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WHY Dpid

GOD ceceereopie—

Knowing that Maiy
WOULD GO TO HELL?

[AUTHOR’S NOTE: The latter half of this
question, which concerns hell, is a sentiment
that is often used by skeptics to cast doubt
on the veracity of the Bible and the God
depicted in its pages. We will deal with this
question in two distinct sections. First, we
will see what the Bible has to say about why
God created humans in general. Then we
will proceed to show that the concept of
hell, and God’s foreknowledge about who
will choose to go there, does not rationally

or morally militate against the God of the
Bible.]

there is an all-knowing, all-
I powerful God (and there is, see
htep://tinyurl. com/exofGod)

then we would expect His motivations
for action to be, in many cases, unknown
to us. Since there would be so many
things that He would know and we
would not, it would be virtually impos-
sible for us to understand His reasons for
certain actions unless He condescended
to explain them. As Isaiah the prophet
wrote: ““For My thoughts are not your
thoughts, nor are your ways My ways,
says the Lord. ‘For as the heavens are
higher than the earth, so are My ways
higher than your ways, and my thoughts
than your thoughts”™ (Isaiah 55:8-9).In
one sense we could liken God’s relation-
ship to humans to the knowledge thata
five-year-old child would have of some
of the actions of her parents. Suppose
a child sees a parent pull out a small,
rectangular checkbook, write something
on a check, pull the check out and put it
in an envelope, place a stamp on it, and
put it in the mail. The child might ask,
“Mommy, why did you do that?” The
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mother might respond, “So that we can
keep driving our car without the bank
taking it from us.” How could the child
possibly connect a piece of paper to driv-
inga car? Without knowing the details
of how a check represents money, how
the car was purchased from a dealership,
how the bank loaned the parents money,
etc., then the child could not grasp the
significance of the check.

In a similar way, there are things that
God has done that we humans can never
tully understand for the simple reason
that God has not told us why He has
done them. Or, perhaps He has told
us, but His answer does not give all the
details that our human curiosity might
wish. Moses well understood this idea
when he wrote: “The secret things belong
to the Lord our God, but those things
which have been revealed belong to us
and our children forever, that we may do
all the words of this law” (Deuteronomy
29:29). Some things God tells us; some
things He does not.

When we approach the question of why
God created humans, we find ourselves
dealing with a question for which God
has not provided an extensive answer.
The simple answer given in the Bible
is that God created humans, as well as
the rest of creation, by His will and for
His glory.

BY HIS WILL

evelation 4:11 declares: “You are
worthy, O Lord, to receive glory
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and honor and power; for you created
all things, and by Your will they exist
and were created” (emp. added). The

“take home” message from this verse is

that God freely chose to create and was

not constrained by any outside force or
by a need to fill any type of deficiency.
Psalm 115:3 says: “But our God is in

heaven; He does whatever He pleases.”
The simple, but none too informative,
answer to our question is that God

wanted to create humans, so He did.

We must stress, at this point, that His
desire to create humans was not because
He needed them for some reason. There
have been those, especially in ancient
religions, who have suggested that God
was lonely or in some way deficient and
needed humans as companions or help-
ers. This suggestion has no merit. In
Acts 17:24-25, the apostle Paul plainly
declared: “God, who made the world
and everything in it, since He is Lord
of heaven and earth, does not dwell in
temples made with hands. Nor is He
worshiped with men’s hands, as though
he needed anything, since He gives
to all life, breath, and all things” (emp.
added).

The fact that God does not need
humans to “help” Him is also reflected in
Psalm 50:10-12, a statement that quotes
God’s own words: “For every beast of
the forest is Mine, and the cattle on a
thousand hills. I know all the birds of
the mountains, and the wild beasts of
the field are Mine. If I were hungry, I
would not tell you; for the world is Mine
and all its fullness.” This passage is cer-
tainly not suggesting that God would
actually get hungry. On the contrary, it
is implying that God would never need
anything from His Creation.

Neither was God “forced” to create
humans because He was lonely. Being
the all-sufficient Being, there is nothing
in God that needs more of anything,
God’s eternal communion with Himself
(in the persons of the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit) has always provided all the
fellowship God needs to be complete.

We can clearly see this communion of



the three persons of the Godhead in
Genesis 1:26, “Then God said, ‘Let us
make man in Our image, according to
Our likeness.” Jesus echoed this senti-
ment of God’s eternal communion when
He prayed to the Father: “And now, O
Father, glorify Me together with Yourself,
with the glory which I had with You
before the world was” (John 17:5, emp.
added). God’s free will act of creating
humans had nothing to do with a need
to assuage any loneliness. As Stanley
Grenz correctly concluded: “Thus, God’s
creation of the universe is a free act, a
non-necessary act. God is not driven
to create, not forced by some sense of
compulsion to bring the universe into
existence” (1994, p. 99).

Just because God did not (and does
not) need humanity for anything, does
not imply that humans are unimport-
ant to God. Once He freely chose to
create humans, He endowed them with
importance by forming them in His own
image (Genesis 1:26-27). As theologian
Wayne Grudem rightly commented:

Someone might wonder, if God does
not need us for anything, then are
we important at all? Is there any
significance to our existence or to
the existence of the rest of creation?
In response it must be said that we
are in fact very meaningful because
God has created us and determined
that we would be meaningful to him.
That s the final definition of genuine
significance (Grudem, 1994, p. 162,
italics in original).

God chose to create us by His free will.

When He did, He endowed us with

meaning and importance by creating
us in His image.

FOR HIS GLORY

he Bible also says that God created

humans “for His glory.” The God
of the Bible declared: “Everyone who
is called by My name, Whom I have
created for My glory, I have formed
him, yes,  have made him” (Isaiah 437,
emp. added). It is at this point that we
must confess that the phrase “for His
glory” opens the door to a great deal
of speculation. What does the Bible

mean when it says that humans (and all

creation) were brought into existence

for God’s glory? Does it mean that His

creation will praise Him and give Him

glory? Does it mean the mere fact that

human existence brings glory to God

as a manifestation of His power and

ingenuity? Does it mean that our con-
tinued worship of God, in spite of the

existence of suffering and hardship in

this world, vindicates God and glori-
fies Him in contradiction to Satan’s

expectations, as illustrated in the book of
Job? Everything that is involved in this

idea will never be truly understood by
humans. We can only say that humans

are here “for His glory.”

Some have suggested that if the God
of the Bible made humans simply “for
His glory,” then this would imply that
God is an egotistical dictator Who sim-
ply wanted more “subjects” to grovel at
His feet and tell Him how great He is.
This suggestion fails to comprehend
important aspects of the phrase “for His
glory.” Not only are humans designed
to bring glory to God, but they are also
designed to enjoy God’s glory and find
their own completeness in it. As Jack
Cottrell stated: “Herein lies the pur-
pose of human existence, i.e., to receive
God’s goodness and to give him glory”
(2002, p. 109). God created humans

to live a blissfully happy life receiving
His glory and responding in turn to the
gift of His glory. It is a perfect feedback
loop of humans receiving God’s glory,
responding with obedience and praise,
and being complete and fulfilled by
their reception of God’s glory as well as
by their proper response to it. We can
say, then, that God created humans to
live blisstully perfect lives receivingand
reciprocating His glory. Understanding
the situation in this light brings to the
surface the folly of accusing God of
selfish egotism.

KNOWING MOST PEOPLE
WILL GO TO HELL

O nce we establish the fact that God
created humans by His will, to live
completely happy lives as they receive
and respond to His glory, the skeptic is
quick to seize upon the fact that many
people are not blissfully happy. In fact,
a large number of people are unhappy.
Not only that, demands the skeptic, but
most people, according to the Bible, are
destined to be punished eternally in hell.
How is it, the skeptic queries, that a lov-
ing God could create humans, knowing
that most of them would go to hell?
Atheist author David Mills demanded:
Ifwe conclude, then, that God would
create Hell to deter human behavior
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which He disliked—knowingbefore-
hand that the majority of human-
ity would, as a result, suffer eternal
torture—then we would be forced
to label this god as evil and sadistic
also, because He likewise would have
inhumanely tortured individuals in
order to accomplish His goals (Mills,
2006, p. 180).
Skeptic Vistonas Wu posted similar
thoughts on the Web in an article titled
“Debunking the Arguments of Christian
Fundamentalists and Evangelists™ “If
you were God, and you were omnipo-
tent and could see throughout all time,
would you create a world where you knew
beforehand that the majority of people
would end up in an eternal hell?” (2009).
The answer implied by the skepticis, “No.”
But the problem with his reasoning is
that humans are not all-knowing and
that is why humans are not in such a
position. In fact, in light of humanity’s
limited knowledge, it easily could be the
case that the information we do not have
at the present is the very information
that would lead an all-knowing Being
to create the world as it is. The simple
sounding question, “If you were God...,”
can never be asked in any legitimate
sense, and certainly cannot be used as
“evidence” to impugn the character of
God. If a person really could be God,
then his thought process would be so
different from what it is now, there is
no way he could say what he would or
would not do. It needs to be noted in this
context that God has created humans
in His image, endowing them with the
ability to distinguish truth from error,
and those ideas that are rational from
those that are not. We are not contend-
ing that God’s choice to create people
is irrational to humans, but rational to
God. We are simply saying that God’s
omniscience puts Him in a position to

know all the details that would be needed

to make a perfectly rational decision.

DISSECTING THE SKEPTIC'S ACCUSATION

he skeptic’s accusation that God is
evil because He created humans,
even though He knew that most would

go to hell, crumbles under closer scrutiny.
First, the skeptic is quick to include the

idea that “most” people are going to hell.
This word “most” must be included in

the accusation, because if more people

go to heaven than go to hell, one could

easily argue (using the skeptics’ own

humanistic morality) that the present

world is arranged for the benefit of the

majority. Since humanistic morality

claims an action is moral as long as it

brings about the most good for the major-
ity of people (Butt, 2010, pp. 33-36), then

skeptics cannot, according to their own

standard, criticize a God that saves “most”
people in heaven and allows a minority

of them to choose hell.

So, can we be sure that “most” people
are going to hell? No, and here is why.
Numerous verses can be cited that seem
to indicate that a majority of people
choose hell. The most common pas-
sage is Matthew 7:13-14, which states:

“Enter by the narrow gate for wide is the
gate and broad is the way that leads to
destruction, and there are many who go
in by it. Because narrow is the gate and
difficult is the way which leads to life,
and there are few who find it.” According
to this passage, many choose the path
to destruction, and only few choose the
path to life. What is implied in these
verses, however, is the idea that those
under discussion have the ability and
capacity to choose. Those who are not
inview in this or other such passages are
those who have not yet reached an age
or mental capacity to choose—unborn
babies, infants, and children. If we can
show that children go to heaven (and
we can, see Butt, 2003), and we can
show that there is at least a possibility
that more children have died in a saved
condition than adults who have died lost,
then we can do away with the idea that

“most” people are going to hell. When
we consider that worldwide, there are
an estimated 42 million abortions each
year (Johnston, 2010), and when we
understand that children often are the
first to die in periods of famine and
disease, we are forced to conclude that
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it is at least possible, and most likely
probable, that more humans have died
in a saved state than those who will be
eternally lost. [NOTE: At this point in
the discussion, the skeptic will often
change the subject and demand that
God cannot be loving and allow all
those children to die. This accusation
is false and has been definitively refuted,
see Butt, 2009]. The skeptic, then, can-
not know if “most” people are going to
hell, and thus, according to humanistic
morality based on the majority, cannot
accuse God of evil. In truth, however,
the concept of “most” people has very
little to do with justifying God’s actions.
Because God’s morality can still be jus-
tified even if most people are lost and
only a few saved.

GOD WANTS ALL PEOPLETO
CHOOSE TO BE SAVED

he Bible is clear that God allows all
accountable humans to choose their

own final destination. Throughout the
Scriptures, we see God placing before
humans the ability to determine their
own destiny. Moses wrote: “I call heaven
and earth as witnesses today against
you, that I have set before you life and
death, blessing and cursing; therefore
choose life” (Deuteronomy 30:19). Jesus’
statement in Matthew 7:13-14 about
the narrow and wide paths included the
idea that His listeners had the ability
“to enter” whichever path they chose.
Joshua underscored this idea of choice
when he declared to the Israelites, “And
if it seems evil to you to serve the Lord,
choose for yourselves this day whom you
will serve” (Joshua 24:15). The skeptical
community likes to parade before the
masses a picture of a tyrant God Who
arbitrarily casts people to eternal destruc-
tion based on nothing more than whim
and caprice. That is not true. Any person
who goes to hell will have consciously
made the decision to be there. As atheist
Dan Barker so clearly stated: “Speaking
for myself; if the biblical heaven and
hell exist, I would choose hell” (2008,
p- 170). C.S. Lewis insightfully noted:
“There are only two kinds of people in
(cont. on p. 32)



Homosexual Parenting 15 Devastating to Chuldren

Kyle, Butt, M.A.

Stephanie Pappas, writing for LiveScience.
com, recently penned an article titled, “Why
Gay Parents May Be the Best Parents” (2012).
In that article she attempted to make the case
that same-sex couples provide an environment
that is better for raising children than the en-
vironment provided by heterosexual couples.
To bolster her case, she cited various studies,
quoted numerous “experts,” and fleshed out
the details with copious statistics. Her thinly
veiled attempt to appear unbiased about the
issue is extremely transparent, and her clear
agenda to advance tolerance for homosexuality,
in spite of its real impact on society, was evident.

Consider this. God created humans in
His likeness. When He did, He made them

“male and female” and designed the first home
(Genesis 2:22-24). This divinely ordained, man-
woman relationship has been the pillar of every
productive society in the history of mankind.
Furthermore, since God created humans, and
knows precisely what is best for their well-being,
only He would be in a position to know which
type of parenting situation, same-sex or hetero-
sexual, would be best for rearing children. Not
only did He establish the family to be headed
by heterosexual parents, but He consistently
condemned the homosexual lifestyle as sinful,
admonishing homosexuals to repent (Butt,
2003). Therefore, since same-sex parents are
openly rebelling against God, and providing
this rebellious attitude as an example to their
adopted children, their child-rearing environ-
ment can never be healthy or wholesome.

It is telling to see one of the reasons that
Pappas gives as to why homosexual parenting
is “good.” Under the subheading of “Nurturing
Tolerance,” Pappas wrote that according to
research done by Abbie Goldberg, “the only
consistent places you find differences between
how kids of gay parents and kids of straight
parents turn out are in issues of tolerance and
open-mindedness” (2012, emp. added). And
in what areas of life, would you guess, the kids
of gay parents are more tolerant? Goldberg
writes: “These individuals feel like their per-
spectives on family, on gender, on sexuality

have largely been enhanced by growing up with
gay parents” (2012, emp. added). And there
it is, the primary reason why a person would
advocate the sinful situation of homosexual
parenting—so that the children will grow
up and be more tolerant and open-minded
about homosexuality. Families that are led by
same-sex parents have jettisoned God’s design
for the home, and have turned their situation
into a system to perpetuate the acceptance of
homosexuality by the next generation of other
people’s children that they are raising (since it
is biologically impossible for two homosexuals
to have children together).

Itis true that many heterosexual parents have
failed to follow God’s command to bring their
children up in the nuture and admonition of
the Lord (Ephesians 6:4). But their failure in
no way implies that God’s design for the home,
based on the monogamous union between
one man and one woman for life, is flawed.
Homosexual parents, due to their sinful rebellion
against God, can never teach their children by
their example to love the truth and obey their
Creator. What same-sex parents successfully
do teach their adopted children, according
to Pappas and the research she presented, is
to perpetuate a spirit of tolerance for the sin
of homosexuality. Pappas’ article provides yet
another example of a person calling something
good thatis evil and putting forth darkness asif
it were light (Isaiah 5:20). It should further be
noted that the ones who practice homosexual-
ity will not be the only ones called to account
for their sinful deeds. Those who “approve of
those who practice them” will also be guilty
before God (Romans 1:32). Oh, that our sin-
ful nation would forsake its sin and turn back
to God, so that God could heal our land (2
Chronicles 7:14).
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the end: those who say to God, “Thy will
be done,” and those to whom God says,
in the end, 7hy will be done.” All that
are in Hell, choose it” (1946, p. 72, ital.
in orig,). Timothy Keller added: “All
God does in the end with people is give
them what they most want, including
freedom from himself. What could be
more fair than that?” (2008, p. 79).

God allows people to choose their final
destiny, and He wants all men to choose
to be saved. First Timothy 2:4 says that
God “desires all men to be saved and to
come to the knowledge of the truth.”
Second Peter 3:8 says that the Lord is

“not willing that any should perish, but
thatall should come to repentance.” Not
only does He not want people to choose
hell, He sent His Son as a sacrifice for
sin to dissuade people from choosing
hell and to persuade them to choose
heaven. In fact, the book of Hebrews
explains that those who choose the
path to destruction will trample the
Son of God under their feet on their way
(Hebrews 10:29). The concept of hell
does not militate against God’s love or
justice (Butt, 2010, pp. 17-24). [NOTE:
I understand that the skeptic does not
accept these verses as inspired and does
not accept the story of Jesus’ sacrificial
atonement. If the skeptic accuses the
Bible of portraying God as immoral,
however, he must allow the Bible to
answer for itself.  am simply saying the
Bible presents a cogent, logical argument
that shows the skeptics’ accusation of
God as being immoral to be wrong.
If God really allows people to choose,
and if He sent His Son to demonstrate
Hislove and persuade people to choose
right, then He cannot be accused of
immorality.]

GOD SHOWS NO PARTIALITY

Another key concept to understand-
ing God’s dealings with humanity
is His lack of partiality. The apostle Peter
correctly stated: “In truth I perceive
that God shows no partiality. But in
every nation whoever fears Him and
works righteousness is accepted by Him”

(Acts 10:34-35). This verse testifies to
the fact that the Bible presents God as
a perfectly impartial, fair Being Who
gives every person an equal opportu-
nity to respond to the truth. We must
understand, however, that we are not
saying that all people have the exact
same number of opportunities to hear
the Gospel, or are born into identical
socio-economic situations, etc. What
we are saying is that God fairly judges
each person based on the opportunities
he or she has been given. As Jesus said:
“For everyone to whom much is given,
from him much will be required; and
to whom much has been committed,
of him they will ask the more” (Luke
12:48). In all the examples in the Bible
in which people responded properly to
the truth, God provided those people
with enough information to be saved (cf.
Acts 8:26-38; Acts 10). God, therefore,
takes into account every aspect of a
person’s inherent make-up and external
environment and impartially judges that
person’s behavior based on what he or
she should do given all the circumstances.

YES, BUT GOD KNEW SOME
WOULD CHOOSE HELL...

Once the skeptic realizes that he
cannot rationally conclude that
God is unfair for allowing all people
to choose their own destiny, he must
insist that the mere fact God knew some
people would choose hell should have
kept God from creating those people. An
adequate response to such a statement is
simply, “Who says?” Is there anything
about the skeptic’s charge that shows
some type of inherent moral rightness?
There is nothing. And while, “Who says?”
is an adequate response, it is not the
only one at the disposal of the biblical
theist. While it is true that God could
have only created those humans that
He knew would choose heaven, would
the skeptic call that “fair”? Would it
be fair for God not to create a person,
and thereby deprive that person of the
same opportunities and chances as other
people, simply because God knew that
person would choose hell? Such a course
of action would actually be truly “unfair”
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and would land God in the real moral
dilemma of showing partiality. On the
contrary, the only way for God to be
truly fair to all His human creatures
would be to allow each of them the
same opportunity to choose their own
final destination.

The skeptic might then contend that
it would have been better for God not
to have created humans at all. But the
answer to such a statement once again
is, “Who says?” Who is the skeptic to
say that a world with no humans is one
that is better than a world in which
humans are all given an equal chance
to respond to God’s love, with many
millions actually responding obediently
and receiving eternal life? On what
grounds does the skeptic demand that
his perceived world is better than the
one that we have? He can appeal to no
greater authority than his own personal
opinion. In essence, the skeptic is saying
nothing more than, “I think it would
have been better if humans were not
created if some would choose hell.” The
response to such an opinion is simply
that God, Who knows everythingand
is completely impartial and perfectly
moral and loving, understands at least
one thing about the Universe that the
skeptic does not know (or refuses to
acknowledge) that calls for the situation
to be as it is.

CONCLUSION

here is no possible way for our finite

human minds to understand all
the reasons behind why God created
humans. There is enough information
about God and humans for us to reason
properly that God is not immoral for
having created humans. We can know
that humans were created by an act of
God’s free will to receive and respond to
His glory. The skeptic’s vacuous charge
that God isimmoral for creating humans,
knowing that some would choose hell,
cannot be sustained. God has given every
responsible person an equal opportunity
to choose heaven. There is no ground
upon which the skeptic can maintain
that a world without humans would be



a better world than one in which some
humans choose eternal life and others
choose eternal destruction. In fact, God’s
attributes of omniscience, impartiality,
and love provide the basis to conclude
that only He would be in a position to
determine which world would be the
very best. When understood properly,
the Bible presents a completely consistent
picture of God’s moral perfection in
regard to His choice to create humans.
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Australopithecus Sediba:
Evolutionary Game Changer?

he media has already deemed

the find an “evolutionary game

changer.” In a South African
cave in 2008, two sets of fossils were
discovered by paleontologists that
they allege may be from a transitional
creature—a “missing link” between
modern man and the ancient ances-
tor he allegedly shares with modern
apes. According to ABC News, and
several other news outlets, scientists
have proclaimed the fossilized crea-
ture an evolutionary ““game changer’
in understanding human evolution,”
potentially being the “best candidate
yet for the immediate ancestor of our
genus, Homo” (Potter, 2011). Scientists
have deemed the fossil species contain-
ingthe fossil find, Australopithecus sed-
iba. The fossils of special interest in the
find includes a “foot, hand, and parts
of the pelvis and skull” (Potter). The
cave wherein the fossils were found
was dated, using uranium-lead dat-
ing combined with paleomagnetic and
stratigraphic analysis (evolutionary
dating techniques), to be 1,977,000
years old, which caused scientists to
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give the same age to the fossils. Accord-
ing to evolutionists, this age predates
“the earliest uncontested evidence for
Homo in Africa” (Pickering, etal., 2011,
333[6048]:1421).
The truth is, as we have documented
time and time again (e.g., Harrub and

Thompson, 2003; Thompson, et al.,
2002), the fossil evidence that is des-
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perately needed to prove the theory
of evolution is simply not there. As
ABC News writer, Ned Potter, admit-
ted in the article splashing the fossil
find, researchers know that “[t]here is
a gap in the fossil record, so far unex-
plained” (2011). This admission ulti-
mately results in the media and many
scientists jumping to quick conclu-
sions when a hopeful find is made, as
is the case in this instance. One would
think that scientists and media person-
nel would be more cautious, remember-
ing the many blunders that have been
made by paleontologists over the years
in their quick claims to have found
missinglinks, includingJava Man, Pilt-
down Man, Nebraska Man, Flipper
Man, and Orce Man (cf. Thompson
and Harrub, 2002). Potter conceded
that “researchers in the past have made
many finds that turned out to be dead
ends” (2011). That is certainly an under-
statement. Some scientists appear to
be getting the picture. Science writer
and biologist, Michael Balter, admit-
ted that “few scientists are ready to
believe” that these fossils represent the
immediate ancestor of the genus, Homo
(2010, 328[5975]:154). After all, cau-
tion must be taken when all of the hype
and alleged “game changer” status of
the species is based entirely on only a
foot, hand, and small parts of a pel-
vis and skull.

It is important to watch for small—
but significant—disclaimers that
appear throughout evolutionary lit-
erature and the media’s coverage of
fossil finds, like the present specimen.
While some evolutionists use decisive
terminology when discussing macro-
evolution, as if it has been proven to
be true (e.g., Potter quotes Darryl De
Ruiter of Texas A&M University as say-
ing, “It’s strong confirmation of evo-
lutionary theory,” 2011, emp. added),
the truth is, it is an unproven theory,
and those “in the know” in the evolu-
tionary community realize this prob-

One of two sets of allegedly two-million-year-old hones from
Australopithecus sedibafound in South Africa

lem. In fact, it is a theory that will
never be proven, (1) since there is no
evidence in the fossil record that tran-
sitional evolution between kinds of liv-
ing organisms ever occurred, (2) since
the scientific evidence indicates that
life cannot come from non-life, much
less could the laws governing that life
write themselves into existence, and
(3) since no one was around to wit-
ness the origin of life, even if atheis-
tic evolution were true, which means
the question of origins is ultimately
immune to the test of empirical sci-
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ence. Some, at least, like Potter, have
learned to use more cautious terminol-
ogy when discussing evolution and the
fossil record. Phrases such as “may be,”

“might,” and “could be” are important,
because they highlight the fact that the
speaker or writer, in this case, is stat-
ing an assertion or conjecture—not a
proven fact. Such words highlight the
fact that even the evolutionists them-
selves know they have not proven their
case and that their belief in evolution-
ary theory is a blind belief—not based
on the facts.



Disclaimers are often skipped over by
Americans when readingabout science,
because the climate in America—as
promoted in large part by many in our
school system—Ilends itself to believ-
ing scientists no matter what. A per-
son is pressured to believe scientists,
whose theories can pretty much be
taken as “gospel,” regardless of the evi-
dence. They are demi-gods. Their “may-
bes” are equivalent to the common
man’s certainty. This unquestioning,
blind belief should never have been
granted to the scientific community,
and especially not in the last 50 years.
As morality and ethical integrity in
America erodes, less and less confidence
should be placed in the “elite” minds of
our society, who are often biased against
the truth because of the desire for pres-
tige, money, and because of the desire
to eliminate that which gives them
accountability in their personal lives.

If macroevolution ever occurred, there
should be millions of transitional fos-
sils, if not billions, documenting the
evolution of the various species, includ-
ingman. Darwin, himself, believed that

“the number of intermediate varieties,
which have formerly existed, [must] be
truly enormous” (1956, p. 292). After
well over a century of fossil digging
and analyzing the geologic strata, such
proof has simply not come forth, and
frankly, that truth puts to rest the Gen-
eral Theory of Evolution. Findingonly
sporadic, questionable fossils, that even
the evolutionary community itself can-
notagree upon, only further proves the
fact that evolutionary theory is inade-
quate in explainingwhat is seen in the
fossil record. The evolutionary commu-
nity is in constant chaos and disagree-
ment over fossils and the fossil record.
If the evolutionary community can-
not agree with itself, how can the stu-
dent, listener, or reader be expected to
believe what they allege?

Years ago, many in the evolutionary
community began to reject all austra-

lopithecines, which would include
sediba, as being ancestral to man at
all. Lord Solly Zuckerman, the famous
British anatomist who studied austra-
lopithecines for over 15 years, con-
cluded that if man did descend from
an ape-like ancestor, he did so “with-
out leavingany fossil traces of the steps
of the transformation” (1970, p. 64).
The late evolutionist, Ashley Montagu,
said, “[T]he skull form of all australo-
pithecines shows too many specialized
and ape-like characters to be either the
direct ancestor of man or of the line
that led to man” (1957, emp. added).
Based largely on the nature of Orrorin
tugenensis teeth, Martin Pickford, evo-
lutionary geologist from the College
de France in Paris, and Brigitte Senut,
French evolutionary paleontologist of
France’s National Museum of Natural
History, believe that all australopithe-
cines should be placed in aside branch
of the “evolutionary tree” leading to
Orrorin tugenensis and dying out 1.5
million years ago, rather than in the
evolutionary line leading to Homo sapi-
ens (cf. Senut, etal., 2001; Balter, 2001;
Schuster, 2001). If it be the case that
the australopithecines do not lead to
man—and it is—then Australopithe-
cus sediba is totally irrelevant in a dis-
cussion of human evolution altogether,

regardless of the media hype.

Time will tell whether the major-
ity of evolutionists themselves deem
this new find to be of importance to
them, but regardless, the truth will
still stand firm: if evolution is true, it
should not be so hard to verify it. If
atheistic explanations for the origin
of the Universe were true, we should
be witnessing the spontaneous genera-
tion of life and matter all over the place,
or at least once somewhere, as well as
witnessing transitions between kinds
of living organisms. But true science
simply does not support such things.
[NOTE: See Butt, 2010 for more on

Australopithecus sediba]
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We at Apologetics Press have been very pleased with the
response to our children’s readers. We offer three levels
spanningseveral years of a child’s life. Three to five year
olds benefit from our Learn to Read series which is
designed to teach a child how to read.
Kindergarten through second graders
enjoy buildingupon their reading skills
with our Early Readers series. And our
Advanced Readers, for second- and third-
graders, enable a child to improve reading
skills even further.

We are pleased to release to the public
two new readers. Snails, Quails, and
Whales is the latest addition to our Learn
To Read books. The other titles in the series
are: Dogs, Frogs, and Hogs; Bats, Cats, and
Rats; Birds, Bugs, and Bees; Ducks, Bucks, and
Woodchucks; Fish, Flies, and Fleas; and Goose, Moose,
and Mongoose.

We are also pleased to release another volume in the
Advanced Reader series: Amazing Teeth Designed by
God. The other titles in the series are: Amazing Dinosaurs;

Amazing Copies of God'’s Design; The Amazing Human
Body; Amazing Migrating Animals; Amazing Tails; and

Amazing Tamable Animals. All seven of these volumes
take the child from the early reader stage of development
to the next level, preparing him or her for fourth grade
and beyond.

Two New Children’s Readers

All of our readers focus on God as the Creator, while
simultaneously helping children develop necessary
reading skills. Each book is literally beautiful—with
colorful, stunning pictures and drawings, and interesting

text. What’s more, these books are unbelievably
inexpensive! You cannot buy books of this quality at
the prices that A.P. offers, since we are not

here to make money. We are here to get
worthwhile materials into the hands of
as many people as possible.
Imagine teachinga child or grandchild
to read using books that impress upon
the child the reality of the Creator and
His connection to the created order. Most
adults were not taught to read using such
books—but how different would our

nation be if such books were used on a
wide scale? We are out to promote spiritual

growth and point people to the God and
Christ of the Bible. Please take advantage of these
effective tools for your children and grandchildren—
tools that facilitate their preparation for eternity.
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