed, when exposed to UV light. Absorbing UV and converting it into visible light in this way could provide energy to a primitive cell. If such bubbles played a role in the origin of life, the fluorescence could have been a precursor to photosynthesis."
 

"Ah, Protocells, finally!  
 

[Friend ] Not really, but a casing. It's all in how you describe it. Still, it's a long way from being a living cell. All that that they have proven is it is possible to make something that resembles a cell on the outside, not the inner complexity. They don't reproduce on their own."
(Mark) Yes they do, even without the 'inner complexity'.  Check this out:
http://www.aaas.org/news/releases/2005/1208protocell.shtml
http://www.ch.ic.ac.uk/local/projects/george/Simulating.html
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"The minimal Los Alamos protocell design consists of three different molecules: lipid container molecules (fatty acids) that self-assemble to form a container, genes (modified peptide nucleic acid (PNA)) that attach to the container surface, and metabolic molecules (pinacol) that are attached to the backbone of the gene. None of these molecules exist in modern cells. Theoretically, the protocell container will split into two containers (as in the picture) when the metabolism has produced too many lipid molecules."
Again, from another web site:  http://library.thinkquest.org/C003763/index.php?page=interview06
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	An example of protocellular genesis. A large chunk of protein has been contracted with a tepid NaCl solution. On cooling, protocells form and stream forth. Photo courtesy Randall Grubbs.
	 
	 


"We’ve learned that aromatic ketones, a class of compound used by all living systems on earth to mediate metabolism and other biochemical processes, can be formed in the interstellar medium before a planet even exists. In addition, the radiation processing of interstellar ices can make a type of lipid. If you simulate an interstellar ice and irradiate it, warm it up, you are left with organic residue - the kind of residue that could have rained down on primitive earth. If you dunk the organic residue in water, you find that membranes spontaneously form, making proto-cellular structures from interstellar materials. So interstellar materials may potentially have played an important role in getting life started."
I don't know how I can make this any more plain to you Friend and I'm saddened that you're not up on this research.  You should be if you're going to engage someone on this topic.  I've just shown not only how protocells are produced (see the picture of this happening on the left) but how they "split into two containers (as in the picture) when the metabolism has produced too many lipid molecules."
I await not just a rebuttal from Friend but also positive proof of his hypothesis (...not even a 'theory' yet because it's not substantiated by positive statements and research) that 'God just magically poofed life into existence'.  Now that would be a real trick!   
 

[Friend ]  I've used logic and science to support an admitted Religious and Philosophical World view, You don't want to admit that what you believe is Scientific "Poofism". It's a philosophical and religious view you hold. 
 

(Mark) Nothing religious about it.  I've envoked no 'supernatural' agent to explain origins and I'll remind readers that the difference between a religious and a philosophical view is the addition of a Supernatural Agent, which I've shown is NOT NECESSARY, so your statement that I hold a 'religious' view is a very obvious non-sequitor and because of that, your entire argument is flawed from its conception.   
 

The only thing I've asked of you is to prove that particles behave, on their own, in the manner you've claimed.  
 

(Mark) And I've proven that Friend with several links to labs and experiments and the inclusion of pictures which prove "...that particles behave, on their own, in the manner..." in which I've claimed.  Now, before we debate this issue further, please provide links, pictures, articles, and evidence to the contrary.  Otherwise, we'll have to consider your position on this issue a moot point. 
 

Ratio ante Fides
Mark  
 

Fides praeeo Ratio.... think about it...
 

(Mark) 
Ratio excludo Fides.  I've thought about it, since I was about 10 years old...   
 

----- Original Message ----- 

Subject: RE: Experimental models of primitive cellular compartments: encapsulation, growth, and division or, HOW TO MAKE A LIVING CELL...

Mark, hope you have a good move... I've asked you not to give a possible mechanism but to prove that life came into existence the way you claim. A Theoretical proposition is easy to come up with. But actually showing an example of that theory in action is totally different. I don't know enough about the chemistry, but aren't PAH's carcinogens or like exhaust fumes, petroleum by-products and found in paving as well?
-----Original Message-----
 Subject: Experimental models of primitive cellular compartments: encapsulation, growth, and division or, HOW TO MAKE A LIVING CELL...
I've been asked by several IT proponents to provide 'mechanism' for the origins of the first life forms on earth.  Otherwise known as Abiogenisis, this is the study of the chemical origins of life from non-life.  I'll make this as simple as possible and we'll be using acronyms such as PAH (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons), RNA (ribonucleic acid), Vesicles (proto cellular membranes), and other such words and phrases.  I'm going to keep this as simple as possible.  
PAH's   
http://www.astrochem.org/PANHS.html
Combining laboratory experiments with computer simulations, this team had earlier shown that complex organic molecules known as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are widespread throughout space.  PAHs, large, flat, chicken-wire shaped molecules made up of hydrogen and carbon are extremely stable and can withstand the hostile radiation environment of interstellar space.  The Ames team showed that PAHs are responsible for the mysterious infrared radiation that astronomers first called the Unidentified Infrared Emission.  NASA's Spitzer Space Telescope, an instrument of unprecedented sensitivity, has now detected the PAH tell-tale signature throughout our galaxy the Milky Way and in galaxies very far away, galaxies nearly as old as the Universe itself.  Now the Ames team has found that these PAHs contain nitrogen, a key biochemical element (Figure 1).
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http://news.mongabay.com/2005/1011-nasa.html
 

PAH's are important to our discussion because they are the substance from which RNA is made:
 

Doug Hudgins, the lead author of the study, points out "Not only are nitrogen containing aromatic hydrocarbons the information carrying molecules in the DNA and RNA that make up all living matter as we know it, they are found in many biologically important species.  
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/PAH_world_hypothesis
PAH's are amphiphilic, having parts that are both hydrophilic and hydrophobic. So when in solution, like lipids, they tend to self organize themselves in stacks, with the hydrophobic parts protected.

In this self ordering stack, the separation between rings has a 0.34nm separation. This is the same separation of RNA and DNA.



A PAH stack assembling

 

http://www.newscientist.com/article.ns?id=dn2703
Although PAHs themselves aren't found in living cells, they are easily converted into other molecules that are essential for life. 

Over a decade ago, chemist Everett Shock showed that PAHs could react to form amino acids. And more recently, Bernstein made important organic molecules such as alcohols and quinones by illuminating ice-coated PAHs with ultraviolet light, simulating the environment of an interstellar cloud.

Earliest cells

Researchers are now considering the possibility that PAHs themselves might have been involved in the earliest cells. "It's possible that these meteoritic molecules on the early Earth were incorporated into the first organisms," says Bernstein.

PAHs might even have allowed primitive organisms to capture light energy in a kind of basic photosynthesis, according to chemist David Deamer of the University of California, Santa Cruz. 

He has found that PAHs absorb near-ultraviolet and deep blue light, allowing them to donate electrons to other molecules, just as chlorophyll does. PAHs could be incorporated into membranes and deliver electrons, Deamer says, potentially "starting a whole chain of reactions."

RNA
Now that we know PAH's are found throughout the Universe, how do you get RNA from PAH's?  Easy:[Friend ]   
http://www.answers.com/topic/pah-world-hypothesis
However PAH rings, while forming, tend to swivel around on one another, which will tend to dislodge attached compounds that would collide with those attached to those above and below. Therefore it encourages preferential attachment of flat molecules such as pyrimidine and purine bases to be attached. These bases are similarly amphiphilic and so also tend to line up in similar stacks. This ends up making an effective scaffold for a nucleic acid backbone to form along the bases.
A small change in acidity would then allow the bases to break off from the original stack of PAH's and so form molecules like RNA.

 Nicholas Platts at the Carnegie Institution of Washington has proposed that by stacking PAHs, they can form something similar to a nucleic acid. Pier Luigi Luisi at RomaTre University has tried to stack PAH in the origin of life context. 

PAHs also can be photosensitizers, because they can do a charge transfer between plus and minus. So they can be used as a metabolic compound to transform energy. My co-authors Steen Rasmussen and Liaohai Chen from Los Alamos and Argonne National Laboratories are using compounds similar to polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons as metabolic units for the Los Alamos Protocell Assembly project. The PACE project of the European community is also using PAHs in this way. 

Great.  Now that you have RNA formed by the PAH stacks, which tend to make '...an effective scaffold for a nucleic acid backbone', just how the heck do you protect RNA from the ravages of the environment of harsh radiation both in space and on the earth?  Again, easy!  How do you protect your sandwich from exposure to the elements?  You put it into a container of some kind.  [Friend ] If it's easy why haven't they replicated it. 
Vesicles or Bubbles!
http://www.astrobio.net/news/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&sid=1992&mode=thread&order=0&thold=0
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons can be used to build up primitive membrane structures. Max Bernstein at NASA’s Astrochemistry Lab is now trying to make micelles or vesicles from PAH derivatives. So in our paper, we suggest the aromatic material can be used as a container, as a metabolic unit, and as a genetic information carrier. We think that aromatic material can be used for all three requirements for life. 

What we tried to stress in our paper is that you have to meet all the requirements at once. You can’t have one compound to assemble material, and then add something else later on to do another function. They have to be combined from the beginning -- life needs to have an identity, it needs energy, and it needs to be able to reproduce and evolve. That’s why PAHs are potentially so powerful, because with these aromatic compounds you can fulfill all three functions at the same time.

http://www.astrobio.net/news/article1702.html
 In another experiment led by Jason Dworkin, a frozen mixture of water, methanol, ammonia and carbon monoxide was subjected to UV radiation. This combination yielded organic material that formed bubbles when immersed in water. These bubbles are reminiscent of cell membranes that enclose and concentrate the chemistry of life, separating it from the outside world.  
Ah, Protocells, finally!  [Friend ] Not really, but a casing. It's all in how you describe it. Still, it's a long way from being a living cell. All that that they have proven is it is possible to make something that resembles a cell on the outside, not the inner complexity. They don't reproduce on there own..

The bubbles produced in this experiment were between 10 to 40 micrometers, or about the size of red blood cells. Remarkably, the bubbles fluoresced, or glowed, when exposed to UV light. Absorbing UV and converting it into visible light in this way could provide energy to a primitive cell. If such bubbles played a role in the origin of life, the fluorescence could have been a precursor to photosynthesis.

Fluorescence also could act as sunscreen, diffusing any damage that otherwise would be inflicted by UV radiation. Such a protective function would have been vital for life on the early Earth, since the ozone layer, which blocks out the sun's most destructive UV rays, did not form until after photosynthetic life began to produce oxygen.

Lipid bubbles!  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Origin_of_life#Bubble_Theory
Bubble Theory
Waves breaking on the shore create a delicate foam composed of bubbles. Winds sweeping across the ocean have a tendency to drive things to shore, much like driftwood collecting on the beach. It is possible that organic molecules were concentrated on the shorelines in much the same way. Shallow coastal waters also tend to be warmer, further concentrating the molecules through evaporation. While bubbles comprised of mostly water burst quickly, oily bubbles happen to be much more stable, lending more time to the particular bubble to perform these crucial experiments.

The phospholipid is a good example of an oily compound believed to have been prevalent in the prebiotic seas. Because phospholipids contain a hydrophilic head on one end, and a hydrophobic tail on the other, they have the tendency to spontaneously form lipid membranes in water. A lipid monolayer bubble can only contain oil, and is therefore not conducive to harboring water-soluble organic molecules. On the other hand, a lipid bilayer bubble can contain water, and was a likely precursor to the modern cell membrane. If a protein came along that increased the integrity of its parent bubble, then that bubble had an advantage, and was placed at the top of the natural selection waiting list.

Now, is that mechanism enough?  For some reason, I don't remember this being taught in any of my college Bible classes and don't remember it, as a chapter and verse, in any ancient holy books that I've read!  Friend, perhaps you can help me out here because, if I were God, I'd certainly know well in advance that someone named Mark Rogers would one day ponder these issues at great depth and if I write a book which contains my 'revelation' to him and the rest of the world, perhaps this is important information for he and them to know!  Let's not equivocate by stating 'that's not the purpose of the Bible'.  Of course it wouldn't have been the intent of the barely literate writers of the bible to explain polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.  They wouldn't know the first thing about them, but 'God' certainly would and would have anticipated this well in advance.  This alone showcases, yet again, the ineffectualness of the Bible in answering basic 'origin of life' questions, much less how to live that life after it forms. 
Ratio ante Fides...
Mark    
No, it isn't enough to say that this is a possiblity. How many other possibilities are there? Panspermia? extra-terrestrial aliens seeding the planet, origins from clay, origin from bubbles... Show that the Chemicals actually perform as they claim. The main problem is that even if they ever succed in producing artificially produced "cell", it doesn't prove anything other than it takes a concerted effort,a guiding force, or in other words an Intelligence, for those cells to be produced.   For some reason, I don't remember this being taught in any of my college Bible classes and don't remember it, as a chapter and verse, in any ancient holy books that I've read! The reason it wasn't covered was it doesn't deal with the Bible. You wouldn' find anything about the theory of evolution in a class on basket weaving. You won't find anything in a Math Class either. You don't find the information for repairing a blown head of a motor by looking in a Biology text.  
[Friend ]   Friend, perhaps you can help me out here because, if I were God, I'd certainly know well in advance that someone named Mark Rogers would one day ponder these issues at great depth and if I write a book which contains my 'revelation' to him and the rest of the world, perhaps this is important information for he and them to know!  Let's not equivocate by stating 'that's not the purpose of the Bible'.   [Friend ] Why should God give something to the people then, information for you, something they couldn't understand? Of course it wouldn't have been the intent of the barely literate writers of the bible to explain polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.  They wouldn't know the first thing about them, but 'God' certainly would and would have anticipated this well in advance. You're beginning to show your bias that AAPAS again.  If you were God, which you're not, and neither am I, is irrelevant. He could have done things differently, but he didn't. We can always say, "We could have done something differently." But then again, we don't know that things would have worked out any better or worse if God would have done things our way. But in response to the last point...Who says God didn't anticipate your question well in advance and placed people around you that could give you answers which are guided by the influence of the Bible; giving you the information you needed, leaving the choice for accepting or rejecting that information up to you? It doesn't showcase the ineffectualness of the Bible, but rather the lengths you'll go to in justifying your position through your mis-application.
 

