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Jeff Miller, Ph.D.

Does the Evidence REALLY
Support Human Evolution? (Part I)

[EDITORS' NOTE: This article
is the first installment in a two-
part series. Part II will follow
next month.]

ACROEVOLUTION! is
the belief that all extant
species emerged from

previous species, beginning with
a simple, single-celled organism.
Macroevolution is accepted as true
by the bulk of mainstream scien-
tists, even though, without a God,
it does not even have the means to
get started on its path from single-
celled organisms to humans. No
sufficient evidence exists to sup-
port the blind belief that life could
come from non-life, much less life
that is equipped with an operating
program, genetic information, and
the ability to reproduce itself. The
evidences which are claimed to sup-
port biological evolution, without
fail, end up being irrelevant, inad-
equate, Or €ven erroneous upon
deeper investigation. But what

Many ardent evolutionists are apparently unaware of
the fact that, according to experts, human evolution is
not only unsubstantiated, but that the evidence stands
against it. While a person has the freedom to continue
to believe it, he should realize that he must maintain a
blind faith in order to do so.

about these supposed evidences of
human evolution?

We as humans tend to have a
special interest in human evolution,
since the subject directly pertains
to us. This truth no doubt explains
why much of the hype over new
alleged evidences for evolution focus
on human evolution, in particular.
Upon deeper examination, are the
oft-used evidences in support of
human evolution legitimate?

DOES THE FOSSIL RECORD
SUPPORT HUMAN EVOLUTION?

The fossil record is proclaimed by
many to be decisive proof of human
evolution. However, while evolution
would predict the existence of bil-
lions of transitional fossils connect-
ingall species (including humans) to
their evolutionary precursors,” that
evidence is conspicuously absent in
the fossil record. Each new fossil
thought to be a potential candidate
for a transitional form is, without
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exception, heavily debated amongst
evolutionists themselves. Eventually,
once other paleontologists have
examined the fossil, and other fos-
sils have been discovered that shed
more light on previous fossils, the
fossil is often agreed upon by evo-
lutionists themselves not to be a
transitional form towards humans.
As in the case of alleged evidences
for macroevolution in general, pro-
claimed fossil record evidences of
human evolution are either inad-
equate, €rroneous, or irrelevant in
nature.

Inadequate Evidence

As we discuss elsewhere,” the
fossil evidence for Darwinian evo-
lution in general, much less human
evolution, simply is not available. If
evolution happened, there should be
fossil evidence of the transition of
the original single-celled organism
into its evolutionary descendants—
i.e., there should be transitional fos-
sils between the supposed common
ancestors of all species on the planet.
However, the late, well-known
Harvard University evolutionary
paleontologist Stephen Jay Gould
admitted years ago that evolution-
ists “have no direct evidence for
smooth transitions.” He acknowl-
edged: “All paleontologists know
that the fossil record contains pre-
cious little in the way of interme-
diate forms; transitions between
major groups are characteristi-
cally abrupt.”* Writing in Paleobi-
ology he explained: “The absence
of fossil evidence for intermedi-
ary stages between major transi-
tions in organic design, indeed our
inability, even in our imagination,
to construct functional interme-
diates in many cases, has been a
persistent and nagging problem for
gradualistic accounts of evolution.”

“[T]he extreme rarity of transi-
tional forms in the fossil record
persists as the trade secret of pale-
ontology. The evolutionary trees



that adorn our textbooks have data
only at the tips and nodes of their
branches: the rest is inference, how-
ever reasonable, not the evidence of
the fossils.”

Colin Patterson literally “wrote
the textbook” on evolution. He was
the paleontologist who served as the
editor of the professional journal
published by the British Museum
of Natural History in London. In
response to a letter asking why
he did not include examples of
transitional fossils in his book, he
responded,

I fully agree with your comments
on the lack of direct illustration
of evolutionary transitions in my
book. If I knew of any, fossil or
living, I would certainly have
included them.... Yet [Stephen
Jay] Gould and the American
Museum people are hard to con-
tradict when they say there are
no transitional fossils.... I will
lay it on the line—there is not
one such fossil for which one
could make a watertight argu-
ment.7
Even after over a century of search-
ing for homo fossils, one evolution-
ary scientist admitted several years
ago, “The fossils that decorate our
family tree are so scarce that there
are still more scientists than speci-
mens. The remarkable fact is that
all the physical evidence we have for
human evolution can still be placed,
with room to spare, inside a single
coffin.”® According to evolution-
ists, themselves, the fossil evidence
for human evolution is meager at
best. Kate Wong, evolutionist and
senior science writer for Scientific
American, said, “The origin of our
genus, Homo, is one of the biggest
mysteries facing scholars of human
evolution. Based on the meager
evidence available, scientists have
surmised that Homo arose in East
Africa....”” Paleontologists often
rely on a few isolated fossil bones
(or bone fragments), found here and
there around the world, to construct

their alleged tree of human evolu-
tionary proof. Wong went on to say:

For decades paleoanthropolo-

gists have combed remote corners

of Africa on hand and knee for
fossils of Homo’s earliest repre-
sentatives.... Their efforts have
brought only modest gains—a
jawbone here, and handful of
teeth there. Most of the recovered
fossils instead belong to either
ancestral australopithecines or
later members of Homo—crea-
tures too advanced to illuminate
the order in which our distinc-
tive traits arose.... [W]ith so
little to go on, the origin of our
genus has relgnained as mysteri-
ous as ever.
Mariette DiChristina, editor-in-
chief of Scientific American, also
admitted that “[plieces of our
ancient forebears generally are hard
to come by.... Scientists working to
interpret our evolution often have
had to make do with studying a
fossil toe bone here or a jaw there.”"!
New Scientist described the avail-
able fossil evidence for humans as
“part of a face here” or “a jawbone
fragment there.”"? Supposed human
evolution fossils “generally amount
to just a few fragments rather
than complete skeletons.”"” Are
fragments of toe bones, faces, and
jawbones sufficient evidence to sub-
stantiate human evolution?

In their 2023 article in Ameri-
can Scientist, “The Inevitably
Incomplete Story of Human Evo-
lution,” Bernard Wood, a paleo-
anthropologist and professor at
George Washington University, as
well as adjunct senior scientist at
the National Museum of Natural
History, and paleoanthropologist
Alexis Uluutku of George Wash-
ington University, acknowledged:
“Reconstructing that braided rope
[of human evolutionary lineage—
JM] would be a scientific challenge
in any case, but it is all the more
difficult because of major gaps
in the fossil record.”"* Warning
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all modern paleoanthropologists,
they explain that, “the existing
human fossil record is incomplete
in almost all respects, with little
chance that any narrative expla-
nation offered today can be the
right one.”” Mentioning creation-
ists as capitalizing on evolutionary
paleoanthropologist blunders over
the years, they explain, “Accounts
based on incomplete data sets can
sometimes, misleadingly sound
definitive,” and yet,
It is accepted practice in paleo-
anthropology to present detailed
reconstructions Of human €vo-
lutionary history that rarely
acknowledge the extent to which
they are incomplete and bound
to change. But this practice does
a disservice to all concerned. It
would be more helpful as well as
more accurate, to acknowledge
that the hominin fossil record
is incomplete and that there
are therefore limits to what can
be said about it."
“The bottom line,” they explain, “is
that taxonomic proposals, phyloge-
netic reconstructions, and classifica-
tions are all hypotheses. They are
all subject to testing and will inevi-
tably be corroborated or revised as
new evidence accumulates.””’ Sadly,
although the typical fossil evidences
for human evolution are based on
very few samples and, therefore,
are inconclusive, mainstream
evolutionists proclaim their scant
evidence as though it is authorita-
tive. However, Wood and Uluutku
warn: “The smaller the sample, the
greater the opportunity for the
observed value of a trait to be biased
by random sampling and measure-
ment error,” which disallows results
from being “reproduced by others”
and causes “mistrust between sci-
entists and the public.”"®
They further acknowledge:
“Hypotheses involving extinct taxa
inevitably rest on evidence from the
bones and teeth that are preserved in
the fossil record. Unfortunately, the



hard tissues of some types of living
monkeys and apes can look so sim-
ilar that it is almost impossible to
tell which bone or tooth comes
from which species.”” Which
species does the fossil belong to: an
extinct hominid or a living ape or
monkey? Oftentimes, according to
Wood and Uluutku, the selected
interpretation is the result of “con-
firmation bias”—
the all-too-human tendency to
see what we expect (or hope)
to see, sometimes at the cost of
seeing accurately. Rarely oper-
ating at a conscious level, con-
firmation bias involves focusing
on and giving excessive weight
to evidence that supports an
already-favored conclusion
while overlooking or devaluing
evidence to the contrary. Prob-
ably the best known example of
confirmation bias in this field
centers on a fossil that eventually
proved to be no more than a hoax,
the notorious Piledown Man....
One of the dangers of confirma-
tion bias is that it can lead indi-
viduals, including researchers, to
reach conclusions prematurely,
stopping the search for objective
evidence because they perceive
the case for an outcome...to
be stronger than it actually
is. The result can be to prop
up incorrect hypotheses or to
promote overconfidence in a
hypothesis....”"
The evidence for human evolution is
inadequate at best. Does that truth
dissuade many evolutionists from
accepting evolution? Since their
acceptance of evolution is already
based on blind, evidence-less faith
in many other areas,”' why would it?
Evolutionary paleoanthropologist
Lee Berger, from the University of
the Witwatersrand in Johannesburg,
South Africa, has become famous
over the past decade for discover-
ing hominid fossils (e.g., Australo-
pithecus sediba and Homo naleds).
He admitted that there is a lack of
human evolutionary evidence in the

fossil record. However, his blind
faith in evolution isn’t shaken by
the fossil record’s failure to provide
necessary evidence. He baselessly
stated: “[W]e really need a better
record—and it’s out there.””

Erroneous Evidence

Notably, to his credit, Berger
subtly chided other paleontologists
for their standard practice of assign-
ing fossil fragments to a particular
genus, since isolated bones are not
enough evidence to know where a
species belongs. He explained that
his fossil discoveries show “that one
can no lon%er assign isolated bones
to a genus.”” He said that “you can’t
take a mandible [lower jaw], a max-
illa [upper jaw] or a collection of
teeth and try to predict what the rest
of the body looks like?* Ifa paleon-
tologist does so, he is likely to make
a mistake. Bernard Wood, again,
agreed that Berger is “absolutely
right.”” One should not expect the
paleoanthropology community to
stop such unwise practices, since the
human evolutionary “tree” would
have to be essentially cut down and
used as firewood, considering that
the bulk of the evidence for human
evolution is comprised of such iso-
lated bones.

One would suspect that, if Berger
and Wood are right, evolutionists
might be prone to misidentification
of fossils at first glance. Enter the
parade of human evolution blunders
and hoaxes that have been cham-
pioned over the past two centuries.
Here are but a few:*

e Java Man—a supposed human
ancestor later found to have
been erronecously based on the
skull cap of a gibbon and fos-
silized teeth and thigh bone of
a modern human

e Piltdown Man—mentioned
carlier, was originally thought
to be a human evolutionary
ancestor, but later found to be a
forgery using a modified orang-
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utan jawbone and a portion of a
modern human skull
Nebraska Man—an alleged
human ancestor based on a
single tooth, later found to be
from a wild pig

Flipper Man—another alleged
human evolutionary ances-
tor based on what was later
acknowledged to be a fossilized
rib of a dolphin

Orce Man—an alleged ancestor
based on a skull cap, later found
to be from a donkey

Java Man 2—A few years after
the Java Man find, but before the
mistake had been discovered, in
1926, Professor Heberlein of the
Dutch Medical Service, found
what appeared to be a complete
Java Man cranium in the same
area that Java Man had been
discovered. Again, the fossil
was hailed as more evidence of
this transitional creature—until
Time magazine ran a retraction
in 1927. In the retraction, the
Smithsonian Institute said that
the cranium was actually the
kneecap of an elephant.”’
Southwestern Colorado
Man—In the same Java Man
2 retraction, Dr. Ales Hrdlicka
of the Smithsonian Institution
noted that, “The ‘Southwestern
Colorado Man,’ lately deduced
from a set of Eocene teeth, was
a myth, the teeth having proved
to be those of an antique horse.””*
Calaveras Man—In July of
1866, Josiah Whitney, the head
of California’s geological survey,
unveiled his discovery of a skull
that had been found in Calav-
eras County, presenting a paper
to the California Academy of
Natural Sciences. It was dis-
covered in a mineshaft beneath
volcanic deposits believed to be
a million years old—making it,
at the time, the oldest known
human ancestor on the conti-



nent. Eventually, once again, it
was determined to be a hoax—
planted by local miners in the
mine. Carbon dating revealed
that the skull was approximately
1,000 years old.”

e Neanderthal Man—Nean-
derthals are often depicted as
having sub-human intelligence:
cave men grunting and hitting
things with clubs. However,
in the words of evolutionary
anthropologist of Washington
University in St. Louis (one of
the world’s foremost authori-
ties on the Neanderthals),
“Detailed comparisons of Nean-
derthal skeletal remains with
those of modern humans have
shown that there is nothing
in Neanderthal anatomy that
conclusively indicates locomo-
tor, manipulative, intellectual
or linguistic abilities inferior
to those of modern humans.”*®
Further, genetic evidence sug-
gests that modern humans (i.e.,
Homo sapiens), Neanderthals,
and Denisovans all had children
together in the past, proving
that they are all human (i.e., part
of the “human kind”).”’ Con-
cerning the results of sequenc-
ing the Neanderthal Genome,
Ed Green (Assistant Professor
of Biomolecular Engineering
at UC Santa Cruz) explained:
“Two chimpanzees are roughly
as different in DNA sequence as
a human and a Neanderthal.”*
In other words, a human and
Neanderthal are both just as
much human as two chimpan-
zees are chimpanzee.

e Hobbit Man—In 2004, pale-
ontologists discovered bones
from seven individuals on
the island of Flores. By giving
“Hobbit Man” (Homo floresien-
sis) a name that distinguishes
him from a normal man, evo-
lutionists leave the impression

with the public that another
ancient “sub-human” has been
discovered. More recent evi-
dence, however, has revealed
that Homo floresiensis is likely
merely another human, possibly
even merely a human suffering
from Down Syndrome.”

e Cro-Magnon Man—Once
again, by giving 1868 Cro-
Magnon fossils a special name,
evolutionists leave the impres-
sion that primitive, “sub-human”
missing links have been found,
substantiating evolution. Fur-
ther analysis of Cro-Magnon
fossils, however, has revealed
that Cro-Magnon Man is both
anatomically and even geneti-
cally like modern man.** If it
walks like a duck, talks like a
duck, looks like a duck...and, in
this case, bleeds like a duck, it’s
a duck.

Are creationists making these
instances up? Hardly. In the words
of famous skeptic Michael Shermer,
executive director of the Skeptics
Society and prior monthly contribu-
tor to Scz'entiﬁcAmerimn, “Hoaxes
like Piledown Man and honest mis-
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takes like Nebraska Man, Calaveras
Man, and Hesperopithecus are in
time exposed. In fact, it was not cre-
ationists who exposed these errors, it
was scientists who did so.”*®> While
we disagree with his implication
that creationists are not scientists,
we very much agree that it is gener-
ally evolutionists themselves, to their
credit, who uncover their own fossil
blunders and hoaxes. Since they are
unwilling to change their practices,
expect more such mistakes as the

years roll by.

Irrelevant Evidence

What about the many supposed
“species” found on human evolution-
ary trees in textbooks and museums
that are not (yet) acknowledged to
be hoaxes and mistakes? Are they

proof of evolution?

Human evolutionary ancestry
trees generally include the hominins,
species whose Latin names begin
with “homo” or “australopithecus”
(i.c., the “australopithecines”). Many
evolutionists believe that the aus-
tralopithecines are the transitional
species in the ancestry of humans,
connecting us back to the common

(cont. on p. 92)
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ancestor we supposedly shared with
modern apes. As you study these
charts, you will likely see in the
human “family tree,” for example:

o Homo erectus

o Homo neanderthalensis

o Homo habilis

o Homo naledi

o Homo flovesiensis

o Homo heidelbergensis

o Homo rudolfensis

o Homo sapiens

o Homo ergaster
Australopithecus africanus

o Australopithecus afarensis

o Australopithecus (or Paranthro-

pus) robustus

o Australopithecus (or Paranthro-

pus) boisei

o Australopithecus anamensis

o Australopithecus sediba
Upon closer examination of these
species and others, creationists have
determined from statistical analysis
that virtually all of the Homo spe-
cies® are likely varieties of humans
that have walked the Earth in the
past.”” While they are related to one
another, the Homo varieties provide
no evidence of having evolved from
non-humans (e.g., the australopith-
ecines). Notable is the fact that the
creationist classification system
(called baraminology) is more likely
to detect true relationship, since it
is designed to detect both similari-
ties and distinctions between crea-
tures. Evolutionary classification
(c.g., cladistics), on the other hand,
assumes all life to be related through
common descent and, therefore,
only detects similarities between
species, even if the species have sepa-
rate lineages in reality.

When God created “kinds” of
life during Creation week (not
to be confused with the modern
term “species”—a biblical “kind”
is thought to roughly correlate to
the modern taxonomic category
of “family” or “genus”), He cre-
ated their genomes with enough
potential variability to bring about

immense diversity within each kind
over time. For example, modern
foxes, wolves, jackals, coyotes, din-
goes, and all varieties of domestic
dogs are thought to be descended
from the originally created single
“dog kind” that was created on Day
6 of Creation week. That “kind”
would have been represented by
two individuals on the Ark during
the Flood. Similarly, the bulk of the
many Homo varieties group together
statistically in similarity and are
thought to have descended from
Noah and his family after the Flood.

The australopithecines, on the
other hand, are found by Cre-
ation studies to group together, but
separately from the Homo variet-
ies—apparently their own created
kind, with no ancestral relationship
to humans.” This prediction and
subsequent verification by creation-
ists is being acknowledged by more
and more of the evolutionary com-
munity as well. Years ago, many in
the evolutionary community began
to reject all australopithecines as
being ancestral to man at all: they
are their own, separate group. Lord
Solly Zuckerman, the famous Brit-
ish anatomist who studied aus-
tralopithecines for over 15 years,
concluded that if man did descend
from an ape-like ancestor, he did so
“without leaving any fossil traces of
the steps of the transformation.””
The late evolutionist, Ashley
Montagu, said, “[T]he skull form
of all australopithecines shows too
many specialized and ape-like char-
acters to be either the direct ances-
tor of man or of the line that led to
man.”*" Based largely on the nature
of Orrorin tugenensis teeth, Martin
Pickford, evolutionary geologist
from the College de France in Paris,
and Brigitte Senut, French evolu-
tionary paleontologist of France’s
National Museum of Natural His-
tory, believe that all australopith-
ecines should be placed in a side
branch of the “evolutionary tree”
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leading to Orrorin tugenensis and
dying out 1.5 million years ago,
rather than in the evolutionary line
leading to Homo sapiens.*"

Today, this acknowledgement has
become accepted to the point that
the Smithsonian National Museum
of Natural History in Washington,
D.C. now depicts the australopith-
ecines as being their own, separate
branch from Homo in their depic-
tion of the human evolutionary
tree.”” Dembo, et al. demonstrated
using statistical analysis of cranial
features that the australopithecines
group separately from members of
Homo, rather than being their ances-
tors.”> Anthropologist Paul Szpak
of McMaster University noted:
“Determining which species of aus-
tralopithecine (if any) is ancestral to
the genus Homo is a question that
is a top priority for many paleo-
anthropologists, but one that will
likely elude any conclusive answers
for years to come. Nearly every pos-
sible species has been suggested as a
likely candidate, but none are over-
whelmingly convincing.”** Simply
put, many evolutionists acknowl-
edge that the evidence simply does
not support the contention that
humans descended from the aus-
tralopithecines. So, the gap of evi-
dence linking humans to an alleged
ape-like ancestor is now more like
a chasm. To believe in evolution
requires, once again, a blind faith.

Bottom line: fossils which have
long been used by evolutionists to
provide evidence of the macroevo-
lution of humans, bridging the gap
between humans and the supposed
human-ape common ancestor, are
actually mere evidences of micro-
evolution in the case of the Homo
varieties (i.e., diversification within
a single kind), and not evidence of
human evolutionary ancestry at all
in the case of the australopithecines.
Ultimately, therefore, they are irrel-
evant evidences in determining the
validity of human evolution.

[to be continued]
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HROUGHOUT human his-

tory, ideas have arisen that

represented diversions from
the prevailing beliefs of society.
Sometimes these new views have
been correct and beneficial to the
development of society and the posi-
tive growth of wisdom and knowl-
edge. Consider, for example, the
progress that has been made in med-
icine. Doctors once thought that the
existence of germs was sheer fantasy,
and they continued to unwittingly
contaminate their patients with con-
tagion due to their own unwashed
hands." Indeed, a plethora of useful
advances have been made in a host
of fields of inquiry, from transpor-
tation to road construction, from
communication to computers.

On the other hand, new ideas
have also been foisted upon human-
ity that have been negative, harm-
ful, and even destructive to human
progress and well-being. Such has
been the case with various false reli-
gions—Tlike those that advocate the
extermination of those who disagree
(e.g., ISIS), or those that practiced
child-sacrifice (conduct vehemently
condemned by the God of the Bible
as an abomination—Jeremiah
32:35), or those that have perpetu-
ated class distinctions/castes (e.g.,
Hinduism). And think of the eco-
nomic ideologies that have brought
untold hardship, misery, and even
world war into the lives of countless
millions who have groaned under
their oppressions, including com-
munism, socialism, and fascism.

Darwin's
Contemporaries

Dave Miller, Ph.D.

But what of Darwinian evolu-
tion? Has the teaching of atheistic
evolution exerted a positive influ-
ence on society? Have people been
enriched, elevated, and ennobled
by the teaching of evolution? Has
evolution fostered the discovery of
new vaccines, better surgery tech-
niques, or advancement in technolo-
gies? The truth is that evolution
qualifies as one of those sinister
beliefs that has degraded human
beings and stifled the progress of
scientific investigation. Like all
false religion, the secular religion of
evolution has left a long and ugly
trail of damage in its wake.” Even an
atheistic evolutionist of the stature
of Richard Dawkins conceded: “My
own feeling is that a human soci-
ety based simply on the gene’s law
of universal ruthless selfishness
would be a very nasty society in
which to live.”

It is hard to believe that such
patently ludicrous, outlandish,
false ideas can make such headway,
literally sweeping the intellectual
field, dominating the scientific
community, completely saturating
the public school systems of entire
nations, and permeating much of
society, including the entertainment
industry. Yet, it is also true that many
honest, informed, sensible people
remain committed to truth to the
extent that they are undaunted and
unaffected by the widespread, uni-
lateral propaganda. Indeed, even at
the time when Darwin published
The Origin of Species in 1859, when
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others in the scientific and theologi-
cal communities offered theories
that challenged the biblical view of
the origin of man and the animals,”
a host of reputable, knowledgeable
British scientists felt compelled to
express their concern with Darwin’s
theory. While desiring unfettered’
scientific investigation, they were
concerned with unproven theories
that conflicted with rational belief
in the Bible. While some scientists
dismissed divine revelation and
essentially adopted atheistic views,
other scientists saw no incompatibil-
ity between science and an accurate
interpretation of the Bible. In fact,
in 1863—four years after Darwin’s
theory was published—over 700
highly credentialed scientists, doc-
tors, and academicians committed
their names to a declaration that
expressed their united conviction
that true science cannot and will
not conflict with the Bible. It reads:
We, the undersigned Students of
the Natural Sciences, desire to
express our sincere regret, that
researches into scientific truth
are perverted by some in our
own times into occasion for
casting doubt upon the Truth
and Authenticity of the Holy
Scriptures. We conceive that it
is impossible for the Word of
God, as written in the book of
nature, and God’s Word written
in Holy Scripture, to contradict
one another, however much they
may appear to differ. We are
not forgetful that Physical Sci-
ence is not complete, but is only
in a condition of progress, and
that at present our finite reason
enables us only to see as through
a glass darkly; and we confidently
believe, that a time will come
when the two records will be seen
to agree in every particular. We
cannot but deplore that Natural
Science should be looked upon
with suspicion by many who do
not make a study of it, merely on
account of the unadvised manner
in which some are placing it in



opposition to Holy Writ. We
believe that it is the duty of every
Scientific Student to investigate
nature simply for the purpose
of elucidating truth, and that if
he finds that some of his results
appear to be in contradiction
to the Written Word, or rather
to his own interpretations of
it, which may be erroneous, he
should not presumptuously
affirm that his own conclusions
must be right, and the statements
of Scripture wrong; rather, leave
the two side by side till it shall
please God to allow us to see
the manner in which they may
be reconciled; and, instead of
insisting upon the seeming dif-
ferences between Science and the
Scriptures, it would be as well to
rest in faith upon the points in
which they agree.®
Looking back on this event over a
century and a half ago, Darwin-
ian thinking has made exceptional
strides in drawing adherents. But
truth has never been established
by the number of those who accept
error. It has always been the case
throughout world history that when
error, resistance to truth, the denial
of spiritual reality, and the accep-
tance of false religion prevail—even
in the name of “science”—there are
those who do “not follow a crowd to
do evil” (Exodus 23:2), who “keep
their wits about them” and are
able to withstand the peer pressure
to remain fixed on truth and the
knowledge of the one true God. No
wonder the Bible repeatedly warns
of the absolute need to follow the
truth wherever it leads—and to
defend it. Consider these admoni-
tions:
e Jesus declared, “you shall know
the truth, and the truth shall
make you free” (John 8:32).

e Isaiah invited, “Come now, and
let us reason together” (Isaiah
1:18).

e Paul insisted, “Test all things;
hold fast what is good” (1 Thes-

salonians 5:21).

e John echoed, “Beloved, do not
believe every spirit, but test the spir-
its, whether they are of God; because
many false prophets have gone out
into the world” (1 John 4:1).

e Deter stated, “Be ready to give a
defense to everyone who asks
you a reason for the hope that is
in you, with meekness and fear’
(1 Peter 3:15).

e Paul rebutted Roman procurator
Antonius Felix’s allegation that
Paul was speaking nonsense: “I
am not mad, most noble Festus,
but speak the words of truth and
reason” (Acts 26:25).

e Paul urged Timothy to “wage the
good warfare” and to “Fight the
good fight of faith” (1 Timothy
1:18; 6:12).

The spiritual battle for the souls of
human beings will continue until
the Master of the Universe calls
earthly existence to a close. God
help us to remain faithful even amid

spiritual turbulance.
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The AP Website Is a Powerful Free Tool

Human civilization has shifted over the past
several decades to involve more and more people
in electronic forms of communication. Indeed,
the Internet has become the #1 source of infor-
mation for millions of people worldwide. Con-
sequently, AP has sought to keep up with the
latest improvements and avenues through which
the truth may be disseminated.

If you have not visited our website recently,
permit me to encourage you to do so. The site
is literally loaded with a host of resources that
will increase your understanding of Scripture,
enhance your spiritual knowledge, and further
prepare you to “be ready to give a defense to
everyone who asks you a reason for the hope
that is in you, with meekness and fear” (1 Peter
3:15) as well as, like Paul, be equipped “for the
defense of the gospel” (Philippians 1:17). Your
soul will be enriched and your determination to
live the Christian life in anticipation of eternity
will increase. And, what’s more, you will find a
powerful ally in your quest to evangelize others
with the truth.

Dave Miller

Special Announcement

We are delighted to announce that
Eric Lyons has been appointed to serve
as the next Executive Director of AP—a
transition that has been in the planning
for several years. I (Dave Miller) will con-
tinue to work at AP in the Bible depart-
ment where [ have served for the last 20+
years.




