Wk8 - Did Jesus Say He Created in Six Literal Days? by Ken Ham

A very important question we must ask is, “What was Jesus’ view of the days of creation? Did He say that He created in six literal days?”

When confronted with such a question, most Christians would automatically go to the New Testament to read the recorded words of Jesus to see if such a statement occurs.

Now, when we search the New Testament Scriptures, we certainly find many interesting statements Jesus made that relate to this issue. Mark 10:6 says, “But from the beginning of the creation, God ‘made them male and female.’” From this passage, we see that Jesus clearly taught that the creation was young, for Adam and Eve existed “from the beginning,” not billions of years after the universe and earth came into existence. Jesus made a similar statement in Mark 13:19 indicating that man’s sufferings started very near the beginning of creation. The parallel phrases of “from the foundation of the world” and “from the blood of Abel” in Luke 11:50–51 also indicate that Jesus placed Abel very close to the beginning of creation, not billions of years after the beginning. HisJewish listeners would have assumed this meaning in Jesus’ words, for the first-century Jewish historian Josephus indicates that the Jews of his day believed that both the first day of creation and Adam’s creation were about 5,000 years before Christ.1
In John 5:45–47, Jesus says, “Do not think that I shall accuse you to the Father; there is one who accuses you—Moses, in whom you trust. For if you believed Moses, you would believe Me; for he wrote about Me. But if you do not believe his writings, how will you believe My words?” In this passage, Jesus makes it clear that one must believe what Moses wrote. And one of the passages in the writings of Moses in Exodus 20:11 states: “For in six days the Lord made the heavens and the earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested the seventh day. Therefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath day and hallowed it.” This, of course, is the basis for our seven-day week—six days of work and one day of rest. Obviously, this passage was meant to be taken as speaking of a total of seven literal days based on the Creation Week of six literal days of work and one literal day of rest.

In fact, in Luke 13:14, in his response to Jesus healing a person on the Sabbath, the ruler of the synagogue, who knew the law of Moses, obviously referred to this passage when he said, “There are six days on which men ought to work; therefore come and be healed on them, and not on the Sabbath day.” The sabbath day here was considered an ordinary day, and the six days of work were considered ordinary days. This teaching is based on the Law of Moses as recorded inExodus 20, where we find the Ten Commandments—the six-day Creation Week being the basis for the Fourth Commandment.
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We should also note the way Jesus treated as historical fact the accounts in the Old Testament, which religious and atheistic skeptics think are unbelievable mythology. These historical accountsinclude Adam and Eve as the first married couple (Matthew 19:3–6; Mark 10:3–9), Abel as the first prophet who was killed (Luke 11:50–51), Noah and the Flood (Matthew 24:38–39), Moses and the serpent in the wilderness (John 3:14), Moses and the manna from heaven to feed the Israelites in the wilderness (John 6:32–33, 49), the experiences of Lot and his wife (Luke 17:28–32), the judgment of Sodom and Gomorrah (Matthew 10:15), the miracles of Elijah (Luke 4:25–27), and Jonah and the big fish(Matthew 12:40– 41). As New Testament scholar John Wenham has compellingly argued, Jesus did not allegorize these accounts but took them as straightforward history, describing events that actually happened just as the Old Testament describes.2 Jesus used these accounts to teach His disciples that the events of His death, Resurrection, and Second Coming would likewise certainly happen in time-space reality.

These passages taken together strongly imply that Jesus took Genesis 1 as literal history describing creation in six 24-hour days. But are there any more explicit passages?

I believe there are. However, one has to approach this issue in a slightly different manner. We are not limited to the New Testament when we try to find out if Jesus stated He created in six days; we can also search the Old Testament. After all, Jesus is the Second Person of the Trinity and therefore has always existed.

First, Colossians makes it clear that Jesus Christ, the Son of God, was the one who created all things: “For by Him all things were created that are in heaven and that are on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or dominions or principalities or powers. All things were created through Him and for Him. And He is before all things, and in Him all things consist” (Colossians 1:16–17).

We are also told elsewhere in Scripture how Jesus created: “By the word of the Lord the heavens were made, And all the host of them by the breath of His mouth. For He spoke, and it was done; He commanded, and it stood fast” (Psalm 33:6, 9). We see the meaning of this when we consider the miracles of Jesus during His earthly ministry. All the miracles occurred instantly—at His Word. He instantly turned water into wine in His very first miracle, which “revealed His glory” as the Creator (John 2:1–11; John 1:1–3, 14, 18). It was the instant calming of the wind and the waves that convinced His disciples that He was no mere man. So it was with all His miracles (Mark 4:35–41). He did not speak and wait for days, weeks, months, or years for things to happen. He spoke and it was done. So, when He said, “Let there be . . .” in Genesis 1, it did not take long ages for things to come into existence.

We also know that Jesus is in fact called the Word: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with God. All things were made through Him, and without Him nothing was made that was made” (John 1:1–3).

Jesus, who is the Word, created everything by simply speaking things into existence.

Now, consider Exodus 20:1: “And God spoke all these words, saying . . . .” Because Jesus is the Word, this must be a reference to the preincarnate Christ speaking to Moses. As we know, there are a number of appearances of Christ (theophanies) in the Old Testament. John 1:18 states: “No one has seen God at any time. The only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He has declared Him.” There is no doubt, with rare exception, that the preincarnate Christ did the speaking to Adam, Noah, the patriarchs, Moses, etc. Now, when the Creator God spoke as recorded in Exodus 20:1, what did He (Jesus) say? As we read on, we find this statement: “For in six days the Lord made the heavens and the earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested the seventh day” (Exodus 20:11).

Yes, Jesus did explicitly say He created in six days.3 Not only this, but the one who spoke the words “six days” also wrote them down for Moses: “Then the Lord delivered to me two tablets of stone written with the finger of God, and on them were all the words which the Lord had spoken to you on the mountain from the midst of the fire in the day of the assembly” (Deuteronomy 9:10).

Jesus said clearly that He created in six days. And He even did something He didn’t do with most of Scripture—He wrote it down Himself. How clearer and more authoritative can you get than that?

耶稣曾说他在六日之内创造吗？by Ken Ham

一个非常重要问题是我们必须问的： “耶稣对创造日的观点是什么？他曾说他在六日（六个普通真实的日子）之内创造吗？
当许多基督徒面对这种问题的时候，他们会自动去新约查考阅读耶稣所说的话，看看是否有这样的叙述。
当我们查考新约经文的时候，我们一定会发现耶稣关于此论题作了许多有趣的表达。马可福音十章第6节说道： “但从起初创造的时候，神造人是‘造男造女’”。从这段经文中，我们看到耶稣清楚地教导：亚当和夏娃是从 “起初”受造的，而不是宇宙和地球产生之后的几十亿年。耶稣在马可福音十三章第9节作了一个相似的陈述，显示人类的苦楚是从创造不久后开始的。在路加福音十一章50至51节中， “创世以来”和 “亚伯的血”这两个平行句也显示耶稣把亚伯放在非常接近创造开始的时候，而不是几十亿年后。耶稣的犹太听众明白它所说的意思，因为第一世纪的犹太历史学家约瑟夫指出，当时的犹太人相信创造的第一日和亚当的受造是在基督以前5000年左右。
在约翰福音五章45至47节中，耶稣说： “不要想我在父面前要告你们；有一位告你们的，就是你们所仰赖的摩西。 你们如果信摩西，也必信我；因为他书上有指着我写的话。你们若不信他的书，怎能信我的话呢？” 在这段经文中，耶稣非常清楚地指出我们必须相信摩西所说的。 在摩西著作中有一节经文（出埃及记二十：11）说： “因为六日之内耶和华造天﹑地﹑海和其中的万物，第七日便安息，所以耶和华赐福与安息日，定为圣日”。 这是我们一周七日的基础—六日工作和一日休息。很明显，这段经文所谈及的七日是以六日的创造周和一日安息为基础。 这里提出的日也是真实的日子，字面的意思。在路加福音十三章第14节中，管会堂的（知道摩西律法）在对耶稣安息日治病所做的回应中就提到了上述经文： “有六日应该作工；那六日之内可以来求医，在安息日却不可”。在这里安息日被认为是一个普通的日，工作的六日也被认为是普通的日。此教导是以记录在出埃及记第二十章中的摩西律法为基础的—创造周是十诫中第四诫基础。
我们也应该注意到，耶稣是把旧约的记录当作历史事实一样对待的，而宗教和无神怀疑论者却认为它们是不可信的神话。这些历史记录包括：亚当是第一对成婚的夫妇（马太福音十九：3-6；马可福音十：3-9）﹑亚伯是第一位被杀的先知（路加福音十一：50-51）﹑挪亚和洪水（马太福音二十四：38-39）﹑摩西和旷野中的蛇（约翰福音三：14）﹑摩西和天上降下来喂饱旷野中以色列人的吗哪（约翰福音六：32-33，49）﹑罗得和他妻子的经历（路加福音十七章：28-32）﹑所多玛和蛾摩拉的审判（马太福音十：15）﹑以利亚的神迹（路加福音四：25-27，以及约拿和大鱼（马太福音十二：40-41）。新约学者Wenham令人信服地辩解道，耶稣没有寓意化这些记录，而是按字义理解它们是发生在旧约的真实历史事件。耶稣用这些记录教导他的门徒说，他死亡﹑复活和再来的事件同样一定会真实发生在某一时间中。
以上所引用的经文强烈显示，耶稣是按字义理解创世记为真实历史的。这段历史描述了六个二十四小时的创造。还有其它更清楚的经文吗？
我相信有的。不过，我们可以用稍微不同的方式处理这个论题。我们不要只是限于从新约发现耶稣是否陈述他在六日之内创造；我们也可以查考旧约。毕竟，耶稣是三位一体的第二位格，因此他一直都是存在的。
第一，歌罗西书清楚指出神的儿子耶稣是创造万物的那位： “因为万有都是靠他造的，无论是天上的，地上的；能看见的，不能看见的；或是有位的，主治的，执政的，掌权的，一概都是借着他造的，又是为他造的”（歌罗西书一：16-17）。
圣经中其它的地方也告诉我们耶稣是如何创造的： “诸天借耶和华的命而造，万象借他口中的气而成……因为他说有，就有；命立，就立”（诗篇三十三：6-9）。当我们思想耶稣在地上事奉期间所行的神迹时，我们就会明白这段经文的意思。所有的神迹都是立即发生的—藉着他的话语。 耶稣在第一个神迹中把水立即变成酒。这个神迹显出了他作为创造主的荣耀（约翰福音二：1-11；约翰福音一：1-3，4，18）。他顷刻间使风浪平静叫他的门徒相信他不仅仅是人。 他所有的神迹都是如此 （马可福音四：35-41）。他们等待神迹在几天﹑几月和几年后发生。他说过后，事就这样成了。因此，当他在创世记第一章说： “事就这样成了（Let there be）”的时候，事情的发生没有用去很长的时间。
我们也知道耶稣也被称为： “太初有道，道与神同在，道就是神。这道太初与神同在。万物是借着他造的；凡被造的，没有一样不是借着他造的”（约翰福音一：1-3）。
耶稣是道。他藉着口中所说的话创造了万物。
现在请思想一下出埃及记二十章第1节： “神吩咐这一切的话，说……”。因为耶稣是道，所以这一定是先存的基督对摩西说话。正如我们所知，旧约有许多次基督的显现（theophanies）。约翰福音一章第18节陈述道： “从来没有人看见神，只有在父怀里的独生子将他表明出来”。毫无疑问，也毫无例外，先存的基督对亚当﹑挪亚﹑列祖和摩西等都说过话。创造的神（耶稣）在出埃及记二十章第1节说了什么？当我们读这段经文的时候，会发现： “因为六日之内耶和华造天﹑地﹑海和其中的万物，第七日便安息，所以耶和华赐福与安息日，定为圣日”（出埃及记二十：11）。
是的，耶稣的确清楚地说他在六日之内创造了万物。不仅如此，说出”六日”这句话的那位也为摩西记录他所说的： “耶和华把两块石板交给我，是神用指头写的。版上所写的，是照耶和华在大会的日子，在山上从火中对你们所说的一切话”（申命记九：10）。
耶稣清楚地说他在六日之内创造了万物。他甚至做了一件独特的事件—他亲自写了它。你能得到比这更清楚且更有权威的记录吗？
How Did Defense/Attack Structures Come About? by Andy McIntosh & Bodie Hodge

The Relevance of the Issue of DAS (Defense/Attack Structures)

Many people question the goodness of God when they see “nature, red in tooth and claw,”1 and therefore, they accuse those who believe in the Bible of not seeing reality in nature’s fight for survival, which in the view of the secular scientists substantiates evolution.

In the past, many Bible-believers looked to nature as evidence of God’s designin nature and attributed the features animals possessed to kill prey or defend themselves as all part of God’s original design.

For example, in 1802 William Paley wrote the now-classic book Natural Theology: or, Evidences of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity, Collected from the Appearances of Nature. In this work, Paley makes the argument for the design in nature being attributed to a designer—God—and included features that were “red in tooth and claw” as part of this original design.

Darwin, who read Paley’s work, realized that organisms have certain design features that make them fit for the environments in which they live. In other words, they were well designed for what they do—even the ability to cause pain, suffering, and death. However, Darwin later saw difficulties with Paley’s argument concerning design. To Darwin, a creation capable of inflicting pain and death seemed to deny a good and loving Creator God.

Darwin could see that the idea of a benevolent designer did not square with the world that he observed. How could a good God be the author of death and bloodshed? The answer of Darwin and many others was to turn from the God of the Bible to a belief in man’s ideas about the past that include millions of years of death and suffering.

A most notable adherent to this view in our present day is David Attenborough. Attenborough is the presenter of many popular nature documentaries produced by the British Broadcasting Corporation. In a similar journey to that of Darwin, he argues strongly for belief in evolution because of the suffering that the natural world exhibits. The quote below is very revealing as to what has moved Attenborough to an evolutionary position.
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Eagles have pointed claws and sharp beaks.

When Creationists talk about God creating every individual species as a separate act, they always instance hummingbirds, or orchids, sunflowers and beautiful things. But I tend to think instead of a parasitic worm that is boring through the eye of a boy sitting on the bank of a river in West Africa, [a worm] that’s going to make him blind. And [I ask them], “Are you telling me that the God you believe in, who you also say is an all-merciful God, who cares for each one of us individually, are you saying that God created this worm that can live in no other way than in an innocent child’s eyeball? Because that doesn’t seem to me to coincide with a God who’s full of mercy.”2
The examples of Darwin and Attenborough show why the issue of defense/attack structures (DAS) is important, and how it is closely related to the existence of suffering and death in the world around us. Defense/ attack structures include anything from claws and flesh-tearing beaks on birds of prey or the claws and teeth of cats, to a wasp’s stinger or a poison dart frog’s toxin.

What Are Some Defense/Attack Structures?

Examples of defense/attack structures are numerous in the world around us, existing in plants as well as animals. Let’s look at a few.

Plant—Venus Flytrap

A great example in plants is the Venus flytrap. This plant snaps two of its lobes on any unsuspecting fly that ventures inside. The mechanism by which the trap snaps shut involves a complex interaction between elasticity, osmotic pressure in the cellular plant material, and growth. When the plant is open, the lobes are convex (bent outwards), but when it is closed, the lobes are concave (forming a cavity). It is stable in both the open and closed positions, but it changes states to close quickly when triggered.3
Arachnid—Spider

A good example of DAS in the insect world is the spider. Spider webs are renowned for their potential to catch flying insects, such as flies and moths. The sophistication of silk production through special glands that keep the polymer soft right up until it is exuded behind the spider is still not understood.4 Furthermore, the ability of the spider to make some strands sticky and others not, so that the spider itself only walks on the non-sticky parts is clearly a clever design feature. Not all spiders make webs, but they are all capable of producing silk in several varieties. Though the predatory nature of spiders is universal, the actual prey-catching technique of web-building is not the same for each species.

Insect—Bombardier Beetle

Another example in the insect world, and probably the most extraordinary, is the bombardier beetle. This insect possesses a sophisticated defense apparatus, which involves shooting a hot (212°F/100°C) noxious mixture of chemicals out of a special swivel nozzle in its backside, into the face of predators such as rodents, birds, frogs, or other insects.

Animals—Cats and Reptiles

Of the numerous examples of DAS in the animal world, the meat-eating lion, tiger, and other large cats (cheetah, lynx, etc.) would be the most obvious. It should be noted though that these creatures are not solely dependent on a carnivorous diet because there are known cases of large cats being able to survive on a vegetarian diet when meat has been not available in zoos.5
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Alligator teeth are long and sharp.

Many animals in the reptile world also give us excellent examples of DAS. Chameleons have the ability to flick their tongues in only fractions of a second to capture their prey. Crocodiles and alligators have powerful jaws, and snakes possess poisonous fangs or deadly coils. The anaconda can kill bulls and tapirs easily with its extremely strong muscles.6
These are but a few of the DAS found around the world. If you check the plants and animals in your area, you can probably spot some of these and other defense/attack structures.

Why, Biblically, Is the World like This?

The biblical response to DAS is that the theology of Darwin and Attenborough has made a major assumption—the world is now what it always has been. The Bible, as early as Genesis 3, makes it clear that this is not the case.

The world (and indeed the universe) was originally perfect. Six times in Genesis 1 it states that what God had made was “good” and the seventh time that “God saw everything that He had made, and indeed it was very good” (Genesis 1:31). A perfect God would make nothing less. In fact, Moses, who also penned Genesis, declared in Deuteronomy 32:4 that all of God’s works are perfect.The original creation was perfect, but we can see by looking at the world around us that there has been a drastic change. The change was a result of the Fall of man—an event which fundamentally altered the world.

The original world had no parasites boring into children’s eyes or any other part of nature being “red in tooth and claw.” The death and suffering in the past and in the present is a result of man’s sin and rebellion against God. When the first man Adam disobeyed his Creator, all of creation was cursed, bringing disease, sickness, pain, suffering, and death into the world.

When God spoke to Adam, He said, “Because you have heeded the voice of your wife, and have eaten 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, for out of it you were taken; for dust you are, and to dust you shall return” (Genesis 3:17–19).

God also told Eve, “I will greatly multiply your sorrow and your conception; in pain you shall bring forth children; your desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you” (Genesis 3:16).

And earlier still, the Bible records what God spoke to the serpent: “So the LORD God said to the serpent: ‘Because you have done this, you are cursed more than all cattle, and more than every beast of the field; on your belly you shall go, and you shall eat dust all the days of your life’” (Genesis 3:14). So in essence there were several changes at the Fall.

This is not just an Old Testament doctrine. The New Testament picks up on the inseparable connection between the world’s state and man’s condition. In Romans 8:22–23, Paul states, “For we know that the whole creation groans and labors with birth pangs together until now. Not only that, but we also who have the firstfruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves groan within ourselves, eagerly waiting for the adoption, the redemption of our body.”

While the world has been cursed because of man’s rebellion in Adam, there is coming a day—a day for the “redemption of our body” (Romans 8:23) —when at the resurrection of God’s people, the world will also be liberated from the Curse. In Romans 8, Paul makes it clear that the extent of this Curse encompasses the whole creation.

	Verse
	Some of the known effects
	Said to

	Genesis 3:14
	1. Serpent cursed more than other animals— specifically mentions crawling on its belly and eating dust.

2. Other animals are cursed; to what extent, we aren’t told.
	Serpent

	Genesis 3:16
	1. Increased pain and sorrow in childbearing and raising children.

2. Their desire will be for their husbands.
	Woman/ Eve

	Genesis 3:17–19
	1. Ground is cursed—specifically mentions thorns and thistles and the pain and sorrow associated with working the ground. We aren’t told the other effects of the Curse.

2. Death—creatures would return to dust.
	Man/ Adam


When we look at defense/attack structures in the animal or plant kingdom, we must look at them in the context of a truly biblical theology. Let’s review the clear teachings from Scripture.

1. Man and animals were originally created as vegetarian (Genesis 1:29–30). Throughout Genesis 1 the Lord states repeatedly that the created order was “good” and then in Genesis 1:31, “very good.” Thus, “nature, red in tooth and claw” was not part of God’s original creation.

2. In verse 30, God explicitly states, “Also, to every beast of the earth, to every bird of the air, and to everything that creeps on the earth, in which there is life, I have given every green herb for food.” Literally in the Hebrew, the phrase “in which there is life” is nephesh chayyah. This phrase is translated “living soul” and is used in Genesis 1:20–21 and Genesis 2:7 when referring to man and animals. However, this phrase is never used in reference to plants (or invertebrates), thus highlighting the difference between plant life and human and animal life.

3. The Curse in Genesis 3 caused a major change in both animals and plants. The animals were cursed; Genesis 3:14 says, “You are cursed more than all cattle, and more than every beast of the field [emphasis added].” The plants were also cursed; Genesis 3:17–18 says, “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.” (There is evidence that thorns are formed from altered leaves.7)

4. It was not until after the Flood that God allowed man to eat meat (Genesis 1:29–30,Genesis 9:3).

5. Later in Scripture the prophet Isaiah refers to a future time when there will be a reverse of the Curse: “The wolf also shall dwell with the lamb, the leopard shall lie down with the young goat, the calf and the young lion and the fatling together; and a little child shall lead them” (Isaiah 11:6). “The wolf and the lamb shall feed together, the lion shall eat straw like the ox, and dust shall be the serpent’s food. They shall not hurt nor destroy in all My holy mountain, says the LORD” (Isaiah 65:25).

6. The book of Revelation speaks of a time when the Curse will be removed (Rev 22:3) and there will be no more pain, suffering, or death (Rev 21:4).

The Bible provides us with a big picture as we look at defense/attack structures.

Two Major Perspectives to Understand DAS Biblically

Two primary alternatives can easily explain defense/attack structures from a biblical perspective: (1) the present features used in defense and attack were not originally used for that purpose, and (2) the DAS design features were brought in by God as a result of the Fall.

The first perspective—that the present features were not originally used for defense/attack purposes—indicates that DAS were used for different functions before the Fall. Another way to clarify this perspective is to say that the design was the same but the function was different.
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Let’s take sharp teeth as an example. When people see animals with sharp teeth, they most commonly interpret this to mean that the animal is a meat-eater. When scientists find fossils of creatures with sharp teeth, they also interpret this to mean that the animal was a meat-eater. But is this a proper interpretation? Not really. Sharp teeth in animals indicate only one thing—the animal has sharp teeth.

Creatures with sharp teeth do not necessarily use them to rip other animals apart today. For example, the giant panda has very sharp teeth, yet it eats entirely bamboo shoots. Also, the fruit bat, which at first might appear to have teeth consistent with a carnivorous diet, eats primarily fruit. The Bible teaches that animals were created to be vegetarian (Genesis 1:30); so, we must be careful not to merely assume what an animal ate based on its teeth.

Other DAS can also be explained in this way. Claws could have been used to grip vegetarian foods or branches for climbing. And chameleon tongues could have been used to reach out and grab vegetarian foods, etc. This perspective has the advantage of never having to suggest that God designed a structure or system feature to be harmful to another living creature of His creation.
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Bears have sharp teeth, but they eat many vegetarian meals.

It is evident that for the silk-producing structure in spiders, it is hard to establish an alternative function for these glands, though spiders have been shown to catch and eat pollen.8 The evidence seems to point to such structures being designed as they are to effectively catch things like insects. However, we may simply not know the original harmless function of these structures.

Consequently, many have suggested the fact that some creatures have continued to eat plants, which actually indicates that predatory habits came due to altered function. Bears commonly eat vegetarian foods. There have been lions and vultures documented to refuse eating meat.9
Even viruses (genetic carriers that infect a host with almost always deleterious results) may have originally been used in a different and beneficial role before the Fall. In a similar manner, harmful bacteria may have had a different and better purpose than their current function.

However, this perspective does have some shortcomings, especially when we apply it to the whole of DAS. One such problem is that of thorns. It can be argued that trees, bushes, etc., use thorns solely as a defense mechanism. But the Bible indicates that thorns and thistles came as a result of the Fall (Genesis 3:17–19). So, something indeed changed at the Curse.

Thorns and Thistles

This first perspective avoids God designing DAS in a perfect world for the purpose of harming something that was alive.

The second perspective—DAS design features were brought in by God as a result of the Fall—calls for design alterations after the Fall to allow such attack and defense structures. To clarify, this was the result of man’s sin, not God’s original design, and the consequences of sin still remain. Such “cursed design” is from God’s intelligence as a punishment for the man’s, the woman’s, and the serpent’s disobedience. This second perspective would then better explain some things like sharp teeth, claws, the special glands that make the spider silk, etc.

There is some warrant for this view in Scripture since we know that plants have been made such that now some of them have thorns (physically changed form) and that the serpent changed form to crawl on its belly (physically changed form). Since there was a physical change and this was passed along to offspring, then there had to be genetic alterations. Some of these changes could have been immediate, and others could have been slower in revealing themselves.

Regardless, the genetic blueprint of these systems must have changed such that DAS became evident. Remembering that God knows the future, it is possible that under this scenario the devices were placed latently in the genetic code of these creatures at creation and were “turned on” at the Fall.

Another possibility is that God redesigned the creatures after the Fall to have such features as DAS in them. Thus, the latter possibility still allows for the existence of such latent features in the design still being “very good.” However, since defense/attack structures are a reminder of a sin-cursed world full of death and suffering, it was more likely changed at the Fall as opposed to being simply dormant.

Scripture that gives implied support to this perspective is that after the Fall, man would know pain and hard work and would eventually die (Genesis 3:19). Some biological change is experienced. Pain and sorrow in childbirth are a direct result of the Fall, and the serpent is radically redesigned after his rebellion. So this overall position may be the better of the two, though we wouldn’t be dogmatic.

Conclusion

Both biblical perspectives explain the changes that occurred when man sinned and the world fell from a perfect one to an imperfect one, and both positions have merits. But the Bible doesn’t specifically say one way or another. In fact, there could be aspects of both perspectives that may have happened. Not all creatures with DAS need to be explained in the same way. For some it may have been that their existing functions adapted, while there seems to be every indication that other mechanisms came in after the Fall.

Regardless, the accusation that a loving and perfect God made the world as we see it today ignores the Bible’s teachings about the results of the Curse. A proper understanding of why there are defense/attack structures in the world today should be a reminder that the world is sin-cursed and that we are all sinners in need of a Savior.

After the Fall, God acted justly. He did what was right. But during the curses in Genesis 3, God did something that only a loving God would do—He gave the first prophecy of redemption. He promised a Savior. Genesis 3:15 says, “And I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your seed and her Seed; He shall bruise your head, and you shall bruise His heel.”

The One who would crush the head of the serpent would be born of a virgin, the seed of a woman. This is the first of many prophecies of Jesus Christ coming as the seed of a woman—a virgin birth. It was truly a loving and gracious God who came to earth in the form of a man and died for us and paid the penalty of our sins on the Cross.

DAS should remind us that when God says something, it will come to pass. When one receives Christ as their Savior, they will one day enjoy eternal life in a world that no longer has any curse or death or suffering or pain (Revelation 21:4, 22:3).

For God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever believes in Him should not perish but have everlasting life. For God did not send His Son into the world to condemn the world, but that the world through Him might be saved. He who believes in Him is not condemned; but he who does not believe is condemned already, because he has not believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God (John 3:16–18).

动物防卫/攻击结构是如何产生的？by Andy McIntosh & Bodie Hodge

DAS（防卫/攻击结构）论题的重要性
许多人看到”动物的牙齿和爪是红色的”的时候，就会质疑神的良善。因此，他们指责那些相信圣经的人没有看到自然界中生存竞争的现实。对世俗的科学家来说，这种竞争证实了进化论。
过去，许多圣经相信者视自然为神设计的证据，而且把动物身上用来厮杀残食（或防卫自已）的特征归为神起初创造的一部分。
例如，在1802年，佩利（William Paley）写了一本经典的作品《自然神学》—或《神存在及其属性的证据—从自然现象收集到的》（Natural Theology：or，Evidences of the Existences of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity，Collected from the Appearances of Nature）。在这部作品中，佩利论证了关于自然中的设计归因于一位设计者—神—包括”牙齿和爪中是红色的”之特征作为起初设计的一部分。
达尔文读了佩利的作品。他意识到有机体具有某种设计特征使它们能适应自己所生活的环境。换句话说，它们是为自己行为所精心设计的——甚至包括引起疼痛、痛苦和死亡的能力。不过，后来达尔文看到佩利关于设计之论据的困难。对达尔文来说，有能力引起疼痛和死亡的受造物好象不接受一位良善和慈爱的神存在。
达尔文可能看到慈善设计者的概念无法与他观察到的世界相符。良善的神怎么会是死亡和流血的创造者呢。达尔文和其它人把圣经中的神转向人所谓的信仰——包括几百万年的死亡和受苦。
现今对此观点最显著的支持者是David Attenborough。Attenborough把许多流行自然纪录片带给了大众。这些纪录片是由英国广播公司制作的。与达尔文一样，因为自然世界所展现的苦楚，他也强烈地信奉进化论。从下面的引文中可以看到是什么把Attenborough推向进化论立场：
当创造论者谈论神创造每个单一的物种都是单独的作为时，他们总是举蜂雀、兰花、向日葵和美丽的事物为例。我倾向认为，对西非河岸坐着的一位小男孩来说，寄生虫是令人厌烦的，因为寄生虫这会使他的眼睛看不见。我问他们：”请告诉我你们相信的神是一位全然怜悯（他关心我们每一个人）的神吗？你说是神创造了这种伤害无辜小男孩眼球的寄生生物？因为这对我来说似乎无法与满有怜悯的神联系在一起。
达尔文和Attenborough的例证显示了防卫/攻击结构（DAS）如此重要的原因和它与我们周围世界中存在的痛苦和死亡之间密切关系。防卫/攻击的结构包括掠食的鸟类身上的爪和撕破肉的喙或猫的爪和牙齿，以及黄蜂的刺或毒刺青蛙的毒素。
什么是防卫/攻击结构？
防卫/攻击结构在我们周围的世界有许多的例子—存在于植物和动物中。让我们来看看以下的例证。
植物— 捕蝇草（Venus Fly-trap）
植物中显著的例证是捕蝇草。这种植物能猛地吸住任何毫无戒备之心的苍蝇。使这种陷阱闭合的机制包括植物细胞质中的弹性、渗透压力和生长之间的相互作用。当植物开启的时候，肉垂凸起（向外弯曲），但是当它关闭的时候，肉垂凹起（形成一个空穴）。它在开启和关闭的位置很稳定，但当它受到触发的时候，就会改变状态，快速地关闭。
昆虫—蜘蛛（Spider）
DAS在昆虫界的一个很好的例证是蜘蛛。蜘蛛网因它们可捉住飞行中的昆虫而闻名，诸如苍蝇和蛾。蜘蛛通过特别的腺体产生非常复杂精密的丝—这种腺体能保持丝聚合物处于柔软的状态，直到它从蜘蛛的后面分泌出来。我们仍然不明白这种丝是怎么产生的。此外，蜘蛛有能力使一些丝线有粘性—而使另一些丝线没有粘性，以便蜘蛛不仅能走在没有粘性的部分—它很明显是一个很智慧的设计特征。不是所有的蜘蛛都能织网，但它们都有能力产生各种各样的丝。虽然蜘蛛捕食动物的天性是普遍的，但是织网捕食的技巧对每种蜘蛛来说都是不尽相同的。
昆虫—投弹手甲虫（bombardier beetle）
昆虫界的另一个例证—很可能是最特别的例证—是投弹手甲虫。这种昆虫拥有一种非常复杂精密的防卫器官，包括从它后面特别的旋转喷嘴中射出温度高（华氏212/100度）的有毒化学物质的混合物，进入食肉动物的面上，诸如啮齿动物、鸟类、青蛙和其它昆虫。
动物—猫和爬行动物
在动物界中的许多例证是很明显的，诸如食肉的狮、老虎和其它体型大的猫（印度豹、猞猁等等）。应该注意的事情是：虽然这些动物不是单单依靠肉食的，因为有体型大的猫能够靠素食存活下来—当动物园中没有肉的时候。
爬行动物世界中的许多动物也为我们提供了DAS的极佳例证。变色龙有能力轻拍自己的舌头，在一秒钟之内就能捕获自己的猎物。鳄鱼和美洲鳄有强有力的颚，而蛇拥有毒牙或致命的螺旋圈。水蟒能用自已极其强壮的肌肉杀死公牛和貘。
我们在世界范围内只发现了DAS为数不多的一些例证。如果你检查自己区域的植物和动物，就会认出某些防卫/攻击结构。
为什么根据圣经看到的世界像这样？
对DAS合乎圣经的回应是：达尔文和Attenborough已经做了重大的假设—世界一直都是不变的。圣经早在创世记第三章清楚说明它不是这种情况。
世界（准确来说是宇宙）起初是完美的。创世记第一章中六次陈述神所造的事物是 “好的”；第七次”神看着一切所造的都甚好。有晚上，有早晨，是第六日。”（创世记一：31）。完美的神没有创造任何次好的事物。创世记的作者摩西在申命记中三十二章4节宣告神一切的工作都是完美的。起初的创造是完美的，但是我们却能看到周围的世界发生了剧烈的变化。这种变化是人堕落的结果——一个从根本上改变世界的事件。
起初的世界没有令人厌烦的寄生虫进入小孩的眼睛里，或者自然的其它任何一部分 “牙齿和爪上是红色的”。过去和现今的死亡和苦楚是人犯罪和悖逆神
的结果。当第一个人亚当不顺服他的创造者的时候，所有受造物都受到了咒诅，把疾病、疼痛、痛苦和死亡带到了世界。
神宣判亚当：”你既听从妻子的话，吃了我所吩咐你不可吃的那树上的果子，地必为你的缘故受咒诅；你必终身劳苦，才能从地里得吃的。地必给你长出荆棘和蒺藜来，你也要吃田间的菜蔬。你必汗流满面才得糊口，直到你归了土，因为你是从土而出的；你本是尘土，仍要归于尘土。”
神也告诉夏娃：”我必多多加增你怀胎的苦楚。你必恋慕你丈夫，你丈夫必管辖你。”（创世记三：16）。
圣经在较早的时候记录了神对蛇说的话：”你既作了这事，就必受咒诅，比一切的牲畜野兽更甚，你必用肚子行走，终身吃土。”（创世记三：14）。所以事实上堕落时发生了几样变化。
这不只是旧约的教训。新约把世界和人类的光景联系在一起。在罗马书八章22-23节中，保罗陈述道：”我们知道一切受造之物一同叹息、劳苦，直到如今。 不但如此，就是我们这有圣灵初结果子的，也是自己心里叹息，等候得着儿子的名分，乃是我们的身体得赎”。
经节 一些已知的后果 对象
	创世记三：14
	1．蛇受的咒诅比其它动物更甚—特别提到了用肚子行走和吃土。 
2．其它的动物受到了咒诅；至于到什么程度，圣经没有告诉我们。
	蛇

	创世记三：16
	1．增加在生生产的疼痛和苦楚。 
2．她们会恋慕自己的丈夫。
	女人/夏娃

	创世记三：17-19
	1．地受咒诅—具体提到了荆棘和蒺藜以及因此造成的劳作的苦楚。圣经没有告诉我们咒诅带来的其它后果。 
2．死亡—人类会归回尘土。
	男人/亚当


虽然世界因人类始祖亚当的悖逆受到了咒诅，但是将来那一天—“我们身体得赎”的日子（罗马书八：23）—当神的子民复活的时候，世界将会脱离咒诅。在罗马书第八章中，保罗清楚地说明这个咒诅的范围包括一切受造之物。
当我们观察动物或植物王国中的防卫/攻击构造的时候。我们必须要在合乎圣经的神学背景下看待它们。让我们回顾一下圣经清楚的教导。
1. 人和动物起初受造的时候是素食主义者（创世记一：29-30）。在创世记第一章中，主重复地陈述受造的次序是“好的”，然后在创世记一章第31节中说”甚好”。因此，”自然中的残食厮杀—牙齿和爪是红色的”不是神起初创造的一部分。
2. 在第30节，神明确地说道：“至于地上的走兽和空中的飞鸟，并各样爬在地上有生命的物，我将青草赐给它们作食物。”从字面意义来说，“有生命的物”在希伯来文中是nephesh chayyah。这个短语被翻译为“活的灵魂”，在创世记一章20-21节和创世记二章7节用来指人和动物。然而，这个短语从来没有用来指植物（或无脊椎动物），因此突出强调了植物生命和人类生命之间的不同之处。
3. 创世记第三章引起了植物和动物的重大变化。动物受到咒诅；创世记三章第14节说“你既作了这事，就必受咒诅，比一切的牲畜野兽更甚”。植物也受到了咒诅；创世记三章17-18节说：“地必为你的缘故受咒诅：你必终身劳苦，才能从地里得吃的。地必给你长出荆棘和蒺藜来，你也要吃田间的菜蔬”。（有证据证明荆棘是从改变的叶子形成的。）
4. 直到洪水后神才允许人吃肉（创世记一：29-30，九：3）。
5. 后来先知以赛亚在圣经中提到将来和这个咒诅的世界完全颠倒过来：“豺狼必与绵羊羔同居，豹子与山羊羔同卧；少壮狮子与牛犊并肥畜同群；小孩子要牵引他们。”（以赛亚书十一：6）。“豺狼必与羊羔同食，狮子必吃草与牛一样；尘土必作蛇的食物。在我们圣山的遍处，这一切都不伤人不害物。这是耶和华说的。”（以赛亚书六十五：25）
6. 启示录说到咒诅会被除去（二十二：3）并且不再有疼痛、痛苦和死亡（二十一：4）。
圣经提供我们一幅关于如何防卫/攻击构造的大图画。
理解DAS的两个重要观点
两个重要且可供选择的观点能很容易从圣经的角度解释防卫/攻击结构：（1）现在的特征起初并非用于防卫和攻击的目的；（2）神设计了DAS的特征—堕落
的结果。
第一种观点—现在的特征起初并非用于防卫和攻击的目的—表明DAS在堕落前用于不同的功用。澄清这一观点的另一种说法是：它们的设计是相同的，但功用是不同的。
让我们拿尖利的牙齿作为例证。当人们观察长着尖利牙齿的动物时，他们一般会解释该动物是食肉的。当科学家发现长有利齿动物的化石时，他们一般也会认为该动物是食肉的。这难道是恰当的解释吗？其实根本不是。动物上的尖利牙齿只指出了一件事情—动物有尖利的牙齿。
今日这种动物不一定使用自己的尖利牙齿撕扯其它动物。例如，巨型熊猫有非常尖利的牙齿，然而它吃的食物全都是竹笋。果蝙蝠起先可能似乎有与肉食相配的牙齿—但它们主要吃水果。圣经教导受造的动物是素食主义者（创世记一：30）；所以，我们必须小心，不要仅仅基于一种动物的牙齿来断定它所吃的食物。
其它的DAS也可以这样解释。爪可能已经习惯紧握植物或抓紧树枝以便攀爬。变色龙的舌头也能伸出去抓住素食等等。这种观点的优势是：它绝对不会提出神在一种受造物身上设计了有害于另一受造物的结构或特征。
显然，对于蜘蛛中产丝的结构来说，为这些腺体建立一种可替代的功用是很困难的，虽然蜘蛛可以捕食花粉。证据似乎表明这种结构设计能使它们像昆虫一样有效抓住东西。不过，我们可能不知道这些结构在起初是无害的。
因此，许多人提出以下的事实：一些动物继续吃植物—这实际表明食肉习惯是因着改变的作用而产生的。熊通常吃素食；有文献记载说狮子和秃鹰不吃肉。
甚至连病毒（用毒感染寄主的带基因者） 起初在人堕落之前也是起着不同和有利的作用。同样，有害的细菌是与现今的不同和且有更好的目的。
不过，这种观点的确有不足之处—尤其当我们把它应用到整个DAS中的时候，其中一个问题是荆棘的问题。有人认为树木和矮树丛等是完全使用荆棘作为防卫机制的。但是圣经指出荆棘和蒺藜是堕落的结果（创世记三：17-19）。所以，神咒诅的确使很多事物发生了变化。
荆棘和蒺藜
第一种观点：在神完美的设计中，DAS的目的不是伤害。
第二种观点—DAS的特征是神设计的—堕落的结果—堕落后要求设计变更，允许这种防卫/攻击结构。更清楚地来说，这是人犯罪的结果，不是神起初的设计，而且人的罪仍然存在。这种”受咒诅的设计”是全能的神对男人、女人和蛇不顺服的惩罚。第二种观点会更好地解释某些器官，诸如尖利的牙齿、爪和特别的腺体（使蜘蛛产生丝）等。
这种观点是有圣经根据的，因为我们知道非但一些受造的植物成了现在的荆棘（物质形式发生了变化），而且蛇也开始用肚子行走（身体改变了形状）。 既然物质形式发生了变化也就传递给了后代，那么基因一定会改变。有些变化可能是立刻发生的，而其它的变化是慢慢地显露的。
无论如何，这些系统的基因蓝图一定发生了变化，因此DAS是明显易见的。请记住：神知道将来，很可能这些受造物的结构在受造时潜伏在它们的基因密码里，后来堕落时被”打开”了。另一种可能性是：神在堕落后重新设计了受造物，使它们里面有DAS的特征。既然防卫/攻击结构是提醒这个世界充满死亡和痛苦的咒诅，那么更有可能是堕落后发生了变化，与这些特征只不过在潜伏是相对的。
圣经支持此观点的论据如下：堕落后，人知道了疼痛和劳苦工作，以及最终的死亡（创世记三：19）。有些生物学的改变发生了。生产中疼痛和苦楚是堕落的直接后果，而且蛇是人悖逆神后重新设计的。所以这个立场可能是两者中更好的—不过我们不会很武断地这么认为。
结论：
这两种合乎圣经的观点解释了人犯罪，以及世界从完美的光景堕落到不完美的光景所发生的改变。两种立场都是有优点的。但是圣经没有具体地阐明那一种立场。事实上，两种观点的某些方面可能已经发生。不是所有具有DAS的动物都需要做出同样的解释。有些动物的DAS构造可能是对原有的功能做出了调适，而另一些动物的机制可能是堕落后才出现的。
不过，指责慈爱和完美的神使世界变成我们今日的样子，实际上忽略了圣经关于咒诅结果的教导。防卫/攻击构造是提醒我们：世界是受到咒诅的；我们都是需要救主的罪人。这是对防卫/攻击构造最好的解释。
堕落后，神实行了他的公义。但是在创世记第三章中的咒诅中，神做了一件只有慈爱的神才会做的事情—他预示了一个救赎的计划。他应许了一位救主。创世记三章第15节说：“我又要叫你和女人彼此为仇。女人的后裔要伤你的头；你要伤他的脚跟。”
伤蛇头的那一位将会为童女所生—女人的后裔。这是众多预言之一：耶稣基督将会成为女人后裔—童女生子。他是慈爱和恩典的神—他以人的样式来到地上、为我们死，为我们的罪在十字架上付出了罪的代价。
DAS应该提醒我们：神所说的一定会成就。当一个人接受基督作他个人救主的时候，他就会拥有永生，有一天他享受永恒的生命，不再有任何咒诅、死亡、痛苦和疼痛（启示录二十一：4，二十二：3）
神爱世人，甚至将他的独生子赐给他们，叫一切信他的，不至灭亡，反得永生。因为神差他的儿子降世，不是要定世人的罪，乃是要叫世人因他得救。信他的人，不被定罪；不信的人，罪已经定了，因为他不信神独生子的名（约翰福音三：16-18）。
Is Natural Selection the Same Thing as Evolution? by Georgia Purdom

Let’s listen in on a hypothetical conversation between a biblical creationist (C) and an evolutionist (E) as they discuss some recent scientific news headlines:

E: Have you heard about the research findings regarding mouse evolution?

C: Are you referring to the finding of coat color change in beach mice?

E: Yes, isn’t it a wonderful example of evolution in action?

C: No, I think it’s a good example of natural selection in action, which is merely selecting information that already exists.

E: Well, what about antibiotic resistance in bacteria? Don’t you think that’s a good example of evolution occurring right before our eyes?

C: No, you seem to be confusing the terms “evolution” and “natural selection.”

E: But natural selection is the primary mechanism that drives evolution.

C: Natural selection doesn’t drive molecules-to-man evolution; you are giving natural selection a power that it does not have—one that can supposedly add new information to the genome, as molecules-to-man evolution requires. But natural selection simply can’t do that because it works with information that already exists.

Natural selection is an observable process that is often purported to be the underlying mechanism of unobservable molecules-to-man evolution. The concepts are indeed different, though some mistakenly interchange the two. So let’s take a closer look. There are two major questions to answer:

1. How do biblical creationists rightly view the observable phenomenon of natural selection?

2. Could this process cause the increase in genetic information necessary for molecules-to-man evolution?

What Is Natural Selection?

Below are some definitions evolutionists use to define “natural selection.” The problem biblical creationists have with these definitions lies mostly in their misapplication, as noted by the bolded phrases.

Evolutionary change based on the differential reproductive success of individuals within a species.1
The process by which genetic traits are passed on to each successive generation. Over time, natural selection helps species become better adapted to their environment. Also known as “survival of the fittest,” natural selection is the driving force behind the process of evolution.2
The process in nature by which, according to Darwin’s theory of evolution, only the organisms best adapted to their environment tend to survive and transmit their genetic characters in increasing numbers to succeeding generations while those less adapted tend to be eliminated (also see evolution).3
From a creationist perspective natural selection is a process whereby organisms possessing specific characteristics (reflective of their genetic makeup) survive better than others in a given environment or under a given selective pressure (i.e., antibiotic resistance in bacteria). Those with certain characteristics live, and those without them diminish in number or die.

The problem for evolutionists is that natural selection is nondirectional—should the environment change or the selective pressure be removed, those organisms with previously selected for characteristics are typically less able to deal with the changes and may be selected against because their genetic information has decreased—more on this later. Evolution of the molecules-to-man variety, requires directional change. Thus, the term “evolution” cannot be rightly used in the context of describing what natural selection can accomplish.

What Is Evolution?

This term has many definitions just as “natural selection” does. Much of the term’s definition depends on the context in which the word “evolution” is used. Below are some recent notable definitions of evolution (note the bold phrases).

Unfolding in time of a predictable or prepackaged sequence in an inherently, or at leastdirectional manner.4
The theory that all life forms are descended from one or several common ancestors that were present on early earth, three to four billion years ago.5
The “Big Idea” [referring to evolution] is that living things (species) are related to one another through common ancestry from earlier forms that differed from them. Darwin called this “descent with modification,” and it is still the best definition of evolution we can use,especially with members of the general public and with young learners.6
All of these definitions give the same basic idea that evolution is directional in producing all the life-forms on earth today from one or several ancestral life-forms billions of years ago. The last definition is especially intriguing because it indicates that an ambiguous definition of evolution should be used with the public and with children. Most creationists would agree partially with the idea of “descent with modification” in that species we have today look different from the original kinds that God created (i.e., the great variety of dogs we have now compared to the original created dog kind). The advantage with using such a broad definition for evolution is that it can include any and all supporting models of evolution (such as traditional Darwinism, neo-Darwinism, punctuated equilibrium, etc.) and can spark the least amount of controversy in the public eye.

Historical Background on the Discovery of Natural Selection

Many people give credit to Charles Darwin for formulating the theory of natural selection as described in his book On the Origin of Species. Few realize that Darwin only popularized the idea and actually borrowed it from several other people, especially a creationist by the name of Edward Blyth. Blyth published several articles describing the process of natural selection inMagazine of Natural History between 1835 and 1837—a full 22 years before Darwin published his book. It is also known that Darwin had copies of these magazines and that parts of On The Origin of Species are nearly verbatim from Blyth’s articles.7
Blyth, however, differed from Darwin in his starting assumptions. Blyth believed in God as the Creator, rather than the blind forces of nature. He believed that God created original kinds, that all modern species descended from those kinds, and that natural selection acted by conserving rather than originating. Blyth also believed that man was a separate creation from animals. This is especially important since humans are made in the image of God, an attribute that cannot be applied to animals (Genesis 1:27). Blyth seemed to view natural selection as a mechanism designed directly or indirectly by God to allow His creation to survive in a post-Fall, post-Flood world. This is very different from Darwin’s view. Darwin wrote, “What a book a devil’s chaplain might write on the clumsy, wasteful, blundering low and horridly cruel works of nature.”8
Is Natural Selection Biblical?

It is important to see natural selection as a mechanism that God used to allow organisms to deal with their changing environments in a sin-cursed world—especially after the Flood. God foreknew that the Fall and the Flood were going to happen, and so He designed organisms with a great amount of genetic diversity that could be selected for or against, resulting in certain characteristics depending on the circumstances. Whether this information was initially part of the original design during Creation Week before the Fall or was added, in part, at the Fall (as a part of the punishment of man and the world by God),9 we can’t be certain. Regardless, the great variety of information in the original created kinds can only be attributed to an intelligence—God.

In addition, natural selection works to preserve the genetic viability of the original created kinds by removing from the population those with severely deleterious/lethal characteristics. Natural selection, acting on genetic information, is the primary mechanism that explains how organisms could have survived after the Fall and Flood when the world changed drastically from God’s original creation.

Let me take a moment to clarify an important theological point so there is no confusion. Deathentered the world as the result of sin. Death, therefore, is in the world as a punishment for man’s disobedience to God, and it should remind us that the world is sin-cursed and needs a Savior. Death is not a good thing but is called an enemy (1 Corinthians 15:26).

But recall that God, in His infinite wisdom, can make good come out of anything, and death is no exception. God is able to make good come out of even death itself. Natural selection, though fueled by death, helps the population by getting rid of genetic defects, etc. In the same way, without death Christ wouldn’t have conquered it and been glorified in His Resurrection.

So what can natural selection accomplish and not accomplish? The table on the next page displays some of the main points.

	Natural Selection Can
	Natural Selection Cannot

	1. Decrease genetic information.
	1. Increase or provide new genetic information.

	2. Allow organisms to survive better in a given environment.
	2. Allow organisms to evolve from molecules to man.

	3. Act as a “selector.”
	3. Act as an “originator.”

	4. Support creation’s “orchard” of life.
	4. Support evolutionary “tree” of life.
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The evolutionary tree, which postulates that all today’s species are descended from one common ancestor (which itself evolved from nonliving chemicals).
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The creationist orchard,10 which shows that diversity has occurred within the original Genesis kinds over time.11
Natural Selection and Dogs

Let’s illustrate the possibilities and limitations of natural selection using the example of varying fur length of dogs (designed variation).

There are many different dog species—some with long fur and some with short fur. The original dog kind, most likely resembling today’s wolf, had several variants of the gene for fur length. L will be the variant of the gene representing long fur, and S will be the variant of the gene representing short fur.
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The original dog kind most likely would have been a mixture of the genes specifying fur length, including both L and S. Because of this makeup, they also most likely had the characteristic of medium fur length. When the original kind (LS dogs) mated, their genetic variability could be seen in their offspring in three ways—LL for long fur, LS for medium fur, and SS for short fur.

If two long-fur dogs then mated, the only possible outcome for the offspring is LL, long fur. As can be seen in the example below, the long-fur dogs have lost the S gene variant and are thus not capable of producing dogs with short fur or medium fur. This loss may be an advantage if these long-fur dogs live in an area with cold temperatures. The long-fur dogs would then be naturally selected for, as they would survive better in the given environment. Eventually, the majority of this area’s dog population would have long fur.

However, the loss of the S variant could be a disadvantage to the long-fur dogs if the climate became warmer or if the dogs moved to a warmer climate. Because of their decreased genetic variety (no S gene), they would be unable to produce dogs with short fur, which would be needed to survive better in a warm environment. In this situation, the long-fur dogs would be naturally selected against and die.

When the two dogs representing the dog kind came off Noah’s Ark and began spreading across the globe, we can see how the variation favored some animals and not others.

Using the points from the table for what natural selection can accomplish (seen above), it can be seen that:

1. Through natural selection, genetic information (variety) was lost.

2. The long-fur dogs survive better in a cold environment; they are less able to survive in a warm environment and vice versa.

3. A particular characteristic in the dog population was selected for.

4. Dogs are still dogs since the variation is within the boundaries of “kind.”

Natural selection of designed variation within the dog kind is not an example of evolution because it does not lead to the formation of a different kind of animal such as a horse, bear, or human. Instead, it is evidence of God’s grace in supplying for His creation in the altered environments of a post-Fall, post-Flood world.

Natural Selection and Bacteria

Another example of natural selection is that of antibiotic resistance in bacteria. Such natural selection is commonly portrayed as evolution in action, but in this case, natural selection works in conjunction with mutation rather than designed variation.

Antibiotics are natural products produced by fungi and bacteria, and the antibiotics we use today are typically derivatives of those. Because of this relationship, it is not surprising that some bacteria would have resistance to certain antibiotics; they must do so to be competitive in their environment. In fact, if you took a sample of soil from outside your home, you would find antibiotic-resistant bacteria.

A bacterium can gain resistance through two primary ways:

1. By losing genetic information, and

2. By using a design feature built in to swap DNA—a bacterium gains resistance from another bacterium that has resistance.

Let’s take a look at the first. Antibiotics usually bind a protein in the bacterium and prevent it from functioning properly, killing the bacteria. Antibiotic-resistant bacteria have a mutation in the DNA which codes for that protein. The antibiotic then cannot bind to the protein produced from the mutated DNA, and thus, the bacteria live. Although the bacteria can survive well in an environment with antibiotics, it has come at a cost. If the antibiotic-resistant bacteria are grown with the nonmutant bacteria in an environment without antibiotics, the nonmutant bacteria will live and the mutant bacteria will die. This is because the mutant bacteria produce a mutant protein that does not allow them to compete with other bacteria for necessary nutrients. The “supergerms” are really “superwimps.”12
Let’s clarify this some by looking at the bacteria Helicobacter pylori. Antibiotic-resistant H. pylorihave a mutation that results in the loss of information to produce an enzyme. This enzyme normally converts an antibiotic to a poison, which causes death. But when the antibiotics are applied to the mutant H. pylori, these bacteria can live while the normal bacteria are killed. So by natural selection the ones that lost information survive and pass this trait along to their offspring.
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Now let’s take a look at the second method. A bacterium can get antibiotic resistance by gaining the aforementioned mutated DNA from another bacterium. Unlike you and me, bacteria can swap DNA. It is important to note that this is still not considered a gain of genetic information since the information already exists and that while the mutated DNA may be new to a particular bacterium, it is not new overall.

Using the points from the table for what natural selection can accomplish, it can be seen that:

1. Through mutation, genetic information was lost.

2. The antibiotic resistant bacteria only survive well in an environment with antibiotics; they are less able to survive in the wild. (It is important to keep in mind that the gain of antibiotic resistance is not an example of a beneficial mutation but rather a beneficial outcome of a mutation in a given environment. These types of mutations are rare in other organisms as offspring are more limited in number; therefore, there is a greater need to preserve genetic integrity.)

3. A particular mutation in a bacterial population was selected for.

4. H. pylori is still H. pylori. No evolution has taken place to change it into something else—it’s still the same bacteria with some variation.

Antibiotic resistance in bacteria, rather than being an example of evolution in action, is another example of natural selection seen properly from a biblical/creationist perspective.

Speciation—A Possible Outcome of Natural Selection
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A species can be defined as a population of organisms produced by a parent population that has changed so significantly that it can no longer interbreed with the parent population. Using the example of dogs, it is possible that long-fur dogs might change sufficiently (other changes besides fur might also be selected for living in cold environments) to the point that they can no longer mate with short-fur or mediumfur dogs.

Although evolutionists claim that speciation takes long periods of time (millions of years), they are often amazed at how fast species can be observed to form today. Speciation has been observed to occur in as little as a few years as seen in guppies, lizards, fruit flies, mosquitoes, finches, and mice.13 This observation does not come as a surprise to creationists as all species alive in the past and today would have had to be produced in fewer than 6,000 years from the original created kinds. In fact, such processes (and perhaps other genetic factors) would have occurred rapidly after the Flood, producing variation within each kind. Such effects are largely responsible for generating the tremendous diversity seen in the living world.14
Speciation has never been observed to form an organism of a different kind, such as a dog species producing a cat. Speciation works only within a kind. Evolution requires natural selection and speciation to give rise to new kinds from a former kind (e.g., dinosaurs evolving into birds). Speciation, however, leads to a loss of information, not the gain of information required by evolution. Thus, speciation as a possible outcome of natural selection cannot be used as a mechanism for molecules-to-man evolution.

Conclusion

When discussing natural selection as a possible mechanism for evolution, it is important to define terms. Evolutionists and biblical creationists view these terms differently, but it comes down to how we interpret the evidence in light of our foundation. Do we view natural selection using God’s Word as our foundation, or do we use man’s truth as our foundation?

The creationist view of natural selection is supported biblically and scientifically. Natural selection is a God-ordained process that allows organisms to survive in a post-Fall, post-Flood world. It is an observable reality that occurs in the present and takes advantage of the variations within the kinds and works to preserve the genetic viability of the kinds.

Simply put, the changes that are observed today show variation within the created kind—a horizontal change. For a molecules-to-man evolutionary model, there must be a change from one kind into another—a vertical change. This is simply not observed. We have never seen a bacterium like H. pylori give rise to something like a dog. Instead, we simply observe variations within each created kind.

Evolution requires an increase in information that results in a directional movement from molecules to man. Natural selection cannot be a mechanism for evolution because it results in a decrease in information and is not directional. Speciation may occur as a result of natural selection, but it only occurs within a kind. Therefore, it is also not a mechanism for evolution but rather supports the biblical model.

Natural selection cannot be the driving force for molecules-to-man evolution when it does not have that power, nor should it be confused with molecules-to-man evolution. It is an observable phenomenon that preserves genetic viability and allows limited variation within a kind—nothing more, nothing less. It is a great confirmation of the Bible’s history.

自然选择与进化是一回事吗？by Georgia Purdom

让我们听听一位创造论者（简称C）与一位进化论者（简称E）之间假设的对话——他们在讨论近来一些科学新闻标课题：
E: 你听过老鼠进化的研究发现吗？
C: 你是指发现海滩老鼠身上的毛色改变吗？
E: 是的，它难道不是进化的一个奇妙例证吗？
C: 不是的，我认为它是自然选择的好例证—只是选择已经存在的信息。
E: 细菌中抗菌素抗性怎么样呢？你难道不认为这是很好的进化例子吗？
C: 我不这样认为，你似乎把 “进化”和”自然选择”混为一谈。
E: 但是自然选择是推动进化的主要机制。
C: 自然选择没有使分子进化到人；你给自然选择一种它本身不具有的力量—增加新信息到基因组中，正如从分子到人的进化所要求的。但是自然选择完全无法做到这个，因为它要与已经存在的信息一起运作。
自然选择是一种可观察的过程，它经常被声称是无可观察到的从分子到人的进化的潜在机制。概念的确是不同的，尽管有些人错误地把两者交换使用。所以让我们仔细观察一下。有以下是两个需要回答的重要问题：
1. 圣经创造论如何看自然选择可观察的现象？
2. 这个过程能使分子-人进化所必需的基因信息增加吗？
什么是自然选择？
以下是解释进化论者用来定义”自然选择”的。圣经创造论者在面对这些定义的问题主要在于对它们的误用上，正如下列黑体字所突出的。
进化改变是以物种内不同个体繁殖的成功为基础的。基因特征是通过进化的过程传递给下一代的。随着时间的过去，自然选择对物种更好地适应环境很有益处。正如我们所知道的”适者生存一样”，自然选择是进化过程背后的驱动力。
根据达尔文的进化论，在进化的过程中，只有最适应环境的有机体往往会存活下来，并且把基因特征数量递增地传给下一代，而那些不大适应环境的有机体往往会被除去（参看进化）。
从创造论的观点来看，自然选择是拥有具体特征（基因结构的反射）的有机体在特定的环境中，或在一个特定的筛选压力（也就是细菌中的另一种抗菌素抗性）下，会比其它有机体更好地存活下来的过程。那些具有某些特征的有机体会存活下来，而那些没有这些特征的有机体会在数量上减少或死亡。
进化论者所面对的问题是，自然选择是无方向的—如果环境改变或筛选压力被
除去，那些先前选择某些特征的有机体通常不大能够处理改变（或被淘汰），因为它们的基因信息已经减少—后来越来越少。分子到人变异的进化要求有方向的变化。因此，“进化”一词完全无法用在描述自然选择的背景下。
进化是什么？
这个词有许多的定义，正如“自然选择”一样。该词的定义取决于使用“进化”一词的上下文。进化论近来的一些显著定义如下
（注意黑体字）：
按照一种可预期或事先排好的顺序，以一种内在固有的渐进或有方向的方式扩展。
所有生命形成都来自三、四十亿年前早期地球上一个或几个共同的祖先。
“大概念”[指进化]是活生物（物种）都是通过从早期生命形式的共同祖先彼此相互关联的。达尔文称之为”修正的世系”，而且这仍然是我们可以使用的最好定义，尤其对一般大众和年轻的初学者。
所有这些定义都有同样基本的概念：进化是有方向的—从几十亿年前一种或几种原始的生命形式产生今日地球上所有的生命形式。最后一个定义是特别有趣的，因为它指出”进化”一词含糊的定义特别针对于大众和孩子。大多数的创造论者
赞同部分的”修正的世系”， 就是说有的今日的物种是从神当初所创造的原始物种而来。这些物种看上去与神所创造的最初物种是不同的（也就是，我们现在各种不同的狗种与原初创造的狗种是成对比的）。这种广泛定义的优点是：它能够把支持进化的全部模型（诸如传诸的达尔文主义、新达尔文主义和标点平衡等等）包括进来，而且也能激起公众眼中少量的争议。
自然选择的历史背景
许多人认为达尔文在他所著的《物种起源》一书正式阐明了自然选择理论。很少人明白这个事实：达尔文实际是从其它的人（尤其是一位名叫Edward Blyth的创造论者）借用这个概念并普及了它。Blyth在1835和1837年之间的《自然历史杂志》上出版了许多文章是描述自然选择的过程——在达尔文出版自己著作整整22年之前。众所周知，达尔文有许多份这样的杂志；《物种起源》中的那部分几乎逐字从Blyth的文章中摘抄下来的。
可是，Blyth在开始的假设上是不同于达尔文的。Blyth相信神是创造者而不是自然盲目选择。他相信神创造了起初的”类”—所有的现代物种都是来自那些”类”；自然选择保存而不是起源。Blyth也认为人是不同于动物独立创造物。自从人按照神的形象受造以来—这种属性是动物身上所不具有的（创世记一：27），这是特别重要的。Blyth似乎视自然选择为神直接或间接设计的过程，容许他的创造物在堕落、洪水后的世界存活下来。这一点与达尔文的观点不同。达尔文写道：”达尔文评论道: “这可能是魔鬼牧师所写关于拙劣低级且残酷可怕的自然工作的一本最拙劣的书啊!”
自然选择合乎圣经吗？
重要的是看到自然选择为神所使用的工具，容许有机体面对受罪咒诅的环境做出调整—尤其是洪水后。神预知堕落和洪水将会继续发生，于是他用大量基因多样性设计了有机体—这种基因多样性是可以做有利选择的，使某种靠赖环境的特征得以产生。无论这种信息是堕落前的原始设计，还是在堕落时被部分添加进去的（作为神对人和世界之惩罚的一部分），这一点无法确定。无论如何，起初受造的物种中大量的信息只能归因于一位睿智的神。
另外，自然选择是保存起初受造因素，和除去其中具有严重有害/致命的特征。自然选择是通过基因信息工作的。它是解释有机体如何在堕落和洪水后存活下来的主要工具——解释神起初美好的创造怎样发生如此巨变。
让我花一些时间澄清一个神学重点，以致不会带来混淆。死亡因着罪进入世界。因此，死亡作为神对世人悖逆的刑罚，而且也应提醒我们世界受到了咒诅并且需要一个救主。死亡不是一件好事情而是被称为敌人（哥林多前书十五：26）。
但是请记住：神凭着自己无限的智慧能使万事互相效力，死亡也不例外。神甚至也能从死亡本身带出良善。虽然自然选择是由死亡刺激的，但是它有助于除去物种的基因瑕疵等等。同样地，没有死亡，基督就不会得胜死亡，并且在复活中得荣耀。
那么自然选择所能成就的工作和不能成就的工作是什么呢？下一页的表格中显示了一些重要论点：
自然选择能够 自然选择不能
	1.减少基因信息
	1.增加或提供新的基因信息

	2.容许有机体在特定的环境中更好地存活下来
	2.容许有机体从分子进化到人

	3.担当”筛选者”的角色
	3.担当”创始者”角色

	4.支配生命的创造物”果园”
	4.支持进化的生命”树”


自然选择和狗
让我们用狗毛的不同长度（设计的变异）举例说明自然选择的可能性和限制性。
有许多不同种类的狗——有些长着长毛，有些长着短毛。原始狗种（大多数代表今日的狼）毛发长度的基因有几种变异。L是代表长毛的基因变异，S是代表短毛的基因变异。
原始狗种很可能有长毛发的基因混合物，包括L和S。因为这种结构，他们很可能也有中等长度毛发的特征。当原始狗种（LS狗）配对的时候，它们的基因发育能力能够在后代中以三种方式见到—LL是长毛狗、LS是中等毛发的狗和SS是短毛狗。
如果这两种长毛狗配对，它们所产生后代的惟一可能结果是长着长毛的LL。正如我们在以下的例证中可以见到的，长毛狗已经失去了S基因变异，因此不能有中等毛发和短毛的狗。如果这些长毛狗在生活在寒冷环境的区域，这种损失可能就是有利条件。长毛狗自然会是首选，因为他会在这种特定的环境中更好地存活下来。最终，这个区域大多数的狗都会是长毛狗。
可是，如果气候变暖，或者如果狗移到一个更温暖的气候，S变异的损失对长毛可能是不利条件。因为这种减少的基因多样性（不是S基因），它们就能产生长着短毛的狗，而短毛能使狗在温暖的环境中更好地存活下来。在这种情况中，长毛狗（而不是其它的狗）会被淘汰并且死亡。
当两只狗（代表狗种）从挪亚方舟中出来并且分散全地的时候，我们就会看到这种变异是如何支持某些动物而不是支持其它动物的。
使用下列表格中代表的自然选择，可以得出以下几点结论：
1. 通过自然选择，基因信息（多样性）会损失。
2. 长毛狗能在寒冷的环境中更好地存活下来；它们较少能够在温暖的环境中存活 下来，反之亦然。
3. 在狗群中特别的特征被选择。
4. 既然是在”类”的界限之内发生的变异，那么狗仍然会是狗。在狗种之内设计 变异的自然选择不是进化的例证，因为它没有形成另一种不同的动物，诸如马、熊或人。这种变异是神的恩典彰显给受造物，因为堕落和洪水改变了世界的环境。
自然选择和细菌
自然选择的另一个例证是细菌中抗菌素的抗性。这种自然选择一般被描绘为行动中的进化，但这个例证中，自然选择是与突变而不是设计的变异一同作用的。
抗菌素是由真菌和细菌所产生的自然产物；我们今日使用的抗菌素一般源自这两者。因为这种关系，一些细菌会抵抗某种抗生素是不足为奇的；它们必须在环境中相互竞争。事实上，如果你从自已房子外面取些土壤样本，你就会发现抗菌素的细菌。
细菌能通过两种主要方式获得抗性：
1. 藉着失去基因信息；
2. 藉着交换DNA（脱氧核糖核酸）的嵌入式设计特征—一个细菌从另一个具有 抗性的细菌获得抗性。
让我们看一看第一种方式。抗菌素通常会束缚细菌中的蛋白质，而且会杀死细菌使蛋白质不能正常地工作。抵抗抗菌素的细菌在DNA （DNA会为使蛋白质指定遗传密码）中产生突变。抗菌素无法束缚来自突变的DNA的蛋白质，因此细菌得以存活下来。尽管细菌可以在抗菌素存在的环境中很好地存活下来，却要付出一些代价。如果抵抗抗菌素的细菌与非突变型细菌要在没有抗菌素存在的环境中成长，非突变型细菌将会存活，而突变型细菌将会死亡。这是因为突变型细菌能产生一种突变型的蛋白质，使它们无法为了获得必需的营养物而相互竞争。这种”超极微生物”实际上是”超极懦弱的”。
为使以上的分析更清晰，让我们观察一下细菌Helicobacter pylori。抗菌素的H。pylori有一种能导致酶的基因信息损失的突变物。这种酶通常会把抗菌素转化为一种致死的毒。但是当抗菌素被应用到H。pylori的时候，这些细菌可以存活，而正常的细菌被杀死。所以藉着自然选择，失去信息的H。pylori会存活下来并会把这种特征传递给它们的后代。
让我们来看看第一种方法。一个细菌藉着获得来自另一细菌的突变DNA（如前面所述），能得到抗生素的抗性。不像你和我，细菌可以交换DNA。有一些重要的事实需要注意：既然基因信息已经存在，这就不能被认为信息的增加；虽然突变的DNA对特别的细菌可能是新的，但总的来说它不是新的。
使用下列表格中自然选择，可以得出以下几点结论：
1. 通过突变，基因信息损失；
2. 抗抗菌素细菌只能在抗菌素存在的环境中存活下来；它们较不容易在野地生长。（抗菌素抗性的增加不是在特定环境中有益突变，而是突变有得到益处的例证，记住这一点是很重要的。这些类型的突变在其它有机体中很罕见的—后代在数目中是受限制的，因此保存基因的完整性极其需要。）
3. 在细菌群中特别的突变被选择。
4. H.ylori仍然是H。pylori。没有任何进化发生使H。pylori改变成了别的东西— 它仍然是具有变异的同样细菌。
细菌中抗菌素抗性不是正在进化的例证，而是自然选择（从圣经/创造论者观点所见到的）的另一个例证。
物种形成—自然选择的可能结果
物种可以被定义为一群父系有机体所产生的有机体。这些父系有机体改变的如此重大，以致它不再能够与父系有机体杂交繁殖。以狗种为例，可能长毛狗的改变（除了毛以外的改变也可能被选择生活在寒冷的环境中）到了一种程度就不再与短毛狗或中等长度毛发狗交配。
虽然进化论者宣称花了很长的时间（几百万年），却常常惊讶今日物种的形式是如此之快。据观察，物种形成只发生在不是太长的年日之内，正如我们在虹鳉、蜥蜴、果蝇、苍蝇、雀类和老鼠身上看到的。这种观察并不令创造论者感到惊奇，因为过去和今日存活的所有物种一定是在6000年之内从起初受造的”类”产生的。事实上，这种过程（和可能其它的基因因素）是在洪水后快速发生的—在每”类”之内产生变异。这种结果使今日世界产生了巨大的多样性。
物种形成从来没有形成另一种有机体，诸如产生猫的狗种。物种形成只在”类”之内工作。进化要求自然选择和物种形成产生新的物种（例如，恐龙进化成鸟类）。可是，物种形成会损失信息，而不是进化所要求的增加信息。因此，物种形成是自然选择的可能结果，却不能够被用作从分子到人进化的机制。
结论
当我们讨论自然选择作为进化之可能的方式的时候，对术语下定义是重要的。进化论者和圣经创造论者对这些术语有不同的看法，但归根结底在于如何根据我们的根基对证据做出解释。我们是使用神的话，还是人的真理作为我们的根基呢？
创造论者的自然选择观有圣经和科学的支持。自然选择是神所命定的过程，容许有机体能在堕落、洪水后的世界中存活下来。它是在现今发生的一个看得见的事实。它不仅利用”类”之内的变异，而且也保存了”类”的基因发育能力。
简单来说，我们今日看见的改变显示了受造”类”之内的变异—水平的改变。对分子-人的进化模式来说，一定是一个”类”变成了另一类—垂直的改变。这是无法观察的。我们从来没有见过像H。pylori的细菌产生像狗一样的动物。我们只不过在每个受造的种类之内观察到了变异。
进化要求信息的增加，使分子-人之间能产生有方向的运动。自然选择不能作为进化的机制，因为它会产生信息的减少和无方向。物种形成可能是因着自然选择，但它只是发生在”类”之内。因此，自然选择也不是进化的过程，而是支持圣经模式的。
自然的选择没有能力使分子进化成人——它非但没有那种能力，而且也混淆分子-人的进化。自然选择是一种可观察到的现象，能保存基因的发育能力并且允许”类”之内产生有限的变异——既没有什么增加，也没有什么减少。它是圣经历史的伟大印证。
