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Whether by email, regular mail, phone call, or speaking engagement, there are several questions Answers in Genesis can predict will be asked at some point. Among them are: Is there really a God?; Why is there so much death and suffering in the world?; and How did Noah fit all the animals on the Ark?. In fact, these questions come up so often that a book, the Answers Book, was written specifically to address these perceived challenges to the Christian faith.

In light of this, it is interesting that these (and other) questions were recently listed as “questions that have disappeared” for one reason or another. 1
· Professor Lawrence M. Krauss of Case Western Reserve University suggested the question Does God Exist? should, at least in the Biblical sense of the word God, be obsolete:

“In the 1960’s and 70’s it seemed just a matter of time before antiquated notions of god, heaven, and divine intervention would disappear from the intellectual spectrum, at least in the US. Instead, we find ourselves in an era when God appears to be on the lips of all politicians, creationism is rampant in our schools, and the separation of church and state seems more fragile than ever. What is the cause of this regression, and what can we do to combat it? Surely, one of the legacies of science is to learn to accept the Universe for what it is, rather than imposing our own belief systems on it. We should be prepared to offend any sensibilities, even religious ones, when they disagree with the evidence of experiment. Should scientists be more vocal in order to combat the born-again evangelists who are propagating ill-founded notions about the cosmos?” 2
· Professor Randolph M. Nesse of the University of Michigan believes the inability of theologians to competently answer Why is life so full of suffering? “has led many to give up on the big question and to ask instead only how brain mechanisms work, and why people differ in their experiences of suffering.” He then proposes evolutionary explanations for suffering. 3
· Dr Cliff Pickover offers Did Noah Really Collect all Species of Earthly Organism on his Ark? as his example of a question scientists no longer ask. After listing several reasons for why, in his view, the Biblical account of Noah cannot be true, he concludes:

“All of these cogitations lead me to believe that most scientifically trained people no longer ask whether an actual man named Noah collected all species of Earthly organism on his ark. By extension, most scientifically trained people no longer ask if the Bible is literal truth.” 2
These are examples of questions that, according to some, should no longer be asked. And yet, these questions continue to surface-sometimes from skeptics and sometimes from sincere inquirers.

In one sense, we are happy these questions are still being asked, as it shows some people are continuing to grapple with the truth of Scripture-particularly the foundational book of Genesis.

In another sense, we would agree that these should no longer be popular questions-but for different reasons than the ones given above. You see, we have already answered these questions in numerous ways and at numerous times-through articles in Creation magazine (see How Would You Answer?) and in other of our materials. We encourage Christians to arm themselves with these vital resources, saturating their culture with responses to such questions, and teaching their children to view the world Biblically. Although we recognize there will always be those who are “willingly ignorant” of the truth, we would hope the number of times we hear these questions would gradually diminish as people learn the Bible is logically defendable.

Footnotes

1. In response to the World Question Center 2001 question “What Questions Have Disappeared?” posed to subscribers of the online journal, Edge. Back
2. http://www.edge.org/documents/questions/q2001.7.html. 6 February 2001. Back (1) Back (2)
3. http://www.edge.org/documents/questions/q2001.2.html. 6 February 2001. Back
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“上帝存在吗？”
由2001年的Stacia McKeever二月13日
门外汉
护创造进化的争议的证据为上帝的诺亚方舟
无论是通过电子邮件，普通邮件，电话，或者说参与，有几个问题，在创世纪的答案可以预测将被要求在一些点。其中包括：是否真的有上帝，为什么有这么多的死亡和在世界上的痛苦;怎么诺亚适合所有的动物上方舟吗？？事实上，这些问题，所以经常想出的答案书，一本书，写专门为解决这些知觉的基督教信仰的挑战。
鉴于此，有趣的是，这些问题（和其他）“已经消失的问题”或其他的原因之一，最近上市。 1

凯斯西储大学的劳伦斯教授克劳斯提出的问题上帝是否存在？应至少在词神的圣经感，是过时的：
“在20世纪60年代和70年代，它似乎只是一个时间的问题之前的神，天上的陈旧观念，神圣的干预会消失，至少在美国，从知识产权的频谱。相反，我们发现自己在这样一个时代，当上帝似乎是所有政治家的嘴唇，神创论是对我们学校的猖獗，政教分离似乎比以往任何时候都更脆弱。这个回归的原因是什么，我们能做些什么来对付它？当然，科学的遗产之一，就是要学会接受它是什么，而不是强加给我们自己的信仰系统，宇宙。我们应准备得罪任何情面，甚至是宗教的，当他们不同意的实验证据。科学家应该更多的声乐，以打击重生的福音派谁是传播有关宇宙的观念不攻自破？“
密歇根大学教授伦道夫研究Nesse认为无法胜任的神学家回答为什么是这样充满痛苦的生活吗？ “已经导致许多人放弃对大的问题和要求，而不是唯一的脑机制是如何工作的，为什么人在痛苦的经验不同。”然后，他提出了痛苦的进化解释。 3

博士的悬崖Pickover提供挪亚真的他的方舟收集所有地球生物物种？作为他的一个问题的科学家的例子不再问。列出几个为什么，在他看来，圣经中的诺亚帐户不能是真实的原因后，他的结论是：
“所有这些深思问题使我相信，最科学的训练人们不再问一个实际的人，名为诺亚是否对他的方舟收集所有地球生物物种。通过扩展，最科学的训练的人不再问，如果“圣经”是字面真理。“
这些问题的例子，根据一些，不应该再要求。然而，这些问题继续表面有时怀疑论者有时真诚探究。
在某种意义上说，我们很高兴这些问题仍然被提出，因为它表明，一些人继续抓住真理的圣经，尤其是基础本书的成因。
在另一种意义上，我们会同意，这些应该不再是流行的问题，但比上述的不同原因。你看，我们已经回答了这些问题，在许多方面，在无数次通过创作“杂志的文章（见你会如何回答？）和我们的其他材料。我们鼓励基督徒武装自己，这些重要的资源，对这些问题的响应饱和与他们的文化，并教导子女圣经看世界。虽然我们承认总是会有那些谁是“心甘情愿无知”的道理，我们希望为人们学习“圣经”是逻辑上可防御的时候，我们听到这些问题将逐渐减弱。
脚注
为响应2001年世界问题的核心问题“什么问题都消失了吗？”的在线杂志，边缘用户构成。背面
http://www.edge.org/documents/questions/q2001.7.html。 2月6日。返回（1）（2）
http://www.edge.org/documents/questions/q2001.2.html。 2月6日。背面
Feedback: Circular Reasoning

by Darius and Karin Viet

May 27, 2011

Layman
· author-darius-viet
· author-karin-viet
· feedback
· logic
· presuppositions
Hi AiG,

My question is regarding presuppositional apologetics. I’ve read the article at this linkhttp://www.answersingenesis.org/articles/am/v2/n4/presuppositional-apologetics and I whole heartedly agree with what it teaches. I know that I’m not a strong debater and so I need to anchor myself to God’s word to have a hope at defending our faith.

However, in a recent discussion with a non-Christian, where I was using presuppositional apologetics, I was accused of using circular reasoning to argue my case. He claims that it is invalid to assume God exists to argue that God exists. On the surface, this seems to make sense. But I still firmly believe that it’s valid to presuppose that God exists.

How should I respond to his claims that my arguments are invalid due to circular reasoning?

Btw: Thank you. Your ministry has greatly encouraged and strengthened my faith.

God bless you.

V.



V.,

We agree that presuppositional apologetics is the ultimate biblical approach to apologetics. The common accusation that the presuppositionalist uses circular reasoning is actually true. In fact, everyone uses some degree of circular reasoning when defending his ultimate standard (though not everyone realizes this fact). Yet if used properly, this use of circular reasoning is not arbitrary and, therefore, not fallacious.

Contrary to what your non-Christian friend said, circular reasoning is surprisingly a valid argument. The conclusion does follow from the premises. Circular reasoning is a logical fallacy only when it is arbitrary, proving nothing beyond what it assumes.

However, not all circular reasoning is fallacious. Certain standards must be assumed. Dr. Jason Lisle gave this example of a non-arbitrary use of circular reasoning:

1. Without laws of logic, we could not make an argument.

2. We can make an argument.

3. Therefore, there must be laws of logic.1
While this argument is circular, it is a non-fallacious use of circular reasoning. Since we couldn’t prove anything apart from the laws of logic, we must presuppose the laws of logic even to prove they exist. In fact, if someone were trying to disprove that laws of logic exist, he’d have to use the laws of logic in his attempt, thereby refuting himself. Your non-Christian friend must agree there are certain standards that can be proven with circular reasoning.

Your basic presupposition—God exists and has revealed Himself in His inerrant, authoritative Word—is the ultimate standard. Presupposing God exists to argue that God exists is a reasonable circular argument because without the God of the Bible, we have no basis for assuming the laws of logic and their properties, let alone absolute morality or the uniformity of nature.

We’ve already established how the laws of logic must exist or else we wouldn’t have reason to debate. But a natural universe consisting of strictly matter in motion would not contain abstract laws of logic, and proving anything would be impossible.2 These laws do obviously exist because the biblical God exists, and the laws of logic stem from His nature—He is unchanging, universal, and immaterial.3
Also, absolute moral standards are dependent on the holy, sinless God of the Bible. He promises to judge those who violate His laws—each of us—by casting sinful unbelievers into the lake of fire or freeing sinful believers by His own Son’s blood on the Cross (2 Thessalonians 1:8–9;Ephesians 1:7). If the evolutionary worldview were true, we would be advanced animals acting on chemical impulses. Absolute moral standards would not exist.

Science itself requires the biblical God. Without the uniformity of nature, which can only be explained by God consistently upholding the universe, science would be a guessing game. In a random chance universe, we’d have no reason to expect the constancy of physical laws God has ordained, such as the law of gravity.

The links within this article give more detailed information about how to show your non-Christian friend that in order to make an argument, practice science, or expect absolute morality, he has to assume the biblical God exists. Basically, you are proving your presupposition by demonstrating the impossibility of God not existing. No wonder Scripture calls a person a fool who says, “There is no God” (Psalm 14:1). Knowledge and wisdom depend on the existence of the biblical God (Proverbs 1:7; Colossians 2:3).

As you humbly share, recognize this is an issue of the heart. We all inherently know the Creator, but many suppress that truth in unrighteousness, and their thinking becomes futile (Romans 1:18–22). Warn of the justice of God in punishing sin (Romans 6:23). Then share the grace of God in sending His Son to take that punishment for those who turn to the Lord Jesus in repentance and faith.

God bless your faithful witness!

His,

Darius and Karin Viet

For more information

· Darwin—Unwittingly a “Creationist”
· Why Can God Logically Claim in Scripture that Scripture Is God’s Word
· Atheism: An Irrational Worldview
· Morality and the Irrationality of an Evolutionary Worldview
· Evolution: The Anti-science
Footnotes

1. Dr. Jason Lisle, “Logical Fallacies: The Fallacy of Begging the Question,” August 17, 2009,http://www.answersingenesis.org/articles/2009/08/17/logical-fallacies-begging-the-question. Back
2. The Ultimate Proof of Creation: Resolving the Origins Debate, Dr. Jason Lisle (Answers in Genesis—U.S., 2009 DVD). Back
3. Dr. Jason Lisle, “Atheism: An Irrational Worldview,” October 10, 2007,http://www.answersingenesis.org/articles/aid/v2/n1/atheism-irrational. Back
（下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。）
反馈：循环论证
大流士和Karin Viet  五月27，2011

门外汉
作者大流士越南作者卡琳越南反馈逻辑前提
您好AIG

我的问题是有关中预设护。我读过在此链接http://www.answersingenesis.org/articles/am/v2/n4/presuppositional-apologetics的文章，我全心全意同意它的教导。我知道我不是一个强大的辩手，所以我需要锚定自己神的话，有希望在捍卫我们的信仰。
然而，在最近的讨论与非基督徒，我在那里使用中预设护，我被指控使用循环论证，认为我的情况。他声称，它是无效的假设上帝的存在，认为上帝存在。从表面上看，这似乎是有道理的。但我仍然坚信，它是有效的前提上帝存在。
我应该如何回应他的说法，我的论据是无效的循环推理？
顺便说一句：谢谢你。贵部已经极大地鼓舞和增强了我的信心。
上帝保佑你。
五。
五，
我们同意中预设护终极圣经的方法来辩护。共同指责的presuppositionalist采用循环推理实际上是真实的。事实上，每个人都使用某种程度的循环论证，在防守时他的最终标准（虽然不是每个人都意识到这个事实）。然而，如果使用得当，使用这种循环推理是不是任意的，因此，没有谬误。
非基督教的朋友说什么，相反，循环论证是令人惊讶的一个有效的参数。结论遵循的处所。循环推理是逻辑上的谬误，只有当它是任意的，证明没有超越它假定。
然而，并非所有的循环推理是荒谬的。必须承担一定的标准。贾森莱尔博士给这种非任意使用一个循环论证的例子：
如果没有法律的逻辑，我们不能让一个论点。
我们可以做一个参数。
因此，必须有法律的logic.1

虽然这种说法是圆形的，它是一个循环论证的谬误的非使用。既然我们不能从法律的逻辑证明，任何外，我们必须假定逻辑的法律，甚至以证明它们的存在。事实上，如果有人试图反驳逻辑的法律存在，他必须使用逻辑的法律，在他的企图，从而驳斥自己。循环推理，可以证明有一定的标准，必须同意你的非基督教的朋友。
你的基本前提，神的存在，并透露他的无误，权威自己字的最终标准。预设上帝的存在，认为上帝的存在是合理的循环论证，因为没有“圣经”的上帝，我们有没有假设的逻辑和他们的财产的法律，更不用说绝对道德或自然的统一性的基础上。
我们已经建立了逻辑的法律必须存在，否则我们将没有理由进行辩论。严格运动中的问题组成的一个自然宇宙，但不会包含抽象的法律逻辑，证明什么都将是不可能.2这些法律明显存在的，因为圣经中的神的存在，从他的逻辑干的法律性质，他是不变的，普遍的，并无关紧要.3

此外，绝对的道德标准是无罪的神的圣洁，“圣经”上的依赖。他的承诺来判断谁侵犯了他的法律，我们每一个人，铸造成的火湖里，有罪不信，由他自己儿子的血液或释放有罪的信徒在十字架上（帖撒罗尼迦后书1:8-9;以弗所书1:7）。如果进化的世界观是正确的，我们将先进的动物化学冲动行事。不存在绝对的道德标准。
科学本身需要“圣经”的上帝。不自然，这只能解释神所一贯坚持的宇宙的均匀性，科学将是一个猜谜游戏。在一个偶然的机会宇宙中，我们不得不没有理由期望神所设立的，如万有引力定律，物理定律不变。
在这篇文章中的链接，提供更详细的信息，有关如何显示您的非基督教的朋友，为了使一个参数，实践科学，或期望绝对的道德，他已经承担起“圣经”的上帝的存在。基本上，你证明，证明神不存在是不可能的前提。难怪圣经调用一个人的傻瓜说，“有没有神”（诗篇14:1）。依靠知识和智慧的“圣经”的上帝的存在（箴1:7;歌罗西书2:3）。
正如你谦虚地分享，认识到这是一个心脏的问题。我们所有的固有认识造物主，但许多压制，在不义的真理，他们的思维变得徒劳（罗马书1:18-22）。在惩治罪恶（罗马书6:23）神的正义的警告。然后分享上帝派他的儿子，对于那些谁把主耶稣悔改和信心，采取处罚的宽限期。
上帝保佑您忠实的见证！
他，
大流士和Karin越南
欲了解更多信息
达尔文，不知不觉“创造论”
上帝为什么不能在逻辑上列出的圣经，圣经是神的话语
无神论：一种非理性的世界观
道德和非理性的进化的世界观
演变：反科学
脚注
贾森·莱尔博士“的逻辑谬误：乞讨的问题，”8月17日，2009年，http://www.answersingenesis.org/articles/2009/08/17/logical-fallacies-begging-the-question的谬误。背面
创造的最终证明：解决起源的辩论中，贾森 - 莱尔博士（答案在创世纪中美2009年的DVD）。背面
贾森·莱尔博士“无神论：一种非理性的世界观，”十月10日，2007年，http://www.answersingenesis.org/articles/aid/v2/n1/atheism-irrational。背面
Appendix A: Mathematics from a Theistic Perspective

0. From the book of Scripture:

The worlds were created, beautifully coordinated, and now exist at God’s command (Hebrews 11:3). Christ continues to uphold the universe by His mighty word. (Hebrews 1:3).

1. From the book of creation:

Mathematics is the language fabric in which are woven the forces and relationships governing the tangible creation.

2. Conclusion:

Mathematics, an entity which always exists in the mind of God, is for us the universal expression of His creative and sustaining word of power.

3. From the book of Scripture:

Ever since the creation, God’s eternal power and divine nature have been clearly visible by His works (Romans 1:20). From Him everything comes, through Him everything lives, and for Him everything exists (Romans 11:36).

4. From the book of creation:

Mathematics exhibits unity, infinity, universality, power, and beauty.

5. Conclusion:

The nature of mathematics is revelatory of God and the purpose of mathematics is to glorify God.

6. From the book of Scripture:

	Christian Growth

	Past
	Present
	Future

	Romans 8:29
	2 Cor. 3:18
	1 John 3:2


7. From the book of creation:

Mathematics is its language.

8. Conclusion:

As Christians, through the eyes of faith, behold the glory of God reflected in mathematics, the Holy Spirit changes them by degrees into the image of Christ, which is their destiny as Christians.

9. From the book of Scripture:

God commands: “Subdue and replenish the earth.” (Genesis 1:28)

10. From the book of creation:

Mathematics is the basic tool of science and engineering.

11. Conclusion:

Mathematics is essential to the implementation of God’s command to subdue and replenish the earth.

Appendix B: Check Your Understanding of the Theistic View of Mathematics

1. Write Romans 11:36. What connection does this verse have with mathematics?

“For from Him all things come, through Him all things live, and for Him all things exist. Glory to Him forever! Amen.” Mathematics comes from Him, lives through Him, and exists for Him.

2. Write Romans 1:20. What connection does this verse have with mathematics?

“For the invisible things of Him from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things which are made, even His eternal power and Godhead, so they are without excuse.” Since mathematics is the language fabric of the creation, it clearly reflects His eternal power and Godhead (infinity).

3. Write 2 Corinthians 3:18, and give the connection to mathematics.

“But we all, with unveiled face, beholding as in a glass the glory of the Lord, are changed into the same image, from glory to glory, even as by the spirit of the Lord.” As we behold the glory of God reflected in mathematics, the Holy Spirit conforms us, from one degree of glory to another, to the image of Jesus Christ.

4. Write 1 John 3:2, and give the connection to mathematics.

“Beloved, now we are the sons of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall be, but we know that when He shall appear, we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He is.” When we see Christ face to face we shall be like Him. Now, as we behold His reflected glory in mathematics, we should be becoming like Him.

5. Write Romans 8:29, and give the connection to mathematics.

“For whom He did foreknow He did also predestinate to become conformed to the image of His Son, that He might be the firstborn among many brethren.” We take part in fulfilling our destiny as Christians when we behold God’s glory reflected in mathematics.

6. Write Hebrews 1:3, and give the connection to mathematics.

“He is the reflection of God’s glory and the perfect representation of His being, and continues to uphold the universe by His mighty word.” The only universal language ever discovered is mathematics.

7. What is the definition of mathematics?

Mathematics, an entity which always exists in the mind of God, is for us the universal expression of His creative and sustaining word of power.

8. What are the nature and purpose of mathematics?

The nature of mathematics is to reveal God; the purpose is to glorify God.

9. What are the two basic reasons to study mathematics?

The two basic reasons to study mathematics are to behold the glory of God reflected there, and to implement His command to subdue and replenish the earth, and to take dominion over it.

10. What two characteristics of mathematics support our assumption that it came from God?

The two characteristics of mathematics are its unity and its application to nature.

11. How do Christians become like Christ, and what has this to do with mathematics?

Christians become like Christ by beholding His glory; His glory is reflected in mathematics.

12. Write Roman 10:17, and give the connection to mathematics. “So then faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of God.” The spiritual sight (faith) we need to behold God’s glory reflected in mathematics comes from the word of God.

13. In analyzing a statement about the origin, nature, or purpose of mathematics, what three questions must be answered?

What are the assumptions? What are the consequences of the assumptions? Are the consequences realistic? (Can you live with them?) Or: What are the assumptions? What are the facts? What are the conclusions?

14. What two attributes of God are clearly seen in mathematics?

Two attributes are infinity and power.

15. Give an example from mathematics which reflects the infinity of the Creator.

One example is infinitely many infinite sets of infinite decimals between infinitely many pairs of infinite decimals on the infinite number line.

16. Give an example from mathematics which reflects the power of God.

One example is solving equations simultaneously; God has given us a mechanism which searches through an infinite set of possible solutions and quickly picks the right ones, or indicates that there are none. Another example is a rocket to the moon, not possible without mathematics.

17. Give examples of ideas which show the unity in mathematics.

Some unifying ideas are: sets, vectors, and functions. We expect this unity because mathematics is an entity which comes from one person, God.

18. How do we Christians know that mathematics comes from God?

We know (by faith we understand) because we assume the Bible is true, and the Bible states that everything came from God.

19. What are the two main values of studying applications of mathematics to the creation?

Two values are: to be sure we are dealing with true mathematics and not some human’s vain imagination, and to learn to carry out God’s command to subdue and replenish the earth and take dominion over it.

20. What is the basic value of studying mathematics?

The basic value of studying mathematics is that we are conformed to the image of Christ by the power of the Holy Spirit as we see the glory of God reflected in what we are studying.

21. A non-believer says, “Man invented mathematics.” What evidence would you produce to show him his assumption was not realistic?

Mathematics is an abstraction (or model) of nature, which man obviously did not invent. So many different people in different parts of the world at different times contributed to mathematical thought that we would expect it to be fragmented and disjointed; instead, there is unity and universality. Simultaneous discoveries of the same concept indicate there is something there which man searches out but does not invent. Applications to nature which come from purely cerebral activity indicate that mathematics is the language of the cosmos.

22. How does coordinate geometry remind us of the Creator?

It demonstrates the unity between geometry and algebra which we expect to find because they both are the thinking of God.

23. How can you tell whether a statement is true mathematical discovery or simply the product of someone’s imagination?

If it is truly mathematics, it will be an abstraction (model) from the physical creation, or it will be an application to the physical creation.

24. What caution must be observed in number 23 above?

We sometimes wait many years after an idea surfaces before we see the application.

25. A Christian student says of mathematics, “Why do we have to study this junk?” What would be an acceptable answer?

Remind him how dangerous it is to refer to God’s thinking as “junk,” and refer him to Numbers 19 and 20 above.

26. Discuss the relationship among Romans 8:29, 2 Corinthians 3:18, 1 John 3:2, Romans 1:20, and mathematics. A diagram will suffice.

	Christian Growth

	Past
	Present
	Future

	Romans 8:29
	2 Cor. 3:18
	1 John 3:2


27. Mathematics is the “glass”
Romans 1:20
28. A Christian teacher, attempting to “integrate” his faith with mathematics, says, “A triangle is like God, three-in-one.” Comment, please.

We look for the revelation of God’s glory implicitly in mathematics; not for an object lesson. Also, it is dangerous to say that anything is “like God.”

29. List some famous mathematicians who were probably Christians.

Riemann, Kronecker, Cauchy, Pascal, Newton, Hermite, Cayley, Cantor, Euler.

30. Have we proved that mathematics is God’s thinking?

No, neither can it be proved that mathematics is the thinking of man. We assume it came from God, and we are gratified that the consequences of this assumption are realistic.

31. Why is it not realistic to assume that mathematics is not different from art?

Mathematics has unity and has applications to nature, neither of which are true of art.

32. What is the difference between mathematics and “mathematical”?

Mathematics is the entity which originated in the mind of God; it is the language of the universe. “Mathematical” refers to a logical process; each statement is inferred from the previous one. Mathematics is always mathematical, but a mathematical (valid) display may or may not be mathematics (truth).

33. Why is the previous question important?

Some people have tried to argue that mathematics is only a man-made game (God not needed) by presenting a logically valid argument from an unrealistic major premise to a ridiculous conclusion. The truth of a conclusion depends not only on a valid argument, but also on the truth of the major premise (assumption).

（下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。）
附录A：从有神论的角度看数学
从圣经的书：
创造了世界，精美的协调，现在存在于上帝的命令“（希伯来书11:3）。基督继续坚持他的强大的话，宇宙。 （希伯来书1:3）。
从创作的书：
数学是语言织物在织执政的有形创造的力量和关系。
结论：
数学，总是存在的神的心意，是一个实体普遍表达了他的创作和维持权力的话，我们。
从圣经的书：
自从创造，上帝的永恒的力量和神圣的性质已经清晰可见，他的作品（罗马书1:20）。他的一切，通过他的一切生活，他的一切存在（罗马书11:36）。
从创作的书：
数学展品团结，无限性，普遍性，电力和美容。
结论：
数学的本质是神的启示和数学的目的是为了荣耀神。
从圣经的书：
基督徒成长
过去，现在未来
罗马书8:29 2肺心病。 3:18 1约翰3:2

从创作的书：
数学是它的语言。
结论：
作为基督徒，透过信仰的眼睛，注视着神的荣耀，反映在数学上，圣灵将基督的形象，这是他们作为基督徒的命运，他们改变度。
从圣经的书：
上帝命令：“制服，遍满了地。”（创世记1:28）
从创作的书：
数学是科学和工程的基本工具。
结论：
数学是必不可少的，以执行神的命令制服，遍满地面。
附录B：检查你的有神论的数学观的理解
写罗马书11:36。这首诗有什么联系与数学吗？
“是从他所有的东西来，通过他所有的东西生活，他所有的东西存在。荣耀归给他永远！阿门。“数学从他而来，家住通过他，为他的存在。
写罗马书1:20。这首诗有什么联系与数学吗？
“对于他创造的世界看不见的东西清楚地看到，被理解的事情，甚至他的永恒力量和神性，所以他们没有借口。”既然数学是语言创造的面料，它清楚地反映出他的永恒的力量和神性（无穷大）。
写哥林多后书3:18，并连接到数学。
“但我们都敞着脸，培根在玻璃主的荣耀，改变成相同的图像，从辉煌走向辉煌，甚至作为主的精神。”当我们注视着神的荣耀反映在数学，圣灵符合我们荣耀的程度从一个到另一个，耶稣基督的形象。
写约翰一书3:2，并连接到数学。
“亲爱的，我们现在是神的儿子，它尚未出现，我们将是什么，但我们知道，他应出现时，我们应当像他那样，我们将看到他，因为他是”当我们看到基督面对面，​​我们应当像他一样。现在，当我们注视他在数学上的反映的荣耀，我们应当成为像他一样。
写罗马书8:29，给连接到数学。
“因为他没有预知他也注定要成为符合他的儿子的形象，他可能是在许多弟兄中作长子。”我们在履行作为基督徒，我们的命运的一部分，当我们注视神的荣耀，反映在数学上。
写希伯来书1:3，并连接到数学。
“他是上帝的荣耀，他是完美的代表反映，继续坚持他的强大的话，宇宙。”迄今发现的唯一通用的语言是数学。
数学的定义是什么？
数学，总是存在的神的心意，是一个实体普遍表达了他的创作和维持权力的话，我们。
什么是数学的性质和目的？
数学的本质是揭示神，目的是为了荣耀神。
学习数学的两个基本的原因是什么？
学习数学的两个基本的原因是脱俗有反映神的荣耀，并执行他的命令制服，遍满地面，并接管它的统治。
哪两个数学的特点，支持我们的假设，它是从神来的吗？
数学的两个特点是它的统一性质及其应用。
如何基督徒成为基督一样，什么该做与数学吗？
成为像基督的基督徒看见他的荣耀;他的荣耀，是体现在数学。
写罗马10:17，并连接到数学。 “听力，听上帝的话，那么，信心来了。”精神的景象（信仰），我们需要看哪神的荣耀反映在数学上，来自上帝的话。
在分析了有关的起源，性质，或数学的目的，必须回答三个问题的声明？
什么是假设？什么是假设的后果是什么？是现实的后果？ （你能和他们一起住？）：什么是假设？事实是怎样的呢？有什么结论呢？
在数学上清楚地看到哪两个属性的上帝？
这两个属性是无穷大和力量。
举一个例子反映造物主的无穷的数学。
一个例子是无限无限无限多线之间的无限小数无限小数无限多对套。
举一个例子，从数学反映了神的力量。
一个例子是解方程的同时，上帝给了我们一个机制，搜索通过一个无限可能的解决方案和快速选择正确的，或表示有没有。另一个例子是月球的火箭，不能没有数学。
这表明在数学团结的思想给的例子。
一些统一思想是：套，向量和功能。因为数学是一个实体，它从一个人，神，我们希望这种团结。
我们基督徒如何知道，数学是从神来的吗？
我们知道，信念，我们理解，因为我们假设“圣经”是真实的，“圣经”指出，一切都从神来。
两个主要学习数学的应用，以创造价值是什么？
这两个值是：要确保我们与真正的数学，而不是某些人的徒劳的想象力，并了解开展上帝的命令制服，遍满地面，并接管它的统治。
学习数学的基本价值是什么？
学习数学的基本价值，是我们一致通过圣灵的力量，以基督的形象，我们看到神的荣耀，我们正在研究什么反映。
非信徒说，“人类发明的数学。”向他出示了他的假设是不现实的，你会产生什么样的证据？
数学是一个抽象的性质（或模型），这名男子显然没有发明。这么多不同的人在不同的时间在世界不同地区的数学思想作出了贡献，我们希望它是零散和杂乱;取而代之的是团结和普遍性。同时发现相同的概念是有什么人搜索，但没有发明。从纯粹的大脑活动性质的应用表明，数学是宇宙的语言。
坐标几何是如何提醒我们的造物主吗？
它表明了几何和代数之间的团结，我们希望找到，因为他们都是神的思想。
你怎么能告诉的声明是否是真正的数学发现，或者干脆一个人的想象力的产物吗？
如果它是真正的数学，它会从物理创作的抽象（模型），这将是一个以应用物理创造。
必须谨慎观察上述23号？
有时我们等待多年后，一个想法表面之前，我们看到的应用。
基督徒学生数学说，“我们为什么要研究这个垃圾？”将是一个可以接受的答案吗？
提醒他如何危险的，它是指上帝的思想“垃圾”，并请他到数字19和20段。
讨论罗马书8:29，哥林多后书3:18，约翰一书3:2，罗马书1:20，数学之间的关系。一个图就足够了。
基督徒成长
过去，现在未来
罗马书8:29 2肺心病。 3:18  1约翰3:2

数学是“玻璃”
罗马书1:20

一位基督徒老师，企图“整合”，他用数学的信心，说：“三角形是像神，三一。”评论，请。
我们期待为神的荣耀隐含在数学的启示，而不是为对象的教训。此外，它是危险的，说，什么是“象神”。
列出一些著名的数学家，谁是可能的基督徒。
黎曼，克罗内克，柯西，帕斯卡，牛顿，埃尔米特，凯莱，康托，欧拉。
我们已经证明，数学是上帝的思想呢？
不，不能被证明，数学是人类的思维。我们假设它是由神而来，我们感到欣慰的是这个假设的后果是现实的。
为什么这是不太现实的假设，数学是不是从艺术的不同？
数学有团结和性质的应用，这既不是真正的艺术。
数学，“数学”之间的区别是什么？
数学是起源在神的心意的实体，它是宇宙的语言。 “数学”，是指一个逻辑的过程，每个语句是从以前的推断。数学始终是数学，但数学（有效）显示可能会或可能不会数学（真理）。
前面的问题为什么重要？
有些人曾试图争辩，数学仅仅是人造的游戏（上帝）提出一个荒谬的结论，从逻辑上有效的论点不切实际的大前提。真相的结论，不仅取决于一个有效的参数，而且还对真理的主要前提（假设）。
What Is the Best Argument for the Existence of God?

1. How do atheists treat many of the classic arguments for the existence of God?

2. From a biblical perspective, do atheists exist?

3. How can discussing the idea of morality help expose the inconsistency in the thinking of professing atheists?

4. What is the difference in proof and persuasion? How can this be overcome when sharing with an unbeliever? 

5. Summarize the Transcendental Argument for God (TAG) and explain how it is different from classic arguments for God’s existence.

什么是上帝的存在的最好理由是什么？
1。如何的无神论者治疗许多经典的论据为上帝的存在？
2。从圣经的角度来看，不无神论者存在吗？
3。可以讨论如何公开自称无神论者的思想道德帮助的想法不一致？
4。证明和说服的区别是什么？如何才能被克服时共享同一个异教徒？
5。总结为神（TAG）的先验论证和解释它是如何从不同的神的存在的经典论据。
From Frog to Prince?

. . . Not All Scientists Are Right!

by Elisa van Egmond

August 9, 2004
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· irreducible-complexity
The following article was published as the cover story in the June 10th edition of Visie, the largest Christian magazine in Holland. One of several publications by the Christian organisation Eo, Visie has a distribution of 180,000 and is read by around 500,000 Dutch and Belgian Christians each week.

AiG is grateful to Eo for permission to use this article. Note that the few endnotes (not in the original article1) have been added for clarification.



According to Englishman Philip Bell, it seems that evolutionists believe in miracles even more so than Christians do. At a college in Amersfoort (the Netherlands) he explains what has and what has not been proven. His findings, which changed him from an evolutionist to a creationist, fascinate his audience of teenage schoolchildren.2 He challenges them to think hard and to have a critical mind, for not all scientists are right.

“Already in the days of Noah, the majority of the people thought the idea of a flood was ludicrous,” says Bell to the school kids. Sometimes a small group, not the majority, is correct. Right from the start the students seem to appreciate their guest tutor and look captivated by what he has to say. With funny cartoons and lots of illustrations in a modern presentation, Bell makes his arguments come alive. This young scientist is clear and to the point in what he has to say and he speaks with a well-known British humour.

Unpredictable

Although he grew up in a Christian family, Philip Bell began to accept the evolution theory while at secondary school, because of what was taught during biology lessons. While a student, he experienced a crisis of faith, but in the end he discovered that the Word of God is 100% trustworthy, both in a scientific sense as well as historically.
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He explains that God led him all the time and that those experiences have made it possible for him to do his work now and to do it well. “When I finished my degree, research did not appeal to me much and to teach was about the last thing I wanted to do,” he admits with a smile. Although he wanted to become a missionary when young, he has now been given a unique task in this unpredictable way. He is now speaking in schools and at conferences all over Europe, speaking to audiences varying from scientists to ordinary people. In this way he has become a “missionary”.

Bell states that criticism of the infallibility of the Bible is usually directed at the first few chapters of the book of Genesis. “Recognition of Genesis as proper history seems old-fashioned and our way of thinking has been saturated with the evolution theory,” he says. Pupils in Europe hear how the world has come into being, not why or by whom it was created. Bell acknowledges that it is risky for academics to turn their back on the theory of evolution, “for then you must accept that there is a purposeful design and . . . a designer or architect.”

Besides non-church goers, there are also theologians who reject the story of creation. The fact that, within the church, there are also those who question the truth and correctness of God’s Word leads to confusion among Christians. Bell regards the beginning of Genesis as the foundation of the Bible. “For if this is not taken literally, then what is? How then would we regard other events which we cannot explain scientifically, like the virgin birth of the Lord Jesus or His resurrection? A building collapses when the foundation is gone and the same applies to Christian teaching.”

Different glasses

According to Bell everyone has preconceived ideas. Because of that it becomes impossible to let evidence speak for itself, because we all view evidence through certain coloured glasses, by which we can see the very same things differently. The question is not whether we are prejudiced, but how? To end up with [believing in]3 evolution, one uses certain evidence. But the same facts can also be used to confirm the biblical story of creation. The conclusion does not depend on the available facts but depends on the framework in which those facts are being placed.

Darwin said that the complexity of the eye made him shiver. He said that his theory could be swept away if every stage of development was not viable. Now we know that the eye is so complex that it cannot be simplified. Nothing works if even one part is missing. [One of] Darwin’s favourite argument[s] for evolution was the theory that all embryos of vertebrate creatures are almost identical [at the early developmental stage]. This theory has been long out-of-date. We now know that embryos of people and different animals differ greatly and that they give no evidence of a common ancestor. On the other hand, there are similarities in the structure of living beings. However, Bell asked the question of whether these similarities in structure are proof for evolution or for a common designer. For example: The same gene within different animals like sea-urchin, mouse, [velvet worm, polychaete worm] and butterfly ensures the beginning of development of those very different “legs”.4 Bell knows of different atheists and scientists who are having difficulties to maintain the evolution theory. Atheist Dawkins, for example, admits that living beings look too beautifully “designed” to have come about by chance. And according to Bell there are more scientists who really should try another pair of glasses in order to find out whether it “works”. “Most [atheistic] scientists who I have met are not really atheists. They are angry with the God in whom they do not believe.”

Power in our own hands

“At many schools you hear little about the beginning of the world during lessons in biology,” says Linda Doornenbal after Bell’s lecture. She finds his arguments for creation interesting to hear at school. On top of that she thinks it is important to hear arguments for both theories. “Everyone thinks they know what the evolution theory implies, but arguments and strong evidence which back up the theory of creation are unknown to most people.” During Bell’s presentation, a cartoon shows a scientist who is trying to close a door with all his strength, in order to shut out divine light. When asked why people are putting so much effort into minimising the possibility of a purposeful design, Machiel Natzijl answers: “People prefer to keep power in their own hands. To recognise a Creator, means that you are accountable to Someone.” He says that “design” in nature appeals to him and that, one day, he would like to study zoology.

Linda thinks that people want to reason every subject. But Bell says that evolutionists are not always so rational: “When you hear a discussion between a creationist and an evolutionist, it is easy to come forward with arguments based on facts and research that speak in favour of creation. Strangely enough, the evolutionist, when confronted with these arguments, often answers with unfounded assertions, not based on facts but on ideology.” According to Bell, assertions and theories are often accepted without any form of criticism, just because people do not dare to answer back or contradict a specialist. “Data in scientific books becomes out-dated every year but the Bible is still topical and up-to-date. Natural selection can only select from what the genetic information that is already present and it cannot add any new information. You cannot become a millionaire by losing some money, week in week out.”

According to the well-known evolutionist and scientist Carl Sagan, the complexity of a single cell would amount—in computer terms—to 125 gigabytes.5 This exceeds our human comprehension. Bell makes a comparison between DNA and software: “Is it possible for a computer programme to programme itself?” It is perhaps obvious that a creationist accepts what he observes in creation, as the greatest proof for a Creator. “Some view creation as the 67th book of the Bible. Yet, creation is something different from the Divine revelation of God’s Word. You see straight away that something has gone wrong. Nature, in all its beauty, has fallen and has become a weakened testimony compared to God’s perfect revelation.”

Adam and Steve

“People do not like to hear that they need help. Actually, everyone is born as a humanist,” is the opinion of Philip Bell. He compares the way in which people can be reached with the gospel with the two different kinds of approach used in the book of Acts. In the second chapter of this book we read how, during Pentecost, thousands of Jews repented in Jerusalem and were baptised. The message of Peter was clear for them because the foundation was there. Jews accepted Genesis and creation as a fact. Later when Paul arrives in Athens, he speaks to people who were influenced by philosophies that rejected the idea of a Creator. In order for him to be able to talk about this “unknown god”, he had to lay the foundation first.

For many people in western society, many fundamental truths have become uncertain. The importance of Genesis is being drowned by other opinions. Even for Christians, Genesis can be a stumbling block. Here in Genesis, God locates, in the creation [account], the foundation of the relationships between Him and mankind and between mankind and nature, but also between people themselves. With a smile Bell says that: “God created Adam and Eve, not Adam and Steve.” “There is a serious implication to this, for immediately from the beginning we see that heterosexual relationships are the norm. When we accept the opinion that homosexuality is an alternative which is just as good, we are not taking seriously the foundation of the Bible. Jesus often referred to Genesis and took it to be true history. In Mark 10:6 He says: “But at the beginning of creation God made them male and female.” Who are we to reject His example?”

Maybe it would be nice if we could change a frog into a prince. There are enough frogs but not so many princes. And why is this stranger than the supposition that an ape can evolve into a human being? A natural upward development sounds more appealing than a broken, self-destructing world. Bell finds it striking that people who do believe in an “intelligent design”, without recognising a Creator, [nevertheless] receive many hostile reactions. “People just do not want to be forced to be held accountable.” And when there is no intelligent design, there is no Creator and no one necessary to clear up our mess. Jesus' sacrifice would then have been in vain because you cannot restore contact between people and their Creator if He does not exist. In this way they found an effective means to get rid of the necessity of forgiveness of sins and the second coming of Jesus.

Other sites:
www.answersingenesis.org
www.scheppingofevolutie.nl

Elisa van Egmond is a journalist with Eo Visie, the largest Christian magazine in Holland.

Translation by Loek and Linda de Vette6
Footnotes

1. The original article can be found on the web at <www.eo.nl/portals/mags/article.jsp?article=5389551>. Back
2. The audience consisted of around sixty, 17-year-old biology students. Back
3. square brackets here and elsewhere indicate an addition to the printed article for the purpose of clarification. Back
4. The Distal-less gene is involved in the development of the appendages (‘legs’) of all these different creatures but no evolutionist would claim they are homologous (i.e. similar due to a close common ancestor). See: Panganiban, G. et al, The origin and evolution of animal appendages, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 94:5162–5166, 1997. In many cases, very similar (‘homologous’) structures in creatures that are allegedly descended from a common ancestor have very different genes coding for them! This problem for evolutionists is the exception rather than the rule. Back
5. Sagan actually said “1012 bits of information” but Philip Bell had calculated this to be 125 GB for his talk. Back
6. Christians whom Philip Bell met on the return ferry to England after the tour. Back
（下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。）
从青蛙王子？
。 。 。不是所有的科学家是正确的！
2004年9 ELISA面包车EgmondAugust

门外汉
束缚的复杂性
下面的文章发表在6月的第10版Visie，荷兰最大的基督教杂志的封面故事。由基督教组织EO的若干出版物之一，Visie有180,000的分布，是由荷兰和比利时的约50万基督徒，每星期阅读。
AIG是感激EO许可使用本文。请注意，几尾（而不是在原来的第一条）已加入澄清。
根据英国人菲利普·贝尔，这似乎是进化论者相信奇迹更比基督徒做。在阿默斯福特在大学（荷兰），他解释说什么都有，什么也没有被证明。他的研究结果，从而改变了他从进化论到创世，吸引他十几岁的学童.2的观众，他挑战，他们费尽心思，有一个关键的头脑，不是所有的科学家是正确的。
“早在挪亚的日子，大多数人认为，洪水的想法是荒谬的，”贝尔说学校的孩子。有时一个小团体，而不是多数，是正确的。从一开始，学生似乎欣赏​​他们的客人导师，看他说什么迷住了。贝尔与有趣的漫画和大量的插图在一个现代化的演示，使他的论点，活了过来。这位年轻的科学家是明确的一点，他说什么，他与英国著名的幽默说话。
变幻莫测
虽然他成长在一个基督教家庭，菲利普·贝尔开始接受进化论，而在中学，因为在生物课教。当一个学生，他经历了信仰危机，但最终他发现，神的话是100％值得信赖的，在科学意义以及历史。
他解释说，神带领他所有的时间，这些经验使人们有可能为他做他的工作，现在把它做好。 “当我完成我的学位，研究并没有吸引我，教我想做的最后一件事是，”他微笑着承认。虽然他想成为一个传教士年轻的时候，他现在已经被赋予一个独特的任务，在这个不可预知的方式。他现在在学校和在欧洲各地的会议发言，发言观众从科学家到普通百姓不同。在这种方式中，他已成为一个“传教”。
Bell态，通常在创世记的前几章圣经犯错误的批评。 “识别正确的历史成因，似乎老式的，我们的思维方式已经饱和与进化论，”他说。在欧洲的学生听到这个世界是如何应运而生的，不为什么或由谁来创建它。贝尔承认进化论把他们的背部，然后你必须接受，是有针对性的设计，这是学者的风险。 。 。设计师或建筑师。“
除了非教堂观众的，也有神学拒绝创作的故事。基督教徒之间的事实，教堂内，也有质疑的真理和神的话语的正确性导致混乱。贝尔认为“圣经”的基础开始的成因。 “如果这不是从字面上看，又是什么呢？然后，我们将如何把其他的事件，这是我们不能科学地解释，像主耶稣或他的复活的处女生育？大楼倒塌时的基础消失了，同样适用于基督教教义。“
不同的眼镜
据贝尔每个人都有先入为主的观念。正因为如此，就不可能让证据自己说话，因为我们都通过一定的有色眼镜，我们可以看到同样的事情非常不同的观点的证据。问题不在于是否有偏见，但如何？结束3演化[相信]，使用一定的证据。但同样的事实也可以用来确认圣经故事创作的。结论不依赖于现有的事实，但取决于在这些事实被放在框架。
达尔文说，复杂的眼睛，让他颤抖。他说，他的理论可以被冲走，如果每一个发展阶段是不可行。现在我们知道，眼睛是如此复杂，它不能被简化。甚至其中的一部分，如果缺少，没有工作。达尔文的最喜爱的论点[] []进化的理论，所有脊椎动物的生物胚胎在早期发育阶段[]几乎相同。这一理论已久的最新。我们现在知道的人，不同的动物的胚胎有很大的不同，他们给没有一个共同的祖先的证据。另一方面，在众生的结构有相似之处。然而，贝尔提出的问题，这些相似的结构是否是进化的证明，或为了一个共同的设计师。例如：同一基因在不同的动物，如鼠标，海胆，多毛类蠕虫天鹅绒虫和蝴蝶，确保那些非常不同的“腿”.4贝尔的发展开始知道不同的无神论者和科学家有困难保持进化论。无神论者道金斯，例如，承认众生看起来太漂亮的“设计”来都来了机会约。根据贝尔有更多的科学家，他们真的应该尝试另一个一副眼镜，以找出是否“工程”。 “[无神论]谁我见过的科学家不是真正的无神论者。他们是与他们不相信神的愤怒。“
在我们自己手中的权力
“在许多学校，你很少听到关于世界开始在生物学中的经验教训，”贝尔的演讲后琳达Doornenbal说。她发现有趣的创作在学校听到他的论点。最说，她认为这一点很重要，听到两种理论的论据。 “每个人都认为他们知道什么进化论暗示，但论据和有力的证据而备份的创作理论是为大多数人所知。”在贝尔的介绍，一幅漫画显示1科学家谁是试图以关闭自己所有的力量一门，以拒之门外神圣的光。当被问及为什么人们把这么多的努力的一个目的设计的可能性降到最低，Machiel Natzijl回答说：“人们更愿意留在自己手中的权力。承认造物主，意味着你是负责人。“他说，”设计“性质的上诉，他说，有一天，他想研究动物学。
琳达认为，人们希望每个科目理。但贝尔说，进化论者并不总是那么理性：“当你听到神创论和进化论之间的讨论，很容易与上发言有利于创造的事实和研究的论点提出来。奇怪的是，进化论，当面对这些争论，往往是毫无根据的断言，不是事实，而是基于意识形态的答案。“据贝尔说，断言和理论往往是没有任何形式的批评接受，只是因为人们不敢回答或矛盾专科。 “科学书籍的资料变得过时，但每年的圣经仍然是局部的和最新的。自然选择只能选择从什么是遗传信息已经存在，它不能添加任何新的信息。你失去了一些钱，周周出不能成为一个百万富翁。“
根据著名的进化论和科学家卡尔·萨根，将构成一个单细胞的复杂性，在计算机术语125 gigabytes.5这超出了我们人类的理解。贝尔使DNA和软件之间的比较：“这是计算机程序程序本身可能吗？”，创世接受什么，他指出，在证明造物主最伟大的创造，这也许是显而易见的。 “有些视图创建的”圣经“的第67本书。然而，创作是不同的东西从神的话语的神圣启示。你马上看到了一些问题。在其所有的美丽，自然，已下降，已成为削弱证词相比，神的完美启示。“
亚当和史蒂夫
“人们不喜欢听，他们需要帮助。其实，每个人都出生作为人文主义“，是菲利普·贝尔的意见。他比较中，人们可以用两种不同的方法在这本书的行为，用各种福音达成的方式。在这本书的第二章中，我们读到在圣灵降临节，成千上万的犹太人在耶路撒冷和悔改受洗。彼得的信息是明确的，因为有基础。犹太人作为一个事实接受的成因和创造。后来，当保罗在雅典时，他讲哲学，拒绝造物主的想法影响的人。为了他能够谈论这个“未知的神”，他不得不先打好基础。
对于西方社会中的许多人，许多基本的真理都成了未知数。创世记的重要性正在淹没了其他意见。即使是基督徒，成因可以是一个绊脚石。创世记中，神的定位，在建立帐户时，他和人类之间以及人类与自然之间的关系的基础，也是人与人之间本身。面带微笑贝尔说：“上帝创造了亚当和夏娃，不是亚当和史蒂夫。”是一个严重的含义为立即，从一开始，我们看到，异性性关系是规范。当我们接受，认为同性恋是一种替代，这是一样好，我们没有采取认真的“圣经”的基础。耶稣常常提到创世记，并把它是真实的历史。马克10时06分，他说：“但是，在上帝创造的开始，其中男性和女性。”谁是我们拒绝他的榜样“？
也许这将是很好的，如果我们能够变成王子的青蛙。有足够的青蛙，但没有那么多的王子。这是比假设猿进化到人类的陌生人，为什么？一个自然的向上发展，听起来比一个破碎的，自我毁灭的世界更有吸引力。贝尔发现它惊人的人相信“智能设计”，不承认造物主，[但]收到许多的敌对反应。 “人们只是不希望被迫要被追究责任。”时，有没有智能的设计，有没有造物主，没有一个必要的清理我们的烂摊子。耶稣的牺牲，然后一直在徒劳的，因为你不能恢复人民和他们的创造者，如果他不存在之间的联系。这种方式，他们找到一种有效的手段得到摆脱赦罪和耶稣第二的必要性。
其他的网站：
www.answersingenesis.org

www.scheppingofevolutie.nl
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Morality is a very difficult problem for the evolutionary worldview. This isn’t to say that evolutionists are somehow less moral than anyone else. Most of them adhere to a code of behavior. Like the biblical creationist, they do believe in the concepts of right and wrong. The problem is that evolutionists have no logical reason to believe in right and wrong within their own worldview. Right and wrong are Christian concepts which go back to Genesis. By attempting to be moral, therefore, the evolutionist is being irrational; for he must borrow biblical concepts which are contrary to his worldview.

The Genesis of Morality

The Bible teaches that God is the Creator of all things (Genesis 1:1; John 1:3). All things belong to God (Psalm 24:1) and thus, God has the right to make the rules. So, an absolute moral code makes sense in a biblical creation worldview. But if the Bible were not true, if human beings were merely the outworking of millions of years of mindless chemical processes, then why should we hold to a universal code of behavior? Could there really be such concepts as right and wrong if evolution were true?

Evolutionary “morality”

Some might respond, “Well, I believe in right and wrong, and I also believe in evolution; so, obviously they can go together.” But this does not follow. People can be irrational; they can profess to believe in things that are contrary to each other. The question is not about what people believe to be the case, but rather what actually is the case. Can the concepts of right and wrong really be meaningful apart from the biblical God? To put it another way, is morality justified in an evolutionary worldview?

In response to this, an evolutionist might say, “Of course. People can create their own moral code apart from God. They can adopt their own standards of right and wrong.” However, this kind of thinking is arbitrary, and will lead to absurd consequences. If everyone can create his or her own morality, then no one could argue that what other people do is actually wrong, since other people can also invent their own personal moral code. For example, a person might choose for himself a moral code in which murder is perfectly acceptable. This might seem upsetting to us, but how could we argue that it is wrong for others to murder if morality is nothing but a personal standard? If morality is a subjective personal choice, then Hitler cannot be denounced for his actions, since he was acting in accord with his chosen standard. Clearly this is an unacceptable position.

Some evolutionists argue that there is an absolute standard; they say, “Right is what brings the most happiness to the most people.” But this is also arbitrary. Why should that be the selected standard as opposed to some other view? Also, notice that this view borrows from the Christian position. In the Christian worldview, we should indeed be concerned about the happiness of others since they are made in God’s image.1 But if other people are simply chemical accidents, why should we care about their happiness at all? Concern about others does not make sense in an evolutionary universe.

Perhaps, the evolutionist will claim that morality is what the majority decides it to be. But this view has the same defects as the others. It merely shifts an unjustified opinion from one person to a group of people. It is arbitrary and leads to absurd conclusions. Again, we find that we would not be able to denounce certain actions that we know to be wrong. After all, Hitler was able to convince a majority of his people that his actions were right, but that doesn’t really make them right.

Without the biblical God, right and wrong are reduced to mere personal preferences. In an evolutionary universe, the statement “murder is wrong” is nothing more than a personal opinion on the same level as “blue is my favorite color.” And if others have a different opinion, we would have no basis for arguing with them. Thus, when evolutionists talk about morality as if it is a real standard that other people should follow, they are being inconsistent with their own worldview.

Evolutionary Inconsistency

As one example, consider those evolutionists who are very concerned about children being taught creation. “This is wrong,” they say, “because you’re lying to children!” Now, obviously this begs the question, since the truth or falsity of creation is the concern at issue: we are convinced that creation is true, and evolution is the lie. But the truly absurd thing about such evolutionary arguments is that they are contrary to evolution! That is, in an evolutionary worldview why shouldn’t we lie—particularly if it benefits our survival value?

Now certainly the Christian believes that it’s wrong to lie, but then again, the Christian has a reason for this. God has indicated in His Word that lying is contrary to His nature (Numbers 23:19), and that we are not to engage in it (Exodus 20:16). But apart from the biblical worldview, why should we tell the truth? For that matter, why should we do anything at all? Words like should and ought only make sense if there is an absolute standard given by one who has authority over everyone.

If human beings are merely chemical accidents, why should we be so concerned about what they do? We wouldn’t get mad at baking soda for reacting with vinegar; that’s just what chemicals do. So, why would an evolutionist be angry at anything one human being does to another, if we are all nothing more than complex chemical reactions? If we are simply evolved animals, why should we hold to a code of conduct in this “dog-eat-dog” world? After all, what one animal does to another is morally irrelevant. When evolutionists attempt to be moral, they are “borrowing” from the Christian worldview.

Evolutionists Must Borrow Morality from the Biblical Worldview

One humorous example of this happened at the opening of the Creation Museum almost a year ago. A group opposing the museum had hired a plane to circle above with a trailing banner that read, “Defcon says: Thou shalt not lie.” Of course, we couldn’t agree more! After all, this is one of the Ten Commandments. In fact, the purpose of the Creation Museum is to present the truth about origins. So, the evolutionists had to borrow from the biblical worldview in order to argue against it. In an evolutionary universe, Defcon’s moral objection makes no sense (although we certainly appreciated the free advertising).

Making Sense of the Evolutionary Position

The Christian worldview not only accounts for morality, but it also accounts for why evolutionists behave the way they do. Even those who have no basis for morality within their own professed worldview nonetheless hold to a moral code; this is because in their heart of hearts, they really do know the God of creation—despite their profession to the contrary. Scripture tells us that everyone knows the biblical God, but that they suppress the truth about God. (Romans 1:18–21). Why would anyone do this?

We have inherited a sin nature (a tendency to rebel against God) from Adam (Romans 5:12), who rebelled against God in the Garden of Eden (Genesis 3). John 3:19 indicates that people would rather remain in spiritual darkness than have their evil deeds exposed. Just as Adam tried to hide from God’s presence (Genesis 3:8), so his descendents do the same. But the solution to sin is not suppression, it is confession and repentance (1 John 1:9; Luke 5:32). Christ is faithful to forgive anyone who calls on His name (Romans 10:13).

Conclusions

Nearly everyone believes that people ought to behave in a certain way—a moral code. Yet, in order for morality to be meaningful, biblical creation must be true. Since God created human beings, He determines what is to be considered right and wrong, and we are responsible to Him for our actions. We must therefore conclude that evolutionists are being irrational when they talk about right and wrong, for such concepts make no sense in an evolutionary universe.

For more information:

· Get Answers: Morality and Ethics
· Get Answers: Philosophy
Footnotes

1. The happiness of others, though important, is not the primary concern within the Christian worldview. To love and obey the God who has created and saved us should be our primary focus (Mark 12:30; Ecclesiastes 12:13). One aspect of this is that we should treat others with love and respect (Matthew 7:12; Mark 12:31). Back
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进化和道德的挑战
贾森莱尔博士，AIG-U.S.April 14，2008

门外汉
无神论作家贾森 - 莱尔创造进化的争论演变进化论者道德理念
道德是一个进化的世界观非常棘手的问题。这并不是说，进化论者是比谁不那么道德。他们中的大多数遵守的行为规范。圣经创造论者一样，他们相信在正确与错误的概念。问题是，进化论者没有合乎逻辑的理由相信在自己的世界观，正确与错误。正确与错误的是基督教的概念，这回去创世记。因此，试图通过道德，进化论是不合理的，因为他必须借用圣经的概念，这是违背他的世界观。
道德的起源
圣经教导我们，上帝是万物的创造者（创世纪1:1;约翰福音1:3）。所有的东西都属于神（诗篇24:1），因此，神有权利作出规定。所以，一个绝对的道德准则，使建立在圣经世界观的意义。但是，如果“圣经”是不正确的，如果人类仅仅是outworking的数百万年盲目的化学过程，那么为什么我们要坚持普遍的行为准则？真有可能正确与错误的演化等概念，如果属实？
进化的“道德”
有些人可能会作出回应，“好吧，我相信在正确与错误，我也相信在进化过程中，所以，很明显，他们可以一起去。”但是，这并不遵循。人们可以是非理性的，他们自称相信在彼此相反的事情是。现在的问题是没有什么人认为是这种情况，但是，而实际上是什么情况。可以正确与错误的概念，真的是有意义的，除了“圣经”的上帝吗？把它的另一种方式，是在进化的世界观道德合理吗？
对此，一个进化论者可能会说，“当然。人们可以建立自己的道德准则，除了上帝。他们可以采用自己的标准，对与错。“然而，这种想法是任意的，并会导致荒谬的后果。如果每个人都可以创建自己的道德，那么没有人能说什么其他人实际上是错误的，因为其他人也可以创造自己个人的道德准则。例如，一个人可能会选择自己的道德准则，其中谋杀案是完全可以接受。这似乎扰乱我们，但我们怎么能认为是他人谋杀的错误，如果道德只不过是个人的标准呢？如果道德是一种主观的个人选择，那么希特勒能不能为自己的行为的谴责，因为他是符合他的选择的标准行事。这显然​​是不可接受的位置。
进化论者认为，有一些是一个绝对的标准，他们说，但是这也是任意“是什么带来了最广大人民的最幸福的。”。这是为什么选定的标准，而不是其他一些观点？此外，请注意，这种观点是从基督教立场借用。在基督教的世界观，我们的确应该关心他人的幸福，因为他们在神的image.1的，但如果其他人是简单的化学事故，我们为什么要关心他们的幸福在所有？对他人的关注并不能使进化的宇宙中的意义。
也许，进化论者声称，道德是多数决定它是什么。但是，这种观点已为他人相同的缺陷。它只是改变不合理的意见，从一个人到一群人。它是任意的，荒谬的结论。再次，我们发现，我们将无法谴责某些行动，我们知道是错的。毕竟，希特勒是能够说服他的人多数是他的行动是正确的，但并没有真正使他们的权利。
没有“圣经”的上帝，正确与错误减少到仅仅是个人喜好。在进化的宇宙中，声明“谋杀是错误的”，是没有什么比在同一水平上的个人意见“蓝色是我最喜欢的颜色。”如果别人有不同的意见，我们就没有与他们争论的基础。因此，当进化论者谈道德，仿佛是一个真正的标准，其他人应遵循的，他们正在与自己的世界观不一致。
进化不一致
作为一个例子，考虑那些的进化论者谁是非常关注有关儿童被教导创造。 “这是不对的，”他们说，“因为你给孩子撒谎”，显然，这引出了一个问题，因为真理或虚假的创作是在问题的关注：我们深信，是真正的创造和进化是谎言。但这种进化的论据真正荒谬的事情是，他们是违反进化！也就是说，在进化的世界观，为什么我们不能说谎，尤其是如果它有利于我们的生存价值？
当然现在的基督教认为，这是错的撒谎，但话又说回来，基督教的一个原因。神曾表示，在他的话语，撒谎是违背他的本性（民数记23:19），我们是不是搞它（出埃及记20:16）。但是，除了“圣经”的世界观，为什么我们应该说实话？对于这个问题，我们为什么要办什么？喜欢的话应该的，应该才有意义，如果有一个绝对的标准，谁拥有了每个人的权力。
如果人类仅仅是化学事故，我们为什么要如此关注他们做什么呢？小苏打，我们不会生气，用醋反应，这只是什么化学品。那么，为什么一个进化论者在任何一个人对另一个生气，如果我们所有较复杂的化学反应，仅此而已吗？如果我们只是进化的动物，我们为什么要举行的行为守则，在这个“狗吃狗的世界”？毕竟，一个动物到另一个没有什么是与道德无关。当进化论者试图成为道德的，他们是从基督教的世界观“借用”。
进化论者必须借用圣经的世界观，道德
一本幽默的例子发生在差不多一年前的创作博物馆开幕。 A组反对博物馆聘请了一架飞机绕以上尾随的横幅，上面写着：“Defcon的说：你不可撒谎”当然，我们不能同意！毕竟，这是十诫之一。事实上，创作博物馆的目的是介绍有关起源的真相。所以，进化论者借圣经的世界观，以反对它。在进化的宇宙，Defcon的道德反对的是没有意义的（虽然我们当然赞赏免费广告）。
理解的进化地位
基督教的世界观，道德不仅帐户，但它也占进化论​​者为什么他们的行为方式。即使是那些谁没有在自己宣称的世界观的道德基础仍然坚持道德准则，这是因为在他们的内心深处，他们真的知道上帝创造的，尽管他们的职业相反。圣经告诉我们，每个人都知道“圣经”的上帝，但他们抑制的关于神的真理。 （罗马书1:18-21）。为什么会有人这样做呢？
我们继承了罪性（倾向反抗神）从亚当（罗马书5:12），反叛上帝在伊甸园（创3）花园。约翰福音3:19表明，人们宁愿留在属灵的黑暗，有他们的恶行曝光。正如亚当试图隐藏从上帝的存在（创3:8），所以他的子孙做相同的。但罪的解决方案是无法抑制，这是认罪和忏悔（约翰一书1:9;路加福音5:32）。基督是忠实原谅人呼吁他的名字（罗马书10:13）。
结论
几乎所有人都认为，人们应该表现在以某种方式的道德准则。然而，为了道德是有意义的，圣经的创造必须是真实的。自从上帝创造了人类，他决定被认为是正确和错误的是什么，我们有责任为我们的行动向他。因此，我们必须结束，进化论者是不合理的，当他们对与错的时候，这种观念使进化的宇宙中没有任何意义。
欲了解更多信息：
得到的答案：道德和伦理
得到的答案：哲学
脚注
别人的幸福，虽然很重要，是不是在基督教的世界观的首要关注。爱与服从上帝的创造和保存的，我们应该是我们的主要焦点（马克12:30;传道书12:13）。这方面的一个方面是，我们应该把爱和尊重他人（马太福音19:12;马可福音12:31）。背面
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Morality is a very difficult problem for the evolutionary worldview. This is not to say that evolutionists are somehow less moral than biblical creationists—or anyone else. Most evolutionists adhere to a moral code and believe in the concept of right and wrong. But evolutionists have no rational reason for this position. Thus, only creationists have a rational, logical, and consistent reason for morality.

The Foundation of Morality

Even though most people do not acknowledge it, the morality and rules that most humans adhere to have their basis in the Bible, specifically in the literal history of Genesis. The Bible claims to be the revealed Word of God (2 Timothy 3:16; 2 Peter 1:21) and that the biblical God is the ultimate authority and foundation for knowledge (Hebrews 6:13; Proverbs 1:7, 2:6; Colossians 2:3). The Bible tells us that God is the Creator of all things and, therefore, all things belong to Him (Genesis 1:1; Psalm 24:1). Thus, God as the Creator has the right to define absolute standards of behavior.

Apart from biblical creation, morality has no justification. Christian philosopher Dr. Greg Bahnsen (1948–95) states, “What does the unbeliever [person who rejects the biblical God] mean by ‘good,’ or by what standard does the unbeliever determine what counts as ‘good’ (so that ‘evil’ is accordingly defined or identified)? What are the presuppositions in terms of which the unbeliever makes any moral judgments whatsoever?”1 Although unbelievers may classify actions as good or evil, they do not have an ultimate foundation for defining what is good and evil.

In fact, many evolutionists are quite clear that evolution does not provide a basis for morality. William Provine, evolutionist and biology professor at Cornell University, states in referring to the implications of Darwinism, “No ultimate foundations for ethics exist, no ultimate meaning in life exists, and free will is merely a human myth.”2 Thus, if evolution is true, then there can be no universal moral code that all people should adhere to.

And Nobel Laureate Steven Weinberg, evolutionist and physics professor at the University of Texas, states, “I think that part of the historical mission of science has been to teach us that we are not the playthings of supernatural intervention, that we can make our own way in the universe, and that we have to find our own sense of morality.”3 Again, if morality is determined by our own sense, then a universal moral code that all people should follow cannot be justified.

Why Murder is Wrong

Murder is an obvious example of immoral behavior. The basis for this comes from Genesis 1:27which states that human beings are made in God’s image and are different from the animals. Murder is condemned in Genesis 4 where God punishes the first murderer, Cain, for killing his brother Abel. God’s condemnation of murder is further established in the Ten Commandments (Exodus 20:13). Death and suffering were not part of God’s original creation as exhibited by God’s command to Adam and Eve and the animals to eat only plants (Genesis 1:29–30). God states in Genesis 1:31 that His creation was “very good.” This terminology is meaningless if it includes death and suffering.

Evolutionists might say that standards of right and wrong can be created apart from God. However, this thinking is arbitrary and will lead to absurd conclusions. If everyone can create his or her own morality, then no one can judge the morality of others. For example, Jeffrey Dahmer, Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin chose a moral code in which murder was perfectly acceptable.

This might seem upsetting to us, but how could we argue that it is wrong for others to murder if morality is determined by our “own sense” and “no ultimate foundation for ethics” exists?

Moral outrage simply does not make sense in an evolutionary universe. Bahnsen states, “Such indignation requires recourse to the absolute, unchanging, and good character of God in order to make philosophical sense.”4
Majority Rule or God’s Rules?

Some evolutionists have claimed that morality is what the majority decides it to be. This shifts an unjustified opinion from one person to a group of people; it is arbitrary and leads to absurd conclusions. Bahnsen writes:

Perhaps the unbeliever takes “good” to be whatever evokes public approval. However, on that basis the statement, “The vast majority of the community heartily approved of and willingly joined in the evil deed,” could never make sense. The fact that a large number of people feel a certain way does not (or should not rationally) convince anybody that this feeling (about the goodness or evil of something) is correct.5
Hitler was able to convince a majority of his people that his actions were right, but that does not really make them right.

Without the biblical God and literal Genesis, right and wrong become personal preferences such that “murder is wrong” is equivalent to “blue is my favorite color.” Both are personal opinions and provide no basis for arguing with someone who has a different opinion.

But the question, logically speaking, is how the unbeliever can make sense of taking evil seriously—not simply as something inconvenient, or unpleasant, or contrary to his or her desires. What philosophy of value or morality can the unbeliever offer which will render it meaningful to condemn some atrocity as objectively evil? The moral indignation which is expressed by unbelievers when they encounter the wicked things which transpire in this world does not comport with theories of ethics which unbelievers espouse, theories which prove to be arbitrary or subjective or merely utilitarian or relativistic in character. On the unbeliever’s worldview, there is no good reason for saying that anything is evil in nature, but only by personal choice or feeling.6
Thus, when evolutionists talk about morality as if it is a real standard, they are being inconsistent with their own worldview.

Genesis not only justifies the existence of the moral code, but also explains people’s inability to fully live up to that same code. The first violation of the moral code by humanity was Adam and Eve’s disobedience to God by eating from the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil (Genesis 2:17;3:6). The Bible teaches that the rebellious (sinful) nature is inherited; it is passed from parents to descendants. Thus, all people have in their nature a tendency to sin (a tendency to rebel against God) because they are descendants of Adam and Eve who committed the first sin (Romans 5:12; Galatians 5:17). Adam’s sin resulted in the curse of all things and all creation has been suffering the effects of the curse since that time (Romans 8:22–23). Thus, a literal Genesis can account for why people are immoral in the first place as well as the “natural evils” we see in the world.

A Christian worldview regarding Genesis as literal history is necessary for understanding (1) why there is a moral code; (2) why everyone knows about it; and (3) why no one can live up to it completely. This provides a rational, logical, and consistent foundation for morality that has led to modern laws that prohibit and punish immorality.

Inconsistency in the Evolutionary Worldview

Consider those evolutionists who are concerned about children being taught creation. The well-known atheist Richard Dawkins, professor at Oxford University, states concerning teaching creation in schools, “Evolution is supported by mountains of scientific evidence. These children are being deliberately and wantonly misled (about the origins of living things).”7
It is commendable that Dawkins is concerned about the welfare of children: that they should only be taught the truth. But does such concern make sense if children are simply the result of random evolutionary processes?

Dawkins argues that creation should not be taught since he believes it is false. Now, this begs the question, since the truth or falsity of creation is the issue: as biblical creationists we are convinced that creation is true, and evolution is false. But the truly absurd thing about such evolutionary arguments is that they are contrary to evolution! That is, in an evolutionary worldview why is it wrong to lie—particularly if it benefits our survival value?

Now, certainly in a Christian worldview it is wrong to lie, and the Christian has a reason for this. God has indicated in His Word that lying is contrary to His nature (Numbers 23:19) and that people are not to engage in it (Exodus 20:16). But apart from the Christian worldview, why should people tell the truth? For that matter, why should people do anything at all? Words like should and ought only make sense if there is an absolute standard given by one who has authority over everyone.

If human beings are merely the inevitable result of the laws of physics and chemistry acting over time, then how can people have any genuine choice in what they do? If the decisions people make are simply the deterministic outworking of electrochemical reactions in a brain—which is itself allegedly the mindless outworking of billions of random chance copying errors in our DNA—then how would it make sense to hold people responsible for their “decisions”?

After all, we do not attempt to punish the planet Venus for spinning backwards. And we do not get angry at baking soda for reacting with vinegar. This is just what necessarily happens in the universe given the laws of nature. So why would an evolutionist be angry at anything one human being does to another (such as creationists supposedly “lying” to children), if we are all nothing more than complex chemical reactions? If we are simply evolved animals, why should we hold to a code of conduct in this “dog-eat-dog” world? After all, what one animal does to another is morally irrelevant.

The Evolutionary Worldview Borrows from the Christian Worldview

When evolutionists attempt to be moral, they are “borrowing” from the Christian worldview.

The Christian worldview accounts not only for morality but also for why evolutionists behave the way they do. Even those who have no basis for morality within their own professed worldview nonetheless hold to a moral code; this is because in their heart of hearts they really do know the God of creation, despite their profession to the contrary. Scripture tells us that everyone knows the biblical God, but that they suppress the truth about God (Romans 1:18–21).

Why would anyone do this?

We have an inherited sin nature from Adam (Romans 5:12) who rebelled against God in the Garden of Eden. John 3:19 indicates that people would rather remain in spiritual darkness than have their evil deeds exposed. Just as Adam tried to hide from God’s presence (Genesis 3:8), so his descendants do the same. But the solution to sin is not suppression; it is confession and repentance (1 John 1:9). Christ is faithful to forgive anyone who calls on His name (Romans 10:13).

Nearly everyone believes that people ought to behave in a certain way: that there is a moral code. Yet, in order for morality to be meaningful, the Bible and a literal Genesis must be true. Since God created human beings, He determines what is right and wrong, and we are responsible to Him for our actions.

We must, therefore, conclude that evolutionists are being inconsistent (irrational) when they talk about right and wrong, since such concepts are meaningless within their professed worldview. Like so many things that we often take for granted, the existence of morality confirms that biblical creation is true.

Rationally Resolving the Debate

Evolutionists and creationists have a different ultimate standard by which they evaluate and interpret physical evidence such as stars, fossils, and DNA.

The biblical creationist takes the Bible as the ultimate standard—an approach which the Bible itself endorses (Proverbs 1:7; Hebrews 6:13). The evolutionist embraces a competing philosophy instead, such as naturalism (the belief that natural causes and laws can explain all phenomena) or empiricism (the belief that experience, especially of the senses, is the source of all knowledge).

How then can people rationally decide which ultimate standard is correct, since each camp interprets all evidence in light of his or her ultimate standard?

In this article, we have employed a “transcendental argument”—an approach that demonstrates the truth of a foundational claim by showing the impossibility of the contrary. In effect, we show the truth of the biblical creation worldview by showing that the alternative is self-defeating. Alternatives to biblical creation undermine human experience and reasoning because such worldviews on their own terms cannot account for the things we take for granted in a consistent and justified way.

We used morality as a particular illustration of the transcendental argument (i.e., morality only makes sense if biblical creation is true). But we could equally well have used other things that people take for granted such as laws of logic, uniformity, and science, reliability of senses and memory, human dignity and freedom. Such foundational truths only make sense in a biblical creation worldview.

Christian philosopher and theologian Cornelius Van Til (1895–1987) argued that the God of biblical creation is essential to rationality. He states, “I hold that belief in God is not merely as reasonable as other belief, or even a little or infinitely more probably true than other belief; I hold rather that unless you believe in God you can logically believe in nothing else.”1
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道德是一个进化的世界观非常棘手的问题。这并不是说，进化论者是某种比圣经的神创论或任何其他人的道德。大多数进化论者坚持道德准则，并相信在正确和错误的概念。但进化论者的这一立场没有合理的理由。因此，只有神创论的道德理性，逻辑和一致的原因。
道德基础
尽管大多数人不承认这一点，道德和规则，大多数人坚持在“圣经”的基础上，专门在创世纪的文学史。 “圣经”声称自己是神启示的话语（提摩太后书3:16;彼得后书1:21）和圣经的神是最终的权威和基础知识“（希伯来书6:13;箴言1:7，2:6歌罗西书2:3）。圣经告诉我们神是万物的创造者，因此，所有的东西都属于他（创世记1:1;诗篇24:1）。因此，上帝作为造物主的权利界定行为的绝对标准。
除了圣经的创作，道德有没有道理。基督教哲学家的格雷格Bahnsen博士（1948年至19​​95年）指出，“这是什么人拒绝”圣经“的上帝的异教徒[人]意思是”好“，或按什么标准确定异教徒什么'好'计数（这样'邪恶“相应的定义或标识）？其中异教徒作出任何道德判断的前提是什么？“虽然不信，可以分类为善或恶的行动，他们没有界定什么是善和恶的最终基础。
事实上，许多进化论者是相当清楚的进化并不提供道德基础。进化论和生物学在康奈尔大学的教授，威廉·普罗文，国指达尔文主义的影响，“没有道德的最终基础存在，没有生命的终极意义的存在，自由意志是人类的神话。”因此，如果进化是真的，那么就不可能有没有普遍的道德准则，所有的人应该坚持。
和诺贝尔经济学奖得主史蒂文·温伯格，在德克萨斯大学，各州的进化论和物理学教授，“我认为，科学的历史任务的一部分，一直教导我们，我们是不是超自然的干预的玩具，我们可以作出自己的方式在宇宙中，我们必须找到我们自己的道德意识。“3，如果道德是由我们自己的意识决定的，那么一个普遍的道德准则，所有的人应该遵循的，不能自圆其说。
为什么谋杀是错误的
谋杀是一种不道德的行为，明显的例子。在此基础上，从创世记1:27指出，人类在神的形象，并从不同的动物。在创世记4上帝惩罚的第一凶手，该隐被谴责谋杀，杀害他的弟弟亚伯。上帝的谴责谋杀进一步确立在十诫（出埃及记20:13）。死亡和苦难不是上帝的独创的一部分，作为上帝的命令，亚当和夏娃只吃植物和动物（创1:29-30）展出。神在创世记1:31，他的创作是“非常好。”这个术语是没有意义的，如果它包括死亡和痛苦。
进化论者可能会说，正确与错误的标准，可创建从神分开。然而，这种想法是任意的，会导致荒谬的结论。如果每个人都可以创建自己的道德，那么没有人可以判断别人的道德。杰弗里·达默，希特勒，墨索里尼和斯大林，例如，选择了道德准则，其中谋杀案是完全可以接受的。
这似乎扰乱我们，但我们怎么能说这是别人错了谋杀罪，如果道德是我们的“自主意识”和“没有道德的最终基础”存在决定？
道德义愤根本没有在进化的宇宙感。 bahnsen状态“，这种愤怒需要诉诸上帝的绝对的，不变的，良好的品格，以使哲学意义。”
多数规则或神的规则？
一些进化论者声称，道德是多数决定它是什么。这种转变从一个人到一群人的不合理的意见;它是任意的，并导致荒谬的结论。 bahnsen写道：
也许不信，以“好”是什么唤起公众的批准。然而，在此基础上声明，“社会的绝大多数衷心批准，并自愿加入的恶行，”从来没有让意识。事实上，大量的人觉得某种方式没有（或不应该理性）说服任何人，这种感觉（约善良或邪恶的东西）是正确.5

希特勒是能够说服他的人多数是他的行动是正确的，但并没有真正使他们的权利。
没有“圣经”的上帝和文字的成因，正确和错误的个人喜好成为“谋杀是错误的”等同于“蓝色是我最喜欢的颜色。”无论是个人意见，没有人谁拥有了不同意见的争论提供依据。
但问题在于，从逻辑上讲，是如何的不信可以采取邪恶的东西不方便，或不愉快，或向他或她的愿望相反，严重的不只是感。什么价值或道德哲学的信徒提供，这将使其有意义，谴责一些客观邪恶的暴行？不信表示义愤，这是当他们遇到缺德的事，在这个世界上蒸腾不相称的异教徒信奉的道德，理论证明是在字符的任意或主观或只是功利性或相对论理论。对信徒的世界观，有没有充分的理由说的事情在本质上是邪恶的，但只能由个人选择或feeling.6

因此，当进化论者谈道德，如果它是一个真正的标准，他们正在与自己的世界观不一致。
创世记不仅证明了存在的道德准则，但也说明人们无​​法完全辜负了相同的代码。人类第一次违反道德准则，是亚当和夏娃吃善恶知识树（创2:17; 3:6）神的悖逆。圣经的教导，继承叛逆（罪恶）的性质;从父母传递给后代。因此，所有的人都在其性质罪（倾向反抗神）的倾向，因为他们是谁犯下的第一宗罪（罗马书5:12;加拉太书5:17）亚当和夏娃的后裔。亚当的罪，导致在诅咒所有的东西和所有创建以来，一直遭受诅咒的影响，自那时以来，（罗马书8:22-23）。因此，文字的起源可以解释为什么人们在首位以及“自然邪恶”不道德的，我们在世界上看到的。
一个基督教的世界观作为文学史成因（1）理解为什么是道德准则;（2）为什么每个人都知道它是必要的;（3）为什么没有人能活到它完全。这提供了一个理性的，道德的逻辑，和一致的基础，导致了现代的法律，禁止和惩治不道德。
在进化的世界观不一致
考虑那些关注儿童被教导创造进化论者。知名的无神论者理查德·道金斯，牛津大学教授，国家关于学校的教学创造“的演变是通过科学的证据支持。这些儿童被蓄意和肆意误导（万物的起源）。“
这是值得称赞的道金斯有关儿童福利的关注，他们只应教导的真理。但这种忧虑感，如果孩子仅仅是随机进化过程的结果吗？
道金斯认为，创造不应该被教导，因为他认为它是假的。现在，这引出了一个问题，因为创造的真理或虚假的问题：我们深信圣经的神创论，创作是真实的，和演化是假的。但这种进化的论据真正荒谬的事情是，他们是违反进化！也就是说，在进化的世界观，为什么错了撒谎，尤其是如果它有利于我们的生存价值？
现在在一个基督教的世界观，当然这是错误在于，与基督教有一个原因。神曾表示，在他的话语，撒谎是违背他的本性（民数记23:19），人是不从事（出埃及记20:16）。但是，除了从基督教的世界观，为什么人们应该讲真话？对于这个问题，为什么人们应该做什么？喜欢的话应该的，应该才有意义，如果有一个绝对的标准，谁拥有了每个人的权力。
如果仅仅是人类的物理和化学的作用随着时间的推移，那么怎么能让人有任何真正的选择，在他们做什么，法律的必然结果吗？如果人作出的决定仅仅是确定性外包工的电化学反应中的大脑，本身就是据称在我们的随机机会复制错误亿元的盲目外包工的DNA又如何会是有意义的持有人负责为他们的“决定” ？
毕竟，我们不要试图惩罚金星向后旋转。小苏打，我们不生气，用醋反应。这正是一定自然规律，宇宙中发生的。那么，为什么一个进化论者生气任何一个人对另一个（如所谓的“说谎”儿童的神创论），如果我们所有较复杂的化学反应而已？如果我们只是进化的动物，我们为什么要举行的行为守则，在这个“狗吃狗的世界”？毕竟，一个动物到另一个没有什么是与道德无关。
进化论的世界观借用基督教的世界观
当进化论者试图成为道德的，他们是从基督教的世界观“借用”。
基督教的世界观占不仅是道德的，但也进化论者为什么他们的行为方式。即使是那些谁没有在自己宣称的世界观的道德基础仍然坚持道德准则，这是因为在他们的心中他们真的心知道上帝创造的，尽管他们的职业相反。圣经告诉我们，每个人都知道“圣经”的上帝，但他们抑制的关于神的真理（罗马书1:18-21）。
为什么会有人这样做呢？
我们必须继承反叛上帝在伊甸园的亚当（罗马书5:12）罪性质。约翰福音3:19表明，人们宁愿留在属灵的黑暗，有他们的恶行曝光。正如亚当试图隐藏从上帝的存在（创3:8），所以他的子孙做同样的。但罪的解决方案是无法抑制;是认罪和忏悔（约翰一书1:9）。基督是忠实原谅人呼吁他的名字（罗马书10:13）。
几乎所有人都认为，人们应该以某种方式行为是有道德的代码。然而，为了道德是有意义的，“圣经”和文字创必须是真实的。自从上帝创造了人类，他决定什么是正确的和错误的，我们有责任为我们的行动向他。
因此，我们必须结束，进化论者是不一致的（不合理）交谈时，他们对与错，因为这种概念是毫无意义的在其自称的世界观。像这么多东西，我们经常想当然，道德的存在，证实圣经的创造是真实的。
合理解决的辩论
进化论者和创造论者有不同的最终标准，使他们的评价和解释，如星星，化石和DNA物证。
圣经创世作为最终标准的做法，“圣经”本身的赞同（箴1:7;希伯来书6:13）“圣经”。进化论包含了一个竞争的理念，而不是如自然（自然原因和规律，可以解释一切现象的信念）或经验主义（相信经验，尤其是感官，是一切知识的源泉）。
又怎能合理确定最终的标准是正确的，因为每个阵营解释他或她的最终标准，在所有的证据吗？
在这篇文章中，我们采用“先验论证”的方法，展示了一个显示相反的是不可能的基本主张的真理。实际上，我们创作的圣经世界观的真相显示，另一种方法是弄巧成拙。圣经创作的替代破坏人类的经验和推理，这样的世界观，因为根据自己的条件无法解释的事情，我们采取一致的和合理的方式授予。
我们作为道德的先验参数（即，道德只很有意义如果圣经的创造是真实的）特别说明。但是，我们同样可以使用人采取法律的逻辑，均匀性，科学，感觉和记忆的可靠性，人的尊严和自由，如授予的其他东西。这些基本的真理，只有建立在圣经的世界观意义。
基督教哲学家和神学家科尼利厄斯范泰尔（1895年至1987年）认为圣经创造的神，是必不可少的理性。他指出，“我认为，对上帝的信仰不仅是作为其他信仰，甚至很少或无限多可能是真实的，比其他信仰的合理，我认为相当，除非你相信上帝的逻辑，你可以相信在没有别的。” 1
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Do Evolutionists Believe Darwin’s Ideas about Evolution?

1. Why is it important to clearly define evolution in any discussion?

2. Was Darwin the first to discuss evolutionary ideas? Explain.

3. What two prominent explanations for evolution used by Darwin are solidly rejected by modern evolutionists?

4. How did Darwin’s view of different human groups (“races”) influence society?

5. Are all notions of evolution based on gradual processes like Darwin’s explanation? 

进化论者相信达尔文关于进化的思想呢？
1。明确界定任何讨论的进化为什么它很重要吗？
2。达尔文先讨论进化的想法？解释。
3。两个突出的达尔文进化解释扎实现代进化论者拒绝吗？
4。达尔文的观点不同的人类群体（以下简称“比赛”）影响社会如何做？
5。进化的所有概念都是基于渐进的过程，如达尔文的解释？
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‘There is no sight on earth which matches Grand Canyon. There are other canyons, other mountains and other rivers, but this Canyon excels all in scenic grandeur. Can any visitor, upon viewing Grand Canyon, grasp and appreciate the spectacle spread before him? The ornate sculpture work and the wealth of color are like no other landscape. They suggest an alien world. The scale is too outrageous. The sheer size and majesty engulf the intruder, surpassing his ability to take it in.’1
Anyone who has stood on the rim and looked down into Grand Canyon would readily echo these words as one’s breath is taken away with the sheer magnitude of the spectacle. The Canyon stretches for 277 miles (446 kilometres) through northern Arizona, attains a depth of more than 1 mile (1.6 kilometres), and ranges from 4 miles (6.4 kilometres) to 18 miles (29 kilometres) in width. In the walls of the Canyon can be seen flat-lying rock layers that were once sand, mud or lime. Now hardened, they look like pages of a giant book as they stretch uniformly right through the Canyon and underneath the plateau country to the north and south and deeper to the east.
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Figure 1. A panoramic view of the Grand Canyon from the South Rim at Yavapai Point. The Coconino Sandstone is the thick buff-coloured layer close to the top of the canyon walls. Compare with Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Grand Canyon in cross-section showing the names given to the different rock units by geologists.

The Coconino Sandstone

To begin to comprehend the awesome scale of these rock layers, we can choose any one for detailed examination. Perhaps the easiest of these rock layers to spot, since it readily catches the eye, is a thick, pale buff coloured to almost white sandstone near the top of the Canyon walls. Geologists have given the different rock layers names, and this one is called the Coconino Sandstone (see Figures 1 and 2). It is estimated to have an average thickness of 315 feet (96 metres) and, with equivalent sandstones to the east, covers an area of about 200,000 square miles (518,000 square kilometres).2 That is an area more than twice the size of the Australian State of Victoria, or almost twice the area of the US State of Colorado! Thus the volume of this sandstone is conservatively estimated at 10,000 cubic miles (41,700 cubic kilometres). That’s a lot of sand!
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Figure 3. Cross beds (inclined sub-layering) within the Coconino Sandstone, as seen on the Bright Angel Trail in the Grand Canyon.

What do these rock layers in Grand Canyon mean? What do they tell us about the earth’s past? For example, how did all the sand in this Coconino Sandstone layer and its equivalents get to where it is today?

To answer these questions geologists study the features within rock layers like the Coconino Sandstone, and even the sand grains themselves. An easily noticed feature of the Coconino Sandstone is the distinct cross layers of sand within it called cross beds (see Figure 3, right). For many years evolutionary geologists have interpreted these cross beds by comparing them with currently forming sand deposits — the sand dunes in deserts which are dominated by sand grains made up of the mineral quartz, and which have inclined internal sand beds. Thus it has been proposed that the Coconino Sandstone accumulated over thousands and thousands of years in an immense windy desert by migrating sand dunes, the cross beds forming on the down-wind sides of the dunes as sand was deposited there.3
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Figure 4: A fossilized quadruped trackway in the Coconino Sandstone on display in the Grand Canyon Natural History Association’s Yavapai Point Museum at the South Rim.

The Coconino Sandstone is also noted for the large number of fossilized footprints, usually in sequences called trackways. These appear to have been made by four-footed vertebrates moving across the original sand surfaces (see Figure 4, left). These fossil footprint trackways were compared to the tracks made by reptiles on desert sand dunes,4 so it was then assumed that these fossilized footprints in the Coconino Sandstone must have been made in dry desert sands which were then covered up by wind-blown sand, subsequent cementation forming the sandstone and fossilizing the prints.

Yet another feature that evolutionary geologists have used to argue that the Coconino Sandstone represents the remains of a long period of dry desert conditions is the sand grains themselves. Geologists have studied the sand grains from modern desert dunes and under the microscope they often show pitted or frosted surfaces. Similar grain surface textures have also been observed in sandstone layers containing very thick cross beds such as the Coconino Sandstone, so again this comparison has strengthened the belief that the Coconino Sandstone was deposited as dunes in a desert.

At first glance this interpretation would appear to be an embarrassment to Bible-believing geologists who are unanimous in their belief that it must have been Noah’s Flood that deposited the flat lying beds of what were once sand, mud and lime, but are now exposed as the rock layers in the walls of the Canyon.

Above the Coconino Sandstone is the Toroweap Formation and below is the Hermit Formation, both of which geologists agree are made up of sediments that were either deposited by and/or in water. 5,6 How could there have been a period of dry desert conditions in the middle of the Flood year when ‘all the high hills under the whole heaven were covered’ (Genesis 7:19) by water?

This seeming problem has certainly not been lost on those, even from within the Christian community, opposed to Flood geologists and creationists in general. For example, Dr Davis Young, Professor of Geology at Calvin College in Grand Rapids, Michigan, in a recent book being marketed in Christian bookshops, has merely echoed the interpretations made by evolutionary geologists of the characteristics of the Coconino Sandstone, arguing against the Flood as being the agent for depositing the Coconino Sandstone. He is most definite in his consideration of the desert dune model:

‘The Coconino Sandstone contains spectacular cross bedding, vertebrate track fossils, and pitted and frosted sand grain surfaces. All these features are consistent with formation of the Coconino as desert sand dunes. The sandstone is composed almost entirely of quartz grains, and pure quartz sand does not form in floods . . . no flood of any size could have produced such deposits of sand . . .’7
Those footprints

The footprint trackways in the Coconino Sandstone have recently been re-examined in the light of experimental studies by Dr Leonard Brand of Loma Linda University in California.8 His research program involved careful surveying and detailed measurements of 82 fossilized vertebrate trackways discovered in the Coconino Sandstone along the Hermit Trail in Grand Canyon. He then observed and measured 236 experimental trackways made by living amphibians and reptiles in experimental chambers. These tracks were formed on sand beneath the water, on moist sand at the water’s edge, and on dry sand, the sand mostly sloping at an angle of 25 degrees, although some observations were made on slopes of 15deg; and 20° for comparison. Observations were also made of the underwater locomotion of five species of salamanders (amphibians) both in the laboratory and in their natural habitat, and measurements were again taken of their trackways.

A detailed statistical analysis of these data led to the conclusion, with a high degree of probability that the fossil tracks must have been made underwater. Whereas the experimental animals produce footprints under all test conditions, both up and down the 25° slopes of the laboratory ‘dunes’, all but one of the fossil trackways could only have been made by the animals in question climbing uphill. Toe imprints were generally distinct, whereas the prints of the soles were indistinct. These and other details were present in over 80% of the fossil, underwater and wet sand tracks, but less than 12% of the dry sand and damp sand tracks had any toe marks. Dry sand uphill tracks were usually just depressions, with no details. Wet sand tracks were quite different from the fossil tracks in certain features. Added to this, the observations of the locomotive behaviour of the living salamanders indicated that all spent the majority of their locomotion time walking on the bottom, underwater, rather than swimming.

Putting together all of his observations, Dr Brand thus came to the conclusion that the configurations and characteristics of the animals trackways made on the submerged sand surfaces most closely resembled the fossilized quadruped trackways of the Coconino Sandstone. Indeed, when the locomotion behaviour of the living amphibians is taken into account, the fossilized trackways can be interpreted as implying that the animals must have been entirely under water (not swimming at the surface) and moving upslope (against the current) in an attempt to get out of the water. This interpretation fits with the concept of a global Flood, which overwhelmed even four-footed reptiles and amphibians that normally spend most of their time in the water.

Not content with these initial studies, Dr Brand has continued (with the help of a colleague) to pursue this line of research. He recently published further results,9 which were so significant that a brief report of their work appeared in Science News10 and Geology Today. 11
His careful analysis of the fossilized trackways in the Coconino Sandstone, this time not only from the Hermit Trail in Grand Canyon but from other trails and locations, again revealed that all but one had to have been made by animals moving up cross bed slopes. Furthermore, these tracks often show that the animals were moving in one direction while their feet were pointing in a different direction. It would appear that the animals were walking in a current of water, not air. Other trackways start or stop abruptly, with no sign that the animals’ missing tracks were covered by some disturbance such as shifting sediments. It appears that these animals simply swam away from the sediment.

Because many of the tracks have characteristics that are ‘just about impossible’ to explain unless the animals were moving underwater, Dr Brand suggested that newt-like animals made the tracks while walking under water and being pushed by a current. To test his ideas, he and his colleague videotaped living newts walking through a laboratory tank with running water. All 238 trackways made by the newts had features similar to the fossilized trackways in the Coconino Sandstone, and their videotaped behaviour while making the trackways thus indicated how the animals that made the fossilized trackways might have been moving.

These additional studies confirmed the conclusions of his earlier researches. Thus, Dr Brand concluded that all his data suggest that the Coconino Sandstone fossil tracks should not be used as evidence for desert wind deposition of dry sand to form the Coconino Sandstone, but rather point to underwater deposition. These evidence from such careful experimental studies by a Flood geologist overturn the original interpretation by evolutionists of these Coconino Sandstone fossil footprints, and thus call into question their use by Young and others as an argument against the Flood.

Desert ‘dunes’?

The desert sand dune model for the origin of the Coconino Sandstone has also recently been challenged by Glen Visher12, Professor of Geology at the University of Tulsa in Oklahoma, and not a creationist geologist. Visher noted that large storms, or amplified tides, today produce submarine sand dunes called ‘sand waves’. These modern sand waves on the sea floor contain large cross beds composed of sand with very high quartz purity. Visher has thus interpreted the Coconino Sandstone as a submarine sand wave deposit accumulated by water, not wind. This of course is directly contrary to Young’s claims, which after all are just the repeated opinions of other evolutionary geologists.

Furthermore, there is other evidence that casts grave doubts on the view that the Coconino Sandstone cross beds formed in desert dunes. The average angle of slope of the Coconino cross beds is about 25° from the horizontal, less than the average angle of slope of sand beds within most modern desert sand dunes. Those sand beds slope at an angle of more than 25°, with some beds inclined as much as 30° to 34°, the angle of ‘rest’ of dry sand. On the other hand, modern oceanic sand waves do not have ‘avalanche’ faces of sand as common as desert dunes, and therefore, have lower average dips of cross beds.

Visher also points to other positive evidence for accumulation of the Coconino Sandstone in water. Within the Coconino Sandstone is a feature known technically as ‘parting lineation’, which is known to be commonly formed on sand surfaces during brief erosional bursts beneath fast-flowing water. It is not known from any desert sand dunes. Thus Visher also uses this feature as evidence of vigorous water currents accumulating the sand, which forms the Coconino Sandstone.

Similarly, Visher has noted that the different grain sizes of sand within any sandstone are a reflection of the process that deposited the sand. Consequently, he performed sand grain size analyses of the Coconino Sandstone and modern sand waves, and found that the Coconino Sandstone does not compare as favourably to dune sands from modern deserts.

He found that not only is the pitting not diagnostic of the last Process to have deposited the sand grains (pitting can, for example, form first by wind impacts, followed by redeposition by water), but pitting and frosting of sand grains can form outside a desert environment.13 For example, geologists have described how pitting on the surface of sand grains can form by chemical processes during the cementation of sand.

Sand wave deposition
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Figure 5. Schematic diagram showing the formation of cross beds during sand deposition by migration of underwater sand waves due to sustained water flow.

A considerable body of evidence is now available which indicates that the Coconino Sandstone was deposited by the ocean, and not by desert accumulation of sand dunes as emphatically maintained by most evolutionary geologists, including Christians like Davis Young. The cross beds within the Coconino Sandstone (that is, the inclined beds of sand within the overall horizontal layer of sandstone) are excellent evidence that ocean currents moved the sand rapidly as dune-like mounds called sand waves.14
Figure 5 (right) shows the way sand waves have been observed to produce cross beds in layers of sand. The water current moves over the sand surface building up mounds of sand. The current erodes sand from the ‘up-current’ side of the sand wave and deposits it as inclined layers on the ‘down-current’ side of the sand wave. Thus the sand wave moves in the direction of current flow as the inclined strata continue to be deposited on the down-current side of the sand wave. Continued erosion of sand by the current removes both the up-current side and top of the sand wave, the only part usually preserved being just the lower half of the down-current side. Thus the height of the cross beds preserved is just a fraction of the original sand wave height. Continued transportation of further sand will result in repeated layers containing inclined cross beds. These will be stacked up on each other.

Sand waves have been observed on certain parts of the ocean floor and in rivers, and have been produced in laboratory studies. Consequently, it has been demonstrated that the sand wave height is related to the water depth.15 As the water depth increases so does the height of the sand waves which are produced. The heights of the sand waves are approximately one-fifth of the water depth. Similarly, the velocities of the water currents that produce sand waves have been determined.

Thus we have the means to calculate both the depth and velocity of the water responsible for transporting as sand waves the sand that now makes up the cross beds of the Coconino Sandstone. The thickest sets of cross beds in the Coconino Sandstone so far reported are 30 feet (9 metres) thick.16 Cross beds of that height imply sand waves at least 60 feet (18 metres) high and a water depth of around 300 feet (between 90 and 95 metres). For water that deep to make and move sand waves as high as 60 feet (18 metres) the minimum current velocity would need to be over 3 feet per second (95 centimetres per second) or 2 miles per hour. The maximum current velocity would have been almost 5.5 feet per second (165 cm or 1.65 metres per second) or 3.75 miles per hour. Beyond that velocity experimental and observational evidence has shown that flat sand beds only would be formed.

Now to have transported in such deep water the volume of sand that now makes up the Coconino Sandstone these current velocities would have to have been sustained in the one direction perhaps for days. Modern tides and normal ocean currents do not have these velocities in the open ocean, although deep-sea currents have been reported to attain velocities of between 50 cm and 250 cm (2.5 metres) per second through geographical restrictions. Thus catastrophic events provide the only mechanism, which can produce high velocity ocean currents over a wide area.

Hurricanes (or cyclones in the southern hemisphere) are thought to make modern sand waves of smaller size than those that have produced the cross beds in the Coconino Sandstone, but no measurements of hurricane driven currents approaching these velocities in deep water have been reported. The most severe modern ocean currents known have been generated during a tsunami or ‘tidal wave’. In shallow oceans tsunami-induced currents have been reported on occasion to exceed 500 cm (5 metres) per second, and currents moving in the one direction have been sustained for hours.17 Such an event would be able to move large quantities of sand and, in its waning stages, build huge sand waves in deep water. Consequently, a tsunami provides the best modern analogy for understanding how large-scale cross beds such as those in the Coconino Sandstone could form.

Noah's Flood?

We can thus imagine how the Flood would deposit the Coconino Sandstone (and its equivalents), which covers an area of 200,000 square miles (518,000 square kilometres) averages 315 feet (96 metres) thick, and contains a volume of sand conservatively estimated at 10,000 cubic miles (41,700 cubic kilometres). But where could such an enormous quantity of sand come from? Cross beds within the Coconino dip consistently toward the south, indicating that the sand came from the north. However, along its northern occurrence, the Coconino rests directly on the Hermit Formation, which consists of siltstone and shale and so would not have been an ample source of sand of the type now found in the Coconino Sandstone. Consequently, this enormous volume of sand would have to have been transported a considerable distance, perhaps at least 200 or 300 miles (320 or 480 kilometres). At the current velocities envisaged sand could be transported that distance in a matter of a few days!

Thus the evidence within the Coconino Sandstone does not support the evolutionary geologists interpretation of slow and gradual deposition of sand in a desert environment with dunes being climbed by wandering four-footed vertebrates. On the contrary, a careful examination of the evidence, backed up by experiments and observations of processes operating today indicates catastrophic deposition of the sand by deep fast-moving water in a matter of days, totally consistent with conditions envisaged during the Flood.
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诺亚的洪水令人吃惊的证据
脚印和沙，沙丘在大峡谷砂岩！
由Andrew A.斯内林和史蒂芬A. Austin十二月1，1992

门外汉
作者安德鲁 - 斯内林作者史蒂芬奥斯汀创造的峡谷形成杂志大峡谷的洪水
精选在
“有没有看到地球上匹配大峡谷。还有其他的峡谷，山脉和其他河流，但这个峡谷擅长所有在风景秀丽的宏伟。任何游客，观赏大峡谷后，把握和欣赏他面前的景象蔓延？华丽的雕塑作品和丰富的颜色都一样，没有其他的风景。他们建议一个陌生的世界。规模是太离谱了。庞大的规模和威严吞噬入侵者，超过他的能力把它英寸'1

任何人站在边缘看着大峡谷会毫不迟疑地回应这些话，作为一个人的呼吸是采取纯粹的奇观幅度。通过亚利桑那州北部的大峡谷，绵延277英里（446公里），达到深度超过1英里（1.6公里），并从4英里（6.4公里），宽18英里（29公里）的范围。在大峡谷的墙壁可以看到平坦低洼的岩石层，一旦沙，泥或石灰。现在硬化，他们看起来像一个巨大的书页，因为他们一致通过峡谷和高原国下方伸展，南北和深入到东。
图1。一个从大峡谷南缘的Yavapai点尽收眼底。在的科科尼诺砂岩是厚厚的一层浅黄色的峡谷墙壁的顶部接近。比较图2。
图2。大峡谷中的横截面显示地质学家给予不同的岩石单位的名称。
科科尼诺砂岩
开始理解这些岩石层真棒规模，我们可以选择任何一个详细的检查。也许这些岩石层最简单的点，因为它很容易映入眼帘的，是一种粘稠的，苍白的浅黄色，颜色几乎是白砂岩峡谷墙的顶部附近。地质学家给予不同岩层的名称，这个被称为科科尼诺砂岩（见图1和图2）。据估计，有一个315英尺（96米）的平均厚度，相当于东部的砂岩，覆盖面积约20万平方英里（518,000平方公里）.2，这是一个面积两倍以上的大小澳大利亚维多利亚州，几乎两倍于美国科罗拉多州的面积！因此，这个砂岩的体积是保守估计为10,000立方英里（41700立方千米）。这是一个很多的沙子！
图3。跨床斜分的分层内的科科尼诺砂岩，在大峡谷的光明天使小道。
在大峡谷的岩石层是什么意思？什么，他们告诉我们地球的过去吗？例如，如何在这的科科尼诺砂岩层和沙其等值的地方是今天吗？
为了回答这些问题地质学家研究在岩层，如的科科尼诺砂岩，甚至沙粒本身的特点。一个的科科尼诺砂岩的特点是容易被发现，沙独特的跨层内，它被称为跨病床（见图3，右）。多年的进化地质学家解释这些跨病床，通过比较，他们目前正在形成砂矿床 - 沙粒为主沙漠中的沙丘组成的矿物石英，已倾向于内部砂层。因此，它已被提出，科科尼诺砂岩沙丘迁移，成千上万的千百年来积累了巨大的风沙沉积形成跨病床上的下风侧的沙丘为沙那里.3

图4：一个化石在科科尼诺砂岩四足显示在大峡谷的自然史协会的Yavapai点在南缘博物馆蹊。
科科尼诺砂岩还注意到大量化石脚印，通常称为跟踪方式序列。这些似乎已经由四足脊椎动物跨原砂表面移动（见图4左）。这些化石足迹跟踪方式的进行比较，以沙漠的沙丘，4爬行动物的轨道，所以当时认为化石在科科尼诺砂岩这些脚印必须已经在干燥的沙漠风沙，然后覆盖砂，随后胶结形成的砂岩和化石打印。
然而，进化地质学家认为科科尼诺砂岩代表一个长期干燥的沙漠条件的遗体的另一个特点是沙粒本身。地质学家研究从现代沙漠沙丘的沙粒，并在显微镜下，他们往往显示进站或磨砂表面。科科尼诺砂岩如含有很厚的交叉病床在砂岩层也已发现类似的晶粒表面纹理，如此反复，这比较加强科科尼诺砂岩，在沙漠的沙丘沉积的信念。
乍一看这种解释似乎是圣经，相信地质学家一致在他们的信仰，它必须有被诺亚的洪水，沉积的平躺着，什么是一次沙子，泥土和石灰床惭愧，但是现在暴露作为在峡谷壁上的岩石层。
以上“科科尼诺砂岩是Toroweap的的形成和下面是隐士的形成，这两个地质学家同意的，要么沉积和/或在水中的沉积物。 5,6怎么可能有一段洪水年中在干燥的沙漠条件时，整个天堂下的所有高小山覆盖“（创世记7:19）水？
肯定不会被这个问题似乎已失去了这些，甚至在基督教社会，而不是一般洪水地质学家和神创论。例如，地质学教授卡尔文学院在密歇根州大急流城，在最近的一本书在基督教书店销售，戴维斯博士年轻，只是呼应科科尼诺砂岩特征的进化地质学家提出的解释，对洪水的争论作为存放科科尼诺砂岩代理。他是最明确的，在他的沙漠沙丘模型的审议：
“的科科尼诺砂岩包含壮观的跨床上用品，脊椎动物跟踪化石，以及进站和磨砂砂粒的表面。所有这些特点是与沙漠的沙丘科科尼诺形成一致。砂岩几乎完全是由石英砂，高纯石英砂不形成洪水。 。 。没有任何规模的洪水可能产生这类存款的沙子。 。 。'7

这些脚印
在科科尼诺砂岩的足迹化石，最近被重新审视在实验研究中加州.8他的研究项目涉及82在科科尼诺砂岩中发现的化石脊椎动物化石仔细测量和详细的测量，由医生Leonard罗马琳达大学的品牌沿着大峡谷中的隐士径。然后，他观察和测量236实验跟踪方式生活两栖类和爬行类动物在实验室。下方的水沙上形成了这些曲目，湿润的沙子在水的边缘，和干砂的砂大多在25度角倾斜，虽然一些意见被提出，15度的斜坡上;和20进行比较°。观测也取得了5种蝾螈在实验室和在其自然栖息地（两栖动物）水下运动，并再次测量他们跟踪方式。
详细对这些数据的统计分析得出的结论，以高度的概率，该化石的轨道必须已水下。而实验动物产生所有的测试条件下的足迹，无论是向上和向下25°斜坡实验室“沙丘”，所有，但的化石跟踪方式之一只能一直由问题攀登上山的动物。脚趾印一般是不同的，而鞋底的版画是模糊的。这些和其他细节，目前超过80％的化石，水下和湿沙轨道，但低于12％的干沙和湿沙轨道有任何趾痕。干砂上坡轨道通常只是洼地，没有任何细节。湿沙轨道是相当不同的从化石轨道在某些功能。添加到这个，生活蝾螈的机车行为的意见表明，所有花费大多数他们的运动时间的底部，而不是游泳，水下行走。
品牌博士把他的所有意见，从而淹没的沙面动物跟踪方式的配置和特点，最密切的类似化石的科科尼诺砂岩的四足跟踪方式的结论。事实上，是考虑到生活的两栖类动物的运动行为时，化石跟踪方式可以被解释为暗示的动物必须在水中已经完全（不是在表面游泳），企图在移动上坡（针对当​​前）出去的水。这种解释符合一个全球性的洪水，不堪重负，甚至四脚爬行动物和两栖动物，通常花费其大部分时间在水中的概念。
不与这些初步的研究内容，博士品牌继续与同事的帮助下，继续行这方面的研究。他最近出版的进一步结果，9 News10地质科学，简要报告了他们的工作出现了今天如此显着。 11

他的的科科尼诺砂岩，这不仅从大峡谷中的隐士径，而是从其他步道和地点的时间，的化石跟踪方式，仔细分析发现，所有，但一个已移动跨床斜坡的动物。此外，这些曲目往往表明，动物在一个方向移动，而他们的脚指向不同的方向。这样看来，动物们走在目前的水，没有空气。其他跟踪途径开始或突然停止，没有受到一些干扰，如转移沉积物覆盖，动物的失踪轨道的迹象。看来，这些动物根本游从泥沙。
因为许多曲目有“几乎不可能”来解释，除非动物水下运动的特点是，品牌医生建议，蝾螈类动物的轨道，在水中行走时，由目前的推。为了检验自己的想法，他和他的同事通过实验室自来水坦克行走的生活蝾螈录像。所有238蝾螈跟踪方式有化石在科科尼诺砂岩的跟踪方式类似的功能，和录像的行为而因此跟踪方式表示可能已经僵化跟踪方式移动的动物。
这些额外的研究证实了他的早期研究的结论。因此，品牌博士的结论是，他所有的数据表明科科尼诺砂岩化石轨道，不应该被用来作为沙漠干砂形成科科尼诺砂岩风沉积的证据，而是点到水下沉积。这些从这种谨慎的实验研究洪水地质学家的证据推翻这些的科科尼诺砂岩足迹化石的进化论者原来的解释，从而质疑其使用由青年和其他参数对洪水。
沙漠的沙丘“吗？
沙漠砂的科科尼诺砂岩的起源沙丘的模型也格伦Visher12，在俄克拉何马州塔尔萨大学地质系教授，而不是一个神创论的地质学家最近受到了挑战。 visher指出，大风暴，或放大潮，今天产生海底的沙子，沙丘被称为“沙浪”。这些现代海底沙波包含大断面床沙组成，具有很高的石英纯度。 visher因此解释为水，没有风的海底沙波累计存款的科科尼诺砂岩。当然，这是直接违背了年轻的说法，这毕竟只是重复其他进化地质学家的意见。
此外，还有其他证据的转换，在沙漠的沙丘形成科科尼诺的砂岩跨病床上的严重怀疑。科科尼诺跨病床的平均坡度角约为25°的水平，低于平均坡度在最现代的沙漠沙丘砂床的角度。那些砂床坡度超过25°的角度，多干砂'休息'的角度为30°〜34°，倾向一些病床。另一方面，现代海洋沙波不具备沙漠沙丘的共同的“雪崩”的沙面，因此，有较低的平均逢低跨病床。
还指出visher到科科尼诺砂岩水的积累等积极的证据。内的科科尼诺砂岩是技术上称为'临别划线“，这是众所周知普遍形成沙面在水流湍急的水底下简短的侵蚀阵阵的功能。它不知道任何沙漠的沙丘。因此Visher也使用此功能，大力水沙的电流，从而形成科科尼诺砂岩积累的证据。
同样，Visher指出，沙不同粒大小在任何砂岩沉积沙的过程，是一个反映。因此，他执行了一粒沙子大小的的科科尼诺砂岩和现代沙波分析，发现科科尼诺砂岩不会比较积极，从现代沙漠的沙丘砂。
他发现，不仅是可以形成点蚀诊断的最后一道工序已沉积的沙粒（点蚀，例如，形式第一，受风的影响，水的再沉积），但点蚀和沙粒结霜外例如一个的沙漠环境.13，地质学家已经描述了如何在沙粒表面的蚀可以在砂胶结形成的化学过程。
沙波的沉积
图5。示意图水下沙波，由于持续的水流迁移砂沉积过程中的交叉床的形成。
相当的证据的身体现在是可用的，这表明科科尼诺砂岩沉积的海洋，沙漠的沙丘堆积，不作为重点保持最进化的地质学家，包括像戴维斯年轻的基督徒。科科尼诺砂岩内的跨病床（是，在整体水平的砂岩层倾斜床沙）是优良的证据，洋流移动沙丘状的土墩叫沙波浪.14沙迅速
图5（右）显示沙浪已观察到在沙层的交叉病床的方式。水流在沙面移动建立沙土堆。目前的侵蚀，从“向上流动”一侧的沙浪和存款，“向下流动”沙波一侧倾斜层沙。因此，沙波移动继续上沉积下来，当前面沙波倾斜地层中电流流动的方向。沙续由目前的侵蚀，消除向上电流的侧面和顶部的沙浪，通常只有部分保留，只是向下当前面的下半部。因此，保存跨床的高度是只是一小部分的原砂波高。进一步沙续运输将导致重复斜横床层。这些将互相叠起来。
沙浪已观察到的洋底和河流中的某些部分，并已在实验室研究中产生的。因此，它已被证明，沙波高度相关的水depth.15随着水深增加使所生产的砂波的高度。水深约五分之一的沙浪的高度。同样，产生沙波的水流速度已经确定。
因此，我们必须负责运沙浪沙，现在的的科科尼诺砂岩的跨病床的水的深度和速度的方法来计算。迄今报告的交叉在科科尼诺砂岩的床套最厚的是30英尺（9米），身高thick.16跨病床意味着至少有60英尺（18米）高了约300英尺水深浪沙（之间90和95米）。对于水，深和移动砂波高为60英尺（18米）最小电流速度将需要超过3英尺每秒（每秒95厘米）或2英里每小时。最大电流速度本来几乎5.5英尺每秒（165厘米或每秒1.65米），或每小时3.75公里。除此之外速度的实验和观测证据显示，平沙病床将形成。
现在已运在这么深的水，现在弥补了的科科尼诺砂岩已在一个方向持续几天，也许这些目前的速度将有沙量。现代潮汐和不正常的洋流速度在开放的海洋，虽然深海电流已达到速度介于50厘米和250厘米每秒（2.5米），通过地域限制。因此，灾难性事件提供的唯一机制，它可以产生过大面积的高流速的洋流。
飓风（或在南半球的气旋）被认为是使现代沙波，比那些跨在科科尼诺砂岩的病床规模较小，但已报告的飓风驱动电流在深水接近这些速度没有测量。最严重的现代洋流称为海啸或“浪潮”期间已产生。海啸感应电流，在浅海已经报道有时超过每秒500厘米（5米），电流在一个方向移动，已持续hours.17这样的事件，将能够把大量的砂在减少的阶段，兴建深水巨大的沙浪。因此，海啸提供最好的理解，如在科科尼诺砂岩的跨病床可以形成大型现代化的比喻。
诺亚的洪水？
因此，我们可以想像洪水将如何存入科科尼诺砂岩（和其等值），其中包括一个面积20万平方英里（518,000平方公里），平均为315英尺（96米）厚，包含的沙量，保守估计在10,000立方英里（41700立方千米）。但这样一个巨大的沙量来自哪里？内的科科尼诺浸床一贯向南跨越，表明沙子从北方来到。然而，随着其北部发生的科科尼诺在于直接隐士的形成，粉砂岩和页岩组成，因此不会有现在在科科尼诺砂岩中发现的类型沙源充足。因此，这个巨大的沙量将已运有相当的距离，也许至少有200或300英里（320或480公里）。在目前的速度所设想的沙子可以运的距离，在几天的事！
因此，在科科尼诺砂岩的证据并不支持进化缓慢而渐进的沉积砂地质学家与被流浪的四足脊椎动物爬到沙丘的沙漠环境中的解释。相反，对证据的仔细检查，通过实验和观测工作今天表示深快速移动的水在短短几天内灾难性的沉积砂的进程备份，设想在洪水的条件完全一致。
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What Are Some of the Best Flood Evidences?

1. How does the Flood explain fossil sea creatures on mountains?

2. What evidence is there of rapid burial of fossils?

3. What must be true in order to explain thick sedimentary rock layers that extend across entire continents?

4. How are the sandstones of the Grand Canyon connected to the Appalachian Mountains?

 5. How do erosion features between rock strata support the Flood models of creation geologists?

6. Bent rock layers are a great confirmation of the Flood. Explain why this is the case. 

什么是最佳的洪水证据？
1。洪水是如何解释海洋生物化石山呢？
2。迅速埋藏的化石有什么证据吗？
3。必须是真实的，为了解释厚的沉积岩层，在整个大陆？
4。如何连接到阿巴拉契亚山脉的大峡谷的砂岩？
 5。如何侵蚀岩层之间的功能支持创建地质学家洪水模型？
6。弯曲的岩石层是一个伟大的洪水确认。解释为什么是这种情况。
Chapter 11: Practical Creation Evangelism
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When I first started teaching in the creation ministry, I would go to churches and speak on scientific aspects such as the age of the earth, the fossil record and other such topics. People showed some interest, but it certainly didn’t seem to stir them with the passion I had for the creation/evolution topic. And they always seemed to ask the same questions. (You should know them by now!) Where did Cain get his wife? What about the days of creation? How do dinosaurs fit with the Bible?, etc.

One day I read the book The Genesis Record by Dr. Henry Morris.1 It made me realize with a renewed vigor how foundational the book of Genesis was to the rest of the Bible. As I continued to read, it hit me that I really became excited when I came across an answer to one of the questions I had in my own mind.

It was then that I started to understand that I shouldn’t be just giving sermons on what I thought was important. I needed to understand the people to whom I was speaking. Where were they in regard to this topic? What do they think about Genesis? Why don’t they think it’s that important? Why do they have these questions? What makes them think this way?

I then prepared a sermon to take all this into account. I called it my ‘Relevance Sermon.’ It was a 30-minute talk on why Christians should believe in a literal Genesis. I explained how Genesis was foundational to all doctrine and that Christians shouldn’t add millions of years to God’s Word—that this destroys the foundation of the gospel.2 I also began to answer questions like the one about Cain’s wife.

After the service where I preached this for the first time, I was astounded at the response. People seemed to rush out and ask for copies of the tape, and to buy lots of materials. I had finally communicated!
As the whole concept of creation evangelism has crystallized in my thinking over the years, I have developed many talks (and materials) to communicate to various groups of people we meet in our everyday life.

The following summarizes some of these groups, giving practical ideas on how to apply creation evangelism.

First of all, I identify a particular group of people. I then try to understand how they think. If their thinking is not firmly founded in God’s Word, then they will have major inconsistencies in their way of thinking. I need to identify those inconsistencies, and then carefully dismantle them and show them to be illogical. I then pray the Lord will use this to open their hearts to the truth of God’s Word.

Keep in mind that there are many more groups of people than this and some people have characteristics of more than one group. So there are, of course, many exceptions. These are then just generalizations based on my personal experience.
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Each of the following diagrams represents a particular group of people.

The first diagram represents where each person should be in relation to his thinking. They start with the Word of God as their foundation, i.e. believing in a literal Genesis as part of this foundation. They have a Christian worldview—accepting Christian doctrines, knowing they are directly founded on God’s Word, and ultimately on Genesis 1–11. Their Christian worldview is, in essence, the pair of glasses they use in interpreting everything around them.

Sadly, I have found that most Christians are not in this group. Most people in our churches are in either one of the next two positions—or somewhere in between. If they are in one of these positions, I’ve found that they really can’t defend the Bible against the attacks of the age. The Christian leaders haven’t dealt with the ‘missiles’ from the enemy aimed at the Bible, and particularly Genesis.

The next illustration shows that on one side in the church we have Group 2.

This group represents Christians who believe the Bible is the infallible Word and even generally believe Genesis to be true. They believe in Christian doctrines. However, they don’t really understand how their Christian worldview connects to the Bible and ultimately to Genesis 1–11. They don’t really understand the concept of the Bible being the history book of the universe. This group would also include the classic ‘gap theorists,’ who believe God re-created everything in six days, after a gap of millions of years.3
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For these people, I have summarized the inconsistencies in their thinking as follows:

1. If there is no connection to Genesis, then there is no reason for believing in their doctrines. Because of this lack of connection, they can’t really defend them. They tend to tell their children that marriage is one man for one woman for life—but this is usually forced on them ‘from the top down’—not built foundationally.

2. These people usually have a wrong understanding of science. They, like most of us, have been indoctrinated to think scientists can prove the earth is billions of years old and that dinosaurs died out millions of years ago. This is one of the reasons why Genesis is not connected to their worldview. Even though they generally believe in Genesis, in reality that which they think is science causes them to divorce Genesis from the real world.

3. All these problems result in there being no foundational connection for the next generation. Their children grow up in the church being taught the Bible is the Word of God. But at the same time, they are not given answers to evolutionary teaching. In fact, they are probably told it’s okay to believe in millions of years. The Bible is portrayed to them as separate from their everyday thinking. They may accept doctrines like marriage, but they have no basis for knowing why—except that it’s in the New Testament. Ultimately, however, they can’t give foundational reasons as to why homosexual behavior, for instance, is wrong.

On the other side in the church, we have Group 3.

This group believes the Bible is the Word of God, but they also have no problem adding evolutionary teaching to the Bible. These people may be theistic evolutionists4 (God used evolution) or progressive creationists5 (God created millions of species over millions of years) or some other compromise position. They accept major Christian doctrines, but they can be more liberal in the way they apply them. Many, in fact most Christian college, Bible college and seminary students—along with their professors—are in this group.
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For these people, I have summarized the inconsistencies in their thinking as follows:

1. They not only have no connection for their doctrines, they have no basis for them. The theistic evolutionists, for instance, allow God to use evolution to form man. But this destroys the foundation of marriage which is built on the fact that Eve came from Adam’s side. The progressive creationists (like theistic evolutionists) allow millions of years of death, bloodshed, disease and suffering before sin. Thus, the foundation of the atonement and the restoration is destroyed. Even though they may hold to Christian doctrines, they do so inconsistently, for they don’t have a real basis for them.

2. They also have a wrong understanding of science. They equate evolutionary teaching with science. So, there is a need to teach them that the science that put man on the moon can’t be used to directly observe the past. Scientists don’t have the past to study. Evolution and its teaching of millions of years are really just beliefs. 6
3. They therefore not only have no foundation for the next generation, they have the wrong foundation. At least Group 2 has the right foundation—even if Christians don’t understand the connection. However, this group has problems connecting their foundation to doctrine. There are a variety of positions concerning which parts of Genesis are literally true. But ultimately, without a literal Genesis, there is no foundation for any Christian doctrine.

With this group, I have often found that their children will quickly depart from the faith. From my own experience, I’ve discovered that the children of those in the church who ardently compromise with evolution/millions of years teaching, and are not given answers to defend the inerrancy of Scripture, often have little, if anything, to do with the church. There are numerous humanists who claim they once attended Bible-believing churches, but rejected Christianity because of evolution.

For instance, read this testimony of a Harvard professor:

As were many persons from Alabama, I was a born-again Christian. When I was 15, I entered the Southern Baptist Church with great fervor and interest in the fundamentalist religion. I left at 17 when I got to the University of Alabama and heard about evolutionary theory.7
Or read this report of an 87-year-old man in North Carolina who was aggressively pursuing legal action to have the Ten Commandments removed from a county courthouse:

He was raised a Methodist in Indianapolis and went to church regularly as a child and teenager. ‘I believed all this God stuff,’ he said. ‘I was a good little boy and all that [expletive]. In school, we opened every morning with the Lord’s Prayer. That was big stuff.’ That changed when he attended Purdue University in Indiana. After taking physics and chemistry, he began to question the veracity of the Bible. In particular, he doubted how the entire world could have flooded in the days of Noah’s Ark. . . . Where . . . did all that water come from?8
Obviously he wasn’t given answers to defend the events of Genesis when he went to church. Now, at the end of his life, he was fighting with all his might against the Word of God.

The children in Group 1 tend to stay in the church—although in a few generations they will begin to lose their Christian heritage if they aren’t taught how to defend the Bible in the light of the attacks from secular humanism.

Once we understand where these people are ‘coming from,’ we need to construct a program to communicate to them by dealing with these inconsistencies. Whenever I preach in a church for the first time, I assume that I will have people from Group 1 through Group 3, and various stages in between.

We have developed a number of materials to deal with these groups:

1. The Genesis Solution film is of myself (with some well-done animation for illustration) preaching a message that deals with each of the inconsistencies listed above.9 I explain what science is and what it isn’t. I also show how all doctrines are founded in a literal Genesis, and the problems when Christians try to add millions of years to the Bible. We explain how important it is to build Christian doctrines from the foundation up. Evolution is shown to be a religion, and the social consequences of evolution are then discussed (also available as a book).

Today I rejoiced with the angels in heaven when my son David prayed that his name would be in the Lamb’s Book of Life. We had readA Is for Adam through for the third time when he asked if his name was written in there. Then he wanted to pray. We made a note in the front of his Bible as a reminder.

We love the books and videos from AiG. Thank you and God bless you.

— K.H. 
Australia

I have found that once I’ve preached this message in a church, many people will immediately see the importance of Genesis and often change their position to reject millions of years and accept God’s Word as written. But this change ultimately depends on their attitude to the Word of God. If they really want to believe God’s Word and really want to let God speak to them through the language of the Bible, they are more likely to respond positively. Sadly, academic peer pressure is one of the big stumbling blocks I’ve found with people holding higher degrees—they are often not prepared to take God at His Word in Genesis. We try to have this film shown in as many churches as possible before we run a seminar in an area, for we find it increases seminar attendance by up to 70 percent. Once Christians realize how important this topic is, they want to know more and have their questions answered.

2. My book The Lie: Evolution has the same basic content as the above film, but in more detail.10 There are many churches that have used this book as a Bible study program for teenagers and adults. The teacher could use The Genesis Record as the teacher resource.1
3. The Answers Book answers the most-asked questions on creation/evolution and the book of Genesis: Cain’s wife, ‘races,’ gap theory, dinosaurs, and many more.11 This can also be used as a Bible study for teenagers and adults.

4. Creation: Facts of Life is an important resource book that deals with the major so-called ‘scientific’ evidences for evolution.12 Dr. Gary Parker, a former evolutionist, used to teach these evidences—now as a creationist, he knows how to refute them. Thus, this book deals primarily with the science question.

5. For children, our books A is for Adam13 and D is for Dinosaur14 are set up with copious teacher notes in the back to teach all the above concepts not only to children, but teens and adults as well.

6. Answers in Genesis video set.15 This 12-part video series (with a detailed study guide) is a complete video seminar dealing with the biblical and scientific aspects of the origins issue. This is excellent to show to teens and adults.

7. The Great Dinosaur Mystery Solved! is an excellent publication that teaches Christians how to think like a Christian (i.e. putting on those biblical glasses) from Scripture.16 This is then applied practically to dinosaurs, thus teaching young people and adults that they can apply their Christian worldview to every area.

There are, of course, many other resources that can be used. The Answers in Genesis ministry and other creation ministries are available to help further with recommendations for materials (see our address section).

Group 4: This group predominantly represents an older generation (what we would probably call ‘the sixties generation’—the generation which saw prayer taken out of the public schools in America), who were brought up in the culture when it was still rather Christian in philosophy. They usually have a Christian ethic. Mostly they believe marriage should be between a man and a woman. They believe in right and wrong. For many of them, evolution is fact—they see it on TV all the time. They probably wouldn’t even question the earth being billions of years old. They tend to be interested in the supernatural, and are worried about the morality of the younger generations. They even believe in God—but they seldom have a personal relationship with Jesus Christ.

For these people, I have summarized the inconsistencies in their thinking as follows:

1. They don’t understand that they are holding a Christian ethic in a totally inconsistent way. They may believe in the Christian doctrine of marriage—but why? On what basis would they explain to their son, for example, that living with a woman who seems to be desirable at the time is not right?

In other words, these people have no logical reason to give their children as to why marriage is one man for one woman for life—and why the rightful place for sex is only within marriage. This problem exists for all Christian-based beliefs they may hold to. This inconsistency can be pointed out time and time again. Why do they believe in right and wrong? Who determines what’s wrong? Isn’t it just your opinion? Why should their children accept the same morality?

These people also don’t realize that the foundation they hold to, evolution, actually is the foundation upon which their children can justify their views on marriage and sex. As we discussed earlier in this book, the foundation of evolution provides the justification for someone to defend abortion, premarital sex and the other social ills.

2. Thus, these people have the wrong basis for their worldview. If they allow their children to believe in evolution, then it’s fully consistent for their children to abandon the morality of their parents.

3. This group also has a wrong understanding of science. Like all the groups, they have been indoctrinated to believe that evolution is science. This needs to be counteracted.

4. The parents among them have laid the wrong foundation for the next generation. And those in the next generation usually abandon Christian morality altogether.

Most of those in Group 4 probably attended church or Sunday school at some time in their life. Some of them may even have been regular church attendees, for it was the social thing to do. They may act like Christians, but they aren’t truly born again. These people tend to believe that if they go to church and help others, God won’t keep them out of heaven.
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There’s something else I’ve noticed with members of this group—they tend to ask questions about Cain’s wife and the other common questions detailed earlier. Personally, one of the reasons why I believe these people don’t ultimately believe the Bible is the infallible, inerrant, Word of God, is because the church never gave them the answers.

When I was in Phoenix some years ago, I read a letter to the editor in the local newspaper from a man over 70 years old. He said he stopped going to church when he found out he couldn’t get an answer as to where Cain got his wife. I found out his phone number and called him and gave him the answer.17 He was speechless. I prayed he would now reconsider his views about the Bible.

A friend of mine told me about something that occurred next door to him. His 80-year-old neighbor, Bill, was obviously in some trouble. My friend went to him to find out what was wrong. He was having pains in his chest and other symptoms that made it obvious he was having a heart attack. The ambulance was immediately called. My Christian friend had been trying to witness to this man for months. So, he pleaded with Bill to trust the Lord.

Finally, Bill said (and remember, this is while he’s having a serious heart attack), ‘Well if you believe the Bible—where did Cain get his wife?’ If it wasn’t so serious, this would be very humorous. This again stresses to me the importance of giving answers. Sadly, the church has not given these basic answers and many have drifted away.

I’ve found with this group that books like The Answers Book can be of great help in opening doors. Some of our videos (like the Answers in Genesis set or some of the other ones dealing with science) can be very useful in challenging them. This group will often watch a video if it’s left with them. Also, our witnessing books, What Really Happened to the Dinosaurs?, Where Did Cain Get His Wife? and Is There Really a God? can be great to give to them.18 There are many other resources available to effectively communicate with this group.
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Group 5: This group is made up of university and high school students (or young adults) that are more than likely the sons and daughters of Group 4. For them evolution is fact. They have, by and large, rejected Christian morality. They’ve grown up in a culture where sexual promiscuity, pornography and abortion are the norm. Many have emotional problems from abuse during their childhood. They are hurting and don’t know how to find healing from this hurt. Many have an intense sense of shame as a consequence of problems in the past. They don’t understand what true love is (as Christians understand it). Even those that have gone to church tend to believe in millions of years of suffering before Adam. They can’t put it all together. But, at the same time they are crying out for answers. Whenever I give a lecture at a secular university or public school, I have this group in mind.

For these young people, I have summarized the inconsistencies in their thinking as follows:

1. They assume science can prove the past. They, too, like the other groups, have a wrong understanding of the nature of science. This is why the first part of my lecture to this group deals with what real science is and what it isn’t. Once they comprehend the fact that the very science that builds our technology can’t be used in the same way to investigate origins, they begin to listen.

2. Their understanding is that evolution is science. They need to grasp that both creation and evolution are belief systems. They have been indoctrinated to believe that creation is religion but evolution is science. The late evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould made this a staple argument.

3. They have no understanding that their belief in evolution connects to their entire worldview. It is very difficult to try to get them to see the relationship between evolution and abortion, for instance. This is why I don’t bring this up until there has been much discussion on points 1 and 2 above. They don’t really understand the nature of their thinking. They are like ‘Greeks’ in the sense that they think very differently from their parents (and certainly from Christians). To them, the death and suffering they see around them is part of what life is all about.

4. Usually, among this group, suicide is prevalent. Because of the foundation they have (even though they don’t understand how this connects to their worldview), they don’t see much purpose and meaning in life. This is why they tend to be preoccupied with sex and drugs—these are experiential things to fill the spiritual void in their lives. Even if they went to church at all, they’ve not been given any real answers.

5. These people are usually shame-driven instead of guilt-driven. They recognize many of their failings—they know they do wrong (their conscience tells them, according to Romans)—and they are emotionally hurt from what has happened to them. Many feel ‘dirty,’ but don’t know how they can be ‘clean.’ They have no solution because they don’t understand sin. They will not understand God’s love until they understand human origins as given in Genesis.

There are numerous materials available for this group.19,20 Sometimes a more technical book might be needed—other times a layman’s book. But overall, I always remind people that it’s God’s Word that will not return unto Him void. I’ve often found that after dealing with their inconsistencies, by then showing them that I can defend God’s Word authoritatively, and presenting the full gospel (e.g., creation, sin and death, and resurrection) and the change it can make in their life (no more shame), many are interested. They are not used to hearing someone speak with authority in regard to what life is all about.
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Group 6: This group mainly consists of what I call the ‘academic elite.’ They would include professors at secular colleges and leaders of humanist groups. They would usually claim to be atheists (or at the very least agnostics—there really are very few practicing atheists). They reject the God of the Bible and are anti-Christian in philosophy. In my opinion, most of them know that evolution is their religion, but they claim it is science. Many know that they have an a priori commitment to materialism. Morality is relative to them.

For these people, I have summarized the inconsistencies in their thinking as follows:

1. They have no basis whatsoever for standards of right and wrong. Even though they know this, they can’t live like it. They have to accept some things as good and bad, or right and wrong. They can even be very moral people. Thus, one needs to challenge them in regard to the view of ethics they hold on how they can justify this as correct. Eventually, they must come to the conclusion that we do things by consensus if there are no absolutes. However, if they state that there is no such thing as absolute truth, ask them if they are absolutely sure!

2. They assume that evolution is absolute fact. But this could only be so if one knew everything there was to know about everything. In essence, therefore, they are assuming infinite knowledge. They may not have thought this through, but in reality, this is what they are saying. Therefore, they need to be confronted on this. Ask them: ‘Do you have all evidence to prove conclusively there is no God?’ Ultimately they have to agree they don’t. At least this can be a foot in the door with them.

3. They have redefined science as evolution. When talking with them about science, one would have to ask them to carefully define what they mean. Like all the other groups, they have equated evolution with science. But it can’t be the science that provides our technology. They need the same approach as the others: a lecture on the philosophy of science.

4. They have no mechanism for evolution. Materialistic, mechanistic evolution doesn’t work. Many scientists have shown that natural selection and mutation (both popularized as the major mechanisms in the evolutionary process) do not add new information into the genes of an organism. Real science has shown there is no mechanism to make evolution work. There are some excellent books written by scientists that deal with this topic in detail. 21
5. Because there is no materialistic mechanism for evolution, they are lacking something to make it work. Many are now realizing they need a super intelligence to impose information on the system. They don’t want the God of the Bible, so they will begin opting for some mystical element as a God substitute. This position is becoming increasingly popular in our culture.

6. Because of this lack of a mechanism, they therefore can’t provide a complete foundation for the next generation (their students, or the society as a whole). Thus, the next generation will try to fill this gap.

I have found that the books referenced in point 4 above, ones that deal with information issues, are vital to effectively communicating to this group.
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Group 7: I believe this group represents where our culture is heading. In my opinion, it is probably the hardest group to reach. These people are the products of our universities and public education. They are now starting to get positions of power in the government at local and national levels. As they are the products of the influence of Group 6, they have provided the mystical element they need: the universe (or nature) is ‘god.’ This is all part of the New Age religion that is sweeping the world. Of course, in one sense it’s nothing other than a form of Hinduism, but because it’s been birthed in our Western culture, it’s often entwined with our scientific mindset.

There are, of course, some good Christian books written about the New Age movement. (But be discerning—not all are useful.) There are many things to learn in order to be able to communicate with this group. Nonetheless, evolution is in reality foundational to their thinking. Thus, the same basic arguments used for Groups 5 and 6 should also be applied here. Obviously, if one can get them to see that evolution doesn’t work, they should be challenged. Of course, they can always revert to ‘nature’ providing a way, but then they have to defend this logically.

For these people, I have summarized the inconsistencies in their thinking as follows:

1. If ‘god’ is nature, then how can ‘god’ be both good and evil, health and disease, full of joy and suffering? The universe seems very contradictory. It’s only the Bible that explains why this is so. The Bible not only explains the origin of evil but also the reason for the existence of death. Because this group of people is interested in supernatural things, sometimes they will listen when you argue authoritatively from the Bible. However, sometimes they will accept what you say and yet accept what they believe at the same time. Because truth is relative, they live in the world inconsistently anyway. They are happy to live illogically and inconsistently.

2. Like some of the Greeks, they believe that a god is part of the creation. Thus, arguments about ultimate causes are important. Again, using information issues, one can give a defense of a Creator outside of (but responsible for) the creation, in contrast to their Creator being a part of the creation.

Some of them, based on their evolutionary beliefs that there is no real distinction between man and animals anyway, are active advocates of animal rights. Many are vegetarian and oppose any animals being killed. Some go so far as to wear masks in case they might kill something (e.g. inhaling microscopic creatures). However, they can’t avoid killing creatures in this world, yet another inconsistency in their logic. And who determines whether a bacterium is of more or less value than a dog? Who knows if some mutation in a microorganism or worm might not lead to a new evolutionary sequence? Actually, if all evolutionists were consistent, they should have such a movement as a ‘Save the tapeworm society.’ Just because an organism causes a disease which is inconvenient for us, does that mean we should kill it? Maybe in the grand scheme of things from an evolutionary perspective, we should leave it alone! Perhaps humans should be prepared to die out and let something else evolve to an even higher state?

One should always try to push evolutionists to the logical conclusions of their presuppositions.

3. Like many of the Eastern religions, tradition overrules reason. No matter how you reason with them, the religion they’ve chosen usually overrules what they hear. However, as discussed earlier in the book, we must do our best to reason with them, and then leave it to the Holy Spirit to convict and convert.

In an anthropology class, my teacher wrote on the board: Creation (based on faith, stories)—Evolution (fact). Then he said, ‘Evolution is considered fact, but the theory is still being worked out.’ At one point, he said, ‘I think humans are a freak mutation. Our brains grew, and who knows how it happened.’

On the first day of class, this same teacher told my friend’s class, ‘If you believe [in] God, you might as well forget it—He doesn’t exist.’ These are just several experiences I have had in the past. My family subscribes to the TJ and Creation magazine. I just wanted to write and let you know the great influence you have had in my life. It has helped me to understand creation and the validity of the Bible. I have been able to help others with this topic and give them another view besides society’s view.

During the summer, I work for youth group camps and am in contact with many youths with questions. I am happy to let you know that what I have learned is being passed on to others to enlighten them to the truth. Keep up the wonderful work because it is well worth it and it has touched many lives. Thank you sincerely.

— J.K. 
Michigan

When witnessing to such people, as well as giving answers, we need to be like Christ and ask pertinent questions. We should always be thinking in terms of the inconsistencies in their logic. Then we should ask a question that deals with this. If one can get a person to see how inconsistent they are, this can be a tremendous challenge for them to rethink their position.

At one seminar, a young man came up to me and said, ‘I’m an atheist. As an atheist I don’t believe in any absolutes. In fact, we can’t even be sure of reality. To be honest I can’t even prove I’m here.’

‘In that case, why are you even asking me any questions?’ I replied.

‘Good point,’ said this young man.

‘What point?’ I stated.

‘Maybe I should go home,’ he said.

‘Maybe it’s not there,’ I retorted.

‘Good point,’ he replied.

‘What point?’ I exclaimed.

He smiled and said, ‘I’ll think about it.’

At another seminar, a young man came up to me and said, ‘Well, I sat through your talks, but I still believe in evolution and the big bang. I don’t believe in God. I still think we got here by chance.’

I replied to him, ‘Well, if you evolved by chance, then your brain evolved by chance—if your brain evolved by chance, then your processes of logic evolved by chance. If that’s true, you can’t be sure your logic evolved the right way. Son, you don’t even know if you’re asking me the right questions.’

And his reply? ‘Can you tell me the name of the book you just recommended?’
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第11章：实践创造的福音
由Ken Ham七月1日，2002

门外汉
作者肯火腿创造传道为什么惯于听
当我刚开始在创作部的教学，我会去教堂和科学方面的问题，如地球的年龄，化石记录和其他等议题发言。人们表现出了一定的兴趣，但它似乎没有挑起他们的激情，我的创造/进化主题。他们似乎总是问同样的问题。 （你应该知道他们现在！）凡该隐得到他的妻子吗？天创造什么？如何恐龙适应等与“圣经”吗？
有一天，我读的书亨利博士Morris.1创纪录，它使我实现了新的活力基础其余的圣经创世记。正如我继续读，打我，我真的变得很激动，当我遇到一个答案来的问题，我有我自己的头脑中。
就在那时，我开始明白，我不应该只是给什么，我想重要的是说教。我需要了解的人，我说话的人。他们关于这个主题在哪里？他们认为什么成因？他们为什么不认为它是那么重要吗？为什么他们有这些问题呢？是什么让他们觉得这种方式呢？
然后，我准备讲道，考虑到这一切。我把它叫做我的'关联讲道。“这是一个30分钟的谈话为什么基督徒应该相信在文字创。我解释如何创世记是所有学说的基础，基督徒不应该添加了数百万年神的话语，这破坏的gospel.2的基础，我也开始像一个关于该隐的妻子回答的问题。
我鼓吹首次服务后，我大吃一惊响应。人们似乎冲出去，并要求磁带的拷贝，并购买大量的材料。我终于传达！
作为建立传福音的整体概念，已在我的思想结晶，多年来，我已经开发了许多会谈（及材料），传达给各人民团体，我们在满足我们的日常生活。
以下总结了一些这些群体，如何申请建立传福音的实际想法。
首先，我确定的特定人群。然后，我试着去了解他们是怎么想的。如果在神的话语中创立自己的思想不牢固，那么他们将在他们的思维方式有重大不一致。我需要确定这些不一致的地方，然后小心地拆除他们，并表明他们是不合逻辑的。然后，我祈祷耶和华将使用这个打开他们心中的神的话语的真理。
请记住，有比这人有更多的团体和一些人有超过一组的特点。所以有，当然有许多例外。这些只是我个人的经验的基础概括。
以下图中的每一个都代表特定人群。
第一图表示，每个人都应该在他的思想。他们开始与上帝作为其基础的话，即相信在此基础上的一部分文字创。他们有一个基督教的世界观接受基督教教义，了解他们对神的话语直接成立，并最终在创世记1-11。他们的基督教的世界观，在本质上是一副眼镜，他们在解释他们周围的一切使用。
可悲的是，我发现大多数的基督徒在这组。大多数人在我们的教会是在任何一个在接下来的两个职位或介于两者之间。如果他们在这些位置之一，我发现，他们真的无法抵御年龄攻击“圣经”。基督教领袖没有处理，从敌人的目的是在“圣经”的“导弹”，尤其是创世记。
下图显示了我们在教堂的一侧有2组。
这组表示，他们相信圣经是犯错的字，甚至普遍认为创世记是真实的基督徒。他们认为，在基督教的教义。然而，他们并不真正了解他们的基督教的世界观如何连接到“圣经”，并最终以创1-11。他们并不真正了解宇宙的历史书圣经的概念。这个小组还包括经典的“差距理论家”，谁相信上帝在六天之内重新建立一切后，数以百万计的差距岁.3

对于这些人，我总结了在他们的思想不一致，如下：
如果是没有创世记连接，那么有没有理由相信在他们的教义。由于缺乏这种连接，他们无法真正为他们辩护。他们往往会告诉他们的孩子，婚姻是一个男人为一个女人的生活，但是这通常迫使他们从建基础顶端不down'的“。
这些人通常有一个科学的错误认识。他们像我们大多数人，都被灌输认为科学家可以证明地球是十亿岁和恐龙死了几百万年前。这是为什么创世记没有连接到他们的世界观的原因之一。即使他们普遍认为，在创世纪，在现实中，他们认为是科学，使他们脱离现实世界的成因。
所有这些问题，结果在那里没有为下一代的基础连接。子女长大，被教导圣经的教会是神的话语。但是，在同一时间，他们没有进化教学的答案。事实上，他们可能会说没关系，相信在数百万年。 “圣经”是描绘他们单独从他们的日常思维。他们可能会接受像婚姻的教义，但他们不知道为什么，除了它是在新约的基础上。然而，归根结底，他们可以不给，为什么同性恋行为，例如，是错误的基本原因。
我们就在教堂的另一侧，有3组。
这组认为圣经是神的话语，但他们也没有问题，加入进化的教学圣经。这些人可能是有神论（神用进化）进化论者4或创造论5进步（上帝创造了数百万年的物种百万）或其他一些妥协的立场。他们接受基督教教义，但他们可以更自由的方式，它们适用于他们。很多，其实最基督教大学，神学院和神学院的学生与教授一起在这一组。
对于这些人，我总结了在他们的思想不一致，如下：
他们不仅没有为他们的学说的连接，他们有没有为他们的基础。有神论进化论者，例如，让神使用进化形成的人。但是，这会破坏婚姻的基础，这是夏娃从亚当的身边来的事实。渐进创造论（如有神论进化论者）允许数百万年的死亡，前罪的流血冲突，疾病和痛苦。因此，赎罪和恢复被破坏的基础。尽管他们可能举行的基督教教义，他们这样做的不一致，因为他们没有对他们的真正基础。
他们也有一个科学的错误认识。他们等同于进化与科学教学。因此，有必要教给他们，把人送上月球的科学不能用来直接观察过去。科学家没有过去的研究。数百万年的演变和其教学真的只是信念。 6

因此，他们不仅没有为下一代的基础，他们有错误的基础。至少有2组有正确的基础，即使基督徒不明白连接。然而，这组有问题，他们学说的基础。有各种有关创世记的部分是从字面上真实位置。但最终，没有文字的起源，有没有任何基督教教义的基础。
这个组中，我经常发现，他们的孩子很快就会偏离信仰。从我自己的经验，我发现，在教堂的热烈妥协与进化/百万多年的教学，并没有给出答案，捍卫圣经无误的孩子，往往很少，如果有的话，做教会。有众多人声称，他们曾参加信仰圣经的教会，但拒绝了，因为进化基督教人文主义。
例如，阅读本哈佛大学教授的证词：
作为来自阿拉巴马州的许多人，我是一个重生的基督徒。当我15岁，我进入南浸信会以极大的热情和原教旨主义的宗教利益。我17日离开，当我到美国阿拉巴马大学，约进化理论.7听到
或阅读本报告在北卡罗莱纳州的87岁男子，谁积极采取法律行动，有十诫从县法院拆除：
他提出了在印第安纳波利斯的卫和为儿童和青少年经常去教堂。 “我相信这一切神的东西，”他说。 “我是一个很好的小男孩和所有[脏话]。在学校，我们开设了每天早晨用主祷文。这是大的东西。“改变时，他参加了印第安纳普渡大学。采取物理和化学后，他开始质疑圣经的真实性。特别是，他怀疑如何可以在诺亚方舟的日子淹没了整个世界。 。 。在哪里。 。 。没有所有的水从何而来？8

显然，他没有给出答案保卫创世记的事件，当他去教堂。现在，在他生命的最后，他用他所有的力量战斗，对神的话语。
在第1组的儿童往往停留在教会虽然在几代人，他们将开始失去他们的基督教传统，如果不教他们如何从世俗人文主义的攻击，在保卫圣经。
一旦我们了解这些人是'来自'，我们需要构建一个沟通，由他们处理这些不一致的方案。每当我在一所教堂宣扬的第一次，我以为我会通过第3组，从第1组的人之间的不同阶段。
我们已经制定了一些材料，处理与这些团体：
创世记解膜是自己宣扬的消息，各不一致上市above.9我解释科学是什么和它不是什么（一些做得好的动画插图）。我也表明所有的教义是如何成立于字面的成因，问题，当基督徒尝试添加了数百万年的圣经。我们解释，建立从基础向上的基督教教义是多么的重要。进化被证明是一个宗教，和进化的社会后果，然后讨论（也可作为一本书）。
今天，我高兴的天使，在天上时，我的儿子大卫的祈祷，他的名字将在羔羊的生命之书。我们读了一个是通过亚当的第三次，当他问他的名字被写在那里。然后，他要祈祷。作为一个提醒，我们在他的圣经前面的一个音符。
我们爱从AIG的书籍和录像。谢谢你，上帝保佑你。
- K.H.

澳大利亚
我发现，一旦我在教堂讲道此消息后，很多人会立即看到创世纪的重要性，并经常改变自己的立场，拒绝了数百万年，并接受神的话语，作为书面。但这种变化最终取决于他们的态度，以神的话语。如果他们真的要相信神的话，真想让上帝通过“圣经”的语言给他们讲，他们更有可能作出积极的回应。可悲的是，学术同侪压力是大的绊脚石，我已经发现人持有更高的程度，他们往往不准备采取上帝在他的字在创世记之一。我们尝试这部影片，在尽可能多的教堂之前，我们运行在一个区域研讨会，我们发现它增加了70％的研讨会出席。基督徒一旦意识到这个话题是多么重要，他们想了解更多信息，并回答他们的问题。
谎言：我的书的演变是上述电影的基本内容相同，但在更多细节.10有许多教堂已经使用这本书作为圣经研究计划为青少年和成年人。老师可以使用老师资源.1的创记录
回答的答案书上创造/进化和创世记的最常见问题：该隐的妻子，“种族”，差距理论，恐龙和许多.11这也可以用于为青少年及成人的学习圣经。
创作：生命的事实，是一种重要的资源本书涉及的主要所谓的“科学” 进化.12博士加里·帕克，使用前进化论者教导这些证据，现在作为一个创世，证据，他知道如何驳斥他们。因此，这本书主要涉及的科学问题。
对于孩子，我们的书是为亚当13和D是为恐龙14设置在后面教所有上述概念不仅儿童丰富的老师注意到了，但青少年和成人。
在创世记视频集.15这12个部分组成的系列影片（详细研究指南）的答案是一个完整的视频处理的起源问题的“圣经”和科学方面的研讨会。这是极好的展现给青少年和成年人。
大恐龙之谜解决了！是一个优秀的出版物，教导基督徒如何看待1基督教（即把那些圣经眼镜）从圣经.16这是应用实际上恐龙，从而教导青少年和成年人，他们可以申请他们的基督教世界观的各个领域。
当然，有许多可用于其他资源。在创世记部和其他创作部委的答案可以帮助进一步的材料（见我们的地址段）的建议。
第4组：这个组主要代表的老一辈（什么，我们可能会称之为“六十年代'一代看到了在美国的公立学校祈祷），他们被带到文化时，它仍然是相当基督教在哲学。他们通常有一个基督教的伦理。他们大多相信婚姻应该是一个男人和一个女人之间。他们认为，在正确和错误的。对他们来说，进化是事实，他们在电视上看到这一切的时候。他们可能不会甚至怀疑地球数十亿岁。他们往往是在超自然的兴趣，对年轻一代的道德担心。他们甚至相信上帝，但他们很少有与耶稣基督的个人关系。
对于这些人，我总结了在他们的思想不一致，如下：
他们不明白，他们是在一个完全不一致的方式持有的基督教伦理。他们可能会认为基督教教义中的婚姻，但为什么？在什么基础上，他们会以他们的儿子解释，例如，与女人似乎是当时的理想生活是不正确的？
换句话说，这些人有没有合乎逻辑的理由，给自己的孩子，为什么婚姻是一个人，一个女人的生命，为什么只有在婚姻中应有的地位的性别。这个问题存在于所有的基督教信仰，他们可能持有。这种不一致可指出，一次又一次。为什么他们相信在正确和错误？谁决定什么是错的？是不是只是你的意见？为什么要他们的孩子接受同样的道德？
这些人还没有意识到，他们持有的基础，演化，实际上是基础，而他们的子女可以证明他们的婚姻和性别的看法。在这本书中所说，作为我们讨论进化的基础，提供了人捍卫堕胎，婚前性行为和其他社会弊病的理由。
因此，这些人有错误的基础上，为他们的世界观。如果他们让自己的孩子，相信在进化过程中，那么它是完全一致的，为他们的孩子放弃他们的父母的道德。
这组也有一个科学的错误认识。像所有的群体，他们被灌输相信进化论是科学的。这是需要加以抵消。
其中父母为下一代奠定了错误的基础。和那些在下一代通常完全放弃基督教道德。
4组最有可能在他们生活中的一些时间参加教会或主日学校。其中一些甚至可能已经经常去教堂的参与者，因为它是社会的事情。他们可能会像基督徒，但他们不是真正的重生。这些人倾向于相信，如果他们去教会和帮助他人，上帝会跟不上他们的天堂了。
有别的东西我已经注意到这个成员组，他们往往会问该隐的妻子和前面详述的其他常见问题的问题。就个人而言，我相信这些人最终不相信圣经是无误的原因之一，无误，神的话语，是因为教会从来没有给他们答案。
若干年前，当我在凤凰城，我读了在当地报纸的编辑，从一个70岁以上的人信。他说，他不再去教堂时，他发现他无法得到答案，其中该隐得到了他的妻子。我发现他的电话号码，打电话给他，给他的answer.17他无言以对。我祈祷现在，他将重新考虑他的意见，关于“圣经”。
我的一个朋友告诉我，他隔壁发生的东西。他80岁的老邻居，条例草案“，显然是有些麻烦。我的朋友到他那里去，找出哪些是错的。他在他的胸口疼痛和其他症状很明显，他有心脏病发作。立即叫救护车。我的基督徒朋友一直在努力，几个月来见证这名男子。于是，他承认与比尔相信主。
最后，比尔说（记住，这是他有严重的心脏病发作），“嗯，如果你相信”圣经“，其中该隐得到他的妻子吗？”如果不是那么严重，这将是非常幽默的。这再次强调我提供答案的重要性。可悲的是，教会并没有这些基本的答案，许多人渐行渐远。
我发现这组一样的答案书的书，可以有很大的帮助，在开门。我们的一些影片（如在创世记集或一些其他的处理与科学的答案）是非常有用的，在向他们挑战。这个小组将经常观看视频，如果它与他们离开。此外，我们看到的书籍，真正发生的恐龙，如该隐他的妻子吗？是否真的有上帝吗？有很多可用的有效沟通与本组的其他资源，可以是巨大的，给them.18。
第五组：这个小组是由大学和高中学生（或年轻的成年人），有可能更比儿子和女儿第4组。对于他们的进化是事实。大，他们拒绝了基督教的道德。他们已经长大了一种文化，性滥交，色情和堕胎是常态。许多人滥用自己的童年时的情绪问题。他们伤害，不知道如何找到这伤痛的愈合。许多问题，在过去的后果有强烈的羞耻感。他们不明白真正的爱情是什么（基督徒理解）。即使那些去教堂倾向于相信，在数百万年患前亚当。他们不能把它一起。但是，在同一时间，他们在哭了答案。每当我给一个世俗的大学或公立学校演讲，我心里有这个组。
对于这些年轻人，我总结了在他们的思想不一致，如下：
他们以为科学可以证明过去。他们也像其他群体，有一个科学的本质的错误认识。这就是为什么我到这个组的演讲的第一部分涉及什么是真正的科学是，它不是什么。一旦他们理解，建立我们的技术非常科学，不能以同样的方式进行调查起源的事实，他们开始听。
他们的理解是，进化是科学。他们需要掌握，创造和进化的信仰体系。他们一直被灌输相信，创作是宗教，但进化是科学。后期进化论者古尔德做主食的说法。
他们没有理解他们在进化过程中的信念，连接到他们的整个世界观。尝试让他们看到的演变和流产之间的关系，例如，它是非常困难的。这是我为什么不把这个直到有已对上述1和2点多的讨论。他们并不真正了解他们的思想的本质。他们就像“希腊人”在某种意义上说，他们觉得非常不同于他们的父母（当然从基督徒）。对他们来说，死亡和痛苦，他们看到他们周围是什么样的生活是所有关于的一部分。
通常情况下，这一群体中，自杀是普遍。因为他们的基础（即使他们不明白如何连接到他们的世界观），他们没有看到多少生命的目的和意义。这是为什么他们往往忙于与性别和药物，这些都是体验的东西，在他们的生活，以填补精神空虚。即使他们是在所有教堂，他们还没有得到任何真正的答案。
这些人通常被羞辱驱动，而不是有罪驱动。他们认识到他们的许多缺点，他们知道自己做错了（自己的良心告诉他们，根据罗马书），而且他们在感情上伤害他们发生了什么事。许多人觉得“脏”，但不知道他们是如何可以“清理”。他们有没有办法，因为他们不明白罪。他们不会明白神的爱，直到他们了解人类的起源，在创世记。
有多种材料可供团体.19，20有时更技术的书，可能需要其他时间一个门外汉的书。但总体而言，我总是提醒人们，它是上帝的话语，祂不会返回void。我经常发现后，他们的不一致处理，然后向他们展示我能捍卫神的话语权威，并提出完整的福音（例如，创作，罪恶​​和死亡，复活）和变化，它可以使他们的生活（没有更多的耻辱），许多人有兴趣。他们不习惯听到有人说话，什么生活方面的权威性是所有关于。
第六组：这个组主要是我称之为“学术精英”，他们将包括在世俗院校的教授和人文团体的领导人组成。他们通常会声称自己是无神论者（或至少不可知论有真的很少练习无神论者）。他们拒绝上帝的圣经是反基督教的理念。在我看来，他们中大多数人都知道，进化论是他们的宗教，但他们声称这是科学。很多人都知道，他们有一个先验的唯物主义的承诺。他们的道德是相对的。
对于这些人，我总结了在他们的思想不一致，如下：
他们没有任何正确与错误的标准的基础上。即使他们知道这一点，他们不能活得像。他们不得不接受一些东西，好和坏，或右和错误的。他们甚至可以很道德的人。因此，人们需要去挑战他们在考虑到他们，他们如何能证明这是正确的道德举行的看法。最终，他们一定要来我们的结论是，以协商一致的东西，如果没有绝对的。但是，如果他们指出，有没有这样的东西作为绝对真理，问他们是否是绝对肯定的！
他们认为进化是绝对的事实。但是这只能是如果知道有了解的一切的一切。因此，从本质上讲，他们承担无限知识。他们可能没有想到此通过，但在现实中，这是他们在说什么。因此，他们必须面对此。问他们：“你们都最终证明上帝是不存在的证据？”最终，他们不得不同意他们不这样做。至少，这可以在门口与他们的脚。
他们重新定义为进化科学。有关科学与他们交谈时，人们会要求他们仔细地定义他们的意思。像所有的其他群体，他们已经等同于科学的演变。但它不能提供我们的技术科学。他们需要为他人同样的方法：科学哲学上的演讲。
他们有没有进化的机制。唯物主义，机械进化不起作用。许多科学家已经证明，自然选择和基因突变（包括推广在进化过程中的主要机制），不添加新的信息，成为一个有机体的基因。真正的科学已经证明，没有任何机制，使进化工作。有科学家认为，这一主题在处理详细写了一些优秀的书籍。 21

因为没有唯物主义的进化机制，他们缺乏的东西，使其工作。很多人现在意识到，他们需要一个超级的情报，对信息系统。他们不想“圣经”的神，所以他们将开始为一些神秘的元素作为一个上帝的替代选择。这一立场正变得越来越流行，在我们的文化。
因为缺乏这样的一个机制，因此，他们不能提供一个完整的下一代（学生，或社会作为一个整体）的基础。因此，下一代将尝试填补这一空白。
我已经发现以上，那些与处理信息的问题，是至关重要的有效沟通，这组的第4点中引用的书籍。
第7组：我相信这组代表我们的文化走向。在我看来，它可能是最难达到的组。这些人是我们的大学和公共教育的产品。他们现在开始得到地方和国家各级政府的权力地位。第6组的影响，因为它们的产品，他们提供他们所需要的神秘元素：宇宙（或性质）是'神'，这是所有新时代的宗教，正在席卷世界的一部分。当然，在某种意义上说，它没有什么比印度教的一种形式，但因为它已经在我们的西方文化出身，它经常与我们的科学思维方式交织在一起。
当然，有良好的基督教书籍，写了一些关于新时代运动。 （不过是雪亮的，不都是有用的。）有很多东西需要学习，为了能够沟通与本组。不过，进化是在现实中他们的思想基础。因此，5和第6组使用相同的基本观点，应该也可以在这里申请。显然，如果一个可以让他们看到进化不起作用，他们应该受到质疑。当然，他们可以随时恢复到“自然”提供了一种方法，但他们必须捍卫这一逻辑。
对于这些人，我总结了在他们的思想不一致，如下：
如果'神'是自然的，那么如何才能'上帝'是善恶，健康和疾病，充满了欢乐和痛苦？宇宙似乎很矛盾。这是唯一的圣经解释为什么会是这样。 “圣经”不仅说明原产地的邪恶，但也存在着死亡的原因。因为这一群人是超自然的东西感兴趣，有时他们会听时，您认为从“圣经”的权威性。然而，有时他们会接受你说什么，但相信他们在同一时间接受。因为真理是相对的，反正他们生活在世界上的不一致。他们幸福地生活不合逻辑和不一致。
一些希腊人一样，他们认为神是创造的一部分。因此，有关的最终原因的论点是重要的。再次，使用信息的问题，可以给国防以外的造物主（负责）创造，相反，他们的造物主创造的一部分。
其中一些人，他们进化的信念，没有反正人与动物之间的真正区别的基础上，动物权利的积极倡导者。许多人是素食主义者，反对任何动物被杀害。一些走这么远，戴口罩的情况下，他们可能会杀死的东西（如吸入微观生物）。然而，他们无法避免在这个世界上的生物死亡，但另一个在他们的逻辑不一致。和细菌是否多于或少于一只狗的价值是谁决定？如果有微生物或蠕虫的突变可能不会导致进化到一个新的序列，谁知道？事实上，如果所有的进化论者是一致的，他们应该有这样一个“保存绦虫社会。”的运动，仅仅因为一个有机体导致的疾病，这​​对我们来说是不方便的，这是否意味着我们应该杀它？也许在宏伟的计划，从进化的角度来看事情，我们应该离开它单独！也许人类应该准备死了，让别的进化到一个更高的状态？
每个人都应该尝试推进化论者前提合乎逻辑的结论。
像许多东方宗教，传统的驳回理由。无论你如何与他们的原因，他们已经选择了通常的宗教推翻他们所听到的。然而，在本书前面讨论过的，我们必须竭尽所能与他们的推理，然后离开圣灵定罪和转换。
在人类学类，我的老师写在黑板上：创作（诚信为本，故事）的演变（事实）。然后他说，“被视为演化的事实，但仍在摸索出理论。”在一个点，他说，“我认为人类是一个怪胎突变。我们的大脑成长，谁知道它是如何发生的。“
在上课的第一天，同样的老师告诉我的朋友的阶级，“如果你相信在上帝，你不如忘了他不存在。”这些都只是我在过去的几个经验。我的家庭订阅了TJ和创作杂志。我只是想写，让你知道你在我的生活有很大的影响。它帮助我理解的“圣经”的创作和有效性。我已经能够与这个主题，以帮助他人，并给他们认为，除了社会的观点。
暑假期间，我的工作为青年组的营地和我接触许多青少年问题。我很高兴，让你知道，我学到的是被传递给他人，启发他们的真理。跟上的奇葩，因为它是值得的，它已经触及许多人的生命。衷心感谢你。
- J.K.

密歇根
当看到这样的人，以及给予的答案，我们要像基督，并询问有关问题。我们应始终想在他们的逻辑不一致的条款。那么，我们应该问一个问题，这涉及。如果能得到一个人看他们是如何的不一致，这可能是一个巨大的挑战，为他们重新考虑他们的立场。
在一个研讨会上，一名年轻男子上前对我说，'我是一个无神论者。作为一个无神论者，我不相信任何绝对的。事实上，我们甚至不能确定的现实。说实话，我不能连证明我在这里。“
“在这种情况下，为什么你问我什么问题吗？”我回答。
“好点，说：”这个年轻人。
“什么时候？”我说。“
“也许我应该回家了，”他说。
“也许这是不存在的，”我反驳道。“
“好点，”他回答。
“什么时候？”我惊呼。
他笑着说，“我会考虑一下。”
在另一个研讨会上，一名年轻男子上前对我说，'好吧，我坐在通过您的会谈，但我仍然相信在进化过程中的大爆炸。我不相信上帝。我仍然认为我们有机会。“
我告诉他，“好吧，如果你有机会演变，那么你的大脑进化的机会，如果你的大脑进化偶然的机会，那么你的逻辑进程的机会发展。如果这是真的，你不能肯定你的逻辑发展的正确途径。儿子，你不知道，如果你问我正确的问题。“
和他的答复呢？ “你能告诉我你只是建议书的名字吗？”
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What Are Some Good Questions to Ask an Evolutionist?

1. Why is it necessary to challenge the beliefs of those who question the biblical worldview?

2. Why are clarifying questions often necessary?

3. Why is it that asking foundational questions can be so useful?

4. How should questions be used in a classroom setting?

5. How can worldview questions expose inconsistencies in someone’s thinking?

6. What is the ultimate goal in asking questions of an unbeliever? 

有什么好的问题要问一个进化论者？
1。为什么要挑战那些质疑“圣经”的世界观，信仰？
2。为什么常常需要澄清的问题吗？
3。为什么它要求的基础问题，可以这么有用吗？
4。在教室里设置的问题应该如何使用？
5。怎样才能世界观的问题暴露在别人的思想不一致？
6。在问一个异教徒问题的最终目标是什么？
