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Ihe'HumanOraliMicrobiome:

T was September 17, 1683, when

Antoni van Leeuwenhoek—now

considered to be the “Father
of Microbiology”—described the
“many very little living animal-
cules” that he scraped from his
own mouth and examined under
his microscope.! Since that time,
the occupants of the oral cavity
have continued to be the object of
research, with a growing interest
being manifested in more recent
years by cell biologists, microbiolo-
gists, and immunologists.> Though
those who have engaged in inten-
sive investigation of the oral cavity
often assume an evolutionary origin
for the intricacies they observe, in
reality, their discoveries constitute
astounding evidence for a divine
Creator. What follows is but a sur-
face perusal of a small portion of
that evidence.

Microbiome and Microbiota

The term “microbiome” was
coined in 2001 by Lederberg and
McCray.?> With regard to the human
mouth, it refers to the entire habitat
of the microbial residents of every
surface area of the oral cavity. These
surfaces are many—including both
the top (dorsum) and bottom (ven-
tral) of the tongue, lip, teeth, max-
illary vestibule, keratinized gingiva
(gums), gingival sulcus (the shallow
groove between the gum and the
tooth surface), buccal mucosa,* ton-
sils, hard and soft palates, the throat,
saliva, salivary glands beneath the
tongue, and even the plaque that
forms.> The word “microbiota”
refers to the unique combination of

microorganisms that exist within

this complex oral topography.
Over 700

The reader is surely surprised to
learn of the sheer number of dis-
tinct bacterial species that naturally
inhabit the human mouth. While
the actual number of bacteria,
archaea,’ fungi, viruses, and proto-
zoa that inhabit the human mouth
is unknown,” “the oral cavity has the
second largest and diverse micro-
biota after the gut, harboring over
700 species of bacteria”®—“one of
the most heavily colonized parts of
our bodies.”

These myriad species are not
undesirable intruders or invaders.
The oral cavity is their permanent
home—a home that normally main-
tains a fairly constant temperature
of 98.6 degrees Fahrenheit, provid-
ing a stable environment in which
to survive.!* Within the overall oral
cavity are “many distinct microen-
vironments” that provide unique
and site-specific advantages for the
various species.'’ The microbiota
unquestionably belong there. In
fact, our bodies live in harmony
with literally millions of tiny micro-
organisms that perform a variety of
essential functions.

In Harmony?

Do these 700+ species war with
cach other, making the mouth a
biological warzone of conflict and
carnage, inflicting sickness and
suffering upon the human host?
Quite the opposite. In fact, “most
of the microorganisms that inhabit
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the oral cavity live in a symbiotic
relationship.””* The symbiotic rela-
tionship that they sustain with
each other and with their human
host enables ongoing fulfillment
of mutual benefits.!> Indeed, the
microbes work in concert with
each other to perform very intricate,
specific tasks that are useful to the
human host, thereby maintaining
symbiotic equilibrium in a “mutual-
istic relationship.”* That interaction
and balance among oral microor-
ganisms aids the human body in
repelling the invasion of undesirable
organisms from outside the body."”
Together they “form highly regu-
lated, structurally and functionally
organized communities attached to
surfaces as biofilms, with interspe-
cies collaborations as well as antag-
onisms that contribute to ecologic
stability.”’¢

As noted, an extensive variety
of microbiotas and biofilms, com-
posed of hundreds of species, are
scattered among multiple sites of the
oral cavity. The species within each
biofilm, as well as the other biofilms,
all work in harmony—unmistak-
ably designed to work together
for the common good of human
health. Not only do they not harm
the human host, their commensal
interrelationship helps keep patho-
genic species in check.” In fact, the
microbes within the oral cavity
can even aid the body’s immune
responses outside the oral cavity.®

That is not to say that the spe-
cies never conflict with each other:
“The relationship between the two
bacterial species can be antagonistic
or synergistic, depending perhaps
on the composition of the remain-
ing species in the biofilm or other
environmental conditions.”® Thus,
even when a “clash” occurs, the over-
all well-being of the human host is
the goal of the interactions and
adjustments. Even when the micro-
biota is “disturbed” by any number
of possible circumstances, never-



theless, “the relationship between
the oral microbiome and its host is
dynamic and...the composition of
microbial communities is remark-
ably stable.”*

The entrance of pathogens from
outside the system can cause prob-
lems—which immediately elicit the
attention of the microbiota. In fact,
due to “the interplay of the host’s
immune system with its microbial
symbionts, acute infections of the
oral mucosa are rather rare.””! Not
only does the oral mucosa®* serve
as a physiological barrier, “the func-
tions of immune networks within
this mucosa reflect the site-specific
challenges faced within the oral
cavity” with the ability to “trigger
immune responses to the devel-
opment of pathologic microbial
communities.”* The oral cavity
is conspicuous for its “specialized
immune-cell networks” that pos-
sess the exceptional capability to
respond to the constantly fluctu-
ating environmental conditions by
means of “tissue-specific cues and
exclusive immunologic responses
thatare tailored to the oral cavity.”**

However, as is typically the case,
we humans are “our own worst
enemy.” We can be responsible for
instigating the instability of our
own oral microbiome. Scientists
list a number of factors that inter-
fere with that stability and hamper
the effectiveness of microbial com-
munities. These culprits include
poor oral hygiene, excessive use
of antibiotics, modern diet trends,
alcohol, and tobacco.” Incredibly,
researchers have come to believe that
disrupting the delicate balance of
our oral microorganism residents
can contribute to additional bodily
ailments, including asthma, diabe-
tes, allergies, cancer, and obesity.*®
What’s more, while various types of
toothpaste typically reduce harm-
ful bacteria, they can also suppress
the beneficial bacteria. Likewise,
mouthwashes that claim to kill

99% of bacteria would seem to be at
variance with what scientists have
discovered concerning the crucial
role played by the oral microbiome.
Mouthwashes can also significantly
reduce the ability of saliva to serve as
a buffer against tooth decay and dis-
ease.” In fact, some studies suggest
that the use of antibacterial mouth-
wash can “increase blood pressure
as aresult of its inhibitory effect on
the oral microbiome.”?®

Inter-Communication?

As researchers continue to dig
deeper, they discover new layers of
complexity. It turns out that the
synergism among the microorgan-
isms includes actual communica-
tion between species by means of
QS—"“quorum sensing’:

Bacteria within a biofilm can

communicate with each other

by producing, detecting and
responding to small diffusible
signal molecules in a process
called quorum sensing, which
confers benefit for host coloniza-
tion, biofilm formation, defense
against competitors and adapta-
tion to changes in the environ-
ment.”
These signaling molecules are
secreted by the bacteria themselves
in order to engage in nutritional and
signaling interactions with other
bacteria, thereby acting in concert
for the benefit of the human host.*
Such intelligent synergism could not
have evolved via mindless happen-

stances of alleged eons of evolution-
ary time.

Their Purpose?
But what, specifically, do these

millions of microorganisms do?
We are in constant contact with all
types of germs, bacteria, and other
microorganisms—which enter our
mouths. “The oral microbiome...
forms an ecosystem that maintains
health in a state of equilibrium,”*!
making it “crucial in maintaining
oral as well as systemic health.”*
Scientists have discovered that this
complex ecological community
performs astonishing activities that
regulate oral health, contributing
to “critical metabolic, physiological
and immunological functions.”*
Incredibly, though only 1 out of 10
cells in our bodies is human, this
prolific microbial society is respon-
sible for performing “many bio-
logical functions that we could not
perform on our own and protect[s]
us from invasion by pathogenic
microorganisms.”** Hence, resident
bacteria are “crucial for maintaining
homeostasis.”®

Keep in mind that each human
body is genetically unique and dif-
ferent from all others. If a supernat-
ural Creator is responsible for the
existence of human bodies as well
as the multitude of living organ-
isms that inhabit those bodies, one
would fully expect to discover sym-
biotic harmony.* Such is certainly
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the case with the interrelationships
among the bacteria and between the
bacteria and the human host. Com-
plex relationships between humans
and microbes facilitate human
health while simultaneously provid-
ing the means for the microbes to
survive and flourish. Humans and
microorganisms literally depend on
each other.’”

Further, “the variable microbi-
ome...is exclusive to an individual.”*®
Consequently, diversity and varia-
tion of species within the micro-
biome are “individual specific and
site specific.”® “Rather than being
fixed, the composition of the oral
microbiota changes throughout life
consistent with the oral cavity being
adynamic microbial environment.™?
So the oral microbiota differs from
person to person.*’ The microbial
communities are programmed to
react to varying environmental
conditions by “modifying their
species composition and population
size.”? Some oral bacteria species
are site specific at one or multiple
sites within the mouth. Others are
subject-specific.”’

In fact, the bacteria possess on
their surface “adhesins.” Adhesins
are proteins that enable the bacteria
to attach to various surfaces in the
mouth. Consequently, the bacteria
will select for colonization those
oral surfaces that possess compli-
mentary receptors that will adhere
to and bind with their own specific
adhesins.** This site specialization is
essential for the formation of a bio-
film in which the bacteria can colo-
nize and grow. “Once established,
the new community of bacteria
then begins the process of replica-
tion, maturation, and formation of
a complex biofilm that can contain
hundreds of species.”™

If these striking realities were
not enough to convince us of divine
design, consider the fact that each
species of bacteria can differ mark-
edly in its purpose and function.

As previously noted, some bacteria
in the mouth specifically inhibit
pathogens, i.e., those bacteria that
cause disease. These bacteria resist
colonization by pathogens. One
species, for example, manifests
“direct antagonism against oral
pathogens.”¢ Another such spe-
cies actually produces hydrogen
peroxide in large quantities which,
in turn, hampers the growth of a
harmful bacterial species.” What’s
more, while diet affects the oral
microbiome, scientists have come
to suspect that it works the other
way as well. Oral cavity microorgan-
isms can influence a person’s dietary
preferences and, thus, “modulate the
expression levels of taste receptors in
the mouth.™®

Saliva

As an active and integral member
of the oral microbiome, the origin
of human saliva is inexplicable
from an evolutionary standpoint.
Its sophistication and complexity
alone constitute proof of its divine
design. Saliva provides a multi-
purpose function for the human
mouth and body—including lubri-
cation, temperature, and digestion.”
Yet, apart from these vital functions,
saliva is a critical and essential com-
ponent in the efficient functioning
of the oral microbiome. It serves
as “a protective system that limits
the type of bacteria that can live in
the mouth.”® “Saliva is used by oral
biofilms as a delivery system, bring-
ing nutrients, peptides, and partially
dissolved carbohydrates.” Human
saliva “keeps the bacteria hydrated
and also serves as a medium for
the transportation of nutrients to
microorganisms.”>

Saliva contains components—
including enzymes, proteins, and
glycoproteins—that provide the
central source of nutrition for
microorganisms. As many as 10°
microorganisms have been found
in a single milliliter of saliva—an
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average of 100 million bacteria.?® At
the same time, saliva also contains
elements that possess antimicro-
bial action.>* In addition to these
salivary components, the compo-
sition of the microbial communi-
ties in the mouth are affected by
the “variation in the amount and
velocity of salivary flow.” In fact,
salivary flow, together with oxygen
concentration, nutrient availability,
and gingival crevicular fluids, cre-
ates “spatial gradients,” that further
demonstrate the complicated nature
of the oral cavity and its inhabitants’
interaction with the human host.5¢
Together, saliva and bacteria even
protect tooth surfaces against acid.”’
Indeed, saliva’s multi-pronged prop-
erties help regulate and maintain a
balanced oral microbiome.

CONCLUSION

ESPITE the amazing
number of discoveries that

have accumulated through

the years, despite the progress that
has been made in an effort to
unravel and understand the mar-
velous mysteries of the human
oral microbiome, when all is said
and done, “little is known about
the microflora of the healthy oral
cavity.”*® As always, the ignorance
of man must bow to the intricacy
and complexity of God’s handiwork.
How may such intricate, com-
plicated, profound, extensive,
mind-boggling symbiotic interre-
lationships be explained from an
evolutionary perspective? “Well,
over a period of millions of years,
humans and the various organisms
co-evolved a mutual dependency.”
This “explanation” is nonsensi-
cal and meaningless. The myriad
microorganisms and the human
host needed each other from the
beginning of their existence. How
did the hundreds of species come
into existence in the first place?
How did they then “decide” to
find an evolved human and gain



entrance into that human’s mouth?

How did species that are antagonis-

tic to each other come to inhabit the

oral cavity together? Was a micro-
organism convention conducted to
discuss and decide the matter?

FACT: Every single one of these
microorganisms—as well as their
human hosts—possess concise
design variables that prove the
inability of gradual mutation and
natural selection to function as
causative agents. Can such design,
complexity, order, purpose, and
intelligence come out of mind-
less, evolutionary chaos? To ask is
to answer. The Truth: God is the
causative agent: “In the beginning,
God created...”

Virtually with one accord, the sci-
entists who have spent years of their
lives exploring the layered intrica-
cies of the human oral microbiome
inevitably feel compelled—perhaps
unwittingly—to use terminology
that tacitly implies its divine intel-
ligent design:

o “the finely-tuned equilibrium of
the oral ecosystem™’

e “the complex dynamics and fit-
ness factors of key organisms in
oral microbiomes™®

e “a complex ecosystem whose equi-
librium serves as a remarkable
example of reciprocal adaptation™"

e “astaggering number of species™

e “astounding diversity™

o “acomplexecological community™*

o “exceptionally complex habitat™

o “finely tuned...to protect from
disease™®

Yet, even in the face of tremen-
dous strides made in recent years
to unravel some of the mysteries
of these incredibly sophisticated,
seemingly innumerable species,
researchers acknowledge that the
complex processes “are still not
fully understood”—an under-
statement if there ever was one.

“Finely-tuned”? “Complex dynam-
ics”? “Remarkable”? “Staggering”?

“Astounding”? “Exceptionally com-
plex”? Follow the logic. To be candid,
the human oral microbiome screams
divine design.®® Its complex marvels
could not possibly have come about
gradually over millions of years via
blind, sheer accident. The Creator
had to have literally preprogrammed
millions of microscopic creatures
to live throughout the human oral
cavity to perform unending, ongo-
ing tasks for the benefit of those
created in His image (Genesis 1:26).
The rational, unprejudiced person
will surely acknowledge the con-
clusion that such evidence requires.
The psalmist put it this way: “I will
praise You, for I am fearfully and
wonderfully made; marvelous are
Your works, and that my soul knows

very well” (Psalm 139:14).
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. Does "EVIL" Behavior

in the Animal Kingdom

DISPROVE Creation
by a GOOD God?

Jeff Miller, Ph.D.

CCORDING to Darwinian

evolution, all species evolved

from previous species, begin-
ning with a single-celled organism.
As new species emerged, “survival of
the fittest” took over—the selfish
tooth-and-claw battle for survival.
Morality, according to naturalistic
evolutionists, is a purely human
construct.' It did not (and could not)
have evolved from non-living sub-
stances. It only exists in the minds
of humans, and right and wrong
are purely man’s opinion. Right and
wrong, therefore, did not exist until
humans created them. There is no
objective right and wrong that is
above humanity. Murder, rape, theft,
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kidnapping—all “immoral” behav-
ior cannot be said to be inherently
wrong if Darwinian evolution is
true. Biblical creationists, of course,
argue that objective morality does,
in fact, exist and that it is defined
by God, not humans.

Naturalistic evolutionists some-
times respond by arguing that,
while evolution (namely, “survival
of the fittest”) can explain natural
evil,? if an all-good God designed
the Universe, why would there be
cases of “natural/biological evil”—
that is, “evil” practices in the non-
human world? Many creatures do
seemingly terrible things. Oxford
University evolutionary biologist



Richard Dawkins highlighted that,
“The total amount of suffering per
year in the natural world is beyond
all decent contemplation. During
the minute it takes me to compose
this sentence, thousands of animals
are being eaten alive; others are run-
ning for their lives, whimpering
with fear; others are being slowly
devoured from within by rasping
parasites; thousands of all kinds
are dying of starvation, thirst and
disease.” The late Harvard paleon-
tologist, Stephen Jay Gould, stated,
“If God is benevolent and the Cre-
ation displays his ‘power, wisdom
and goodness,’ then why are we sur-
rounded with pain, suffering, and
apparently senseless cruelty in the
animal world?™ Animals do things
that humans would consider bar-
baric and wicked. In the case of
certain microorganisms (e.g., phago-
cytes), sometimes their only func-
tion seems to be to do terrible things
to other living things. That seems
to be all they were designed to do!
The sea otter sometimes rapes-to-
death juvenile harbor seals. The
female black widow spider engages
in sexual cannibalism, eating the
male black widow after mating. The
Emerald cockroach wasp stings a
cockroach and implants an egg in
it. The cockroach then stays alive as
the wasp hatches and eats its way out
of the cockroach. In some instances,
mother bears, felines, canids, pri-
mates, various rodents, insects, fish,
amphibians, reptiles, and birds
have all been known to eat their
offspring. Many primates engage
in homosexual behavior. Venom
and poison exist; viruses and dis-
eases exist. How can the Creator be
good if He designed such creatures?
And why would He then proceed
to call such behavior “evil” when
humans engage in the same things,
considering the fact that He actu-
ally designed other living things to
do those very things? Is not such

behavior hypocritical? How do
creationists explain “natural evil”?
First, keep in mind that, accord-
ing to Scripture, the Earth and its
inhabitants are not the same today
as they were originally, when God
made them. Women go through
more pain in childbirth (Genesis
3:16). Plants have changed (Genesis
3:17-18). Animals have changed: all
land creatures were originally cre-
ated to eat only plants, for instance,
according to Genesis 1:29-30. The
injection of thorns and thistles
among plants (Genesis 3:17-18) no
doubt affected the dietary behav-
iors of animals. “The serpent” was
cursed to crawl on its belly (Gen-
esis 3:14), possibly referring to all
serpents, not merely Eve’s unique
tempter. Humans could no longer
live forever by having access to the
Tree of Life (Genesis 3:19,22). What
has happened to effect such seem-
ingly negative changes? Why does

“natural evil” exist in the animal

kingdom?

FIVE REASONABLE EXPLANATIONS
FOR “NATURAL EVIL”

) Genetic Degeneration

Creation biologists are well aware
of so-called biological “evil” and
spend time studying it as well as
presenting and writing about it in
Bible-based, peer-reviewed science
journals and conferences, track-
ing down what could be going on
in each case.® In some cases, such
behaviors are the result of genetic
degeneration—that is, a creature’s
genome mutating over time, causing
the creature no longer to behave in
the exact manner it was designed
by God to behave (e.g., sickle-cell
anemia, cystic fibrosis, the Ebola
virus’, and venom).® The Universe
is decaying in keeping with the
Second Law of Thermodynam-
ics—the genome included.” As the
psalmist said, the Universe and the
Earth are growing old like a gar-
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ment (Psalm 102:25-26). They are
changing and degenerating. Genetic
entropy could have changed the
behaviors of various creatures over
time from the ways they were origi-
nally created to behave.

2) Habitat Displacement

In some cases, such behavior
could be the result of creatures
being displaced from the ideal
environment they were designed
to inhabit, causing them to behave
differently—to react differently to
their new environment than they
would in their original habitat."
Perhaps their original environ-
ment no longer exists. The Flood,
a natural disaster, or even human
activity, could have destroyed their
originally designed ecosystem. Per-

aps over time a creature was forced
to migrate to a different habitat in
search of food. If the creature’s new
habitat had other stimuli than those
of its designed habitat (e.g,, differ-
ent climate, animals, or plants), the
creature would naturally respond
differently. Once again, animals are
not exactly the same as they were
when they were created and placed
on the Earth. When Genesis 9:2
states that, after the Flood, ani-
mals would begin to fear humans,
Moses may have been alluding to
the impact that the radically differ-
ent post-Flood Earth would have on
animals. After all, “the world that
then existed [i.e., before the Flood—
JM] perished, being flooded with
water” (2 Peter 3:6).

3) Offspring Diversification

In some cases, seemingly natural
evil could come about due to diver-
sification. This explanation refers
to the change that has occurred in
animal varieties as they have diver-
sified over time due, for example,
to the genetic potential that God
built into the genomes of all living
creatures (e.g., Genesis 30:37-39).

In other words, in some cases, God



did not directly create an animal
initially with the behaviors that we
witness today. Instead, as living crea-
tures of the Earth have reproduced
within their kinds (Genesis 1:24),
new varieties within the originally
created designs have emerged (e.g.,
domestic dogs came from wolves,
and dozens of domestic dog breeds
have since come from the origi-
nal domestic dogs). As breeding
occurs, new behaviors sometimes
accompany the new varieties (e.g.,
compare the innate behavioral dif-
ferences between dogs such as Pit

bulls and Labradors).

4) Human Disobedience

In many cases, examples of “natu-
ral evil” could point back to what
occurred in Genesis 3. According
to verses 17-19, Adam’s sin in the
Garden of Eden caused God to
punish man by directly cursing
the Earth in a way that created dif-
ficulty for Adam in providing for
his family.

Then to Adam He said, “Because
you have heeded the voice of
your wife, and have caten from
the tree of which I commanded
you, saying, ‘You shall not eat of
it Cursed is the ground for your
sake; in toil you shall eat of it all
the days of your life. Both thorns
and thistles it shall bring forth
for you, and you shall eat the
herb of the field. In the sweat of
your face you shall eat bread till
you return to the ground.”

Eating, which was once easy—
reaching up and grabbing fruit
from trees—would now require
sweat. The ground across the
planet was apparently then popu-
lated with thorns and thistles due
to God’s cursing it (see Genesis
5:29)", possibly affecting the diets
of animals, since many plants would
have become difficult to eat. Again,
“the serpent” was forced to move
on its belly. Genesis 6:12 could be
referring, in part, to changes in the
animal kingdom initiated by the

curse: by the time of the Flood “all
flesh had corrupted their way on
the Earth”—which, according to
verse 19, may be referring to animals
as well as humans. Whether they
negatively changed because of God’s
activity in the curse or due to their
interactions with humans (e.g., from
special breeding or mistreatment),
human disobedience has no doubt
been at the root of many cases of
“biological evil.”

Who could know, other than
God, what all was directly affected
by the curse He brought about on
the Earth due to the sin of Adam
and Eve? Who could know, besides
God, what changes He directly ini-
tiated in “every beast of the earth,
on every bird of the air, on all that
move on the earth, and on all the
fish of the sea” after the Flood,
causing them to “fear” and “dread”
humans (Genesis 9:2)? Were genetic

“switches” flipped by God that acti-
vated or deactivated certain genes
that affected animal behavior? Were
certain epigenetic behaviors initi-
ated? Regardless, punishment for
the wicked behavior in which all
men participate (Romans 3:23) is
loving," just,”” and even helpful (e.g.,
Hebrews 12:5-11; Psalm 119:67").

5) Original Design

Creationists also do not deny
the possibility that, in some cases,
a supposed “evil” behavior among
the animals could come down
to original design. In fact, in one
way or another—be it due to God
directly cursing the Earth as fair
punishment on men or the indi-
rect effects of His actions (or inac-
tions) in the past (e.g., by creating/
allowing entropy/degeneration and
diversification, and causing/allow-
ing displacement)—God is in some
way “responsible” for “natural evil.”

But what is “evil”? Who defines
what constitutes “evil,” and is “natu-
ral evil” really “moral evil” in that
sense? From a biblical perspective,
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what is considered “evil” or “good”
is defined by God (and only God)
and, in essence, their definitions
come down to disobedience or obe-
dience to God’s instructions, respec-
tively.” One may not like God’s
definition of “evil,” but one cannot
charge Him with evil actions unless
those actions are defined as evil by
God. Is “natural evil” really “evil” in
God’s sight?

Murder is moral “evil” in God’s
sight—He defines it to be so (e.g.,
Galatians 5:21). However, killing is
not inherently wrong.' It is wrong
when it involves the murder of a
human, but it is not wrong when it
involves human death carried out
by man (or God) as God-endorsed
capital punishment."” Killing is not
evil when it is enacted on animals
by humans for food (Genesis 9:3;
Acts 10:13), clothing (note that God,
Himself, used animal skin to make
clothes for Adam and Eve— Gen-
esis 3:21) or, before the Christian
age, sacrifice. Nor is it moral evil
in God’s sight when animals kill
one another.

As evidence that animals killing
other animals is not inherently “evil”
in God’s sight, consider the fact that
animals apparently were able to die
from the beginning (e.g., from kill-
ing one another)—before the first
sin." Since only those who ate from
the Tree of Life could live forever
(Genesis 3:22-24), all those who did
not partake would eventually die.
Animals’ ability to die was appar-
ently part of God’s original design.
So, some creatures could have been
designed to do things to other living
creatures that humans cannot do
since, unlike animals, humans are
moral creatures made in the image
of God (Genesis 1:26-27).”” Unlike
evolutionary thinking, humans are
different. We are not merely “naked
apes.” Humans have been given
commands by God that animals
were not given—commands that,

if disobeyed, are defined by God



as “evil.” Animals were not created
with souls® or free will and, there-
fore, are not capable of engaging in
evil behavior in the way humans can.
Animals are no more accountable
to God for their instinctual behav-
ior than would be a malfunction-
ing robot. Animals will not be in
hell, in spite of the fact that they
“murder” and “fornicate” regularly.
The fact that humans were made
in the image of God, having souls,
free will, and a sense of right and
wrong, instead of mere instinct,
makes humans of “more value” than
the animals, as Jesus highlighted in
Matthew 6:26-30, Matthew 10:31,
and Matthew 12:12. Bottom line:
“natural evil” is not really moral evil.
But why might God have inten-
tionally designed some creatures to
behave in ways that would be evil if
humans did the same things? First,
obviously, if an animal was actually
designed to behave a certain way,
it would be purposeful to God.
So, there would be a good reason
for it. When we consider that the
purpose of the Universe is to provide
a place that would be ideal for prepar-
ing human souls for the dﬁer[zfe, Vit
opens our minds to possible reasons
for those God-engineered designs.
For example: is it true that seeing
certain behaviors in the animal
kingdom can be instructive to
humans? Whether a behavior serves
as a warning to humans about what
a society can look like if we fail to
rise above the carnal instincts of the
animals, an inspiration to humans
about how to behave to have a better
life, or an incessant prompt causing
us to long for and pursue entrance
into that Land where there is no
pain, tears, darkness, or death (Rev-
elation 21:4,25), animal behavior
can be instructive to humans. No
wonder that, repeatedly through-
out Scripture, God encourages us to
look at His creation to see things He
wants us to learn (e.g., Psalm 111:2;
Psalm 19:1; Romans 1:20)—from

Job 38-41 to Proverbs 30 to Jesus’
teachings in the Sermon on the
Mount in Matthew 6, and dozens
of other examples.*

CONCLUSION

OTTOM line: there are rea-

sonable explanations for so

called “natural evil” in the
animal kingdom that prove God is
not guilty of moral evil—nor are ani-
mals. Humans, on the other hand,
are guilty of real evil (Romans 3:23),
and there are real consequences for
that behavior. Attempting to sidestep
that truth and reject God, by errone-
ously charging Him with immoral or
hypocritical behavior, will not save a
person from his inevitable fate. The
payment for moral evil is physical and
spiritual death (Romans 5:12)—the
cternal separation from God (Isaiah
59:1-2; 2 Thessalonians 1:9) of all
humans who fail to take advantage
of God’s gift of life, granted only to
those who are in Christ (Romans
6:23). Are you in Christ?”> Contact
us at Apologetics Press if we can help.
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AP Staff Spotlight: Jeremy Pate, Youth Publications Coordinator

After spending 18 years in youth and family
ministry, Jeremy Pate joined AP as our Youth
Publications Coordinator—a role he
has flourished in for the past seven
years. Jeremy is one of the most hard-
working, creative Christians you will
ever meet, capable of everything from
writing abook to illustrating it, and from
preparing and preaching a great sermon
to turning a tedious list of 40 AP camp
rules into a memorable rhyme that camp-
ers are on the edge of their seats to hear—

Hunters, and The Name of Jesus have been used
effectively (and to the glory of God!) by numerous
congregations around the world.

In 2024, Jeremy became the associate
editor of AP’s monthly children’s maga-
zine, Discovery: Scripture and Science for
Kids. He also created AP’s first-ever Bible
board game titled Truth Hunters, which
can accompany the Truth Hunters VBS
or serve as a family-fun, stand-alone Bible
trivia game.

Jeremy recently completed two proj-

and perhaps never forget.

Jeremy received his B.A. degree in Graphic
Design and Illustration from Middle Tennessee
State University in 1997. In 2001, he received his
Master’s in Ministry from Freed-Hardeman Uni-
versity. In addition to his work at AP, Jeremy also
serves as one of the preaching ministers at the Dal-
raida church of Christ in Montgomery, Alabama,
where he also serves as one of the deacons for the
College Ministry.

Jeremy is the imaginative mind behind all five of
AP’s biblically sound, creative VBS curricula. He
has dedicated years of his life to delivering high-
quality work on some of the best VBS lessons,
artwork, PowerPoints, etc., that you will find any-
where. Flood, Fearless, Operation: Creation, Truth

ects: AP’s new Discovery Bible Cards
(advertised in this month’s Re#R, and which you
do 70t want to miss out on!), as well as a beautiful,
400-page family devotional book, titled Discovering
True Character, which should be available in the
next couple of months. Jeremy is currently work-
ing on a few new projects, including helping lead
a team effort to create a six-year, 312-lesson Bible
curriculum for teens (7-12* graders), which we
expect to release in late 2027 or early 2028.
Finally, if you ever come through Montgomery,
Alabama, stop by AP and see us. And be sure to visit
Jeremy’s office—hands down the most kid-friendly,
delightfully chaotic office at AP. You won't regret it.
Eric Lyons
Executive Director




