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Some Introductory Matters
   Even evolutionists admit that no one has ever directly (immediately) 
observed the evolution of any human being from some lower (non-
human) form of life. Such an admission involves the further admission 
that in order for the theory to be scientifically believable someone had 
(1) to both gather and to interpret the evidence and (2) to formulate a 
theory that man actually evolved from some lower (non-human) form 
of life. The same composite of facts is available to anyone who wishes 
to study the question. But the composite of facts does not constitute 
the whole story. There is also the very important matter of how to 
handle—how to interpret—these facts. Just a little later I shall have 
more to say about this very important point.
   The so-called theory of evolution basically is concerned with the 
origin of man. It purports to be an answer to the question: How did 
man come to be? No one can successfully deny that man presently 
exists; millions of people are now living on Earth. Man is unique 
among the various beings on Earth. Undoubtedly, he is a higher form 
of life than the rest of animal life. Man is rational (he has intellectual 
power), has conscience (realizes that he ought to act in a certain way), 
and has spiritual capacity (power to formulate concepts of God, to 
reason about the existence and attributes of God, to consider his 
responsibilities to God, and to strive with great dedication to do what 
he believes God would have him to do).
   In a multitude of ways, utilizing almost all media of communication, 
the devotees of the theory of evolution have sought to convince all 
other men that human beings presently exist on Earth because of 
evolution from various lower (non-human) forms of life (and even of 
non-living matter). It is surely the case that no one would question that 
the origin of any human being now living was that of being born of 
a woman who had been impregnated by the sperm of a human male. 
No one has observed the birth of any human being from non-human 
beings (such as apes)! No one has observed any non-human being 
(that is, an already existing being) changing into a human being!
   All men (both evolutionists and creationists) admit that man had a 
beginning. And, if man had a beginning, the crucial question is: What 
was that beginning? How, exactly, did that beginning come about?
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   There are only two possible answers to the question as to the origin 
of man: (1) the evolutionist view: “Man came into being as the result 
of transition from some lower (non-human) form of life,” and (2) the 
creationist view: “Man came into being as the result of the miraculous 
creative act of God” (the biblical account).
   What should we, as members of the body of Christ (who believe that 
God is, that Jesus Christ is His son, and that the Bible is the infallibly 
inspired word of God) do in response to the intense and multi-faced 
efforts of evolutionists to convince mankind that men now living have 
in their ancestry some lower (non-human) form of life?
   Among the many things which we, as members of the church, should 
do, I suggest the following points:

In Response to the Efforts of Evolutionists We Must Make Clear 
that the Theory of Evolution has not been Scientifically Established.
   Since most of the more militant advocates of the theory of evolution 
are natural scientists by profession, since so many people are convinced 
that the theory of evolution is true because many natural scientists do 
accept it, and because they believe that these natural scientists have 
scientifically established (by means of the so-called scientific method) 
that the theory of evolution is true, it is necessary that we as Christians 
deal with this particular matter in a forthright manner.
   The so-called scientific method must be understood in the general 
context of an overview of natural science itself.
   The role and accomplishments of natural science. Natural scientists 
have been able to accomplish a great deal in the realm of the physical. 
Mankind in general benefits by these accomplishments. Many men 
are deeply impressed by these accomplishments. 
   The basic function of science is not to ascertain truth about the 
origin of the world, the existence of God, and the moral and spiritual 
capacities and obligations of men. The basic function of natural science 
is the prediction and control of events in the physical realm. While 
we are appreciative of the efforts of natural scientist, we must allow 
them neither to infringe (as scientists) upon the role of philosophy 
and religion nor to function outside the realm in which they have 
competence (namely, that of natural science). While natural scientists 
can answer some questions, they cannot answer every question. 
We must be very careful not to give natural scientists the status of 
authority in realms where they are not authorities. Scientists—strictly 
on the basis that they are scientists—are not authorities in the fields of 



philosophy and religion (including ethics). And it should be noted that, 
as a matter of fact, the question of the origin of man is not basically a 
scientific question; it is rather a question of revelation (Bible teaching) 
or, if one wishes—as some men do—to ignore the teaching of the 
Scriptures, philosophy. Of course, in using revelation, we not only 
utilize what we can learn by our reasoning power but also all of the 
teachings of the Scripture themselves. On the one hand, the question 
of the origin of man is basically a philosophical question (in that it 
utilizes the synthesis of information from a number of disciplines 
within the general realm of the natural sciences—and such synthesis 
is not, strictly speaking, a function of natural science; rather, it is a 
function of philosophy) and/or a question of revelation. On the other 
hand, the basic function of a natural scientist is to observe, explain, 
predict and control occurrences in the natural or physical realm.
   It is also important that we respond to the efforts of evolutionists by 
reminding them of the limitations of natural science. By implication, I 
have already referred to some of these limitations. However, a listing 
of them would be in order at this point: (a) Natural science is confined 
to understanding, explaining, predicting, and controlling natural 
phenomena (events and states); (b) natural science is not concerned 
with ends; (c) natural science is not concerned with the existence of 
God; (d) natural science is not concerned with ethics and (e) natural 
science is not concerned with the will of God. So, the question might 
well be raised: can science answer the question, “How did man come 
to be?” I reply by saying that a natural scientist, functioning strictly 
as a natural scientist, cannot answer the question as to the origin of 
man. This is the case because there is no evolutionist who claims 
that there is sufficient data within any one discipline of the natural 
sciences to warrant the deduction that man has evolved from some 
lower (non-human) form of life. Rather, in order for the evolutionist 
to have any case at all, he must gather data from a number of the 
various scientific disciplines (biology in general, zoology, botany, 
bio-chemistry, chemistry, nuclear chemistry, paleontology, geology, 
anthropology, taxonomy, human physiology, human anatomy, etc.). 
But it is not the function of science to synthesize such data. Rather, 
such synthesizing is the function of philosophy. So, rather than being 
a scientific problem, “evolution” is basically a philosophic problem.
   Crucial to the scientific method is the verification or falsification 
of the theories which are advanced. It should be noted (1) that the 
scientific method begins with facts and ends with the facts and (2) 
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that in between this beginning and ending is logic—proper reasoning 
about the facts. The method also deals with theory. As one begins 
his observation and the process of “inductive logic” by which he 
formulates various hypotheses (a view held as a tentative working 
theory). It is regarded as a hypothesis while it is highly in doubt and 
becomes a theory when someone has accepted it as being probably 
true. The theory then becomes the focus of a procedure which leads 
either to falsification or to verification. Induction is a process by which 
the scientist forms a theory to explain the observed facts. It is no doubt 
the case that intuition and imagination are at least usually involved in 
the total process of arriving at a number of hypotheses. Steps within 
the procedure of induction are (1) the formation of a number of possible 
hypotheses and (2) the selection of one of these as a working theory. 
Then, by using the working theory in connection with deductive 
logic, predictions are made as to what will occur in the realm of fact, 
provided the theory itself is true. Nothing can be regarded properly 
as having been scientifically established unless it has been verified 
by some observation in the physical realm. Succeeding points will 
amplify and clarify this point.

In Response to the Efforts of Evolutionists, We Must Point Out that 
Mere Presentation of Claims will not be Sufficient.
   Not only will the presentation of claims not be sufficient, but, 
further, it must be made clear that not even the presentation of facts 
will be sufficient. Not only must facts be presented but the facts must 
be properly formulated into a sound argument. An argument differs 
from a mere assertion in that an assertion contains no supporting 
evidence whereas an argument entails not only a conclusion but also 
the premises which serve as supporting evidence. An assertion might 
be thought of as a conclusion without any premises. It must not be 
forgotten that the scientific method begins and ends with facts but that 
in between is logic. And, let it be noted that it is necessary to be exact 
in logical argumentation.
   So, in response to the deluge of material which comes from the 
calling of the evolutionists, we must respond to that deluge by calling 
for the valid argument with true premises, the conclusion of which is: 
therefore, the theory that man evolved from some lower (non-human) 
form of life is true (or is confirmed scientifically). We must not allow 
them to merely give page after page of claims without formulating a 
precise, clear argument. Josiah Stamp well set out this responsibility 



when he said, “We know well that a fallacy that would be obvious 
to all in a three-line syllogism may deceive the elect in 400 pages of 
crowded fact and argument . . .” (qtd. in Black 13).
   It is clear to me that evolutionists cannot set forth a valid argument, 
with true premises, which contain the conclusion: “Therefore, the 
theory which holds that man evolved from lower (non-human) form 
of life is true.” For this reason they refuse to try to formulate such an 
argument.
   I have written to a number of natural scientists (who hold full 
professorships in the various departments of the natural sciences in 
the prestigious universities of this country) asking them to set forth 
such an argument. To this date I have not received even one attempt by 
any of these scientists to do so. Instead of setting forth the argument 
these scientists either attempt to explain why they are under no 
obligation to do so or they attempt to avoid the whole affair by some 
facetious remark. But it is certainly the case that one might well write 
a book of a thousand pages with every sentence in it being a true 
proposition and the conclusion (which comes at the end of that mass 
of information) not warranted by those thousands of true statements. 
An argument can be comprised entirely of true premises and yet the 
conclusion not necessarily follow from those premises. For example, 
suppose I set forth this argument: (1) ripe tomatoes are red, (2) ripe 
lemons are yellow, therefore, horses can jump higher than cows. The 
premises are true, and the conclusion might very well be true, but the 
conclusion obviously does not follow from the two premises. It is not 
enough that men who espouse the theory of evolution should give us 
a barrage of statements. What is needed—what we must demand that 
they give us—is a valid argument with true premises, the conclusion 
of which is: “therefore, the theory which holds that man has evolved 
from some lower (non-human) form of life is true.”
   I submit that no evolutionist can offer a valid argument, with true 
premises, the conclusion of which affirms that the theory of evolution 
is true. I am further persuaded that evolutionists will not face up to 
their obligation of setting forth a precise and valid argument for their 
theory because they cannot do so. No one can present a valid argument 
with true premises the conclusion of which is: “therefore, the devil is 
better than God.” The reason no one can do so is: this condition is 
false. Just so, since man did not evolve from some lower (non-human) 
form of life, no one can present a valid argument with true premises 
the conclusion of which is that the theory of evolution is true. We 
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must be aware of this logical obligation facing evolutionists, and we 
must press it upon them wherever they raise their heads. If they are 
not willing to face up to this obligation, then they are not qualified to 
even discuss the issue. Further, it is not our responsibility to write out 
their argument for them.

We Must Respond to the Efforts of the Evolutionists by Showing 
that the Theory Cannot be Verified
   Note the following argument (stated in symbolic terms):

1. E ⊃ (A·B·C·D·E . . .) 

2. (A·B·C·D·E . . .)

3. \  E 

   This argument says: (1) If the theory of evolution (E) is true, then 
a number of other propositions (A, B, C, D, E . . .) are true: and (2) 
a number of other propositions (A, B, C, D, E . . .) are true: and (3) 
therefore, the theory of evolution is true.
   This argument is invalid, because, being a hypothetical argument, 
it affirms the consequent—that is, it involves the fallacy of “affirming 
the consequent.” Here is an invalid argument which illustrates this 
point: “(1) If object X is a Chevrolet, then it is an automobile. (2) 
Object X is an automobile. (3) Therefore, object X is a Chevrolet.” 
Note that, while both of the premises may be true, the conclusion does 
not follow; it does not necessarily follow that object X is a Chevrolet—
it might be a Ford, or a Buick, or a Cadillac, etc. The conclusion does 
not necessarily follow from the premises.
   What is the best that the argument referred to above can do? 
Consider the argument again. Here E stands for “the theory of 
evolution is true,” and A, B, C, D, E, etc., stand for various facts 
(or, what is claimed to be facts) from the various natural sciences 
such as: biology, chemistry, biochemistry, physics, geology, etc. The 
statement, “The theory of evolution is true” constitutes the antecedent 
of this conditional argument, and the conjunction of the facts in the 
various natural sciences constitutes the consequent. It is claimed by 
some of its advocates to give at least some degree of probability to 
the conclusion—that is, that the theory of evolution is true. It must 
be granted that the argument may involve (in its consequent) the 



conjunction of at least some facts which are necessary to the truth 
of the theory but which certainly do not involve what is sufficient to 
establish that theory as true. The theory of evolution simply cannot be 
verified by any such positive inductive process.
   In the next place, we note that the theory of evolution cannot be 
verified by falsifying the only alternative. While it is certainly the 
case that there is a strong disjunction involved in the “either evolution 
or creation” disjunction, we do not admit that the view that man owes 
his origin to the miraculous creative act of God can be falsified. The 
argument (as an evolutionist might state it) is as follows:

1. E  V  C

2. ~ C

3. \  E

Stated in ordinary language, this argument (as an evolutionist might 
state it) is as follows: (1) Either the theory of evolution is true or 
the view that man owes his existence to the miraculous creative act 
of God is true. (In “strong disjunctive,” if one disjunct is false, the 
other must be true). (2) The view that man owes his existence to the 
miraculous creative act of God is false, and (3) therefore, the theory 
that man evolved from some lower (non-human) form of life is true. 
The argument is valid, but, and—note carefully—the argument is not 
reliable (does not prove the conclusion). This is the case because the 
second premise is false. There is no way the evolutionists can falsify 
the view that man owes his origin to the creative act of God. It is false 
to say that C can be falsified. If evolutionists could prove that C is 
false, then all of us should admit that the theory of evolution is true. 
But we are thankful that they cannot do so. Thus, we see the failure of 
the effort to “scientifically establish” E (the theory of evolution is true) 
by the falsification of its only alternative.

We Must Respond to the Efforts of the Evolutionists by Showing 
that the Theory can be Falsified
   Following is an argument (stated in symbolic terms) which can be 
used to show that the theory can be falsified:
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1. E ⊃ (L·M·N·O· . . .)

2. ~  N
 \ [~ (L·M·N·O· . . .)]
 
3. \ ~  E

   This conclusion follows because a conjunctive proposition (one 
made up of the conjunction of various sub-propositions) is falsified 
by establishing the falsity of any single conjunct (that is, any one of 
the sub-propositions). In the argument, E stands for “the theory of 
evolution is true” and L stands for, say “the consciousness of man is 
due to evolution,” N stands for, say, “the conscience of man is due to 
evolution,” D stands for, say, “the sexual reproductive systems of male 
and female human beings are due to evolution,” and so on. Thus, N 
simply means that the proposition: “Man owes his conscience to the 
process of evolution from lower forms of life” is false. It simply could 
not be the case that man’s conscience could have evolved. While it 
is true that parents may punish their children and lead them to learn 
that when they disobey they will be punished, they cannot by such 
corporal punishment (or any other type of punishment or threatening) 
instill in them the sense of “oughtness.” It is evident that conscience 
is a God-given faculty within man. We would make this same logical 
move with all the other items mentioned: consciousness, intelligence, 
moral and spiritual capacity, organs of reproduction, endocrine gland 
system, etc. For example, the question might be raised: “How did the 
so-called ancestors of man and woman reproduce themselves while 
their reproductive systems were evolving?” or, “How did man live 
while their endocrine gland systems were developing,” or, “How 
did man live while his respiratory system was evolving?” To seek to 
answer honestly such questions is to see that the theory of evolution 
is false.

We Must Respond to the Efforts of Evolutionists by Making Clear 
that the Disjunct Implied by Evolution is False
   There is another argument which makes it clear that the theory of 
evolution is false. The argument stated in symbolic terms is as follows:

1. E  ⊃ (B  V  T)



2. ~ (B  V  T)

3. \  ~  E

In this argument, E stands for: “The theory that man owes his origin 
to evolution is true;” B stands for: “Man came into being by being 
born as a result of the physical union of a non-human male and a non-
human female;” and T stands for: “Man came into being as a result of 
the transformation of some non-human beings into male and female 
human beings. If man indeed evolved from some lower form of life, 
then it necessarily had to be in one of these two ways—either: (1) it 
was the case that the first human being was born of some non-human 
female who had been impregnated by some non-human male, or (2) 
it was the case that man came into being—that is, the first human 
being on Earth came into being—as a result of the transformation of 
two non-human beings (which already had existence as non-human 
beings) into human male and female. Such a viewpoint would involve 
such thinking as this: one day an ape (or some other non-human being) 
was walking through the forest. At a particular point in time, when 
he placed one foot on the ground he was still a non-human being, 
but when he put that same foot back on the ground, in completing 
a step, he had become a human being. This means that between the 
time he began the lifting of his foot from the ground and the time 
he placed it on the ground again, he was transformed from a non-
human being into a human being. It is the height of absurdity to hold 
that two beings which were non-human were able—by being involved 
sexually with one another—to give birth to a human being. Equally 
absurd is the idea that something which was already in existence as a 
non-human being suddenly changed into a human being. No scientist 
would even attempt verification (or such a theory) by the scientific 
method. Yet, evolutionists can offer no other alternative. But, if the 
theory of evolution is true, then one or the other of these alternatives 
must be true. Since both of the alternatives which are implied by the 
theory of evolution are false, then the theory of evolution itself is false 
(as was shown in the argument set out above). Thus, we have shown 
that the theory of evolution is false. We have shown that the theory 
can be falsified.
   Thus, when we think in terms of responding to the deluge of 
material which is disseminated by evolutionists, we must respond in a 
militant way by pointing out both that the theory of evolution cannot 
be verified and the theory of evolution can be falsified.
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As a Further Response to the Efforts of the Evolutionists, We 
Must Make Clear the View that Man Owes His Existence to the 
Miraculous Creative Act of God, as Taught in the Sacred Scriptures, 
Cannot be Falsified
   In order for evolutionists to be able to falsify this proposition they 
would have to sustain an argument which, stated symbolically, looks 
like this (stated as an evolutionist might go about it):

1. C ⊃ (A·B·C·D· . . .)

2. ~ A

3. [\ ~ (A·B·C·D· . . .)] (This is the case because the 
falsification of a single conjunction falsifies the entire 
creative proposition.)

4. \~ C

   In this argument C stands for: “The view that man owes his existence 
to the miraculous creative act of God is true;” and A, B, C, D, etc., all 
refer to propositions which set forth the affirmation of some fact which 
evolutionists try (or might try) to use in an effort to falsify the view 
that man owes his existence to the miraculous creative act of God. 
But such cannot be done. There is not one scientific fact which is in 
incompatible with the view that man owes his origin to the miraculous 
creative act of God. There is no fact which is contradicted by the view 
that man owes his existence to the miraculous creative act of God. 
Therefore, without hesitation, we declare: The creationist (biblical) 
view of the origin of man cannot be falsified.

We Must Respond to the Efforts of the Evolutionists by Showing that 
the View that Man Owes His Existence to the Miraculous Creative 
Act of God can be Verified (Proved)
   This can be proved in two ways: (1) It can be proved by using the 
Bible, and (2) it can be proved while not using the Bible.

1. (G·B·T·I)  ⊃  K

2. (G·B·T·I)  

3. \  K



   In this argument, G stands for, “We can know that God is,” B stands 
for, “We can know the Bible is God’s word;” T stands for, “We can 
know that the Bible teaches that man owes his origin to the miraculous 
creative act of God;” I stands for, “We can know that God has perfect 
integrity—that is, He does not lie;” K stands for “We can know that 
the view that man owes his origin to the miraculous creative act of 
God is true,” The ⊃ means that what precedes the ⊃ implies what 
follows.
   It is beyond the limitation of the space and purpose of this particular 
article to set out the evidence for the truthfulness of (G·B·T·I) in 
anything like an adequate way, but I hereby affirm that we can know 
(1) that God is, (2) that the Bible is the word of God, (3) that the Bible 
teaches that man owes his origin to the miraculous creative act of God 
(and it does), then we can know that man owes his existence to the 
miraculous creative act of God—not to any process of evolution. So 
in a simplified way, this argument can be brought down to this: (1) if 
the Bible teaches that man owes his origin to the miraculous creative 
act of God, then we can know that the view that man owes his origin 
to the miraculous creative act of God is true. (2) The Bible does teach 
that man owes his existence to the miraculous creative act of God. (3) 
Therefore, we can know that the view that man owes his origin to the 
miraculous creative act of God is true.
   The creationist view can also be proved while not using the Bible. 
This can be done by showing that one of the disjuncts in an argument 
which involves “strong disjunction” is false. The argument may be 
stated as follows:

1. E  V  C

2. ~  E

3. \  C

   But how can we show that E is false? In a preceding part of this 
article, I have already shown that the theory of evolution can be 
falsified. Basically, here is the way it was done:

1. E  ⊃  (C1 ·C 2 ·I·R . . .)
2. ~  C 2

3. \  ~  E
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   In this argument C1 stands for: “The consciousness of man came 
into being as a result of evolution.” C2 stands for: “The conscience 
of man came into being as the result of evolution.” I stands for: “The 
intelligence of man came into being as the result of evolution.” R 
stands for: “The organs of men and women came into being as the 
result of evolution.” I have already discussed the fact that conscience 
could not have come into being as a result of evolution. Therefore, C2 

is falsified, and since C2 is falsified, then, E is also falsified, according 
to the argument as I explained it above. So, since I have shown that 
E is falsified by virtue of the fact that we are involved in a strong 
disjunction with E  V  C then we have established C in this fashion: (1)  
E  V  C  (2) ~  E, (3)  \  C.

In Response to the Deluge of Material which Comes from the 
Presses of the Evolutionists, We Must Press them to Answer Such 
Seemingly Simple Questions as: “Which was first on Earth, a 
woman or a human baby?”
   According to the law of excluded middle (in logic) every object on 
Earth does have the property of being human or it does not have the 
property of being human. Every being which has ever existed on this 
Earth was either human or it was non-human. It may be stated in this 
fashion: “Given any X, if X exists, then it either has property H or it 
does not have property H.” Therefore, the evolutionist cannot dodge 
this question by saying there was a period of time which might be 
viewed as “a twilight zone” in which there were beings in existence 
which were neither human nor non-human. I submit that such is false 
and absurd. Given the case that every being which has ever existed 
upon this Earth either had the property of being human or did not have 
the property of being human, and since human beings have not always 
existed upon this Earth, then a burning question becomes: “Which 
was first on Earth a woman or a human baby?” Let us imagine how an 
evolutionist might try to answer this seemingly very simple question. 
Suppose He decides to say, “A baby was first on Earth.” We could 
then reply, “Do you mean to say that there was once a baby on Earth 
which was not born of a woman?” We could then press the matter by 
asking, “If the baby was not born of a woman, then how did it come to 
be? Did it ‘pop out of’ a hollow log? Did it come from nothing? Was 
it the case that in one instant there was absolutely nothing in the very 
next instant—without any cause whatever—this human baby came 
into being?” Further, even if we grant (counterfactually) that he could 



explain the origin of such a baby, since nothing is more helpless than 
a human baby, how could the baby possibly have survived without at 
least one other human being who was mature enough to care for it? If it 
becomes so patently absurd to answer that a baby was first on Earth that 
the evolutionist turns to the only other possible answer and declares that 
a woman was first on Earth, we could then ask, “Are you now saying 
that there was once a woman on Earth which was never a baby? Did she 
come into existence without having been begotten and conceived? Was 
she never in the womb of a woman? If not, then from what did she come 
to be? Did she come into existence fully grown?” If so, then you have, 
in effect, the only account of the origin of man which really makes any 
sense at all. There is simply no way that an evolutionist can handle this 
very simple, yet profound, question. The most obvious data available 
to any and every one of us is the fact of the existence of human beings. 
Human beings exist today—there are men and women, boys and girls 
all about us in the world today. Both evolutionists and creationists admit 
alike that such has not always been the case. Therefore, there had to 
be a beginning point for the origin of man. And since the only two 
conceivable ways that man could have evolved are so patently absurd 
that they must be rejected by every right-thinking person, then the 
only alternative is to accept the fact that man owes his existence to the 
miraculous creative power of God. Therefore, let every person accept 
the Bible as the word of God and accept the biblical account of his own 
origin. Let every one give praise and glory to God for His work of re-
creation (Revelation 5).
   There are a number of other matters which should be pointed out, 
but lack of space forbids our doing so.

Conclusion
   In conclusion, what shall we say as to how we should respond to 
the efforts of evolutionists? We should not let them “get away with 
murder” by allowing them to create the impression that all men of 
academic, scholarly, and/or scientific attainment hold that the theory 
of evolution is true. Such is simply not the case. And even if every so-
called natural scientist in the world held that the theory of evolution 
is true, such would not constitute conclusive evidence that such is the 
case. The problem is not strictly a scientific one, it is rather philosophic 
and revelational in its basic nature.
   Let us not allow them to bombard us with a deluge of claims* 
without requiring them to give an argument which shows that the 
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conclusion which they draw (from the statements they give) really 
does follow logically from the statements they have used. Let us point 
out conclusively: (1) that the theory of evolution can be falsified and 
it cannot be verified, and (2) that the biblical account of man cannot 
be falsified but can be verified. It seems clear to me that it would be 
impossible to have a stronger case than we have for the truth of the 
creationist (biblical) view and for the falsity of the evolutionist’s view 
of the origin of man.
   The Bible plainly teaches that God brought human beings into 
existence by His miraculous creative power (Genesis 1-2; 1 Timothy 
2:13-14). Let us teach this message everywhere (Mark 16:15) and 
defend it wherever it is challenged (1 Peter 3:15; Jude 3).
   Soldiers of Christ arise!
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