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I have read some of your articles on Abortion and found them some of the most offensive articles I have had the misfortune to read. Don’t misunderstand me, you have as much right to an opinion as I do, but I don't think you should publish yours, just like I don't publish mine.

How do you think women who have had abortions will feel having read your article? Especially the women who have had abortions after conceiving through rape? Or the women who were told their baby would be born with terrible disabilities?

As for the when a baby is considered a human life? New born babies don't become self aware until 4-6 weeks old (that's 4-6 weeks after birth).
Now if we consider the learnings of some of the Greek philosophers - who I believe pre-date that Jesus bloke - they realised that “I think, therefore I am”.

My wife had an abortion; it was a choice we made because we had both been made redundant at around the same time. Surely a big part of being a responsible parent is being able to feed and clothe your offspring?
We were going to struggle to feed and clothe ourselves, so there was no way we would have been able to bring a child in to that situation.
There are enough welfare families living in trailer parks raising 13 kids, because they’ve been told to have a choice is evil! Their mistake was believing the bile that people like you spew into the world.

As for creationism... You are fools destroying hundreds of years of scientific achievement by great scientists. You should be ashamed of yourselves. You are wilfully misrepresenting the world so that your children will grow up without a decent sense of inquiry nor an ability to think constructively.



I have read some of your articles on Abortion and found them some of the most offensive articles I have had the misfortune to read. Don’t misunderstand me, you have as much right to an opinion as I do, but I don't think you should publish yours, just like I don't publish mine.

Your website is absolutely magnificent and I want to compliment you on it.
However my reason for writing is your fantastic magazine in the new format - I am so impressed and will be a subscriber for a long time to come. I highly recommend this magazine to everyone - I use it for myself and for my homeschool. The information is top rate and I just wish it could come out monthly!! Kudos to you all in your valuable ministry. Thanks, with much appreciation to all at AIG.

L.L., USA

I fail to understand the logic. What good is having an opinion if it can’t be published? Are there any other views that you would like to ban? You are free to publish your views—indeed, by sending this email you have chosen to do just that.

How do you think women who have had abortions will feel having read your article?

How do you think women feel who have been coerced into having abortions? How do women feel when they have not been counseled that abortion frequently leads to bleeding, infection, or damage to cervix or womb? How do women feel about the fact that post-abortion trauma is one of the fastest growing psychological conditions amongst women in the UK—where many women find themselves suffering from grief, regret, or anger? Make no mistake; to be pro-abortion is not to be pro-women. Half the babies aborted are female, and women undergoing abortions frequently suffer physical and psychological problems for years to come. Moreover, all the pro-life organizations that I know of in the UK work hard providing counsel and help for women, both prior to abortion—in the hope of saving both mother and child—and after abortion, without condemnation of the woman who has made the decision. I know the same attitude is true of US pro-life organizations.1
Especially the women who have had abortions after conceiving through rape?

This is an intentionally emotional argument. In fact, pregnancy after rape is extremely rare. But even in the cases where it does occur, it is no answer for the woman to be subjected to one of the most invasive and violent medical procedures. Users of the argument about abortion after rape rarely have any real concern for the woman—theirs is just a smokescreen to justify the existence of abortion. Read the moving words of Kathleen DeZeeuw.

I, having lived through rape, and also having raised a child “conceived in rape,” feel personally assaulted and insulted every time I hear that abortion should be legal because of rape and incest. I feel that we're being used by proabortionists to further the abortion issue, even though we've not been asked to tell our side.2
Or the women who were told their baby would be born with terrible disabilities?

Next time you meet up with someone disabled from birth, look them in the eyes and tell them that they should have been aborted. About nine out of ten British babies suffering from Down Syndrome are aborted.3 Such an attitude encourages society’s irrational fear of disability, as if the mother were giving birth to a “monster.” Such negative stereotypes of disability should have no place in today’s society, and certainly have no place in a biblical worldview, which sees all human life as being in the image of God. Anya Souza—a Down Syndrome sufferer—was allowed to address the 2003 International Down Syndrome Screening Conference in London. She said:

I can't get rid of my Down's syndrome, but you can't get rid of my happiness. You can't get rid of the happiness I give others either. It's doctors like you that want to test pregnant women and stop people like me being born. Together with my family and friends I have fought to prevent my separation from normal society. I have fought for my rights... I may have Down's syndrome but I am a person first. 4
As for the when a baby is considered a human life? New born babies don't become self aware until 4-6 weeks old (that's 4-6 weeks after birth). Now if we consider the learnings of some of the Greek philosophers - who I believe pre-date that Jesus bloke - they realised that “I think, therefore I am”.

This paragraph illustrates your lack of knowledge on the subject. Presumably your definition—not accepted by medical experts—would allow doctors to terminate the life of a newborn baby under four weeks old. Or is it six weeks old? Your timescale is vague. If you decide on six weeks, how will you know you got it right? In fact, your contention is false. Unborn babies can be shown to be aware of their environment long before birth. It can be shown that they react to light, and feel pain. Your lack of understanding is soundly illustrated by your contention that “I think, therefore I am” was a philosophy of the ancient Greeks, before Jesus. The phrase is actually an English translation from the Latin (not Greek) “Cogito, ergo sum,” from Discourse on Method by the French philosopher René Descartes, written in 1637—that’s about 16 centuries after Jesus. Of course, the Bible has much to say on the humanity of the unborn child in the Old Testament (now that’s before the birth of Jesus). For example, the psalmist says:

For You formed my inward parts; You covered me in my mother’s womb. I will praise You, for I am fearfully and wonderfully made; Marvelous are Your works, And that my soul knows very well. My frame was not hidden from You, When I was made in secret [a euphemism for the womb], And skillfully wrought in the lowest parts of the earth [another euphemism for the womb]. Your eyes saw my substance, being yet unformed. And in Your book they all were written, The days fashioned for me, When as yet there were none of them. (Psalm 139:13-16)

My wife had an abortion; it was a choice we made because we had both been made redundant at around the same time. Surely a big part of being a responsible parent is being able to feed and clothe your offspring? We were going to struggle to feed and clothe ourselves, so there was no way we would have been able to bring a child in to that situation.

I am truly sorry that your decision was brought about by your suffering. To me, this underlines the need for pro-life groups to be strong in their compassion. When I was chair of a pro-life charity, our fundraising was to supply food, clothes, baby equipment and accommodation for those who were abortion-minded because of their economic situation. And in many cases, this situation could be cause for the win-win situation of adoption. In many places around the world, there are infertile couples (and others) on waiting lists for babies.

There are enough welfare families living in trailer parks raising 13 kids, because they’ve been told to have a choice is evil!

With the greatest of respect, this is hyperbole. The mistakes of others are not there to justify our mistakes. Indeed, while your financial difficulties were real, they were not the fault of your unborn baby. In what sense does the death of a baby alleviate suffering? You may not like my comments, but I truly believe you have suffered, and urge you and your wife to seek counseling. The pro-life organizations listed in reference 1 are not there to rake over your past or cause pain. They are there to help.

Their mistake was believing the bile that people like you spew into the world.

Bile is spewed because of physical sickness. I do confess that the methods used to destroy unborn babies in their mothers’ wombs do indeed cause me to feel physically sick.

As for creationism... You are fools destroying hundreds of years of scientific achievement by great scientists. You should be ashamed of yourselves. You are wilfully misrepresenting the world so that your children will grow up without a decent sense of inquiry nor an ability to think constructively.

Now we do indeed see your heart in the matter. The hundreds of years of scientific achievement were carried out by great scientists, who, for the most part, believed the Bible to be true; scientists such as Newton, Hershel, Linneaus, Dalton, Maxwell, Kelvin, Faraday, Boyle, Pascal, Davy and many, many more.5 And how do you expect children to grow up with a sense of inquiry if they are simply required to believe evolution to be true, despite contrary evidence? It is this site and our speakers who encourage children to think for themselves, liberating them from the oppression of indoctrination. Pride is a sin, but far from being ashamed, I gladly associate myself with the work of my colleagues around the world, who are bringing people back to a knowledge of the gospel of Jesus Christ and the truth of the Bible from the very first verse.

Paul Taylor, AiG–UK
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1. For more information, visit these websites: UK: CARE (Christian Action Research and Education) (www.care.org.uk), IMAGE (www.imagenet.org.uk), Society for the Protection of the Unborn Child (www.spuc.org.uk), LIFE (www.lifeuk.org); US: Heartbeat International (www.heartbeatinternational.org), Care Net (www.care-net.org), National Right to Life (www.nrlc.org) Back
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门外汉
流产作者保罗 - 泰勒反馈
我已经阅读过一些关于堕胎您的文章，发现他们最反感的文章我有不幸读。不要误解我，你有尽可能多的权利，因为我做的一项民意，但我不认为你应该公布你的，就像我不公布矿井。
您如何看待已经有堕胎的妇女会觉得看了你的文章呢？尤其是妇女谁曾通过强奸怀孕后堕胎？或将出生的人被告知他们的孩子的妇女与可怕残疾人？
当一个婴儿被认为是一个人的生命吗？新出生的婴儿不会成为自我察觉，直至4-6周龄（即出生后4-6周）。
现在，如果我们考虑一些希腊哲学家所学的知识 - 我相信前的日期，耶稣的家伙 - 他们意识到，“我认为，因此我”。
我的妻子做了流产，这是我们的选择，因为我们已在大约在同一时间冗余。肯定的是一个负责任的父母的很大一部分是能够吃饱穿暖你的后裔？
我们要去奋斗温饱自己，所以我们本来可以带来一个孩子，在这种情况下没有办法。
有足够的福利住在拖车公园，提高13个小孩的家庭，因为他们已经被告知有一个选择是邪恶的！他们的错误是相信，像你这样的人进入世界喷出的胆汁。
至于创世...你是傻瓜摧毁几百年的科学成就伟大的科学家。你应该为自己感到羞耻。你是故意歪曲世界，让您的孩子将增长体面感，也没有一个调查，认为建设性的能力。
我已经阅读过一些关于堕胎您的文章，发现他们最反感的文章我有不幸读。不要误解我，你有尽可能多的权利，因为我做的一项民意，但我不认为你应该公布你的，就像我不公布矿井。
您的网站是绝对壮观，我想你恭维。
但我写作的原因是您在新的格式的梦幻般的杂志 - 我如此深刻的印象，将是一个很长一段时间来的用户。我极力推荐这本杂志给大家 - 我用它为我自己和我的家教。信息是最高税率，我只是希望它可以每月来了！！大家都在您的宝贵部的荣誉。谢谢，非常感谢所有在AIG。
美国L.L.，
我不明白的逻辑。有什么好处，如果它不能公布一项民意？是否有任何其他意见，你想禁止？你可以自由发送电子邮件，你选择了能够做到这一点，你的看法的确，发布。
您如何看待已经有堕胎的妇女会觉得看了你的文章呢？
您如何看待已被迫堕胎的妇女觉得呢？女性感觉如何时，他们没有被劝告，频繁流产导致出血，感染或损伤子宫颈或子宫吗？女人如何感受的事实，堕胎后创伤是增长最快的心理条件之一，其中包括妇女，英国许多妇女发现自己从痛苦悲伤，遗憾，或愤怒吗？没有错;支持堕胎是不利于妇女。一半的婴儿胎死腹中是女性，并接受堕胎的妇女，几年来经常遭受身体和心理问题。此外，所有的亲生活，我知道在英国工作的组织，努力为妇女，无论之前的律师和帮助堕胎，希望在拯救母亲和儿童和流产后，没有谴责女人谁拥有作出的决定。我知道同样的态度是真正的美国亲生活组织。1

尤其是妇女谁曾通过强奸怀孕后堕胎？
这是故意情绪的说法。事实上，强奸后怀孕，是极为罕见的。但即使在那里确实发生的情况下，它是没有答案的女人受到的最侵入性和暴力的医疗程序之一。关于强奸后的堕胎争论的用户很少有任何真正关心女人，他们只是一个烟幕理由堕胎的存在。阅读凯瑟琳DeZeeuw的移动话。
我经历过强奸，还提出了一个孩子“在强奸设想，”感觉亲自殴打和侮辱我每次听到，堕胎应该是因为强奸和乱伦的法律。我觉得我们正在由赞成堕胎使用进一步堕胎问题，即使我们还没有被要求告诉我们一面2的
或将出生的人被告知他们的孩子的妇女与可怕残疾人？
下一次你遇到有人从出生禁用，他们看在眼里，并告诉他们，他们应该被中止。约九英国婴儿患唐氏综合症的10流产3. 这种态度鼓励社会对残疾人士的非理性的恐惧，如果母亲生下的“怪物”。残疾等负面刻板印象，应该没有任何地方在今天的社会，当然没有在“圣经”的世界观，认为所有人类的生命在上帝的形象。安雅索萨唐氏综合症患者，可以解决2003年国际唐氏综合症筛查会议在伦敦。她说：
我无法摆脱我的唐氏症，但你无法摆脱我的幸福。你不能摆脱我要么给别人的幸福。这就像你的医生要测试的孕妇和阻止人们喜欢我的出生。连同我的家人和朋友，我已经打我分离，以防止从正常的社会。我已经争取自己的权利......我可能有唐氏综合征，但我一个人第一次。 4

当一个婴儿被认为是一个人的生命吗？新出生的婴儿不会成为自我察觉，直至4-6周龄（即出生后4-6周）。现在，如果我们考虑一些希腊哲学家所学的知识 - 我相信前的日期，耶稣的家伙 - 他们意识到，“我认为，因此我”。
本段说明您对这个问题认识不足。大概你的定义，不接受由医学专家将允许医生终止四个星期的一个新生婴儿的生命。或者是6周大吗？你的时间尺度是模糊的。如果您决定在六个星期，你怎么会知道你这样做是正确的吗？事实上，你的论点是错误的。可以显示未出生的婴儿，要知道它们长在出生前的环境。它可以证明，他们的反应亮，感到疼痛。您的健康说明你的论点，“因此我认为，我是古希腊人的哲学耶稣面前，缺乏了解。这句话实际上是从拉丁美洲（希腊）“我思，ERGO的总和，”从话语上的方法，由法国哲学家笛卡尔写在英语翻译，1637，约16世纪后，耶稣。当然，“圣经”旧约（现在是耶稣诞生前）说，在人类未出生的孩子有很大。例如，诗人说：
为你形成了我内在的部分;你披上我在我母亲的子宫里。我要称谢你，因我受造，奇妙可畏;奇妙的是你的作品，我的灵魂很清楚。从你我是不是隐藏帧，当我被秘密[委婉]为子宫，并巧妙地造成地球的最低部分] [另一个子宫委婉的。你的眼睛看到我的物质，但未成形。和你的书，他们都被写了，我老式的日子，当尚未有没有。 （诗篇139:13-16）
我的妻子做了流产，这是我们的选择，因为我们已在大约在同一时间冗余。肯定的是一个负责任的父母的很大一部分是能够吃饱穿暖你的后裔？我们要去奋斗温饱自己，所以我们本来可以带来一个孩子，在这种情况下没有办法。
我真的很抱歉，你的决定所带来的痛苦约。这对我来说，强调亲生活群体的需要，是在他们的同情心强。当我是亲生活的慈善机构的主席，我们的筹款是为那些谁是堕胎的态度，因为他们的经济状况提供食物，衣服，婴儿用品和住宿。在许多情况下，这种情况可能是事业采纳双赢。在世界各地的许多地方，也有不育夫妇的婴儿在等待名单（及其他人）。
有足够的福利住在拖车公园，提高13个小孩的家庭，因为他们已经被告知有一个选择是邪恶的！
与最大的尊重，这是夸张的。别人的错误是不是有证明我们的错误。事实上，尽管财政困难的是真实的，他们没有你腹中的宝宝的过错。在何种意义上，一个婴儿的死亡减轻痛苦？你可能不喜欢我的意见，但我真的相信你已经遭受，并敦促你和你的妻子寻求辅导。参考文献1中所列的亲生命组织都没有耙过你的过去或引起疼痛。他们有帮助。
他们的错误是相信，像你这样的人进入世界喷出的胆汁。
胆汁喷出，因为身体疾病。我承认，确实使我感到身体生病的方法用来摧毁未出生的婴儿在其母亲的子宫。
至于创世...你是傻瓜摧毁几百年的科学成就伟大的科学家。你应该为自己感到羞耻。你是故意歪曲世界，让您的孩子将增长体面感，也没有一个调查，认为建设性的能力。
现在，我们确实看到在这个问题上你的心脏。数百多年的科学成就进行了伟大的科学家，在大多数情况下，相信“圣经”是真实的科学家，如牛顿，Hershel，Linneaus，道尔顿，麦克斯韦，开尔文，法拉第，波义耳，帕斯卡尔，戴维和许多，许多更多。5和你怎么指望孩子成长感调查，尽管相反的证据，如果他们只是需要相信是真实的进化呢？这是这个网站和我们的发言者，鼓励孩子为自己着想，解放他们灌输的压迫。傲慢是一种罪过，但远耻，我很高兴自己与世界各地的同事的工作，使人们从第一首诗歌到了耶稣基督的福音和圣经真理的知识关联。
保罗·泰勒，AIG英国
脚注
欲了解更多信息，请访问以下网站：英国：护理（基督教行动研究与教育）（www.care.org.uk），图像（www.imagenet.org.uk），为保护未出生的孩子学会（网址www。 spuc.org.uk），生命（www.lifeuk.org）;美国：心跳国际（www.heartbeatinternational.org）的护理，净（www.care net.org），国民生命权（www.nrlc.org ）返回
DeZeeuw，K.，里尔登，直流，强奸，乱伦和流产报价：寻找超越神话，http://www.afterabortion.org/rape.html的回到
羊肉，四等，趋势，产前筛查和诊断，唐氏综合症：英格兰和威尔士，英国医学杂志1989-97 1998年10月3日。背面
http://www.spuc.org.uk/students/abortion/disability返回
http://www.answersingenesis.org/home/area/bios/返回
Abortion: Is It Really a Matter of Life and Death?

1. How does the name “pro-choice” misrepresent the position of those who hold it?

2. What does the Bible teach about life before birth?

3. How does the Mosaic Law confirm the idea of life before birth?

4. Many claim that abortion is the only answer in situations of a crisis pregnancy. How can Christians work in practical ways to remove this excuse?

5. Why is the definition of terms important in the abortion battle?

6. What is the real issue that we need to deal with when it comes to abortion? What is the solution? 

堕胎：真的是一个生死攸关的问题吗？
1。如何命名为“亲选择”歪曲那些持有它的人的位置吗？
2。什么是“圣经”教约在出生前的生活吗？
3。镶嵌法是如何确认出生前的生活理念吗？
4。许多人认为堕胎是在危机怀孕的情况下，唯一的答案。基督徒如何才能在实际的方式工作，以消除这个借口呢？
5。堕胎战斗的重要条款的定义为何？
6。什么是真正的问题，我们需要处理，当谈到堕胎？什么是解决方案？
War of the Worldviews

by Dr. Jason Lisle

April 10, 2008
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The power of a worldview

A worldview is inescapable. Our worldview consists of our most basic assumptions (presuppositions) about reality. Our most foundational presuppositions (axioms) cannot be proved by something else (otherwise they would not be the most foundational), yet we hold them to be unquestionable. We use these assumptions (often without realizing it) to help us interpret what we observe in the world. We cannot avoid this; without a number of foundational presuppositions about reality we could not make sense of anything. Consider a few assumptions that a typical person might hold to as part of his or her worldview:

1. I exist.

2. There is a reality beyond myself.

3. I have senses which can be used to probe that reality.

4. There are laws of logic.

5. I can use the laws of logic to draw accurate conclusions about the universe.

Most people would hold to the above assumptions (and many others as well, of course). We cannot actually prove them without making other assumptions, and yet we could not function without them. Suppose I see a small rock on the side of the road and I decide to pick it up. I have assumed quite a lot to take this action. I must have reasoned that (1) I exist—otherwise I couldn’t pick up the rock. I assume that there is a rock—it is part of (2) a reality beyond myself. I have concluded that the image passed on to my brain by my eyes is an accurate representation of that reality (3). I have used logic to draw the conclusion (5) that I can pick up the rock; this means I have also presupposed that there are laws of logic (4). These assumptions are automatic; we don’t even have to think about them. Yet, without them we could not know that it is possible to pick up that rock. These presuppositions (and others) constitute a person’s worldview. Clearly, a worldview is essential in order to know anything about the universe.

How are we to know if we have an accurate worldview? Is there any reason to think that our most basic assumptions about reality are correct? Although most people would agree on the five assumptions listed above, many people disagree on other very foundational ideas. These include: the existence of God, the nature of truth, the origin of the universe, the origin of life, morality, and many others. When people disagree on their most basic assumptions, how do we determine who has the more accurate worldview?

Illumination from the created universe
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Greek astronomer Claudius Ptolemy

A person might argue that his or her worldview is accurate because it can explain the scientific evidence, but all worldviews can do that—that’s what they are for.1 External evidence can never prove or disprove a person’s worldview in an absolute sense. The reason is simple: evidence is always interpreted in light of that person’s worldview. The evidence doesn’t “speak for itself”; it’s the interpretation that is significant, and the interpretation is bound to be compatible with the worldview that produced it. This is inevitable.

As an example, consider the disintegration of comets discussed in chapter 3. Recall that comets cannot last for millions of years, and thus their existence supports the biblical age of the solar system. Does this refute the naturalist’s worldview (which holds to an age of the solar system of about 4.5 billion years)? The naturalist says, “Of course not. It simply means that there must be an as-yet-undiscovered Oort cloud (or genuine Kuiper Belt with numerous actual comet-sized objects) which produces new comets to replace the ones that decay.” The naturalist has proposed an additional hypothesis which brings the evidence into line with his worldview. Both creationists and evolutionists can do this with any evidence. Therefore, external evidence contrary to the expectations of a worldview cannot strictly disprove that worldview because one can always add on additional auxiliary (supporting) conjectures to bring the evidence into line.

Let’s look at another example: Centuries ago, there was a commonly held belief called “geocentrism.” This idea holds that the sun and all the planets revolve around the earth. The geocentric model was strongly promoted by the Greek astronomer Ptolemy. Today, we hold to the heliocentric model—the idea that the planets (including Earth) orbit around the sun.2 One might suppose that it would be easy to distinguish between these two models; simply watch how the planets move—examine the evidence.
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	The helioecentric model of the solar system
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	The geocentric model of the solar system


The motions of the planets in the night sky are fully compatible with heliocentrism; the planets (and the earth) appear to orbit the sun. Such motions were well known in ancient times, but Ptolemy was able to explain these motions within the geocentric framework by the addition of supplementary assumptions. Ptolemy postulated that each planet orbits in a little circle which in turn orbits a larger circle centered on the earth.3 The little circles are called “epicycles” and the larger circle is the “deferent.” Thus, in Ptolemy’s view, planets orbit the earth in a “spirograph” fashion—making little circles which move along a larger circle.

Amazingly, Ptolemy’s geocentric model of the solar system is able to predict the positions of the planets with a fair degree of accuracy—despite the fact that it is wrong.4 By careful adjustment of the size of the epicycles and the speed at which the planets circumnavigate them, the observations can be explained within a geocentric framework. Of course, the heliocentric model can also accurately predict the positions of planets. Both models can explain the evidence and correctly predict future observations. The main difference is that the heliocentric model is far simpler; it does not require any epicycles at all,5 and this is the lesson. The incorrect model required additional assumptions (epicycles) and adjustments to make it “fit” the facts. The correct model did not.6
Today, there are many similar battles between opposing frameworks of thought. There is creation versus evolution, billions of years versus thousands, naturalism versus supernaturalism, and secular humanism versus Christianity. As with the competing models of the solar system, these battles are not primarily about evidence; rather, they are about how such evidence is interpreted. When it comes to our worldview, do we use the Word of God to interpret evidence, or do we use the opinions of fallible human beings?

A biblical view of the universe

We have seen that when it comes to astronomy, the biblical worldview makes sense of the scientific evidence in a straight-forward way without the need for excessive arbitrary assumptions. In chapter 1, we explored how the vastness and beauty of the universe declare God’s glory. God could have chosen to create only the earth, sun, and moon, and life would have been possible; but instead He chose to make a universe immense beyond imagination to give us just a small taste of His incredible magnificence.

In chapter 2, we saw that the Bible has always been right about astronomy. The sphericity of the earth which hangs on nothing, the expansion of the universe, the countless numbers of stars, the conservation principles of mass and energy, and the ordinances of the universe are all important astronomical concepts that are taught in the Bible. In many cases, the popular secular view of the day contradicted the biblical teachings, but the Bible has been vindicated.

In chapter 3 [part 1, part 2], we saw how the biblical time scale is confirmed by scientific evidence. We understand that these evidences can always be interpreted in light of the secular view by the addition of extra assumptions (an undetected Oort cloud, spiral density waves, magnetic dynamos, etc.). We have also seen that there is no need for these conjectures in the biblical worldview. The Bible provides a logical, self-consistent interpretation of scientific evidence supporting a universe that is thousands of years old. Conversely, the arguments offered in favor of the secular view generally assume uniformitarianism and/or naturalism and are thus circular.

In chapter 4 [part 1, part 2], the secular belief in naturalism was challenged on both philosophical and scientific grounds. Problems with the secular big-bang and solar accretion models such as the missing antimatter, extrasolar planets (hot Jupiters), and star formation are in fact design features for creation—perfectly consistent with the Bible. The biblical implication that the earth is unique and that it alone harbors life is confirmed (so far) by observational astronomy.

We acknowledge that these evidences can be reinterpreted by the addition of untested assumptions. The atheist might assume that the universe really is teeming with life; we just haven’t detected any yet, for whatever reason. The biblical worldview makes sense of the evidence without the need for copious additional conjectures.

Nonetheless, a person who holds dogmatically to the secular worldview will not be convinced by these evidences—nor by any evidences. There is a popular story about a psychologist treating a patient with a bizarre problem; the patient is convinced that he himself is, in fact, dead. The psychologist points out that all the medical evidence points to the fact that the patient is alive, and is in perfect physical health, but the patient remains unconvinced—pointing out that medical evidence can be misinterpreted.
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Orion Nebula

Frustrated, the psychologist finally comes up with a plan to prove to his confused patient that he is, in fact, not dead. He asks the patient, “Do dead men bleed?” The patient replies, “No.” At this point, the psychologist pulls out a small pin and pricks the patient’s finger. A small drop of blood appears. “See! You’re bleeding,” says the psychologist, confident at having made his point (literally). The patient replies, “Wow! I guess I was wrong. Looks like dead men really do bleed, after all!”7
This story reinforces a profound truth. When a person is committed to a particular assumption or worldview, no amount of evidence can change his mind, because the evidence can always be explained away by additional assumptions. Much of secular science has become like the “dead” man in the above tale. Secular scientists are well aware of the many problems with the big bang and secular models of solar system formation. Since they are unwilling to abandon the secular worldview, they are forced to create assumption upon assumption in order to explain away evidence—evidence that is perfectly consistent with the biblical worldview. How many supporting assumptions can a worldview take? How many “epicycles” must we add before a person will consider the possibility that it may not be the evidence that is the problem, but the secular worldview?

The biblical worldview

If we build our thinking on the Bible, the inspired Word of the God of the universe, then we have a correct foundation for an accurate worldview. Only the biblical worldview can provide a basis for logical thought and scientific inquiry which is self-consistent, makes sense of the scientific evidence, and provides an absolute moral standard. Notice that the five example assumptions at the start of this chapter are logically consistent with the Bible. I exist (1) because God made me (Psalm 139:14). There is a reality (2) because God created it (Genesis 1:1). God created my senses (Psalm 94:9) so that I might be able to probe and master (Genesis 1:26–28) the reality He created (3). There are laws of logic (4) which we can use (5) (Isaiah 1:18) because these were used by Jesus Christ. (As one example, Jesus used logic in Luke 24:39 when He argues that He cannot be merely a spirit because a spirit does not have flesh and bone which He does have.)

Although the unbeliever suppresses the truth of the Bible, he cannot help but borrow the above biblical principles. He inconsistently uses biblical truths while simultaneously denying the Bible from which these truths are deduced. For example, although there is no basis for believing that the mind can use laws of logic to reason in a naturalistic worldview, the naturalist nonetheless knows that the mind can indeed reason. The Lord has “hardwired” us to be thinking creatures.
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The Bug Nebula, NGC 6302

According to the Bible, God made human beings in His own image (Genesis 1:27). As such, we reflect in a finite, limited way some of God’s infinite attributes. God is omniscient; He knows absolutely everything that is true. Thus, we can know some things. God is logical and self-consistent. Thus, we too can use logic and draw consistent conclusions. God has given us the ability to reason—to think some of His own thoughts after Him.

Although we have sinned, and now suffer the effects of the Curse, we still cannot help but know (on some level) that there is a God. His divine attributes are clearly seen in the universe He has made (Romans 1:20). From the beauty of Saturn’s rings to the majestic arms of the most distant spiral galaxies, God’s character is displayed throughout the universe, and there is no excuse for dismissing this fact. The created universe tells us that that there is indeed a Creator God (Psalm 19:1–6) of infinite power and imagination. God’s world confirms what we read in God’s Word.

The history book of the universe

Although the Bible is accurate when it touches upon astronomy (and everything else), its primary purpose is not to be a mere science textbook. The Bible is primarily a history book which shows us our place in God’s universe and how to have a right relationship with Him. It is to be used as a guide—a “lamp” unto our feet (Psalm 119:105) giving us illumination to walk the path (Proverbs 3:6) that God has laid out for us. God loves us and has created us for fellowship with Him. His desire is that we would love Him (Mark 12:30) and enjoy our life in Him (John 10:10).

God has not forced His fellowship on us; He gave mankind the freedom to choose to accept His love, or to reject it. In Adam, the human race chose to rebel against God, and the world was cursed as a result of Adam’s sin. We, like Adam, have all sinned against God (Romans 3:23) in various ways (Romans 5:12–14), and the penalty for such rebellion against God is death (Romans 6:23). We all deserve death and hell because we have sinned against an infinitely holy God, and since God is righteous, He must judge all sin—otherwise there would be no justice.

Since our shortcomings offend His infinite holiness, the punishment must also be infinite. Either we must suffer such punishment, or else a substitute must endure it in our place (Isaiah 53). The substitute must be fully human to substitute for humanity (Hebrews 2:14), and must be our blood relation (through Adam) so he can be our “kinsman redeemer” (Isaiah 59:20, same word in Ruth 2:20). He must be perfectly sinless, too, so He would not have to atone for sins of His own (Hebrews 7:27), and must be fully divine so as to be able to endure God’s infinite wrath (Isaiah 53:10).

Fortunately, God did not leave us without a way back to a right relationship with Him. The second person of the Trinity took on human nature (Philippians 2:5–11), becoming the “last Adam” (1 Corinthians 15:45), a descendant of the first Adam (Luke 3:38). Thus, He satisfies all the requirements for a substitute. Being both God and man, Jesus can also be our mediator (1 Timothy 2:5). Jesus Christ paid the penalty for sin for humanity (1 Peter 3:18) by dying on the Cross. He took our place and died our death. The penalty for sin has been paid, and justice has been satisfied. We can be made right with God through simple faith and trust, via God’s gracious gift, the sacrifice of His son (Romans 6:23). We do this by confessing that Jesus is Lord and by placing our faith in Him (Romans 10:9–10). Through this, our fellowship with God is restored. Even though we will all someday die physically (unless the Lord comes first), the Lord has promised that we will live again (John 11:25) forever in fellowship with Him if we believe on Him, grasping hold of His gift (Romans 6:23). There is no way we could possibly earn this gift of salvation (Ephesians 2:8–9); it is entirely by God’s grace, received by faith.
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Some people have the mistaken impression that God will let them into heaven without faith in Christ because they are “basically good.” The Bible makes it clear that no one is “good” (Romans 3:10; Psalm 14:3) because we all have sinned (Romans 3:23).8 If God were to let sin go unpunished, then there would be no justice. Furthermore, sin ruins paradise. Remember, it took only one sin (by Adam) to ruin the perfect world that God had created. God has said that He will in the future make a new heavens and a new earth; paradise will be restored. The new heavens and earth will remain perfect forever, which means not even one sin can enter in. Therefore, no one can enter heaven unless he or she has been the willing recipient of Christ’s payment for sin. The Bible says that God is “not willing that any should perish but that all should come to repentance” (2 Peter 3:9). Nevertheless, some will reject His gift of grace, but if we reject God, then we are rejecting all that God is—peace, joy, eternal life. Therefore, we would be accepting suffering, hopelessness, a sort of eternal “death”—in other words hell. Hell is eternal existence apart from God’s fellowship. Such an existence would necessarily be hollow, empty, and hopeless, because we were designed to be in fellowship with God. In this present life, our alternatives are either a relationship with God by receiving Jesus as Lord, or being separated from God, in effect rejecting Jesus. At death, God in a sense ratifies our choice (Hebrews 9:27). The biblical worldview is therefore much more than just a platform for scientific research. While it does provide the foundation for good science, it also provides the basis for correct thinking about the Lord, origins, morality, and eternity. Only the Word of God can provide such a foundation. When we do science experiments, we do them in the present, physical universe; such methods are limited to the natural world. Based on his own experiences and empirical data, man can know nothing of the coming resurrection, or the nature of morality. It is only by revelation from the Lord (the Bible) that we can know these things with certainty.

Creation astronomy

It has been said that astronomy is the least well-developed field in creation science. Far fewer creationist books and papers have been written in the field of astronomy than in the fields of biology or geology. This may be in part due to the fact that there are currently so few biblical creationist astronomers when compared to creation scientists in other fields. Yet, we have seen that astronomy strongly confirms what the Bible teaches, and the secular alternatives are inadequate on multiple levels.

Still, there is a lot more to be discovered and there are unanswered questions in the field of creation astronomy.9 When it comes to creation-based models of the universe, I am convinced that we have only scratched the surface. Future discoveries in astronomy will continue to confirm the Bible by exhibiting the power and ingenuity of the Lord in ways that we cannot yet imagine. I am also convinced that much of the astronomical evidence for biblical creation is already known, but has been misinterpreted because of a secular bias.

The quantity of astronomical data available today is staggering. The number of books and technical papers in the field of astrophysics is equally staggering, and yet, the vast majority of these are written from the fallacious worldview of naturalism. This causes the interpretations of the data to be problematic, necessitating the addition of numerous arbitrary “secondary” assumptions. What is needed is to approach this existing information from a biblical framework.

This book is meant to be an introduction only—a starting point to a biblical view of the universe. We have shown how astronomy facts that are well known (recession of the moon, disintegration of comets, extra-solar planets, lack of antimatter, etc.) are strongly consistent with the Bible and problematic for secular scenarios. Many more such explorations are possible. Who knows what amazing truths are waiting to be discovered if only the shackles of secular thinking are removed. Now is the time of discovery. It is time to take back astronomy.

Creation In-depth:

Internal Inconsistencies in Worldviews

Some worldviews cannot be entirely correct because they are internally inconsistent. Consider the beliefs of a materialist. Such a person believes that all things are physical; nothing immaterial exists. The materialist uses reason and the laws of logic to support his beliefs, but he does so inconsistently. In his view, there can be no laws of logic since they do not exist physically. There is no place in the universe where you can “see” the laws of logic; they are intangible and thus cannot exist according to the materialists’ professed beliefs. His reasoning is self-refuting.

Likewise, the evolutionist who believes that all life is merely an accidental by-product of chemicals, mutations, and natural selection has an internal inconsistency. Such a person must (by his own professed beliefs) accept that the human brain has developed accidentally. So why should we trust the brain’s conclusions? We have no reason to accept assumption (5) in the list above if evolution is true. The evolutionist worldview is therefore internally inconsistent. The evolutionist accepts assumption (5) to support his worldview which does not comport with assumption (5).

The evolutionist might respond that natural selection has guided the brain so that it can determine truth. There is no reason to assume that that is true, because it does not logically follow that survival value equates with the ability to determine truth. In fact, some incorrect beliefs might have survival value: for example, the belief that it is morally acceptable to do whatever I want (lie, steal, murder, etc.) as long as it increased my chances of survival.

Inconsistencies of Practice

Many worldviews lead to conclusions which are incompatible with the behavior of the persons who profess them. For example, a naturalist has no basis for an absolute moral standard, and yet most naturalists would nonetheless hold to a moral standard, and would be outraged if someone else were to violate it. If the universe is merely an accident, then what is the basis for right and wrong? What distinguishes a good action from an evil one in the naturalist’s view?

For example, most naturalists would believe that murder is wrong. Why should that be so? By the naturalist’s own assumptions, a human being is merely an accident of the universe. Why should one accident eliminating another be considered wrong? The naturalist can make up an arbitrary standard for morality (perhaps morality is determined by majority opinion, or inborn “feelings”) but has no absolute basis for one. As such, he has no basis for imposing his mere opinions of right and wrong on others. Only a creation-based worldview allows for the existence of absolute morality. If there is a Creator to whom we owe our existence, then that Creator can set the standards. The God of the Bible has created such standards—laws of morality which are absolute.

Footnotes

1. However, not all worldviews can provide a foundation for science and reason. Is there any reason to believe that the universe would obey orderly principles if it were simply an accident? Science depends on the fact that the universe is orderly and logical and conforms to uniform laws. Such properties are expected within a biblical worldview, since a logical Creator constructed the universe and imposed order on it, but many other worldviews cannot account for these foundational axioms of science. Back
2. To be precise, the planets and sun orbit about their common center of mass. However, since the sun is so massive, the center of mass between the sun and the earth is well inside the sun. Nonetheless, the sun “wobbles” slightly as the planets orbit it. Many extrasolar planets have been discovered by the “wobble” they induce on their star. Back
3. In later geocentric models, the circle’s center is offset slightly from earth. Back
4. Of course, the issue of whether A orbits B or B orbits A is in a sense just a choice of reference frame (allowing “non-inertial” reference frames). However, when a third object is added, the symmetry is broken. Thus, the other planets definitely orbit the sun, not the earth. For example, Venus is sometimes in between the sun and the earth; at other times the sun is in between earth and Venus. This would not be possible in the Ptolemaic system. Back
5. Today, we have many additional evidences that confirm the heliocentric model of the solar system: the phases of Venus, the moons of Jupiter, etc. are all difficult to explain in a geocentric view. Back
6. The heliocentric model has, though, been refined by further adjustments that have improved its accuracy. For example, planetary orbits are better approximated by an ellipse than a circle. The physics of relativity has shown that a precessing ellipse is an even better approximation than an ellipse, and so on, but the basic framework has not changed. Back
7. In fact, blood can be made to ooze for a while from a pierced fresh corpse. We could have said that the pin struck an artery, causing a fine pulsating spray of blood, but presumably most will take this as intended—a parable, not a physiology lesson. Back
8. People who have never heard the gospel are punished because they are sinners, not “because they haven’t heard.” They have the witness of creation (Romans 1:18–28) and their own consciences (Romans 2:14–16), so are “without excuse.” Back
9. There is not yet a consensus on distant starlight—however, big-bangers have a light travel–time problem of their own, and creationists have several possible models. We have yet to see a unified creation-based cosmology which will provide many of the scientific details on the origin and structure of the universe all within a biblical framework. We also need a detailed biblical model of stellar aging—how stars change with time. Back
(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
战争的世界观
由的贾森Lisle 博士 April 10，2008

门外汉
天文学作者贾森 - 莱尔宇宙学逻辑哲学的世界观
世界观的力量
世界观是不可避免的。我们的世界观由我们最基本的假设现实（前提）。我们最基础的前提（公理）不能证明别的东西（否则他们就不会是最基础的），但我们认为他们是不容置疑的。我们使用这些假设（通常没有意识到这一点），以帮助我们解释我们观察世界。我们不能避免这种情况，没有对现实的基本前提，我们不能有意义的事情。考虑一些假设，一个典型的人可能拥有他或她的世界观的一部分：
我的存在。
有一个超越自己的现实。
我有感觉，可以用来探测这一现实。
有法律的逻辑。
我可以用法律的逻辑，得出准确的结论，关于宇宙的。
大多数人将持有上述假设（和许多其他人当然也）。实际上我们不能证明他们没有其他假设，但我们不能没有它们的功能。假设我看到了路边的小石头，我决定把它捡起来。我已经承担了很多采取这一行动。我必须有合理的：（1）我的存在，否则我无法拿起岩石。我假设有一块石头，它是（2）超越自己的现实的一部分。我得出的结论是通过我的眼睛我的大脑图像，准确地表述这一现实（3）。我已经使用的逻辑得出的结论（5），我可以拿起石头，这意味着我也有先决条件，有法律的逻辑（4）。这些假设是自动的，我们甚至没有想到他们。然而，没有他们，我们无法知道这是可能拿起那块石头。这些前提（及其他）构成一个人的世界观。显然，世界观是必不可少的，以了解任何有关宇宙。
我们如何知道如果我们有一个准确的世界观？没有任何理由认为我们最基本的对现实的假设是正确的吗？虽然大多数人会同意上述五个假设，许多人不同意对其他非常基本的想法。这些措施包括：神的存在，真理的本质，宇宙的起源，生命起源，道德，和其他许多人。当人不同意他们的最基本的假设，我们如何确定谁具有更准确的世界观？
照明从创造宇宙
希腊天文学家托勒密
一个人可能会说他或她的世界观是正确的，因为它可以解释的科学证据，但可以做，这就是他们for.1外部的证据不能证明或否定一个人的世界观，在绝对意义上的全部世界观。原因很简单：总是在该人的世界观，解释证据。没有证据“为自己说话”，它是重要的解释，并解释必然是与产生它的世界观兼容。这是不可避免的。
作为一个例子，考虑在第三章中讨论的彗星解体。记得彗星不能持续数百万年，因此它们的存在，支持圣经太阳系的年龄。这反驳了自然主义的世界观（持有约4.5亿年的太阳系的年龄）？博物学家说，“当然不是。它只是意味着必须有一个尚未发现的奥尔特云（或真正的柯伊伯带与众多的实际彗星大小的物体）产生新彗星，以取代那些腐烂。“博物学家提出了一个额外的假设带来的到符合他的世界观的证据。神创论者和进化论者都可以做任何证据。因此，世界观的期望的外部证据，相反，不能严格反驳他们的世界观，因为人们总是可以添加额外的辅助（配套）的猜测，使进线的证据。
让我们来看看另一个例子：早在千百年前，有常用认为，这种想法认为，太阳和所有的行星围绕地球“地缘中心主义”。大力推动由希腊天文学家托勒密的地心模型。今天，我们举行的日心说模型的想法，可能的行星（包括地球）轨道围绕sun.2一个假设，便很容易区分这两款车型，只是看行星移动如何审查证据。
的太阳系太阳中心模型
太阳系的地心模型
在夜空中的行星的运动完全与太阳中心兼容;出现的行星（地球）围绕太阳旋转。这些议案是在远古时代而闻名，但托勒密地心框架内，除了补充假设能够解释这些议案。托勒密假定每个行星绕轨道而这反过来又一个更大的圆地球3的小圆圈中心被称为“本轮”和更大的圈子是在一个小圆圈“恭顺”。因此，在托勒密的观点，行星轨道地球在时尚的“螺图”沿着一个更大的圆圈移动的小圆圈。
令人惊讶的是，托勒密地心太阳系的模型是能够预测行星的位置，但事实上，这是错了。4通过仔细调整本轮的大小和速度的公平程度的准确性，在该行星环绕他们的意见可以解释地心框架内。当然，以太阳为中心的模型也可以准确地预测行星的位置。这两种模式可以解释的证据，并正确地预测未来的意见。主要区别在于，日心说模型是简单得多，它不需要任何本轮在5这是教训。不正确的模型所需的额外的假设（本轮）和调整，使“适合”的事实。正确的模型做不。6

今天，有许多类似的战斗，对立的思想框架。创造与进化，数十亿年与数千，自然与超自然，世俗人文主义与基督教。与太阳系的竞争车型，这些战役主要不是有关证据，相反，他们是如何解释这些证据。当它涉及到我们的世界观，我们用神的话语来解释的证据，或不犯错误的人类，我们使用的意见？
宇宙中的一个圣经的看法
我们已经看到，当涉及到天文，“圣经”的世界观，而不需要过多的任意假设的科学证据，在直接的方式感。第1章中，我们探索宇宙的浩瀚和美容宣布上帝的荣耀。上帝可以选择创建唯一的地球，太阳，月亮，和生活是有可能的，但相反，他选择了超乎想象的巨大的宇宙给我们他的令人难以置信的辉煌只是一个小的味道。
在第二章中，我们看到，“圣经”一直对天文学的权利。地球上没有挂起的球形，宇宙的膨胀，无数的恒星，质量和能量守恒的原则，和宇宙的条例是在“圣经”教导的所有重要的天文概念。在许多情况下，一天的世俗流行的观点违背了圣经的教导，但“圣经”已被平反。
[第1部分，第2部分第3章中，我们看到了如何科学证据证实“圣经”的时间尺度。据我们了解，这些证据可以随时通过增加额外的假设（未被发现的奥尔特云，螺旋密度波，磁发电机等），世俗的看法，解释。我们也看到，有没有必要为这些猜测在“圣经”的世界观。 “圣经”提供了一个合乎逻辑的，科学的证据支持宇宙是数千岁的自洽的解释。相反，在有利于世俗的看法提供了论据一般假设均变和/或自然，因此循环。
在第4章第1部分，第2部分]，挑战世俗信仰在自然哲学和科学依据。与世俗的大爆炸和失踪的反物质，如太阳能的吸积模型的问题，太阳系外行星（热木星），恒星形成事实上的设计特点是创造，完全与“圣经”的一致。圣经的含意，地球是独特的，只有它藏着生活的天文观测证实（到目前为止）。
我们承认，这些证据可以由未经检验的假设除了重新诠释。无神论者可能会认为宇宙真的是充满生命，只是我们还没有发现任何尚未无论出于何种原因，。圣经的世界观，而不需要丰富的额外猜想的证据意识。
尽管如此，教条式的世俗世界观持有人将不会被说服这些证据，也没有任何证据。约一个奇怪的问题与治疗病人的心理学家有一个流行的故事;病人相信他自己，其实是死的。心理学家指出，所有的医疗证据指出，病人还活着，是完美的身体健康，但患者仍然不服气，他指出，医学证据可以被曲解的事实。
猎户座星云
沮丧，心理学家终于来到了一个计划，来证明他的困惑的病人，他是，其实没有死。他问病人，“流血死人吗？”病人说，“号”在这一点上，心理学家翻出一个小针和刺病人的手指。出现一小滴血液。 “看！你在流血，“心理学家说，在他的点（字面意思）的信心。病人回答说：“哇！我想我是错的。看起来真的死人一样流血，毕竟！“
这个故事，加强了一个深刻的道理。当一个人致力于一个特定的假设或世界观，没有证据可以改变主意，因为证据可以随时加以解释额外的假设。许多世俗科学已成为像“死”在上述故事的人。世俗的科学家们深知大爆炸的许多问题和太阳系形成的世俗模式。因为他们不愿意放弃世俗的世界观，他们被迫创建时假设的假设，以解释与“圣经”的世界观是完全一致的证据，证据。多少支持假设的世界观？多少“本轮”我们必须增加一个人之前，会考虑的可能性，也未必是问题的证据，但世俗的世界观？
圣经的世界观
如果我们建立在“圣经”，“宇宙神默示的话语，我们的思想，然后我们有一个准确的世界观，正确的基础。只有“圣经”的世界观可以提供这是自洽的逻辑思维和科学探究的基础上，使科学证据的意识，并提供了一​​个绝对的道德标准。请注意，例如在本章开始的五个假设与“圣经”在逻辑上是一致的。我的存在（1）因为上帝让我（诗篇139:14）。那里是一个现实（2）因为上帝创造（创世记1:1）。上帝创造了我的感官（诗篇94:9），这样我也许能够探测和主，他创造的现实（3）（创世记1:26-28）。有法律逻辑（4），我们可以使用（5）（以赛亚书1:18），是因为这些都是由耶稣基督。 （作为一个例子，耶稣用路加福音24:39的逻辑，当他认为他不能仅仅是一种精神，因为精神没有肉和骨头，他确实有。）
虽然异教徒抑制圣经的真理，他不能帮助，但借用上述的圣经原则。他不一致使用圣经的真理，同时否认从中推导出这些真理的​​圣经。例如，虽然目前还没有相信头脑可以使用逻辑的法律，在自然主义世界观的原因的基础上，博物仍然知道，心可以确实的原因。主“硬”，我们要思考的动物。
的问题星云的NGC 6302

根据圣经，上帝创造了人类，在他自己的形象（创世记1:27）。正因为如此，我们一些神的无限属性反映在一个有限的，有限的方式。上帝是无所不知的，他绝对知道的一切是真实的。因此，我们可以知道一些事情。上帝是逻辑自洽。因此，我们也可以使用逻辑，并得出一致的结论。上帝赋予我们的原因，想一些自己的想法后，他的能力。
虽然我们都犯了罪，现在遭受诅咒的影响，我们仍然可以不帮助，但知道在一定程度上有一个上帝。他的神圣属性清楚地看到宇宙在他（罗马书1:20）。从土星环的美丽雄伟的武器最遥远的螺旋星系，神的字符显示在整个宇宙中，没有任何借口解雇这一事实。创造宇宙告诉我们，确实是有无穷的力量和想象力的造物主神（诗篇19:1-6）。神的世界证实了我们读神的话语。
宇宙的历史书
虽然“圣经”是准确的，当它涉及天文学（一切）后，其主要目的是不是仅仅是一个科学的教科书。 “圣经”，主要是一本历史书，它向我们展示了我们的地方，在上帝的宇宙，以及如何与他有一个正确的关系。这是给我们照明步行路径（箴3:6），神已经为我们奠定了作为指南“灯”直到我们的脚（诗篇119:105）。神爱我们，我们创造了与他相交。他的愿望是，我们会爱他（马可福音12:30），并享受我们的生活在他（约翰福音10:10）。
神并没有强迫他对我们的奖学金，他给了人类的自由选择接受他的爱，或拒绝它。在亚当，人类选择了反抗神，世界是亚当的罪而被诅咒。我们，像亚当，都得罪了上帝（罗马书3:23）在各种方式（罗马书5:12-14），罚款等对神的叛乱是死亡（罗马书6:23）。我们每个人都应该死亡和地狱，因为我们已经得罪了一个无限圣洁的神，因为神是公义的，他必须判断一切的罪，否则会有没有正义。
因为我们的缺点，得罪他的无限圣洁，惩罚也必须是无限的。要么我们必须受到这样的惩罚，或其他替代品必须忍受在我们的地方（以赛亚书53章）。必须是完整的人来代替人类（希伯来书2:14）替代，必须是我们的血缘关系（通过亚当），这样他就可以成为我们的“亲属救世主”（以赛亚书59:20，在同一个词露丝2时20） 。他必须是完全无罪的，太多，所以他不会有赎罪，为自己的罪恶（希伯来书7:27），必须是完全的神，所以能够忍受上帝的无限愤怒（以赛亚书53:10）。
幸运的是，上帝并没有离开我们没有办法，回到与他的正确关系。第二人的三位一体了人性（腓2:5-11），成为“最后的亚当”（哥林多前书15时45分），第一个亚当的后裔（路加福音3:38）。因此，他的替代品满足所有的要求。耶稣既是神和人，也可以是我们的中保（提摩太前书2:5）。耶稣基督死在十字架上为人类的罪（彼得前书3:18）支付罚款。他把我们的地方，我们的死亡死亡。已支付的罪的刑罚，正义得到了满足。我们可以通过简单的信心和信任，与神，通过神的恩赐，牺牲他的儿子（罗马书6:23）。为此，我们承认耶稣是主，把我们的信念，在他（罗马书10:9-10）。通过这件事，我们与神的交通恢复。即使我们都将有一天死身体（除非主至上），主已承诺，我们将再次生活（约翰福音11:25）永远与他奖学金，如果我们相信他，抓他的礼物搁置（罗马书6 ：23）。有没有办法，我们可能获得这个礼物得救（以弗所书2:8-9），它是完全由上帝的恩典收到的信仰。
有些人错误的印象，神没有在基督里的信心，让他们进入天堂，因为他们是“圣经”清楚地表明，没有一个是“良好”（罗马书3:10;诗篇14时03分）“基本上是好的。”因为我们都犯了罪（罗马书3:23）.8如果上帝让罪恶逍遥法外，然后就没有正义。此外，罪恶废墟天堂。请记住，只花了一个罪恶（亚当）毁灭，上帝创造了完美的世界。上帝说，他将在未来的新天新地;天堂将恢复。新的天地，将永远保持完美的，这意味着甚至没有一个单输入。因此，没有人能进入天堂，除非他或她一直愿意收件人基督的罪支付。圣经说，上帝是“不愿有一人沉沦，但都应该来忏悔”（彼得后书3:9）。然而，有些人会拒绝他的恩赐，但如果我们拒绝上帝，那么我们是拒绝神的IS和平，喜乐，永恒的生命。因此，我们将接受痛苦，绝望，一种永恒的“死”在地狱换句话说。地狱是永恒的存在，除了从上帝的团契。这种存在必然是空心的，空虚，无望的，因为我们是在与神相交。在目前的生活，我们的选择是要么接受主耶稣，或正在从神分离，拒绝耶稣效果，与神的关系。死亡，上帝在某种意义上批准我们的选择（希伯来书9:27）。因此，圣经的世界观是远远不仅仅是一个平台，为科研。虽然它提供了良好的科学基础，它也提供了有关主，起源，道德，和永恒的正确思想的基础上。只有神的话，可以提供这样的基础。当我们做科学实验，我们做在目前，物理宇宙;这种方法仅限于自然世界。他自己的经验和实证数据的基础上，男人可以什么都不知道未来的复活，或道德的性质。这是我们可以确切知道这些东西只能通过从主的启示（圣经）。
创造天文学
曾有人说，天文学是最发达的创造科学领域。少得多的神创论的书籍和文章已被写入在天文学领域，而不是生物学，地质学等领域。这可能是由于这样的事实，目前有这么几个圣经创世天文学家建立在其他领域的科学家相比，部分。然而，我们已经看到，强烈的天文证实圣经的教导，和世俗的办法是多层次的不足。
尽管如此，有很多被发现，并有悬而未决的问题在创造的天文学9的领域，当它来创造宇宙模型，我相信，我们只触及表面。在未来的天文发现，将继续确认参展的方式，我们还不能想象的主电源和别出心裁的“圣经”。我也深信，是已知的许多圣经创造的天文证据，但已因世俗的偏见，误解。
在当今的天文数据的数量是惊人的。在天体物理学领域的书籍和技术论文的数量同样惊人，然而，其中绝大多数是写从自然主义的谬误的世界观。这将导致数据的解释是有问题的，除了需要无数武断的“次要”的假设。我们需要的是接近这个现有的信息，从“圣经”的框架。
这本书的目的是引进只是一个起点，以圣经的观点的宇宙。我们已经表明，天文学是众所周知的事实（衰退的月亮，彗星，太阳系外行星，反物质的缺乏，等等解体）是如何强烈一致的，与“圣经”和世俗场景的问题。许多这样的探索是可能的。谁知道什么惊人的真相正在等待被发现，如果只有世俗思想的束缚被删除。现在发现的时间。它是采取回天文时间。
在深入的创作：
内部矛盾的世界观
一些世界观，不能完全正确的，因为他们是内部不一致。考虑一个唯物主义者的信仰。这样的人认为所有的东西都是物理存在什么不重要。唯物主义用途的原因和逻辑的法律，以支持他的信仰，但他这样做不一致。在他看来，有没有法律的逻辑，因为它们不存在身体。有没有在宇宙中的位置，在那里你可以“看到”的逻辑的法律;他们是无形的，因此不能按照唯物主义者“自称信仰存在。他的理由是自一驳。
同样，进化论者认为所有的生命仅仅是一个产品，化学品，突变和自然选择的意外有一个内部的矛盾。这样的人必须由他自己宣称的信念接受意外发展，人类的大脑。那么，为什么我们应该相信大脑的结论呢？我们没有任何理由接受假设（5）在上面的列表中，如果进化论是真的。因此，进化论的世界观是内部不一致。进化论者接受假设（5），以支持他的世界观与假设（5）不相称。
进化论者可能回应自然选择引导大脑，所以它能够确定的真理。有没有理由假定这是真的，因为它并没有逻辑上遵循生存的价值与能力，以确定真相等同。事实上，一些不正确的信念可能有生存的价值：例如，它在道德上是可以接受的，做任何我想要的（说谎，偷窃，谋杀等）的信念，只要它增加了我生存的机会。
不一致的守则
许多世界观导致的结论是不符合的人信奉他们的人的行为。例如，一个自然有没有一个绝对的道德标准的基础上，但大多数博物仍然会保持一个道德标准，并会被激怒了，如果有人违反。如果宇宙仅仅是一个意外，那么什么是正确与错误的基础上吗？有什么区别从博物学家的观点邪恶的一个良好的行动？
例如，大多数博物学家会认为谋杀是错误的。这是为什么呢？一个人通过博物自己的假设，仅仅是宇宙的事故。为什么要一次事故消除另一个被认为是错误的？博物可以弥补任意一个道德标准（道德也许是多数人的意见，或天生的“感情”确定），但没有一个绝对的基础。正因为如此，他有没有依据的仅仅是他的正确与错误的意见强加给别人。只有创造为基础的世界观允许存在绝对的道德。我们向他欠我们的存在，如果有一个造物主，那么，创建者可以设置的标准。圣经中的神创造了这样的道德标准，这是绝对的法律。
脚注
然而，并非所有的世界观可以提供一个科学和理性的基础。没有任何理由相信，宇宙将服从有序的原则，如果它只是一个意外？科学依赖于一个事实，即宇宙是有序和逻辑，符合统一的法律。这样的属性，预计在“圣经”的世界观，因为一个逻辑的造物主构造强加给它的秩序和宇宙，但许多其他的世界观无法解释这些基本的科学公理。背面
准确地说，他们的共同的中心大规模的行星和太阳轨道。然而，由于太阳是如此巨大，太阳和地球之间的大规模的中心是太阳内部的。尽管如此，太阳的“摇摆不定”，轻微的行星的轨道。许多太阳系外行星被发现的“摆动”，对他们的明星，他们诱导。背面
在以后的地心模型，圆的中心是略有偏移从地球。背面
当然，问题的一个轨道是否B或B的轨道，一个是在一定意义上只是一个参照系的选择（允许“非惯性参照系）。然而，当第三个对象被添加，对称性被打破了。因此，其他行星，围绕太阳旋转，而不是地球。例如，金星在太阳和地球之间有时是在其他时间，太阳，地球和金星之间。这不可能在托勒密体系。背面
今天，我们有许多额外的证据，证实太阳系以太阳为中心的模型：金星的阶段，木星等卫星都难以解释在地心视图。背面
不过，日心说模型，进一步调整细化，提高其准确性。例如，一个比一个圆的椭圆行星轨道，更好地近似。相对论的物理显示，旋进椭圆形，是一个比一个椭圆形的甚至更好的逼近，等等，但基本框架没有改变。背面
事实上，血液可以从镂空的新鲜尸体软泥一段。我们可以说，针击中动脉，造成了良好的血液脉动喷雾，但大概是最会以此为目的的一个比喻，不是生理课。背面
那些从未听过福音的人受到惩罚，因为他们是罪人，而不是“，因为他们没有听说过。”他们有创作的见证（罗马书1:18-28）和自己的良心（罗马书2:14-16） ，所以是“没有借口”。返回
目前还没有一个遥远的星光，然而，大爆竹，有自己的问题，轻的旅行时间，和神创论有几种可能的模式。共识我们还没有看到创建一个统一的基于宇宙论，将提供许多科学对宇宙的起源和结构在“圣经”的框架之内的所有细节。我们还需要一个详细的圣经模型恒星衰老恒星如何随时间变化的。背面
Is the Christian Worldview Logical?

1. What is wrong with the idea of pitting faith against reason?

2. Why do many people think it is irrational to believe the Bible in light of mankind’s “modern scientific” 

understanding of the world?

3. How do skeptics unwittingly prove the truthfulness of the Bible by asserting that it contains contradictions?

4. How would you respond to a friend who told you faith in Christ is illogical?

是基督教世界观的逻辑？
1。什么是错与蚀信仰反对理由的想法？
2。为什么许多人认为这是不合理的，相信在人类的“现代科学”光“圣经”
了解世界吗？
3。如何怀疑论者不知不觉地断言，它包含的矛盾证明圣经的真实性？
4。你会如何​​回应谁告诉你在基督信仰是不合逻辑的朋友？
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The scientific and ethical debate regarding the use of stem cells in medical research has been raging for over a decade. With President Obama reversing the previous administration’s limits on federal funding for embryonic stem cell research, this debate can only intensify in the months and years upcoming.

What Is a Stem Cell?

At the heart of this debate is something called a stem cell. Simply put, stem cells are the types of cells from which all the different tissues of the body are derived. To understand this, just picture what happens when a sperm fertilizes an egg. There is initially one cell; that cell divides into two cells; those two become four; and so on. From these first few cells, over 200 different tissue types in the body are made. These initial cells are called stem cells, and they have the ability to change into the various tissues required as the embryo develops. This process of stem cells turning into more specialized tissue is called differentiation.

As stem cells mature, they become more specialized. As a result of this process, the number of different tissues into which a stem cell can transform becomes limited. That is, after a certain point a stem cell may no longer be able to give rise to nerve cells or skin cells but may be able to produce blood cells or pancreatic cells. This loss of ability to differentiate is one of the key arguments in the debate over stem cell research.

Embryonic Stem Cells and Adult Stem Cells

The two primary types of stem cells involved in this field of research are embryonic stem cells and adult stem cells. Embryonic stem cells are derived from embryos (typically four to five days old). A ball of cells called a blastocyst is disrupted, and the embryonic cells are harvested. These cells grow rapidly and have the potential to transform into any cell type in the body.

Adult stem cells are found in virtually every tissue in the body. However, they are found in relatively small numbers in these tissues. Generally, they only make the cells specific to the area in which they are located. These cells grow less rapidly in laboratory culture than embryonic stem cells (but this is not the disadvantage it appears to be—embryonic stem cells can grow so rapidly that they can be difficult to control). Theoretically, adult stem cells have less potential to produce all the needed cell types required for adequate medical research.

Problems with Embryonic Stem Cells and Benefits of Adult Stem Cells

Proponents of embryonic stem cell research claim that these cells are superior to adult stem cells, and our research efforts should be concentrated in this arena. Are these claims of superiority valid?

First of all, in the last few years, researchers have succeeded in producing virtually every tissue type from adult stem cells. In fact, according to the National Institutes of Health, “A number of experiments have suggested that certain adult stem cell types are pluripotent.”1 So, it is apparent that the claim that embryonic stem cells can produce more tissue types is not true.

Also often overlooked is the problem of tissue rejection. When a patient gets an organ transplant there is always a concern the recipient’s body will reject the donated organ. The same concern exists in therapy with embryonic stem cells. These cells are, in fact, foreign to the recipient’s body and can cause rejection. This would not be the case with adult stem cell therapy, as the patient would be receiving his or her own cells back. These transformed cells would be recognized as “self” and should not induce rejection.

In some studies, embryonic stem cells have been found to produce tumors. This has not been a problem with adult stem cell therapy.

The claim of therapeutic benefit for embryonic stem cells is not borne out by the many years of research with adult stem cells. At present over 70 diseases have been treated with adult stem cell therapy. In fact, blood forming stem cells have been used in transplants for over 30 years.2In contrast, the track record for the use of embryonic stem cells in clinical applications demonstrates no successes: “However, to date, no approved medical treatments have been derived from embryonic stem cell research.”3
Embryos Are Human Beings

The overriding objection to embryonic stem cell research is that in order to obtain these cells, a human life must be terminated. Embryonic stem cells are obtained by disrupting a blastocyst, which is what the embryo is called four to five days after fertilization. While there are many arguments claiming this is not immoral, one must ask the question, “Is it just to kill one person to save another?” Given the absence of success with embryonic stem cell research, perhaps the better question is, ”Is it just to kill one person in the hope of saving another?”

Life begins at conception (here defined as the moment the sperm and egg unite), and, thus, the embryo at day one is a precious human life. The origin of the stem cells we use for research is vitally important (my colleague, Dr. Georgia Purdom, has written an excellent article on the subject). It is curious that in our society some people are so concerned that we pursue this research to help the sick because it is the “humanitarian” thing to do, and yet they deny the humanity of those destroyed to do so.

I am certain that President Obama’s concern for the sick and dying is genuine. However, with this decision the defenseless unborn are put in harm’s way on only the faint promise of benefit. Research with adult stem cells is showing great potential. Would it not be better to use our present resources (as scarce as they are right now) on technology that has already shown such promise?

For more information:

· Get Answers: Cloning and Stem Cells
· Cloning, Stem Cells, and the Value of Life [VOD]

· Stem Cell Breakthrough
Footnotes

1. Pluripotent: Ability of a single stem cell to give rise to all of the various cell types that make up the body; “Stem Cell Information,” National Institute of Health, pp. 11–12. Back
2. Ibid., p. 10. Back
3. Embryonic Stem Cell, Wikipedia. Back
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对干细胞的辩论
汤米·米切尔博士，AIG-U.S. March 11，2009

半技术
作者汤米 - 米切尔医药政治干细胞研究
关于干细胞在医学研究中使用的科学和伦理的辩论已肆虐了十多年。与奥巴马总统扭转上届政府对胚胎干细胞研究的联邦资金的限制，这种辩论只能加强在数月和数年即将到来。
什么是干细胞？
在这次辩论的核心是一种叫做干细胞。简单地说，干细胞是从不同的身体的所有组织细胞类型。要理解这一点，只是图片精子受精鸡蛋时会发生什么。最初是一个细胞，细胞分裂成两个细胞，这两个变成四个，依此类推。从这些最初的几个细胞，在体内超过200个不同的组织类型。这些初步的细胞被称为干细胞，他们有能力改变成所需的各种组织的胚胎发育。这个过程被称为干细胞转变成更多的专门组织的分化。
由于干细胞的成熟，他们变得​​更加专业化。作为这一进程的结果，不同组织的干细胞可以转化的数量有限。也就是说，某一点后，干细胞可能不再能够引起神经细胞或皮肤细胞，但也许能产生血细胞或胰腺细胞。这种分化能力的丧失是对干细胞研究的辩论中的关键参数之一。
胚胎干细胞和成人干细胞
在这一领域的研究涉及的两个主要的干细胞类型的胚胎干细胞和成人干细胞。胚胎干细胞来源于胚胎（通常为四到五天）。一个球称为囊胚细胞被破坏，胚胎干细胞的收获。这些细胞迅速增长，并有可能转变成任何类型的细胞在体内。
成人干细胞的发现在几乎所有的身体组织。然而，他们发现在这些组织中的相对较小的数字。一般来说，他们只让特定的细胞在它们所在的区域。这些细胞生长迅速在实验室培养胚胎干细胞（但这不是缺点似乎将胚胎干细胞能如此迅速地增长，他们可能很难控制）。从理论上讲，成人干细胞有可能产生所有需要的足够的医疗研究所需的细胞类型。
胚胎干细胞和成人干细胞的好处的问题
胚胎干细胞研究声称，这些细胞优于成人干细胞，我们的研究工作应集中在这一领域的拥护者。这些索赔的优势是否有效？
首先，在过去的几年里，研究人员已经成功地生产几乎每一个成人干细胞的组织类型。事实上，根据国家卫生研究院，“一些实验表明，某些成体干细胞类型是多能干细胞”。1，所以，这是明显的，是不正确的说法，胚胎干细胞可以产生更多的组织类型。
也常常被忽视的组织排斥的问题。当病人获得器官移植的关注始终是一个收件人的身体将拒绝捐赠器官。与胚胎干细胞的治疗中存在同样的关注。事实上，这些细胞，国外收件人的身体，可引起排斥反应。这不会是成人干细胞治疗的情况下，病人将接受他或她自己的细胞。这些转化细胞将被确认为“自我”，应该不会引起排斥反应。
在一些研究中，已发现胚胎干细胞产生肿瘤。这已不是一个成人干细胞治疗的问题。
胚胎干细胞的治疗效果索赔不承担多年的研究与成人干细胞。目前与成人干细胞疗法治疗疾病已超过70。事实上，对比度超过30年。2移植造血干细胞已在使用胚胎干细胞在临床应用中的纪录表明没有成功：“不过，到目前为止，已经没有批准的医疗来自胚胎干细胞研究。“
胚胎是人类
压倒一切的反对胚胎干细胞研究是为了获得这些细胞，一个人的生命，必须终止。胚胎干细胞被破坏胚泡，这就是称为胚胎受精后的四到五天。 “虽然有很多争论，声称这是不是不道德的，必须提出这样的问题，它只是杀一个人才能拯救他人呢？”由于缺乏与胚胎干细胞研究，也许更好的问题是成功的，“这是只是为了杀一个人在拯救他人的希望吗？“
生命开始于概念（这里定义为精子和卵子团结的时刻），因此，在第一天的胚胎，是一种珍贵的人类生活。我们的研究中使用的干细胞的来源是非常重要的（我的同事，格鲁吉亚Purdom，博士撰写的关于这一主题的优秀文章）。奇怪的是，有些人在我们的社会如此关注，是我们追求的这项研究，以帮助病人，因为它是“人道主义”的事情，但他们拒绝这样做破坏人类。
我敢肯定，是真正的奥巴马总统的生病和死亡的关注。然而，这一决定手无寸铁的腹中伤害的方式只淡淡的利益承诺。与成人干细胞的研究显示出巨大的潜力。它使用的技术已经显示出了这样的承诺我们的现有资源（如稀缺，因为他们现在是正确的）不是更好吗？
欲了解更多信息：
得到的答案：克隆和干细胞
克隆，干细胞和生命的价值[视频点播]

干细胞的突破
帮助保持这些日常用品来了。支持AIG。
脚注
多能干细胞：一个单一的干细胞会引起身体的各种细胞类型，使所有的能力，“干细胞信息，”国家卫生研究所，第11-12页。背面
同上，p。 10。背面
胚胎干细胞，维基百科。背面
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A recent book, In the beginning, there was Dolly, says:

“The lamb has always been a symbol of innocence. This changed abruptly in the spring of 1997. ‘Dolly,’ a barely three-month-old sheep, hit the headlines, displacing politicians and pop stars from the front pages of newspapers and magazines. Overnight, the fluffy white ‘lamb of innocence’ had become a symbol of threat to human society through an eerie new technology—cloning.”1
Why all the fuss? Because “Dolly” was a genetically identical copy of an adult sheep—a clone. She was the first such clone of a mammal (see section on Dolly).

But how do we judge cloning according to the Bible? In answering, we will first give some biological background.

The cells of a living being—whether in the skin, lungs, nose or elsewhere—have a complete set of genetic “instructions,” known as the genome. From the very first division of the fertilized egg, the nucleus of each cell formed by successive cell divisions stores the complete genetic information.

How Dolly was born

Wilmut’s experiment involved three adult female sheep. He first took an udder cell from sheep A, a six-year-old of the Finn-Dorset breed. He then fused the genetic information in its nucleus with an egg cell from sheep B, from which the nucleus had been removed. Tiny electric shocks were used to stimulate this new “combination” egg cell to divide. Finally, the resultant embryo was implanted into the womb of sheep C, where it developed just like any other sheep embryo.

150 days later, Dolly became the first sheep to be born without a father. Mice have now also been cloned from an adult. This was using a cumulus cell, a type which surrounds the ovary, and a slightly different technique. These clones have also been cloned—and these again—three generations of healthy clones. Cattle have since been cloned as well.

Dolly was the first genetically identical copy of an adult. As a fertilized egg cell progressively splits, its millions of offspring cells specialize into muscle cells, skin cells or secretory cells, for example.

It was thought that a specialized cell could never revert to become a non-differentiated cell, with all the genetic instructions to form the entire creature “unmasked.” However, we now know that even adult mammals can be cloned. Return to text.

At a very early stage of embryonic development, the cells specialize (or differentiate) so that some become nerve cells, some skin cells etc. Each performs different functions, based on different parts of the genetic code. That part of the genome which is not needed for the specialized function of a gland cell, for example, is not lost but is switched off or “asleep.”

In 1996, Ian Wilmut succeeded in awakening the hidden information of the nucleus of such a cell from its slumber.

Dolly is a copy, a clone of the sheep whose udder cell was used. A clone (from Greek klon) is an individual—plant, animal or human being—derived by asexual reproduction from another organism that has the identical hereditary components. Individuals could derive from the same cell (identical twins), or the clone could originate from the cell of another individual.

But, in spite of the fact that clones have the same genotype, they are never absolutely identical. The way an individual develops depends to a high degree on the surroundings, too (see section on Lenin).

Cloning is not a human invention. The Creator Himself planned this way of reproduction. When we plant potato tubers of the previous year, the potatoes we later harvest are just as nutritious and tasty. This is because there was no new combination of hereditary information, with one plant being pollinated with the DNA of another. They are in fact clones of the previous year’s plant.

Strawberries are also propagated from runners which are actually clones of the parent plant, bearing fruit with the same colour and taste.

We also see cloning in the animal kingdom. Aphids can reproduce both sexually and by cloning. In spring the first aphid generation hatches out of fertilized eggs. Later, the aphid lays eggs that start to divide without being fertilized They are clones of the mother. Many other animals reproduce by cloning: certain bees, ants, crustaceans, and lizards.

Concerning people, we know that identical twins are real clones. The fertilized egg splits in two, and each of these two “daughter” cells develops separately. They are individual people with an absolutely identical set of genes. Because of this they have the same innate gifts and talents, as well as the same predisposition to particular illnesses. They have the same colour hair and eyes, the same shoe size and the same features. But, in spite of this, they are two different people: each of them experiences the world in a unique way, and each is uniquely moulded by his or her individual experiences and choices. Both have their own personality, and their own soul.

So is humanity allowed to use the cloning technique? Humans are appointed rulers over “the fish of the sea and over the fowl [birds] of the air and over every living thing that moveth upon the earth” (Genesis 1:28). So I see no reason why it should not be used in plants and animals. Especially where there is a benefit to mankind, such as less hunger or disease. Christ’s example indicates that things (such as healing, binding wounds, peace-making, and feeding the hungry) which oppose the effects of the Curse are “blessed.”

When humans breed wheat that can be cultivated in cold areas, or use artificial selection to get cows yielding more milk, we are also “manipulating nature.” But of course, few would (or should) oppose such intervention. I think that God’s instruction to humans to subdue the earth (Genesis 1:28) also allows for cloning.

The world-wide fear of cloning derives from a vague and confused anxiety about a technology that seems out of control. Gunther Stockinger wrote in the German news magazine Der Spiegel, chronicling the year 1997:

“Biologists and doctors anywhere in the world could hit upon the idea of generating genetically identical copies of geniuses, top-class athletes, artists or movie stars. The person off the shelf, or ‘Homo xerox’, would no longer be mere fiction. Even Hitlers and Stalins could be produced in the labs of bio-modelers if only one usable cell of theirs could be found.”

A major reason for this fear is that in today’s “evolutionized” world, there is no dividing line between the animal kingdom and humans, so the same ethical standards apply to dealings with both.

The Bible, however, draws a clear line between animals and humans, and gives us ethical guidelines:

· Humans were created separately, in God’s image, unlike the animal kingdom (Genesis 1:27). Our existence extends beyond physical death (Luke 16:19-31, Philippians 1:23). This is nowhere indicated for animals.

· God allowed humans to kill animals (Genesis 9:2-3). Concerning other humans, He gave the commandment: “Thou shalt not kill [the Hebrew ratsach means “murder’]’(Exodus 20:13).

· God entrusted humans with dominion over the animal kingdom (Genesis 1:26). But humans were never told to have dominion over other humans, nor manipulate them, as would be the case if cloning humans.

Furthermore, humans are meant to have fathers and mothers, to be where possible the offspring of a sacred marriage relationship, the family ordained by God. While unfortunate circumstances in a fallen world mean that sometimes children have to be raised by only one parent, a clone could never have two parents. Thus the artificial cloning of a complete human being, because it deliberately sets out to cause such a situation, is opposed to biblical principles.
There are further reasons for rejecting the artificial cloning of humans. Each fertilized egg, including those from cloning, is a new human individual. Yet perfecting the cloning technique requires many experiments. Many individuals would be enabled to commence life, only to be deliberately destroyed. The research director of a biotechnology firm recently said,

“My own view is that the research [on human cloning] is immoral at the present time and should always be immoral. To make the technique more efficient would require a great deal of experimentation. And to get this more refined would be at the expense of having deformed babies, etc. To get it into a situation where you could clone humans efficiently would have such a history of misery associated with it.”2
Thus, while it may be right under certain circumstances to clone animals to benefit people, I think it is absolutely wrong to try to clone humans.

Would a clone of Lenin be another Lenin?

While unlikely, the mummified body of Vladimir Ilyich Lenin just might still provide a complete genetic blueprint of his DNA. What if someone with sufficient technology were to use this to make a clone of the “father of the Russian Revolution”?

Many people are unaware that Lenin was one of the most bloodthirsty tyrants of this whole evolutionized century. As a recent Time article3 said, his total ruthlessness was the model for Stalin, Mao, Hitler and Pol Pot. It cites one of the key Soviet dissidents of the era as stating that from Lenin’s “neat pen flowed seas of blood.” 4 The same writer gives us a clue as to how this scholarly intellectual could be responsible for the ruthless extermination of tens of millions: “[Lenin] was a rather kind person whose cruelty was stipulated by science . . . .”

Further insight comes from a speech by a self-professed admirer of Lenin, the late Australian historian, Manning Clark, while in Moscow to receive the Lenin Jubilee Medal.5 Lenin, said Clark, belonged to the “post-Darwinian world . . . [he] tried to tell people about life without God—there was no God.” Consistent with Lenin’s being persuaded by “science” that evolution was fact, he “completely rejected the Judeo-Christian view of the world and its conception of man’s place in the universe. He not only rejected the religious version of the creation of the universe and man, but, more importantly, of man’s creation in the image of God and man’s fall, or to use the words of Lenin’s opponents, human sin.”6
So Lenin was only being logical—if Genesis is myth, we must discard all notions of absolute standards of right and wrong. So why not kill as many people as necessary to help bring about the imagined future socialist utopia?

A clone of Lenin would not necessarily give rise to a similarly murderous individual. The interaction of his (identical) genetic blueprint with the countless differences in his environment and opportunity means that Lenin’s (hypothetical) offspring would likely be very different from his “parent.”

As a human being, he would have a unique soul. He could make his own choices in all manner of areas, including rejecting the evolutionism which turned Lenin into a mass killing machine. He might even become a born-again believer in the risen Lord Jesus. So, while not justifying human cloning, (see main text) common fears about “armies” of identical, ruthless dictators lack a factual basis.7 Return to text.

Footnotes

1. Ingeborg and Josef Cernaj, Am Anfang war Dolly, Wilhelm Heyne Verlag, München, 207 pp, 1997. Back
2. Dr Alan Colman, of PPL Therapeutics in Edinburgh, quoted in a 1998 Reuters (New York) news release. Back
3. Time, pp. 48-50, 13 April 1998. Back
4. The myth that Stalin’s (undoubted) brutality was an aberration, a deviation from the positive policies of Lenin, has faded since the Soviet archives became public. Back
5. The text of Manning Clark’s speech was published in The Australian, p. 11, 6 June 1997.Back
6. Manning Clark, reference 5. Back
7. In any case, it is often overlooked that, while waiting for the “clone” to grow from an embryo to adulthood (say 20 or so years), the “parent” would hardly remain “identical”—he/she would be aging the whole time. Back
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克隆：对还是错？
由1998年的维尔纳 Gitt December 1，
门外汉
作者沃纳 - gitt圣经克隆创造杂志的遗传学研究
精选在
最近的一本书，一开始，有多莉说：
“羊肉一直是清白的象征。这突然改变在1997年的春天。 “多莉”，一个勉强3月龄羊，喧腾，从报纸和杂志的头版取代政治家和歌星。一夜之间，蓬松的白色“无罪的羔羊”已成为威胁人类社会的象征，通过一个令人毛骨悚然的新技术克隆。“
为什么要大惊小怪？由于“多莉”是一个成年羊的克隆基因完全相同的副本。她是第一个哺乳动物克隆（见对多莉节）。
但是我们如何判断克隆根据“圣经”吗？在回答中，我们将首先提供一些生物学背景。
生活细胞，无论是皮肤，肺，鼻或其他地方有遗传的“指示”，被称为基因组的完整。从受精卵的第一部，连续的细胞分裂形成的每一个细胞的细胞核，保存完整的遗传信息。
多莉是如何诞生的
维尔穆特的实验涉及三个成年母羊。他第一次从一个羊，芬兰人赛特品种6岁的乳房细胞。然后，他融合在细胞核与卵细胞的遗传信息从羊B，从细胞核已被删除。用微小的电击刺激这个新的“组合”的卵细胞分裂。最后，由此产生的胚胎被植入子宫内的羊，它就像任何其他的羊胚胎发展。
150天后，多莉成为第一个没有父亲出生的羊。小鼠，现在也被克隆成人。这是利用卵丘细胞，包围子房类型，一种略有不同的技术。这些克隆也已被克隆和健康克隆这些再次三代。以及牛，至今已克隆。
多莉是第一个成人的基因完全相同的副本。由于一个受精卵细胞逐渐分裂，数以百万计的后代细胞转化为肌肉细胞，皮肤细胞或分泌细胞，例如，专门。
据认为，一个专门的细胞不可能恢复成为非分化的细胞，形成了整个生物的遗传指令，“东窗事发”，但是，我们现在知道，即使是成年哺乳动物可以克隆。返回到文本。
细胞在胚胎发育的一个非常早期的阶段，专门（或分化），使每个部分成为神经细胞，一些皮肤细胞等执行不同的功能，根据不同部位的遗传密码。这是不是需要专门的腺细胞功能的基因组的一部分，例如，不丢失，但被关闭或“睡着了。”
在1996年，伊恩·维尔穆特成功地唤醒了这样一个从沉睡细胞的细胞核的隐藏信息。
多莉是一个副本，克隆羊的乳房细胞。一克隆（从希腊klon），是一个单独的植物，动物或人类存在另一个具有相同的遗传组成的有机体，从无性繁殖衍生。个人可以来自同一个单元格（同卵双胞胎），或可能源于另一个个体细胞克隆。
但是，尽管事实上，克隆具有相同基因型，他们从来没有绝对相同的。个人发展的方式，在很大程度上取决于对周围的环境，太（见列宁节）的高度。
克隆是不是人类的发明。造物主亲自策划这种繁殖方式。当我们厂前一年的马铃薯块茎，就像我们以后收获的土豆营养和美味。这是因为有没有一厂与另一个DNA授粉，遗传信息的新组合。他们是在上年的植物其实克隆。
草莓也传播这实际上是克隆母株的亚军，轴承具有相同的颜色和味道的水果。
我们也看到，在动物王国中的克隆。蚜虫可繁殖性克隆。在春天的第一蚜虫出一代受精卵孵化。后来，蚜虫下蛋，开始分裂没有被受精的母亲，他们是克隆。许多其他动物克隆繁殖：某些蜜蜂，蚂蚁，甲壳类动物，和蜥蜴。
有关的人，我们知道，同卵双胞胎是真正的克隆。受精卵分裂成两个，这两个“女儿”细胞的每个单独开发。他们是绝对相同的基因组与个别人。正因为如此，他们有相同的先天礼品和人才，以及同特定疾病的倾向。他们有相同颜色的头发和眼睛，同样的鞋子大小相同的功能。但是，尽管如此，他们是两个不同的人：他们每个人的经历在世界上一种独特的方式，每一个独特的塑造他或她的个人经历和选择。双方都有自己的个性，和自己的灵魂。
所以是允许使用克隆技术的人类？人类被委任为接管“海里的鱼，在家禽的空气和在每一个有生命的东西，摇动后，地球[鸟类]”统治者（创世记1:28）。所以，我看不出为什么它不应该被用在植物和动物的原因。特别是在有对人类的好处，如减少饥饿或疾病。基督的例子表明事情（如愈合，结合伤口，缔造和平，并喂养饥饿）反对诅咒的影响是“祝福”。
当人类的繁殖，可在寒冷地区种植的小麦，或使用人工选择，让奶牛产生更多的乳汁，我们也“操纵的性质。”但是，当然，很少人会（或应该）反对这种干预。我认为神的指示，对人类征服地球（创世记1:28），也允许进行克隆。
克隆世界各地的恐惧源于有关的技术，似乎失控的模糊和混乱的焦虑。冈瑟Stockinger在德国新闻杂志“明镜周刊”写道，记载1997年：
“在世界各地的生物学家和医生可能会击中后产生的天才，一流的运动员，艺术家或电影明星的基因完全相同的副本的想法。现成的人，或'智人施乐'，将不再是单纯的小说。甚至希特勒和斯大林，可以生产生物建模实验室，可以发现，如果他们的只有一个可用的细胞。“
这种担心的一个主要的原因是，在今天的“进化论”的世界，动物王国和人类之间是没有分界线的，所以相同的道德标准适用于既打交道。
然而，“圣经”，绘制了动物和人类之间的线条清晰，使我们的道德准则：
人类创造了神的形象，不像动物王国（创世记1:27）。我们的存在超越了肉体的死亡（路加福音16:19-31，腓1时23分）。这是行不通的指示动物。
上帝允许人类杀死动物（创9:2-3）。至于其他人，他给了诫：“不可杀人[希伯来ratsach意味着”谋杀“]”（出埃及记20:13）。
上帝赋予人类与动物王国的统治（创世记1:26）。但是，人类从来没有被告知有统治其他人，也操纵他们，如果克隆人的情况下将。
此外，人类是为了父亲和母亲，在可能的情况是一个神圣的婚姻关系的后代，家庭受戒上帝。虽然不幸的情况下，在堕落的世界，有时孩子都必须只有一个父提出，克隆可以从来没有两个父母。因此，一个完整的人类人工克隆，因为它故意造成这种情况，是反对圣经的原则。
有进一步的理由拒绝人工克隆人类。每个受精卵，包括从克隆的，是一个新的人类个体。然而，完善克隆技术需要很多的实验。许多人将被启用，开始生活，只有被蓄意破坏。最近的一家生物技术公司的研究部主任说，
“我自己的看法是，不道德的[关于制定有关克隆人的研究是在目前的时间，应始终是不道德的。为了使技术更有效，就需要大量的实验。 ，并获得这更精致，将有畸形婴儿的费用，等等。要进入的情况下，你可以克隆人类有效地将有这样一个悲惨的历史与它相关的。“
因此，虽然它可能在某些情况下，克隆动物，造福人民，我认为这是绝对错误的尝试克隆人类。
将列宁的克隆是另一个列宁？
弗拉基米尔·伊里奇·列宁的木乃伊身体虽然不太可能，只是可能仍然提供了他的DNA完整的基因蓝图。如果有人有足够的技术，以此来使“俄国革命之父”的克隆吗？
很多人不知道列宁是整个最嗜血的暴君之一进化论世纪。作为最近一次第三条说，他的总无情，斯大林，毛泽东，希特勒，波尔布特的模型。这说明，列宁引用的时代的关键苏联持不同政见者之一“整齐的钢笔流入血液海洋。”4“相同的作家提供了我们一个线索，如何这学术的知识分子可能是负责的数以千万计的无情的灭绝列宁：“[]是一个相当善良的人，其残酷是由科学的规定。 。 。 “

来自讲话进一步了解了列宁，澳大利亚已故历史学家，曼宁克拉克自我宣称的崇拜者，同时在莫斯科收到列宁禧奖章。5列宁的，克拉克说，属于“后达尔文的世界。 。 。 [他]试图要告诉没有人对生活的神的存在是没有神。科学“列宁正在通过说服一致”“，进化是事实，他”完全拒绝的世界犹太教和基督教的观点和其人的地方观念在宇宙中。他不仅拒绝了创造宇宙和人类的宗教版本，但更重要的是，人的创造神和人的堕落的形象，或用列宁的对手，人类的罪恶的话。“
因此，列宁只能是合乎逻辑的，如果创世记是神话，我们必须抛弃所有对与错的绝对标准的概念。那么，为什么不杀死尽可能多的人来帮助带来想象中的未来社会主义的乌托邦？
列宁的克隆并不一定会带来类似的杀气个人。他（相同）的基因蓝图在他的环境和机会，无数的差异的相互作用是指列宁的（假想的）的后代，很可能是从他的非常不同的“父”。
作为一个人，他将有一个独特的灵魂。他在所有领域的方式可以使自己的选择，包括拒绝进化论列宁变成大规模的杀人机器。他甚至可能成为一个重生得救的信徒在复活的主耶稣。所以，虽然没有证明克隆人，（见正文）相同的，无情的独裁者“军队”的共同恐惧，缺乏一个事实basis.7返回文本。
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What about Cloning and Stem Cells?

1. What happens when an organism is cloned?

2. How is artificial cloning typically accomplished?

3. What are the problems associated with cloning?

4. Compare embryonic stem cells (ESC) to adult stem cells (ASC).

5. If someone asked you to be involved in research on stem cell treatments, how would you respond? 

有关克隆和干细胞是什么？
1。克隆一个生物体时，会发生什么？
2。如何人工克隆通常完成？
3。与克隆有关的问题是什么？
4。比较胚胎干细胞（ESC）的成人干细胞（ASC）。
5。如果有人问你在干细胞治疗研究，你将如何应对？
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Insisting that the earth and the universe are young, only 6,000 years old or so, does not make the biblical view popular in today’s enlightened “scientific” culture. It would be so easy just to go along with the view believed and followed by the overwhelming majority of scientists—and taught in nearly all universities and museums around the world—that the universe is 13–14 billion years old and the earth 4.5 billion years old.

After all, many Christians and most scientists who are Christians believe in such a vast antiquity for the earth and universe. Consequently, they even insist the days in Genesis 1 were not literal days, but were countless millions of years long. Also, they claim the Genesis account of creation by God is just poetic and/or figurative, so it is not meant to be read as history.

Why a Young Age for the Earth?

Of course, the reason for insisting on a young earth and universe is because other biblical authors took Genesis as literal history and an eyewitness account provided and guaranteed accurate by the Creator Himself (2 Timothy 3:16a; 2 Peter 1:21). Jesus also took Genesis as literal history (Mark 10:6–9; Matthew 19:4–5; Luke 17:27). So, the outcome of letting Scripture interpret Scripture is a young earth and universe.

The Hebrew language and context used in Genesis 1 can only mean literal (24 hour) days.1Furthermore, as history, the genealogies in Genesis 5 and 11 provide an accurate chronology, so that from the creation of the first man Adam to the present day is only about 6,000 years. Since the earth was only created five literal days before Adam, then on the authority of God’s Word the earth is only about 6,000 years old.

Does the Earth Look Old?

Nevertheless, most people, including Christians, would still claim dogmatically that the earth looks old. But why does the earth supposedly look old? And how old does the earth really look? If we rightly ask such questions, then we are likely to get closer to the right answers.

The use of the word looks gives us the necessary clue to finding the answers. Looking at an object and making a judgment about it requires two operations by the observer. There is first the observation of the object with one’s eyes. Light impulses then go from the eyes to be processed by one’s brain. How one’s brain interprets what has been seen through one’s eyes is dependent on what information is already stored in one’s brain. Such information has been progressively acquired and stored in our brains since birth. So, for example, as a child we learn what a rock is by being shown a rock.

[image: image8.jpg]



A trilobite fossil in a piece of sandstone

We observe that a sandstone is made of sand cemented together, and we see a trilobite fossil inside the sandstone, so we wonder how the trilobite came to be fossilized in the sandstone and how both the sandstone and the trilobite fossil formed. However, we never actually observed either the trilobite being buried by sand and fossilized or the deposition of the sand and its cementation into sandstone. Therefore, we don’t really know how and when the trilobite fossil and the sandstone formed—so just by looking at them we really don’t know how old they are.

How, then, can we work out how old they might be and how they formed? Because we can’t go back to the past, it seems logical to think in terms of what we see happening around us today—in the present. Today rivers slowly erode land surfaces and gradually transport the sand downstream to their mouths where they build deltas. The sediments also are eventually spread gradually out on the sea floor, where bottom-dwelling creatures like trilobites could perhaps be occasionally buried and then fossilized.

So, with this apparently logical scenario in our minds, based on our everyday experience, when we look at that piece of sandstone with the trilobite fossil in it, it seems totally reasonable to conclude that, because it took such a long time to erode and transport the sand and then deposit it to bury and fossilize the trilobite, the sandstone and trilobite fossil must be very old. Perhaps they may even be millions of years old. However, it needs to be remembered that there are no particular intrinsic features of the sandstone and the trilobite fossil that are incontestably diagnostic of any supposed great age. The conclusion that they must be old wasn’t because they actually look old, but because it was assumed they took a long time to form based on present-day experience.

Long Age Reasoning Questioned

Now let’s extend this reasoning to the earth itself. Why is it that most people think the earth looks old? Isn’t it because they assume it took a long time to form based on their present-day experience of geological processes? After all, volcanic eruptions only occur sporadically today, so the vast, thick lava flows stacked on top of one another—for example, in the USA’s Pacific Northwest—must have taken a long time to accumulate. However, this reasoning is wrong for three very valid reasons:

First, it ignores the fact that we cannot go back to the past to actually verify by direct observations that vast, thick stacks of lava flows—and sandstones with trilobite fossils—took a long time to form millions of years ago. The inference that the present is the key to the past is only an assumption, not a fact.

Second, that assumption deliberately ignores the fact that we do have direct eyewitnesses from the past who have told us what did happen to the earth and how old it really is. The Bible claims to be the communication to us of the Creator God who has always existed. Its authenticity is overwhelmingly verified by countless exactly fulfilled predictions, archeological and scientific evidences, corroborating eyewitness accounts, and the changed lives and testimonies of Bible-believing Christians. In Genesis 1–11, it is revealed how to calculate the age of the earth, and how rock layers and fossils were rapidly and recently formed in the year-long, global, catastrophic Flood.

And third, there is now abundant scientific evidence that rock layers and fossils can only form rapidly due to catastrophic geological processes not usually seen today, and not on the scale they must have occurred at in the past.2
Catastrophism Today

Geologists are always studying present-day geological processes, including rare catastrophic events, such as floods, earthquakes, and violent volcanic eruptions. Such processes have been observed to produce and change geological features very rapidly; so, geologists have learnt not to ignore such currently rare catastrophic events when interpreting how the earth’s features were produced in the past.

Further examples of why most people think the earth looks old are river valleys and canyons. Because the rivers in most valleys and canyons today seem to only slowly and imperceptibly erode their channels, even during occasional floods, most people assume it must have taken millions of years to erode valleys and canyons.
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This canyon system, with 100-feet high cliffs, was eroded adjacent to Mount St. Helens in less than a day!

However, the observational realities are more instructive than such an erroneous assumption. For example, since the Colorado River today does not erode its channel, the only truly viable explanation for the carving of the Grand Canyon is rapid catastrophic erosion on an enormous scale by dammed waters left over from the global Genesis Flood.3 Such rapid catastrophic erosion carving canyons has even been observed. As a result of the 1980 and subsequent eruptions at Mount St. Helens, up to 600 feet of rock layers rapidly accumulated nearby. A mudflow on March 18, 1982, eroded a canyon system over 100 feet deep in these sediment layers, resulting in a one-fortieth scale model of the real Grand Canyon.4
Uniformitarianism Predicted

In 2 Peter 3, we read a prediction that Peter made around AD 62 that scoffers would arise who would challenge and deny that God created the earth and subsequently destroyed the earth by the cataclysmic global Flood. Peter says they would be willingly ignorant and deliberately reject the evidence for a created earth and the year-long global Flood. They would claim instead that the present is the key to the past, that present-day geological processes have always operated at today’s snail’s pace and that they alone are necessary to explain how rock layers and fossils formed and how old the earth is.
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Secular museum display teaching the uniformitarian concept that understating the present is the key to understanding the past

This prediction was actually fulfilled about 200 years ago—about 1750 years after the prediction was made. James Hutton, a doctor and farmer-turned-geologist, claimed in his 1785 Royal Society of Edinburgh paper and 1795 book Theory of the Earth that he saw “no vestige of a beginning” for the earth because present-day geological processes have slowly recycled rock materials over vast eons of time. This was a deliberate rejection of the biblical account of the recent, global catastrophic Flood, up until that time accepted by most scholars to be the explanation for fossil-bearing rock layers. Indeed, Hutton insisted that “the past history of our globe must be explained by what can be seen happening now” (emphasis mine).5
It was Charles Lyell, a lawyer-turned-geologist, with his three volume 1830–33 Principles of Geology who eventually convinced the geological establishment to abandon the biblical Flood in favor of this “principle” he called uniformitarianism. Lyell openly declared that he wanted to remove the influence of Moses (the human author of Genesis) from geology, revealing his motivation was spiritual, not scientific.6 He insisted on the uniformity through time of natural processes only at today’s rates, a belief that was later encapsulated in the phrase “the present is the key to the past.”

This is the belief that now underpins virtually all modern geological explanations about the earth and its rock layers. And it is a belief, because it cannot be proved that only today’s geological processes can explain the earth’s history and determine its age. No one has ever observed past geological processes, except for God—and Noah and his family—during the Flood when these processes were definitely catastrophic on a global scale. Yet most people today, even Christians, have unwittingly imbibed this uniformitarian belief, having been brainwashed by the constant barrage of teaching globally over many decades by the world’s education systems (schools, colleges, and universities), museums and media (newspapers, magazines, television, and even Hollywood). Indeed, most people automatically see the earth as old because they have accepted it is a proven scientific fact that it is old!

Using the Right Glasses
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However, based on the authority of God’s Word, we can dogmatically say they are absolutely wrong. Looking at the world through “glasses” that are based on human reasoning alone (man’s word) makes people wrongly think the earth looks really old. On the other hand, when we as Christians see the world through the biblical “glasses” provided by God’s inerrant Word—so that we see the world as God sees it—we can assert unashamedly that the earth does not really look that old at all, being only about 6,000 years old (which, of course, is young). Indeed, the earth we see today is the way it looks because it is the destroyed remains of the original earth God created, still marred by the subsequent Curse.

Furthermore, not only should we understand that the Bible provides the true history of the earth, but that history tells us the earth only looks the way it does today because of what happened in the past. In other words, the past is the key to the present!

Conclusion

Paul in 2 Corinthians 11:3 warns us about the way Satan subtly beguiled the mind of Eve in the Garden of Eden by questioning and twisting God’s Word. Today, Satan has subtly beguiled so many people, including Christians, by twisting the clear testimony of God’s Word that “the past is the key to the present” into “the present is the key to the past.” And just as he used the appealing look of the fruit on that tree to entice Eve, so he uses the snail’s pace of geological processes today to make people doubt or deny what God has told us about the young age of the earth and His eyewitness account of the formation of the rock layers and fossils.

It also must be emphasized that even though we must trust God and His Word by faith alone (Hebrews 11:3), it is neither an unreasonable nor a subjective faith. This is because God is not a man that He should lie, so the evidence we see in God’s world will always ultimately be consistent with what we read in God’s Word. Thus, when we put on our biblical “glasses,” we should be able to immediately see and recognize the overwhelming evidence that the earth looks and is young and that the earth’s fossil-bearing rock layers are a product of the global catastrophic Flood.

After all, if the Genesis Flood really did occur, what evidence would we look for? Genesis 7 says all the high hills and mountains under the whole heaven were covered by the water from the fountains of the great deep and the global torrential rainfall so that all land-dwelling, air-breathing creatures not on the Ark perished. Wouldn’t we, therefore, expect to find the remains of billions of plants and creatures buried in rock layers rapidly laid down by water all around the earth? Yes, of course! And that’s exactly what we find—billions of rapidly buried fossils in rock layers up on the continents, rapidly deposited by the ocean waters rising up and over the continents all around the earth. This confirms that the rocks and fossils aren’t millions of years old—and neither is the earth.

So how old does the earth look? If we look at the earth through the “glasses” of human reasoning—that only snail-paced present geological processes can explain the past—then the earth does indeed look old. However, that autonomous human reasoning blatantly denies what God’s Word clearly tells us about the true age of the God-created earth and about what happened in the recent past during the global cataclysmic Flood, which is the key to understanding why the earth looks the way it does today.
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看地球多大？
安德鲁博士斯内林，AIG-U.S. May 12，2009

门外汉
地球年龄的作者，安德鲁斯内林地球化石形成的僵化的化石记录化石地质岩石地层的洪水
坚持认为地球和宇宙是年轻的，只有6000岁左右，不使“圣经”的观点，在今天的启迪“科学”文化的流行。这将是那么容易，刚去的观点认为，绝大多数科学家其次，在几乎所有的大学和世界，宇宙是13-14亿岁的地球4.5亿年左右的博物馆教老。
毕竟，许多基督徒和大多数科学家是基督徒，相信在这样一个古老的地球和宇宙的广阔。因此，他们甚至坚持在创世记第一天是不是字面的天，但亿万年之久。此外，他们声称创世记帐户是由上帝创造的只是诗意和/或图形，所以它并不意味着要读历史。
为什么要为年轻地球？
当然，坚持一个年轻的地球和宇宙的原因是因为其他的圣经作为文学史和目击者提供的成因，并保证准确造物主自己（提摩太后书3:16了;彼得后书1:21）。耶稣也参加了创世纪文学史“（马克10:6-9;马太福音19:4-5;路加福音17:27）。所以，让圣经解释圣经的结果，是一个年轻的地球和宇宙。
创世记第一章中使用的希伯来语言和上下文只能意味着文字（24小时）days.1此外，历史，族谱在创世记5日和11提供一个准确的年代，所以，从创建的第一个男人亚当到现在一天只有约6000年。由于地球是只创建5天亚当之前的文字，然后神的话语的权威地球只有约6000岁。
地球是否看老？
然而，大多数人，包括基督徒，仍然声称教条，地球看起来老。但为什么地球假想看起来老吗？和地球真的看不老吗？如果我们正确地问这样的问题，那么我们可能得到更接近正确的答案。
使用的字看起来为我们提供了必要的线索寻找答案。寻找对象作出判断，需要两个操作观察员。首先是对象与一个人的眼睛观察。光脉冲，然后再从眼睛到一个人的大脑处理。一个人的大脑如何解释已通过自己的眼睛看到的是什么样的信息已经储存在人的大脑的依赖。这些信息已逐步收购和储存在我们的大脑从出生。因此，举例来说，作为一个孩子，我们学习什么是岩石被石头。
一个三叶虫化石在一块砂岩
我们观察到，砂岩胶结在一起的沙子，我们看到了一个三叶虫化石的砂岩里面，所以我们不知道如何三叶虫来到化石砂岩，砂岩和三叶虫化石的形成。然而，我们从来没有实际观测到的三叶虫被埋没沙化石或砂和砂岩的胶结沉积。因此，我们真的不知道如何和何时三叶虫化石的形成 - 所以只是看着他们，我们真不知道他们是如何老的砂岩。
那么，我们的工作，他们可能是多么老，他们是如何形成的呢？因为我们不能回到过去，似乎顺理成章地认为，我们所看到的发生在我们身边，在今天的目前。今天的河流慢慢蚕食陆地表面，并逐步运送他们的嘴，他们在那里建立三角洲下游的沙。沉积物也最终蔓延逐渐走出海底，像三叶虫的底栖生物或许可以偶尔埋葬，然后化石。
所以，这显然是逻辑的情况下，在我们的脑海中，根据我们的日常经验，当我们在这块砂岩的三叶虫化石中，它似乎完全合理的结论，因为花了这么长的时间侵蚀和运沙，然后存放，埋葬和僵化的三叶虫，砂岩和三叶虫化石一定是很古老。也许他们甚至可能是几百万年的历史。不过，需要记住，有没有特别的砂岩的内在功能和三叶虫化石，是无可争议的任何所谓伟大的时代诊断。他们的结论是，必须是老，不是因为他们实际上看起来老了，但因为它是假定他们花了很长时间，形成现今的经验的基础上。
长年龄推理质疑
现在，让我们扩展到地球本身的推理。原因是，大多数人认为地球看起来老了吗？是不是因为他们承担了很长一段时间，以形成其现今的地质变化过程中的经验的基础上吗？毕竟，火山爆发仅发生零星的今天，如此庞大的，厚厚的熔岩流一个，例如，在美国太平洋西北地区，必须采取很长一段时间积累的顶部堆放。然而，这种推理是错误的三个非常有效的原因：
首先，它忽略了一个事实，我们不能回到过去通过直接观测的实际验证，广阔，堆叠厚的熔岩流和砂岩，花了很长一段时间，数百万年前形成的三叶虫化石。推理，现在是过去的关键只是一种假设，而不是一个事实。
第二，假设故意忽略了一个事实，我们必须从过去的直接目击者告诉我们什么发生在地球和它确实是老的。 “圣经”声称自己是一直存在的造物主上帝给我们的通信。无数的预言完全实现，考古和科学证据，证实了目击者的描述，改变生活和相信圣经的基督徒的证词，绝大多数是验证其真实性。在创世记1-11显示如何计算地球的年龄，以及如何迅速岩层和化石，最近在一年之久，全球性，灾难性的洪水形成。
第三，现在有丰富的科学证据，岩层和化石只能形成迅速，由于没有通常看到今天的灾难性的地质过程，而不是上规模，他们必须出现在过去。2

灾变今天
地质学家一直研究现今的地质过程，包括罕见的灾难性事件，如洪水，地震，猛烈的火山喷发。已经观察到这种过程非常迅速产生和改变的地质特征;如此，地质学家已经学会不要忽视这种目前罕见的灾难性事件时解释地球的功能，如何在过去。
为什么大多数人都认为地球看起来老了进一步的例子是河谷和峡谷。因为在大多数的山谷和峡谷河流今天似乎只能慢慢潜移默化地侵蚀的渠道，即使偶尔洪水期间，大多数人认为它必须采取数百万年的侵蚀山谷和峡谷。
这个峡谷系统，100英尺高的悬崖，被侵蚀相邻圣海伦山在不到一天的时间！
然而，观测的现实指导超过这样一个错误的假设。例如，自今日的科罗拉多河没有削弱它的渠道，为雕刻大峡谷的唯一真正可行的解释是一个巨大的规模迅速灾难性的侵蚀，从全球创洪水。3如此迅速的灾难性的侵蚀遗留下来的堰塞湖水域雕刻的峡谷，甚至被观察到。作为1980年和随后爆发的圣海伦火山，高达600英尺附近的迅速积累的岩石层的结果。一，1982年3月18日泥石流侵蚀这些沉积层中超过100英尺深的峡谷系统，导致在一个真正的大Canyon.4的四十分之一的比例模型
均变预测
在3彼得，我们读到了预测，彼得约公元62嘲笑者产生挑战和否定上帝创造了地球和后来灾难性的全球性洪水毁坏地球。彼得说，他们会心甘情愿地无知和故意拒绝为创造地球和长达一年的全球性洪水的证据。 ，而不是他们声称，现在是过去的关键，即现今的地质过程始终运行在今天的蜗牛的步伐，他们仅是必要的解释岩层和化石如何形成和地球是多么老。
世俗博物馆展出的教学均变的概念，低估目前的关键是了解过去
这个预测是大约200年前完成了大约1750年后的预测。医生和农民出身的地质学家詹姆斯·赫顿，声称在他的1785皇家学会的爱丁堡纸和1795年地球的书理论，他认为“无痕迹”地球一开始，因为现今的地质过程已经慢慢回收岩石材料了广大亿万年的时间。这是一个蓄意的排斥反应，最近，全球灾难性洪水的圣经帐户，直到那个时候，大多数学者所接受的是含化石的岩石层解释。事实上，赫顿坚持必须通过什么可以看到现在发生的解释，“我们的地球过去的历史”（重点矿山）.5

这是律师出身的地质学家查尔斯·莱尔，与他的三个量1830至1833年地质谁最终说服了放弃他称为均变赞成这个“原则”圣经洪水的地质建立的原则。莱尔公开宣称，他想从地质学的摩西（人类的创作者）的影响，揭示了他的动机是精神的，不科学性。6他通过自然过程的时间，只有在今天的汇率的统一，坚持一个信念，即后来封装一语中的：“现在是过去的关键。”
正是在这种信念的支撑几乎所有的现代关于地球岩层的地质解释。它是一种信仰，因为它不能被证明，才有了今天的地质过程可以解释地球的历史，并确定它的年龄。从来没有人发现在过去的地质过程，除了上帝和挪亚和他的家庭在洪水时，这些进程是肯定在全球范围内的灾难性。然而，大多数人的今天，甚至基督徒，不知不觉中熏陶此均变的信念，而一直的教学几十年世界教育系统（学校，学院，和大学），全球范围内不断攻势洗脑，博物馆和媒体（报纸，杂志，电视，甚至好莱坞）。事实上，大多数人会自动作为老地球，因为他们已经接受了它是一个久经考验的科学事实，它是旧的！
使用合适的眼镜
然而，基于神的话语的权威，教条，我们可以说他们是绝对错误的。放眼全球，通过“眼镜”，是基于人类推理（人的话），使人们误以为地球看起来真的老了。另一方面，当我们作为基督徒看到通过“圣经”所提供的“眼镜”世界神无误的字，所以，我们看到世界为上帝看到它，我们可以断言底气十足，地球并不真的期待在所有老，只有约6000岁（其中，当然，是年轻的）。事实上，我们今天所看到的地球是它的样子，因为它是上帝创造的原始地球的破坏遗体，随后诅咒仍然毁损。
此外，我们不仅要明白“圣经”提供了地球的真实历史，但历史告诉我们唯一的地球看起来，它的方式，因为在过去发生了什么事今天。换句话说，过去是，现在的关键！
结论
保罗在哥林多后书11:3警告撒旦巧妙地质疑和扭曲神的话语的花园在伊甸园引诱夏娃的心，我们的方式。今天，撒旦巧妙地引诱扭曲的神的话语清晰的证词说：“在目前的关键”到“现在是过去的关键。”而正如他使用的过去，包括基督徒，所以很多人，呼吁看看这树来引诱夏娃的果实，所以他使用的蜗牛的地质进程的步伐今天，以使人们怀疑或否认什么神已经向有关的地球年轻的年龄和他的岩石形成的目击者帐户我们层和化石。
它还必须强调，即使我们必须相信上帝和他的信仰，仅（希伯来书11:3）字，这是既不是不合理的，也不是一种主观的信念。这是因为上帝是不是一个人，他应该说谎，所以我们看到在神的世界的证据，最终将永远是符合我们读神的话语。因此，当我们把我们的圣经“的眼镜，”我们应该能够立即看到并承认的压倒性的证据表明，地球看起来是年轻和地球的化石的岩层是一种产品的全球灾难性洪水。
毕竟，如果创世记大洪水真的发生，有什么证据，我们寻找呢？ 7创世记说，水从喷泉的伟大深和全球的暴雨，使所有的土地，住宅，呼吸空气的方舟上的动物丧生覆盖所有高的山丘和高山下整个天堂。我们不会，因此，期望找到埋在岩石层的植物和动物的数十亿美元的遗体迅速奠定了水绕地球？是的，当然！而这正是我们发现的数十亿美元迅速埋藏的化石在岩石层上的大洲，迅速升起海域的海洋沉积了所有围绕地球的各大洲。这证实，岩石和化石数百万年不老，既不是地球。
因此，如何看地球呢？通过的“眼镜”人类的推理，如果我们在地球上看起来，只有牛步目前的地质过程可以解释的过去，那么地球确实显得苍老。然而，该自治区人力推理公然否认什么神的话语清楚地告诉约，在上帝的创造地球的真实年龄和什么在最近发生的全球灾难性洪水期间我们，这是理解的关键为什么地球上看起来的方式它今天。
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How Old Does the Earth Look?

1. How different are the secular and biblical dates for the age of the earth and universe?

2. How do we determine the age of the earth from a biblical perspective?

3. What assumptions do people make in order to conclude that the earth looks old? How does the Bible refute this idea?

4. How can we connect 2 Peter 3 to the idea of looking at the world through “glasses”?

看地球多大？
1。地球和宇宙的年龄，世俗和圣经的日期有什么不同？
2。我们如何确定从圣经角度看地球的年龄呢？
3。人为了得出结论，地球看起来老做什么假设？圣经如何反驳这种想法？
4。我们怎样才能连接2彼得3通过“眼镜”看世界的想法？
