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Abstract

As part of the Ark Encounter Project at Answers in Genesis, a research effort has been initiated to provide information necessary for the best possible reconstruction of the animal kinds preserved on the Ark. This initial paper outlines the basic rationale that will be used and the underlying justification for it. The biblical text provides strong evidence for each kind being a reproductive unit. Based on this and biological evidence that reproduction requires significant compatibility, hybridization will be considered the most valuable evidence for inclusion within an “Ark kind.” The cognitum and statistical baraminology are discussed as they are relevant to this venture. Where hybrid data is lacking, we have chosen to use a cognitum method. Using current taxonomic placement as a guide, pictures and/or personal experience with the animals will be used to ﬁnd obvious groupings. If the grouping seems excessively high taxonomically, the family level may be used as the default level to avoid underestimating the number of kinds on the Ark. Results from statistical baraminology studies and other information will be used where appropriate. It is hoped the result will be a valuable resource for future studies in baraminology.
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Introduction

Long before the Ark Encounter project was announced by Answers in Genesis, it was realized that a considerable amount of research would be necessary to allow for a high quality exhibit. How many kinds were there on the Ark? What might they have looked like? How can we even begin to answer these questions? This paper is the first in a series that will attempt to address these questions.

At a time when the world was filled with violence, God chose to destroy all land-dwelling, air-breathing life on it by a global Flood (Genesis 7:21–23). Noah, a righteous man, was instructed to build an Ark that would protect him, his family, and pairs of animals and birds from this coming destruction (Genesis 6:9–22). God told Noah:

Of the birds after their kind, of animals after their kind, and of every creeping thing of the earth after its kind, two of every kind1 will come to you to keep them alive. (Genesis 6:20)

This designation of flying and terrestrial creatures preserved on the Ark “after their kind” is repeated in Genesis 7:14 and is reminiscent of how these creatures were created (Genesis 1:21,24–25).2 Since the Bible does not mention specifically how many kinds there were, nor give us specific physical descriptions of them, any attempt to discern what they were will necessarily include a significant amount of conjecture. Nevertheless, there is information that can be used to make educated guesses about these animals preserved on the Ark. While it is important to recognize that these are informed guesses, and therefore not to be accepted with the level of certainty of Scripture, they can help us gain a general appreciation for what things may have been like on the Ark.

Biblical Evidence

A comprehensive understanding of biology should necessarily include the origin of life. While the secular world ignores the Bible and speculates naturalistic origins for life, a Christian should recognize that reliable eyewitnesses are invaluable for establishing historical facts (Numbers 35:30, Deuteronomy 17:6; 19:15, Isaiah 8:2; 43:9–12; 44:6–8, Jeremiah 6:16–18, 32:12, Matthew 18:16, Acts 2:32, 2 Corinthians 13:1, 1 Timothy 5:19). Clearly, in the first few chapters of Genesis, we have a historical account of the creation of the world and life on it from the most reliable eyewitness, God himself. So this is where we will begin.

During Creation Week God created plants (Day 3), sea creatures and flying creatures (Day 5), and land animals (Day 6) each “according to its kind” (Genesis 1:11–13, 20–25). This phrase is used of all animal life except humans, who were created in the image of God (Genesis 1:26, 27). So it is important to understand what is being conveyed.

The underlying Hebrew word for kind here is מין, mîn. It, along with the Hebrew word for createברא, bārā’), was used to coin the word baramin, a creationist term for created kind. While the word baramin has strong taxonomic connotations to most creationists, Hebrew scholars have warned against assuming that מין is a technical term (Turner 2009; Williams 1997). Both Williams (1997) and Turner (2009) suggest that מין can be understood to refer to subdivisions within a larger group much like the meaning of the English word kind. So caution needs to be exercised in this area.

Plants are described as being created according to their kinds with seed (זרע, zera’), implying they were to reproduce (Genesis 1:11–12). Aquatic and flying creatures, after being created according to their kinds, were blessed and told to reproduce to fill the earth (Genesis 1:22). A similar blessing was pronounced on humans (Genesis 1:28) along with a command for them to rule the earth. Since life was created “according to their kinds” and told to reproduce, it is often assumed that life reproduces according to its kind. While Scripture does not emphatically state that life reproduces only after its own kind, there is a very strong inference given both the biblical text and observations made in the world today.

The account of the Flood seems to reinforce this understanding. God told Noah:

And of every living thing of all flesh you shall bring two of every sort into the ark, to keep them alive with you; they shall be male and female. Of the birds after their kind, of animals after their kind, and of every creeping thing of the earth after its kind, two of every kind will come to you to keep them alive. (Genesis 6:19–20).

Notice verse 19 mentions two of all living things, a male and a female, are to come on the Ark. The obvious purpose is for reproduction (cf. Genesis 7:2, 3, and 9). This is adjacent to a verse mentioning the preservation of animals according to their kinds, again specifying two of each. A very similar situation is found in the next chapter.

they [Noah and family] and every beast after its kind, all cattle after their kind, every creeping thing that creeps on the earth after its kind, and every bird after its kind, every bird of every sort. And they went into the ark to Noah, two by two, of all flesh in which is the breath of life. So those that entered, male and female of all flesh, went in as God had commanded him; and the LORD shut him in. (Genesis 7:14–16)

These pairs of animals were brought on the Ark for the purpose of preserving their seed (Genesis 7:3 זרע, zera’). Word-for-word translations render זרע as offspring (for example New American Standard Bible, English Standard Version, New English Translation), clarifying things since the modern English word “seed” has a narrower semantic range than the Hebrew word. The New International Version, which is more of a dynamic equivalence translation, renders the encompassing phrase: “to keep their various kinds alive throughout the earth.” Thus, where מין is used in the Creation or Flood accounts, it seems to be referring to distinct groups of animals and strongly implying that reproduction occurs within these groups (Table 1).

Methods for Ascertaining Baramins (Created Kinds)

Hybridization

Based on the concept that living things reproduce according to their kinds, hybrids between different species of animals has long been considered conclusive evidence that both species belong to the same created kind (baramin). For example, crosses between dogs and wolves, wolves and coyotes, and coyotes and jackals are interpreted to mean that all these species of animals belong to a single baramin.

Reproduction is a complex process and sometimes barriers arise that make it more difficult. This can be seen in attempts to form hybrids between different species. When cattle are crossed with bison, live hybrids are formed. However, the males are sterile. The females can generally reproduce and can be crossed with either parent species. For this reason, cattle and bison are considered to belong to the same baramin, but are not the same species because they cannot consistently produce fertile offspring. Crosses between horses and donkeys produce a mule, which is rarely fertile in either sex.

More serious barriers to reproduction can be apparent within a baramin. Sheep and goats were identified as belonging to the same baramin because several live hybrids have been produced between them. However, a live hybrid is not the most common result when these species mate with each other. In one study, when rams were mated with does (female goats) fertilization was fairly common, although not as high as matings within the respective species. The hybrid embryos died within 5 to 10 weeks. When the cross was made the other direction, bucks (male goats) mated with ewes, fertilization did not occur (Kelk et al. 1997).

So how much development is necessary for hybridization to be considered successful? Is fertilization enough? The answer to the latter question is clearly no, as human sperm can fertilize hamster eggs in the laboratory.3 Even the first few divisions are under maternal control. For this reason Scherer (1993) stated that embryogenesis must continue until there is coordinated expression of both maternal and paternal morphogenetic genes. Lightner (2007) suggested that the advanced blastocyst stage may be sufficient. This was partially based on a study by Patil and Totey (2003) which showed failure of embryos around the 8 cell stage was associated with a lack of mRNA transcripts. Thus it seemed significant coordinated expression was necessary to advance past this stage, through the morula stage, to a late blastocyst.

This brings us to some limitations of hybridization in determining kinds. While well documented hybrids can confirm that two species belong to the same baramin, lack of hybridization data is inconclusive.

There are several reasons why hybrid data may be lacking between individuals within the same baramin. First, it is relatively difficult to gather good hybrid data in the wild, and often the opportunity for hybridization is lacking when animals live in different parts of the world. As a result, hybrid data is more complete for animals that are domesticated or held in captivity (for example, in zoos).

Second, as described earlier with sheep and goats, even for animals that have produced hybrids, many attempts may be unsuccessful. This may be the result of genetic changes (mutations) that have accumulated in one or both species since the Fall, that causes a loss of ability to interbreed. Finally, if an animal is only known from the fossil record there is no opportunity for it to hybridize with animals alive today.

	Subject
	Passage
	Reproduction Mentioned—
Genesis 1?
	Reproduction Mentioned—
Genesis 6–9?

	Vegetation
	Genesis 1:12 
And the earth brought forth grass, the herb that yields seed according to its kind, and the tree that yields fruit, whose seed is in itself according to its kind. And God saw that it was good.
	Yes, seeds
	 

	Sea creatures
	Genesis 1:21–22
So God created great sea creatures and every living thing that moves, with which the waters abounded, according to their kind, and every winged bird according to its kind. And God saw that it was good. And God blessed them, saying, “Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the waters in the seas, and let birds multiply on the earth.”
	Yes: be fruitful and multiply
	 

	Flying creatures
	Genesis 1:21–22 
So God created great sea creatures and every living thing that moves, with which the waters abounded, according to their kind, and every winged bird according to its kind. And God saw that it was good. And God blessed them, saying, “Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the waters in the seas, and let birds multiply on the earth.”
Genesis 8:17 
Bring out with you every living thing of all flesh that is with you: birds and cattle and every creeping thing that creeps on the earth, so that they may abound on the earth, and be fruitful and multiply on the earth.
	Yes: be fruitful and multiply
	Yes: be fruitful and multiply

	Land animals (on Ark)
	Genesis 6:19–20 
And of every living thing of all flesh you shall bring two of every sort into the ark, to keep them alive with you; they shall be male and female. Of the birds after their kind, of animals after their kind, and of every creeping thing of the earth after its kind, two of every kind will come to you to keep them alive.
Genesis 8:17 
Bring out with you every living thing of all flesh that is with you: birds and cattle and every creeping thing that creeps on the earth, so that they may abound on the earth, and be fruitful and multiply on the earth.
	 
	Yes: a kind is represented on the Ark by a male and its mate; be fruitful and multiply


Cognitum

A cognitum is a group of organisms that are naturally grouped together through human cognitive senses. A cognitum can be above the level of the baramin (for example, mammals), below the level of the baramin (for example, foxes), or at the level of the baramin. This perception-based concept was proposed by Sanders and Wise (2003) as a separate tool in baraminology. Though not originally proposed as a means to identify baramins, the basic concept could prove useful for our purposes here. Use of this method assumes that created kinds have retained their distinctiveness even as they have diversified.

Human cognitive senses influence where animals are placed taxonomically. To some degree a cognitum approach is used in baraminologic studies, though not always consciously acknowledged. Lightner (2006) used it when proposing that all members of the genera Ovis and Capra belonged to the same baramin. Hybrid data had connected most members across these genera, and the members who had no hybrid data naturally fit in the group based on their physical appearance. They also happened to fit in the same group taxonomically.

The cognitum has played a role in determining what is accepted as true hybridization. As discussed previously, fertilization is clearly insufficient evidence of hybridization. When Lightner (2007) found documented evidence that domestic cattle (Bos taurus) had been crossed in vitro with water buffalo (Bubalus bubalis) and a few fertilized eggs survived to the well-developed blastocyst stage, it seemed sufficient coordinated expression of genes had been demonstrated. The fact that water buffalo naturally group with cattle based on anatomy, physiology, and the husbandry practices used with them was an important part of why it was accepted. If a blastocyst could be formed between domestic cattle and a skunk, this criterion would no doubt be reconsidered.

From previous work in baraminology, researchers have suggested that the level of the baramin tends to fall at or near the taxonomic level of family (Wood 2006). There is often a strong cognitum at the family level. This suggests that the family is a good initial approximation of the level of the baramin. In some instances a strong cognitum may be above or below this level. For example, pigs (Suidae) and peccaries (Tayassuidae) form a strong cognitum even though they are in separate families. From looking at these animals or pictures of them, they are easily grouped together by human cognitive senses. Their division into separate families is based on more subtle details, and most people would not naturally split them into these groupings unless they were familiar with the taxonomy of these animals. So in this case the baramin appears to be at the level of the superfamily (Suoidea).

Statistical baraminology

Although developed separately, statistical baraminology has similarities to the cognitum in some ways. It takes a collection of characteristics (character traits) and using several statistical tests attempts to discern significant holistic continuity (similarity) or discontinuity between species (Wood et al. 2003). Like the cognitum, it assumes that baramins retain their distinctiveness today. However, in contrast to the cognitum, it assumes that the baramin is the level where statistical tests will consistently point when a set of character traits are analyzed.

Following the introduction of statistical baraminology the definition of the term holobaramin was changed. Essentially, a holobaramin can be thought of as all members of a specific created kind; in other words, the whole baramin. Now, a holobaramin is defined as a group of organisms that share continuity, but are bounded by discontinuity. Continuity is defined as significant, holistic similarity between two different organisms (Wood et al. 2003). A precise definition of holistic and significant has been somewhat elusive, so Wood (2007) has pointed out the importance of drawing tentative conclusions based on these statistical tests.

Previously, a holobaramin was only identified after considerable detailed study involving multiple lines of evidence. This meant the term carried a definitive connotation. A group was not called a holobaramin until a substantial amount of supporting evidence was amassed. This is not the case when a holobaramin is identified based on statistical tests from a single dataset, even though a dataset may include many character traits. This dramatic shift in the level of certainty associated with the term holobaramin is often not appreciated by creationists who don’t use these statistical methods.

There are some clear advantages of statistical baraminology. A suitable matrix of characters is often available together with published cladistic analyses of taxonomic groups. Since someone else has done the work of compiling the data, the baraminologist can enter it into a spreadsheet and run it through the software package available at the Center for Origins Research (CORE) website.4 These advantages have allowed for numerous datasets to be analyzed, adding useful information to the field of baraminology (Wood 2008). Another potential advantage is that statistical baraminology may help identify the placement of animals known only from the fossil record.

These methods have not been without their critics. The strongest reactions seem to be when the conclusions are at odds with how other creationists feel creatures naturally group. A dramatic example was when an analysis of craniodental characters placed Australopithecus sediba in the human holobaramin (Wood 2010). This led to numerous articles expressing disagreement about these specific results and the techniques in general (Line 2010; Lubenow 2010; Menton, Habermehl, and DeWitt 2010; Wilson 2010). Important points in the discussion included the significance of specific anatomic features, the inclusion of inference in certain character states of the dataset, and the possibility that statistical analysis may not consistently point to the level of the holobaramin.

At the opposite end of the spectrum, there are times where the statistical tests have shown discontinuity between animals connected by hybrid data (Brophy and Kramer 2007; Wood 2008, pp. 57–60). In one case (McConnachie and Brophy 2008) a dataset of 102 mostly osteologic characters was used to evaluate land fowl. Three of the putative holobarmins were connected by hybrid data. Hybrid data is considered more conclusive than the statistical tests because it requires considerable continuity at the genetic, metabolic, developmental, and immunologic levels. This discrepancy between the hybrid data and statistical results is a concern because datasets involving fossils are generally limited to osteologic characters.

The majority of holobarmins identified by statistical tests are not controversial, but they still need confirmation from further study (Wood 2008, p. 230). Given the limitations of other methods, it seems that statistical baraminology is an important tool for creationists to use and to continue to develop. As Wood (2007, p. 9) has stated

[a]s long as baraminologists recognize the flaws and remember to draw tentative conclusions, baraminology research with these methods will give a good starting place for future generations of creationists.

Approach to Determining Ark Kinds

As we embark on the Ark Kinds research, we have outlined basic principles that will be used to determine probable Ark kinds. We unanimously agree that hybrid data, for both biblical and biological reasons, is the best way to definitively demonstrate that creatures are descendants of the same Ark kind. Due to the high value placed on such hybrid data, our research will include a literature search to identify documented hybrids. Emphasis will be placed on hybrids across higher taxonomic levels (for example, between genera, like the coyote, Canis latrans, and the red fox, Vulpes vulpes) since they are more informative than crosses within a genus. When a hybrid is found that crosses two taxa, all species in both taxa will be considered to be from the same created kind (for example, all Canis species and all Vulpes species).

Unfortunately, hybrid data is lacking for many creatures. In these cases, a cognitum approach will be used. More specifically, using the context of where taxonomists place the creatures, morphology will be examined to find where they most naturally group together. In addition to drawing on personal experience and training, published works describing and illustrating various taxa will be used. A valuable resource for this will be the University of Michigan Museum of Zoology’s Animal Diversity Web website (ADW 2008), which contains numerous photographs covering many animal species. When the cognitum is unclear or seems excessively high taxonomically, the family level may be used as the default level for the kind. This should help guard against seriously underestimating the number of kinds represented on the Ark.

One reason the cognitum is the preferred method after hybridization is that Adam would have recognized created kinds by sight. Presumably the same would have been true in Noah’s time. Humans are designed to be able to visually detect patterns and have a natural tendency to group according to those patterns. Therefore, when the cognitum is used, emphasis will be placed on traits that affect the overall appearance of the animal over those that represent more obscure anatomical or physiological details.

Other data, including results of statistical baraminology analyses as well as protein and DNA sequence data, will be evaluated where it seems appropriate. However, none of these will be given as high a priority as hybrid data or the cognitum. This may seem counterintuitive to some. Sequence data is considered hard, objective data. The cognitum seems so subjective. Certainly, it would seem that it is more scientific to use hard data than the subjective cognitum. Besides, these other methods use such interesting mathematical analyses that they must be better, right?

In reality, the really good math masks the fact that conclusions based on these other data have a highly subjective component. Statistical baraminology analyses are based on certain selected character traits, and character selection is not an unbiased process. Brophy (2008), in explaining why hybrid data and statistical baraminology results were in conflict, proposed that purpose for which the dataset was gathered could bias the results. In the case of land fowl (Galliformes), the dataset was intended to divide the birds up for taxonomic purposes. This seems a reasonable explanation for why the statistical tests based on that dataset divided birds that were connected by hybrid data.

To some, using sequence data may seem more objective. Certainly identifying sequences is objective. It is the interpretation that is not. How does one distinguish between sequences that are the same because two creatures are from the same kind and sequences that are the same because God created them the same in two different kinds? Why do differences exist? Are they simply variability God placed in one created kind at Creation? Are they differences that have arisen within a kind since Creation? Are they created differences between different kinds? Are they differences that have arisen between two different created kinds that originally had identical or very similar sequences in a particular region? The bottom line is that we don’t have enough understanding of genetics to understand the significance of most sequence data.

Once the modern descendants of the Ark kinds are determined, we need to use this information to infer what the actual pair on the Ark may have looked like. One thing that is evident when looking at animals in the world today, many have specialized to live in specific niches. There are hares that live in the arctic, others that live in the desert, and others in intermediate climates. There are cattle (for example, the yak) that can withstand high altitudes and cold climates; there are other cattle (for example, zebu) that are adapted to live in hot, arid climates. We also see specialization in domestic animals, where some cattle have been bred for milk production and others have been bred for beef production. Given these trends, the Ark kinds would be relatively unspecialized animals that fit nicely into the cognitum of the created kind.

Just as building the Ark was a monumental task, so our task to determine the Ark kinds is monumental as well. We clearly recognize that in many ways God has prepared us for this task. Yet we are also keenly aware that to do this task well we need power, strength, wisdom, insight and perseverance that only our awesome, sovereign God can give us. For this, your prayers would be much appreciated.

When we are done, we will not have all the answers regarding created kinds, but we hope to have made a substantial contribution to creation research that can serve as a strong resource for future research on created kinds. Beyond this we pray that this information will be used to help people understand that God’s Word is trustworthy. May it be used to play a role in many coming to know Christ and living fully for His honor and glory.

Soli Deo Gloria!
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Footnotes

1. Italicized words are not in the Hebrew, but are necessary for the sentence to make sense in English.  
2. “after its kind” and “according to its kind” are two different ways to translate the same underlying Hebrew phrase, which appears in Genesis 1, 6, and 7.  
3. It should be noted that just because we report on the results of certain laboratory findings does not necessarily imply we believe a specific procedure is ethical. 
4. Available online at http://www.bryancore.org/resources.html. The BDISTMDS software package does not need to be downloaded; the data is entered directly from the spreadsheet. It allows for calculation of baraminic distance correlation and bootstrapping, for determining the robustness of these correlations. It also performs multidimensional scaling which can be viewed in 3D via a downloadable program called MAGE.  
(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
确定方舟种
让光莱特纳，独立学者，生物学，Truett麦康奈尔学院副教授汤姆·亨尼;格鲁吉亚Purdom和博迪霍奇，在创世记答案
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摘要
作为方舟在创世纪的答案相逢项目的一部分，研究工作已开始为尽可能保留方舟上的动物种重建这个初始文件概述的基本理念，将用于提供必要的信息和基础它的理由。圣经的文字，每个生殖单位提供了强有力的证据。杂交的基础上再生产需要很大的兼容性和生物证据，将被视为在一个最有价值的证据列入“方舟样。” 被称为和统计baraminology易学的是讨论，因为它们是有关这家合资公司。在混合数据缺乏，我们已经选择了，使用被称为方法。作为指导当前的分类放置，图片和/或个人的经验与动物将被用来发现明显的分组。如果分组似乎过高分类，家庭层面可能被用作默认级别，以避免低估了数种上从统计baraminology的研究和其他信息的阿肯色州结果，在适当情况下将使用。它希望在未来研究baraminology的结果将是一个宝贵的资源。
关键词：方舟，洪水，创建各类baraminology，cognitum

介绍
很久以前的方舟遭遇项目宣布，在创世纪的答案，它实现了大量的研究将是必要的，允许高品质的展览。方舟上有多少种？他们可能有什么看起来像吗？如何，我们甚至可以开始回答这些问题吗？本文是系列中的第一，将试图解决这些问题。
在当世界充满了暴力的时候，上帝选择了一个全球性的洪水（创7:21-23）摧毁所有的土地，住宅，呼吸空气，它的生命。诺亚，一个正直的人，奉命从这个即将毁灭（创6:9-22）建立方舟，将保护他，他的家人，对动物和鸟类。上帝告诉诺亚：
后一种鸟类动物，各从其类，匍匐在地球的每一个同类的事情后，每kind1两个会来给你让他们活着。 （创世记6:20）
这对“后，他们的实物”方舟保存的飞行和陆地生物指定重复在创世记7点14是让人联想到这些生物是如何被创造（创世记1:21，24-25）.2自“圣经”中没有提到具体有多少种，也不给我们具体的物理描述，其中，任何企图辨别他们一定会包括一个猜想。然而，是可以用来制造方舟上的保存这些动物的猜测，虽然重要的是要认识到，这些都是明智的猜测，因此不被接受圣经确定性水平的信息，他们可以帮助什么东西可能已经在阿肯色州像我们获得普遍赞赏
圣经的证据
生物学的一个全面的认识，一定要包括生命的起源。虽然世俗世界忽略了圣经和推测自然生命起源，基督教应该认识到，可靠的目击者是宝贵建立的历史事实（民数记35:30，申命记17:6; 19:15，以赛亚书8:2; 43:9 -12; 44:6-8，32:12，耶利米书6:16-18，马太18时16使徒2时32，哥林多后书13:1，提摩太前书5:19）。显然，在创世纪的前几章，我们有一个最可靠的目击者，上帝创造世界和它的生活，从历史的帐户。所以这是我们将在那里开始。
创造周期间，上帝创造了植物（3天），海洋生物和飞行生物（5日），陆生动物（6日）每个“根据各从其类”（创世记1:11-13，20-25）。这句话是谁在创造神（创世记1:26，27）的图像，除了人类，所有动物的生命。因此，重要的是要了解什么是传达。
为一种潜在的希伯来字是מין分钟。 ，以及它与希伯来字创建ברא，巴拉“），是用来硬币的字baramin，创世任期为创建一种。虽然这个词baramin具有较强的分类最神创论的内涵，希伯来学者反对，假设מין是一个技术术语（特纳2009年威廉姆斯1997年）已经警告。两位威廉姆斯（1997）和Turner（2009）建议，מין可以理解为是指在一个更大的群体细分，很像英文单词样的意义。因此，谨慎，需要在这方面行使。
植物根据其种类与种子（זרע，zera）创建，这意味着他们要重现（创世记1:11-12）。水生生物和飞行生物，根据其类被创建后，被祝福，并告诉重现填补地球（创世记1:22）。随着命令他们统治地球，对人类的发音（创世记1:28）类似的祝福。由于生活创建“根据其类”，并告诉重现，它经常被认为生活再现按照同类。虽然圣经确实不强调国家，只有在其自己的一种生活的再现，有“圣经”文本和意见，今天在世界是一个非常强大的推论。
洪水的帐户似乎加强这种理解。上帝告诉诺亚：
和各样有血肉的活物，你应当将每样两个，进入方舟，让他们与你还活着，他们应是男性和女性。后，他们的一种，后一种动物，和地球的每一个蠕动的事情后，同类的鸟，每样两个，到你们这里来，让他们活着。 （创世记6:19-20）。
请注意第19节提到两个万物，男性和女性，是在阿肯色州来，最明显的目的是再现（参创世记7:2，3和9）。这是相邻的一首诗，一提保护动物，各从其类，再指定各两个。在下一章中，发现一个非常类似的情况。
[诺亚和家人]和野兽各从其类，牲畜各从其类，爬在地上的事情后的土样，各从其类的鸟，每天每样的鸟爬行。他们进入方舟的诺亚，两个两个，所有的肉，这是生命的气息。因此，那些进入，男性和女性所有的肉，正如神所吩咐他去，耶和华就把他关英寸（创世记7:14-16）
对这些动物带来方舟为维护他们的后裔（创世记7:3זרע，zera“）。字对字的翻译呈现זרע后代（例如，新的英语翻译，英文标准版新美国标准圣经），澄清的事情，因为现代英语单词的“种子”有比希伯来语单词的语义范围较窄。新的国际版本，这是一个动态的等值翻译，呈现包罗万象的一句话：“活着保持整个地球的各种”因此，在创作或帐户的洪水מין，它似乎是指不同的动物，并强烈暗示繁殖群体发生在这些群体（见表1）。
确定Baramins的方法（创建种）
杂交
动物之间的不同物种杂交的基础上根据其类，万物重现的概念，长期以来被认为是确凿的证据，这两个物种属于创建同一类型（baramin）。例如，穿过狗和狼，狼和土狼，郊狼和豺之间被解释为意味着所有这些物种的动物属于一个单一的baramin。
再现是一个复杂的过程和障碍，有时出现，使它更加困难。这可以看出，在试图形成不同物种之间的杂交。当野牛越过牛，活杂交形成。然而，男性不育。女性通常可以重现，并可以与父母任何一方物种跨越。出于这个原因，被认为是牛和野牛属于同一baramin的，但不是同一物种，因为他们不能始终产生肥沃的后代。马和驴杂交产生骡子，不论男女，这是很少肥沃。
更严重的生殖障碍，可以明显内baramin。因为已经在他们之间产生了一些活杂种属于同一baramin的被认定为绵羊和山羊。然而，现场混合是最常见的结果时，这些物种彼此交配。在一项研究中，当公羊不交配（母山羊）施肥是相当普遍的，虽然不如在各自的物种交配。 5至10个星期内混合胚胎死亡。当跨了另一个方向，雄鹿队（公山羊）与母羊交配，受精没有发生（Kelk等，1997）。
那么多大的发展是必要的，杂交被认为是成功？是施肥不够吗？对后一个问题的答案显然是否定的，作为人类精子能受精实验室.3即使产妇的控制下几个部门仓鼠卵。出于这个原因，舍雷尔（1993）指出，胚胎必须继续下去，直到有协调的母亲和父亲形成基因的表达。莱特纳（2007）建议，先进的囊胚阶段可能就足够了。这部分的基础上研究帕蒂尔和Totey的（2003）这表明周围的8个细胞阶段的胚胎失败是缺乏mRNA转录。因此，它似乎显着的协调表达是必要的，过去这个阶段推进，通过桑椹胚阶段，晚期囊胚。
这给我们带来了一些限制杂交种确定。而有据可查的杂种可以确认属于两个物种的的相同baramin，杂交数据的缺乏是决定性的。
有几个原因为何混合数据可在相同baramin个人之间缺乏。首先，它是比较困难的良好的混合型数据收集在野外，常常缺乏杂交的机会当动物生活在世界不同地区的。因此，混合数据更完整的动物驯化或在圈养（例如，在动物园）举行。
其次，由于前面所述的绵羊和山羊，甚至动物杂交，多次尝试可能会失败。这可能是遗传变化（突变），在一个或两个品种秋季以来积累，导致损失的交配能力的结果。最后，如​​果动物仅已知的化石记录是没有机会，它与动物杂交今天还活着。
主题通过复制提到
创世记第一章？
再现提到
创世记6-9？
植被
创世记1:12

和地球带来了草，药草，产生的种子，按照同类，树产生的水果，其种子本身是根据同类。神看着是好的。
有，种子
海洋生物
创世记1:21-22

于是，上帝创造伟大的海洋生物和每一个活着的东西，移动，与该水域丰富，根据他们的实物，每一个翅膀的小鸟，根据其类。神看着是好的。神就赐福给他们，说：“要生养众多，并填写在公海水域，让鸟类在地球上繁衍。”
是：要生养众多
飞行生物
创世记1:21-22

于是，上帝创造伟大的海洋生物和每一个活着的东西，移动，与该水域丰富，根据他们的实物，每一个翅膀的小鸟，根据其类。神看着是好的。神就赐福给他们，说：“要生养众多，并填写在公海水域，让鸟类在地球上繁衍。”
创世记8:17

带出各样有血肉的活物，你是：牛，鸟类和爬行地球上的每一个蠕动的东西，使他们显多在地球上，并取得丰硕成果，并繁衍在地球上。
是：取得丰硕成果和乘法是：要生养众多
陆生动物（方舟）
创世记6:19-20

和各样有血肉的活物，你应当将每样两个，进入方舟，让他们与你还活着，他们应是男性和女性。后，他们的一种，后一种动物，和地球的每一个蠕动的事情后，同类的鸟，每样两个，到你们这里来，让他们活着。
创世记8:17

带出各样有血肉的活物，你是：牛，鸟类和爬行地球上的每一个蠕动的东西，使他们显多在地球上，并取得丰硕成果，并繁衍在地球上。
 是：一种是代表男性和其队友方舟，要生养众多
cognitum

在一个cognitum是一组自然分组通过人类认知感官的生物体。可以是一个cognitum的baramin级别（例如，哺乳动物）下面的baramin水平的（例如，狐狸）以上，或在的baramin水平。基于这种看法的概念，提出了桑德斯和Wise（2003）在baraminology作为一个单独的工具。虽然不是最初作为一种手段来识别baramins提出，基本概念，可以证明我们的目的。使用这种方法的假设，创造了各种保留了自己的独特性，即使他们已经多元化。
人类认知的感官影响动物分类放置。一些1 cognitum方法baraminologic研究的程度，但并不总是自觉地承认。莱特纳（2006）用它时提出，属绵羊和山羊所有成员属于同一baramin，，。混合数据连接的大多数成员在这些属，自然适合本集团根据其外表没有混合数据和成员。他们还发生分类适合在同一组。
该cognitum已经起到了作用，在确定什么是真正的杂交接受。如前所述，施肥杂交的证据显然是不够的。莱特纳（2007年）时，发现记载的证据表明，国内牛（牛）已在体外用水牛（水牛）和少数受精鸡蛋存活到发达的囊胚阶段的跨越，它似乎一直足够的协调基因表达证明。事实上，水牛自然组与牛的基础上解剖，生理，和与他们所使用的饲养方法是，为什么它被接受的重要组成部分。如果胚泡之间可以形成国内的牛和一只臭鼬，这个标准将毫无疑问应重新考虑。
从以前baraminology工作，研究人员建议，baramin水平趋于下降或接近家庭的分类水平（2006年木材）。在家庭层面往往有一个强大的cognitum。这表明，家庭是一个良好的初始近似的baramin的水平。在某些情况下，一个强大cognitum可能高于或低于这一水平。例如，猪（猪科）和野猪（Tayassuidae）形成了一个强大的cognitum，即使他们是在单独的家庭。从这些动物或他们的照片看，他们很容易组合在一起人类认知感官。他们成单独的家庭分工的基础上更加微妙的细节，大多数人不会自然分割成这些分组，除非他们熟悉这些动物的分类。因此，在这种情况下，baramin出现的家族（Suoidea）的水平。
统计baraminology

虽然分开发展，统计baraminology的cognitum在某些方面有相似之处。它需要一个集合的特点（性格特点），以及使用多种统计测试，试图辨别显着的整体连续性（相似）或物种之间的连续性（Wood等，2003）。像cognitum，它假定，baramins保留其独特今天。然而，在对比的cognitum，它假定的baramin是水平的统计测试将始终如一地指向一套性格特征进行了分析。
继引进统计baraminology的的长期holobaramin的定义被改变了。从本质上讲，可以认为holobaramin创建一个特定的类的所有成员，换句话说，整个baramin。一组共享的连续性生物现在，holobaramin定义，但由间断界的。连续性被定义为显着，两个不同生物体（木等人，2003年）之间的整体相似。一个全面和显著的确切的定义已经有些难以捉摸，所以伍德（2007）指出绘制基于这些统计测试的初步结论的重要性。
此前，holobaramin被确定后相当详细的研究涉及多行的证据。这意味着长期进行一个明确的内涵。 A组被称为holobaramin直到积累了大量证据支持。这是不是当holobaramin是从一个单一的数据集的统计测试的基础上确定的情况下，即使数据集可能包含许多性格特征。这戏剧性的转变的与长期holobaramin相关的确定性水平往往不是神创论谁不使用这些统计方法表示赞赏。
有明显的优势，一些统计baraminology的。往往是一个合适的字符矩阵分类群的分支分析。既然别人已经做过数据编制工作，baraminologist可以进入到电子表格，并贯穿起源研究中心（核心）网站.4这些优势已使众多的数据集进行分析软件包，有用的信息添加到的baraminology领域2008年（木）。另一个潜在的好处是，统计baraminology可能帮助识别，只能从已知的动物化石记录的位置。
这些方法并不是没有出现过他们的批评。最强的反应似乎是结论相左时，与其他神创论如何感觉的生物自然组。一个戏剧性的例子是，当分析颅字符放置在人类holobaramin 2010年（木）古猿sediba。这导致了许多文章，表达对这些具体的结果和一般的技术（线2010; Lubenow 2010 Menton的，Habermehl，2010年和德威特;威尔逊2010）的分歧。在讨论的重要意义的特定的解剖特点，推断数据集的某些字符州列入，统计分析可能不会始终指向的holobaramin的水平的可能性。
在光谱的另一端，有统计测试显示混合数据（2007年布罗菲和克莱默;木材2008年，第57-60页）连接的动物之间的不连续性。在一个案例中（2008年McConnachie和布罗菲）102大多骨逻辑字符集被用来评估土地家禽。三人被的假定holobarmins的混合数据连接。被认为是混合数据的统计检验超过确凿的，因为它需要在遗传，代谢，发育，免疫水平相当的连续性。这种混合数据和统计结果之间的差异是一个问题，因为一般仅限于骨逻辑字符集涉及化石。
的多数确定holobarmins统计测试是没有争议，但他们仍然需要进一步研究确认（伍德2008年，第230页）。鉴于其他方法的局限性，它似乎，，统计baraminology是神创论，使用和继续发展的一个重要工具。木（2007年，第9页）曾表示
[A]的长作为baraminologists承认的缺陷和记得得出初步结论，这些方法baraminology与研究会给后代的神创论的一个很好的起点。
的方法来确定方舟种
当我们走上方舟种研究，我们提出了将用于确定可能的方舟种的基本原则。我们一致同意，混合数据，圣经和生物原因，是最好的方式，明确证明生物是相同的方舟样的后裔。由于这种混合数据放在高附加值，我们的研究将包括文献检索，以确定文件的杂种。重点将放在对杂交跨越更高的分类级别（例如，属之间，像郊狼，犬latrans，赤狐Vulpes vulpes），因为它们是超过一个属内杂交信息。当混合跨越两个类群，所有物种在两个类群，将被认为是从创建同一类型（例如，所有犬品种和所有Vulpes物种）。
不幸的是，混合数据缺乏许多动物。在这些情况下，cognitum方法将被使用。更具体地说，使用的生物分类学家将中，形态将被检查，以发现他们最自然组。除了吸取个人经验和培训，将使用已经发表的作品，描述和说明各种类群。一个宝贵的资源，这将是密歇根大学动物学动物多样性的Web网站（ADW 2008），博物馆，其中包含大量的图片，涵盖许多动物物种。当的cognitum是含糊不清或似乎过高分类，可作为家庭层面的默认级别的那种。这应有助于打击严重低估方舟上的代表种数的后卫
亚当会认可视线创建各类杂交后的原因之一的cognitum是首选的方法。想必会是真实的诺亚的时间。人类正在设计能够直观地检测模式，并根据这些模式有一个自然的倾向，组。因此，当cognitum使用，重点将放在特质，影响整体外观的动物，那些代表更晦涩的解剖或生理细节。
其他数据，包括统计baraminology分析结果以及蛋白质和DNA序列数据，将被评估，它似乎是恰当的。然而，这些都将给予高优先级混合数据或cognitum。这可能似乎有悖常理一些。序列数据被认为是很难的，客观的数据。使主观cognitum似乎。当然，这似乎这是科学比主观cognitum，使用硬盘数据。此外，这些方法使用这种有趣的数学分析，他们一定会更好，对不对？
在现实中，真正的好数学掩盖的事实，根据这些数据的结论有一个高度主观的组成部分。统计baraminology分析是基于对某些性格特征，人物评选，是不是一个公正的过程。布罗菲（2008年），在解释为什么混合数据和统计baraminology结果冲突，建议目的而收集的数据集可能偏差的结果。在landfowl（鸡形目）的情况下，该数据集被划分为分类目的鸟。这似乎是一个合理的解释为什么根据该数据集的统计测试分为混合数据连接的鸟类。
一些，使用序列数据，可能会显得更加客观。当然，识别序列是客观的。这是不解释。如何区分两个生物序列是相同的，因为从相同种类和序列是相同的，因为上帝创造了他们在两种不同类型相同？为什么存在差异？仅仅因为他们变异神放置在一个创造一种创作？他们已经在一种自创作的分歧？是他们创造了不同类型之间的差异呢？他们是两个不同的创建各种原本相同或非常相似的序列，在一个特定区域之间的分歧？底线是，我们没有足够的认识，了解大多数序列数据的意义遗传学。
一旦确定了方舟各种现代后裔，我们需要使用此信息来推断可能看起来像是对方舟的​​实际。有一件事是显而易见的，今天在世界上的动物时，很多人都专门生活在特定的利基。有野兔，生活在北极地区，生活在沙漠中的人，其他人在中间的气候。有牛（例如，牦牛），能承受高海拔和寒冷的气候;有其他牛（例如，瘤牛），住在炎热，干旱的气候适应。我们也看到了在国内的动物，一些牛饲养的牛奶产量和他人已育成牛肉生产的专业化。鉴于这些趋势，方舟种相对非专业化很好地创建一种cognitum的到适合的动物。
正如方舟建设是一项艰巨的任务，所以我们的任务是确定方舟种以及不朽。我们清醒地认识到，神在很多方面我们已经为这项任务准备。然而，我们也清醒地认识到，要完成这项任务，我们需要力量，力量，智慧，洞察力和毅力，只有我们真棒，主权神可以给我们。对于这一点，你的祷告，将不胜感激。
当我们完成后，我们不会有关于创建种所有的答案，但我们希望创造的研究作出了重大贡献，可以作为一个强大的资源未来创造各种研究。除了这个，我们祈祷这些信息将被用来帮助人们了解神的话语，是值得信赖的。它可能被用于许多来认识基督和他的荣誉和荣耀生活充分发挥作用。
索利迪奥格洛丽亚！
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脚注
斜体字是不是在希伯来文，但必要的句子在英语语感。
“从其类”和“同类”是两种不同的方式来翻译相同的基础希伯来文词组，出现在创世记1，6，7。
应当指出，仅仅因为我们报告的结果，某些化验结果并不一定意味着我们相信一个具体步骤是道德。
可在网上http://www.bryancore.org/resources.html。 BDISTMDS软件包不需要下载，直接从电子表格中输入数据。它允许计算相关baraminic距离和引导，以确定这些相关的鲁棒性。也可以通过一个可下载的程序的MAGE观看3D执行多维尺度。
What Are “Kinds” in Genesis?

1. Why is the term kind important in the creation/evolution debate?

2. Where does the word baramin come from?

3. How are the groupings of created kinds related to modern classification schemes?

4. Give some examples of various animals within the created kinds. How do we know these species are within the same kind?

5. How did the changing meaning of the word species play into the public understanding of evolutionary change? 

什么是“种”在创世记？
1。为什么是长期的一种重要的创作/地化论之间的辩论？
2。凡不字baramin从何而来？
3。如何创建各种现代分类计划有关的分组？
4。给在创建种，各种动物的一些例子。我们怎么知道这些物种在同类？
5。怎么改变意义的字种的进化变化的公众了解发挥？
Were Dinosaurs on Noah’s Ark?

Welcome AFA Journal subscribers!

July 26, 2000

Layman
· dinosaurs
· noahs-ark
This is the question that is being posed to readers of the AFA Journal in the month of August. The striking full-page ad (right)—featuring a large T. rex skull—is appearing on the back cover of the August issue (but is often mailed out to subscribers before the printed issue date).

On talk-show programs, skeptics often call and ask AiG guests a mocking question: “How could so many animals really fit on Noah’s Ark?” The AiG guest usually responds to the caller with his own question: “Do you know how large the Ark was and how many animals were required?”

The caller normally fumbles around a bit, obviously caught not knowing either answer. This brings up the opportunity to pose another question to the caller: “So you have an unknown-size boat, with an unknown-number of animals on board, and you say that there wasn’t enough room on the Ark?”

The AiG guest will then carefully share the number of animals needed and describe the Ark’s massive size:

In Genesis 6:19–20, the Bible says that two of every sort of land vertebrate was to be on board (from the text, we know that Noah did not need to carry plants, sea creatures and insects as passengers). Also, seven of the “clean” animals, of which there are relatively few, were on board. Genesis 6:20 indicates that Noah didn’t have to round up the animals; rather, God brought them to Noah.

Creationist researcher John Woodmorappe assumed, for his calculation, that each “kind” would be the ancestor of all “species” in a modern “genus” (plural genera), meaning that only about 8,000 animal genera (including some extinct animals), and when multiplying by two, meant that over 16,000 animals had to be aboard. When you realize that horses, zebras, and donkeys are probably descended from the horse-like “kind”, it should be clear that Noah did not have to carry 2 sets of each such animal. Also, dogs, wolves, and coyotes are probably from a single canine “kind”, so hundreds of different dogs were not needed.

It’s important to note that Woodmorappe’s assumption is generous to the sceptics. The articleLigers and Wholphins: What next? shows that many “kinds” could even be the ancestors of a whole “family”; if so, then only 2000 animals would have been required on board.

At this point—if the skeptic is still on the line—the next question is asked: “Well, how could you fit all those 16,000 animals—especially the huge dinosaurs—on the Ark?”

First, although there are about 668 names of dinosaurs, there are perhaps only 55 different “kinds” of dinosaurs. Furthermore, not all dinosaurs were huge like the Brachiosaurus, and even those dinosaurs on the Ark were probably “teenagers” and much smaller than the adults. Note that even the biggest dinosaurs came from eggs no larger than footballs. Also, many modern reptiles keep growing till they die, unlike mammals, and since dinosaurs were reptiles, even many evolutionists believe that the very big specimens were very old ones.

According to Genesis 6:15, the Ark measured 300x50x30 cubits, which is about 460x75x44 feet, with a volume of 1.54 million cubic feet. Researchers have shown that this is the equivalent volume of 522 standard railroad stock cars (US), each of which can hold 240 sheep. By the way, only 11% of all land animals are larger than a sheep.

Without getting into all the math (for more detail see the book: Noah’s Ark: A Feasibility Study), the 16,000-plus animals would have occupied much less than half the space in the Ark (even allowing them some moving-around space).

Conclusion

The Bible is reliable in all areas, including its account of the Ark (and the worldwide catastrophic Flood). A Christian doesn’t have to have a blind faith to believe that there really was an Ark. What the Bible says about the Ark can even be measured and tested today.

As we say so often, all Christians should obey the commandment to “Always be prepared to give an answer to everyone who asks you to give the reason for the hope that you have.” (1 Peter 3:15), which is particularly important today in our age when so many people mock the Bible using so-called “science”. And 2 Cor. 10:5 says: “We demolish arguments and every pretension that sets itself up against the knowledge of God, and we take captive every thought to make it obedient to Christ.”

Note: For answers to other objections about the biblical account of Noah’s Flood and the Ark (e.g., Where did all the water come from?, How did Noah collect and then care for the animals?, etc.), see The Answers Book,. See also Q&A: Flood and Q&A: Noah’s Ark.

(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
诺亚方舟上的恐龙吗？
2000年7月26日
门外汉
恐龙诺亚方舟
这是正在提出在八月份的亚洲电影大奖杂志的读者的问题。醒目的整版广告（右），具有大型霸王龙头骨出现在八月问题（但通常邮寄给订户的印刷发行日期之前）的后盖。
在脱口秀节目，怀疑论者经常打电话和问AIG客人1嘲弄的问题：“这么多的动物怎么能真正适合的诺亚方舟吗？”的AIG旅客通常响应呼叫者自己的问题：“你知不知道多大方舟是需要多少动物？“
来电者通常摸索了一下周围，显然抓到不知道任何答案。这带来了机会呼叫者带来的另一个问题：“那么，你有一个未知大小的船，一个未知的动物在船上数，你说有没有足够的空间方舟？”
AIG的旅客，然后小心地将共享所需动物的数量和描述方舟的巨大规模：
在创世记6:19-20，“圣经”说，每一个陆地脊椎动物的排序是在船上（从文本中，我们知道，诺亚没有乘客需要携带植物，海洋生物和昆虫）。此外，7个“干净”的动物，其中有相对较少，在船上。创世记六点20分表示，诺亚没有围捕动物，而是上帝给他们带来了对诺亚。
创世研究员约翰Woodmorappe假设，他的计算，每一个“实物”，将所有的“种”在一个现代的“属”（复数属）的祖先，这意味着只有约8000动物属（包括一些灭绝的动物），乘以两个时，这意味着超过16,000动物是船上。当你意识到可能是从马的“好心”的后裔，马，斑马和驴子，它应该清楚，诺亚没有携带2套每个这样的动物。此外，狗，狼和土狼可能是从一个单一的犬“好心”，所以并不需要数百种不同的狗。
重要的是要注意，Woodmorappe的假设，是慷慨的怀疑论者。文章的狮虎和Wholphins的：下一步怎么办？表明，许多“种”，甚至可能是整个“家庭”的祖先;如果是这样，那么只有2000动物已在船上。
在这一点上，如果怀疑论者仍然是上线的下一个问题是问：“嗯，你怎么可能适合于恐龙的​​方舟所有这些16000的动物，尤其是巨大的”
首先，尽管有大约668名的恐龙，也有可能只有55种不同的“种”恐龙。此外，并非所有的恐龙一样巨大的腕，即使是那些对方舟的恐龙很可能是“青少年”和比成年人少得多。请注意，即使是最大的恐龙从蛋比足球更大。此外，许多现代的爬行动物不断增加，直到他们死，与哺乳动物不同的是，因为恐龙是爬行动物，甚至许多进化论者认为非常大的标本是很旧的。
根据创世记6点15分，方舟测量300x50x30肘，约460x75x44脚，容积154万立方米的脚。研究人员已经证明，这是标准铁路股票522辆（美国），每个可容纳240只羊的等效容积。顺便说一下，只有11％的所有陆地动物比羊大。
没有进入所有的数学（更多细节见的书：诺亚方舟：可行性研究），16000，加上动物将已经占用远少于一半的方舟的空间，甚至允许他们移动，周围的一些空间。
结论
圣经是可靠的，在各个领域，包括其方舟的帐户（以及世界各地的特大洪水）。基督徒不相信，真的有一个阿肯色州圣经方舟说，甚至可以测量和测试，今天有迷信。
正如我们经常这样说，所有的基督徒应该遵守诫命“随时准备回答大家谁问你，给你有希望的原因。”（彼得前书3:15），这一点尤为重要今天在我们这个时代的时候，所以很多人嘲笑“圣经”使用所谓的“科学”。 2肺心病。 10时05说：“我们拆除参数和每预紧设置本身对上帝的知识，我们采取圈养的每一个思想，使他都顺服基督。”
注：约圣经中诺亚的洪水和方舟帐户（？例如，在哪里所有的水从何而来，挪亚如何收集和照顾动物等）的其他反对的答案，看答案书， 。问答：洪水和Q＆A：诺亚方舟
How Could Noah Fit the Animals on the Ark and Care for Them?

1. Based on the Bible, what types of animals were on the Ark?

2. Explain the claim that there were dinosaurs aboard the Ark.

3. Describe some of the challenges Noah and his family faced in caring for the animals.

4. What common objections are leveled against only having one pair of each animal kind on the Ark?

诺亚怎么能装上方舟和爱护动物吗？
1。根据“圣经”，什么类型的动物上方舟？
2。有恐龙登上方舟解释索赔
3。描述诺亚和他的家人在照顾动物面临的一些挑战。
4。共同反对夷为平地，只针对有一对每一种动物的方舟呢？
Universality of the Genesis Flood

by John C. Whitcomb, Th.D.
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And the waters prevailed exceedingly upon the earth; and all the high hills that were under the whole heaven were covered. Fifteen cubits upward did the waters prevail; and the mountains were covered. (KJV)

Noah’s Flood is critically important to the question of the age of the earth, as explains Dr. Terry Mortenson in his article on p. 62. For over eighteen centuries virtually all Christians understood Genesis to recount a universal Flood that completely covered the whole earth, leaving no dry land anywhere at the height of the event. However, during the past 200 years many Christians have been swayed by secular ideas and have abandoned the clear hermeneutic of Scripture for belief that the Flood was local and covered only the Mesopotamian Valley of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers (the area of modern-day Iraq). But such a view cannot stand under the careful scrutiny of Genesis 6–9. Consider these points.

The Depth of the Flood

One of the most important biblical arguments for a universal (i.e., global) Flood is the statement of Genesis 7:19–20, which says, “And the waters prevailed exceedingly upon the earth; and all the high hills that were under the whole heaven were covered. Fifteen cubits upward did the waters prevail; and the mountains were covered” (KJV).

You do need not be a professional scientist to realize the tremendous implications of these biblical statements. If the highest mountains1 were covered with water, the Flood would have been global in geographical extent, for water must seek its own level—and it must do so quickly!

The phrase “fifteen cubits upward did the waters prevail” does not mean that the Flood was only 15 cubits deep, for the phrase is qualified by the one which immediately follows: “and the mountains were covered.”

Because Genesis 6:15 tells us that the height of the Ark was 30 cubits, nearly all commentators agree that the phrase “fifteen cubits” in 7:20 must refer to how deep the Ark sank into the water when it was fully laden. Such information adds further support for a universal Flood, because it tells us that the Flood “prevailed” over the tops of the highest mountains to a depth of at least 15 cubits. If the Flood had not covered the mountains by at least such a depth, the Ark could not have floated over them during the five months in which the waters “prevailed” upon the earth.

The Duration of the Flood

A second evidence of the global extent of the Flood is its duration. A careful study of the biblical data reveals the fact that the Flood lasted for 371 days. That the Flood continued for more than a year is entirely in keeping with its universality but cannot properly be reconciled with the local-flood theory.

Our imagination indeed staggers at the thought of a flood so gigantic as to overwhelm the highest mountains of the earth within a period of six weeks and then to continue prevailing over those mountains for an additional sixteen weeks, during which time the sole survivors of the human race drifted upon the face of a shoreless ocean! But if the biblical concept of a deluge covering the tops of mountains for sixteen consecutive weeks is hard to reconcile with the local-flood theory, what are we to say of the fact that Scripture records that an additional thirty-one weeks were required for the waters to subside sufficiently for Noah to disembark safely, somewhere in the mountains of Ararat?

Furthermore, it cannot be emphasized too strongly that it was not merely the top of the high mountain on which the Ark rested that was seen on the first day of the tenth month. The Scriptures inform us that on that day “were the tops of the mountains seen.” In other words, the floodwaters must have subsided hundreds of feet in order for various mountain peaks of different altitudes to be seen by then (for the mountains were being pushed up from below).

The duration of the Flood in its assuaging, as well as in its prevailing, compels us to think of it as a global, not merely local catastrophe.

The Need for the Ark

Another indication that the Flood was universal is the necessity of the Ark. God told Noah to build the Ark “to keep seed alive upon the face of all the earth” (Genesis 7:3). The whole procedure of constructing this enormous Ark involving, no doubt, many years of planning and toil, simply to escape a local flood, can hardly be described as anything but utterly foolish and unnecessary. God could have told Noah to go on a vacation to Europe or Africa. And rather than sending the animals to the Ark, God could have sent the animals and birds out of the flood zone before the waters reached their highest point. The area could then have been repopulated by creatures spared outside the flood zone. But in a global Flood there would be no survivors among land animals and birds. The Ark was essential.

The Use of Universal Terms

Consider also the repetitive use of universal terms. Sixty times we find in the Flood account the use of such universal terms as “all,” “every,” “in whose nostrils is the breath of life,” and “everywhere under the heaven” (see for example, Genesis 7:19, 22). While some of these terms are periodically used in the Old Testament in a limited and less than global or universal sense, it is the context that always indicates this. In Genesis 6–9 the context clearly does not limit the meaning of these universal terms. Their repetitious use is emphatic—this was a global Flood.

The Rainbow Covenant

For this short article, a final evidence of the universal extent of the Flood is the Rainbow Covenant in Genesis 9:8–17. Not only does it confirm the supernatural uniqueness of this global catastrophe, it proves its universality. This divine promise was made not just to Noah and his sons but to their families and all their descendants, to the animals and birds and all their offspring and to the earth itself. If the Flood was limited in geographical extent, the Rainbow Covenant has failed (i.e., God lied), for there have been hundreds of devastating local floods since then, which have killed millions of people and animals.

God could not have been more clear in Genesis—this was a unique global catastrophic Flood, an act of divine judgment against a sinful world and, as Jesus said in Matthew 24:37–39, a warning of the coming judgment when Christ returns.

Dr. John C. Whitcomb is a prolific writer, theologian, and speaker who coauthored The Genesis Flood, a book which helped begin the modern creation movement. Dr. Whitcomb spent almost 40 years teaching at Grace Theological Seminary in Winona Lake, Indiana, and has also written The Early Earth and The World That Perished.

(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
创世记大洪水的普遍性
由约翰·C·惠特科姆，Th.D.April 16，2007

门外汉
关键词作者约翰 - 惠特科姆诺亚方舟的洪水
和水域在地上极其浩大，涵盖所有高冈下整个天堂。 15肘向上没有水域为准;高山都淹没了。 （CUV）
诺亚的洪水是地球的年龄问题极为重要，作为解释特里藤森博士在他的文章页。 62。超过18世纪几乎所有的基督徒都明白创世记到验票，完全覆盖了整个地球的一个普遍的洪水，没有任何地方旱地留在该事件的高度。然而，在过去的200年里，许多基督徒被世俗观念所左右，并已放弃了圣经为信仰明确的诠释，洪水本地和覆盖只有底格里斯河和幼发拉底河流域的美索不达米亚（伊拉克现代面积）。但这种看法经不起仔细推敲下创世记6-9。考虑以下几点。
洪水深度
最重要的一个普遍的（即全球）洪水圣经论据之一是创世记7:19-20说，“水域极其浩大，在地上的声明，以及所有在整个高小山天堂被覆盖。 15肘向上没有水域为准;高山都淹没了“。（KJV）。
你不必是一个专业的科学家认识到这些圣经报表产生巨大的影响。如果最高mountains1被水覆盖，洪水将是全球性的地域范围，为水必须寻求自身的水平，它必须这样做！
短语“15肘向上没有水域为准”并不意味着，只有15肘深的洪水，紧跟一个合格的短语：“高山都淹没了。”
因为创世记6时15告诉我们，方舟的高度为30肘，几乎所有的评论家都同意，短语“十五肘”在7点20必须有多深方舟沉没入水时，它满载。这些信息增加了一个普遍的洪水的进一步支持，因为它告诉我们，洪水“盛行”深度至少15肘最高的山峰顶部，。如果洪水不包括山区，至少这样的深度，方舟可能没有了他们浮动在五个月在该水域“盛行”在地上。
洪水持续时间
第二个证据是一个全球范围内的洪水持续时间。一个圣经的数据仔细研究，揭示了一个事实，即洪水历时371天。 ，洪水持续了一年多，完全是在保持其普遍性，但不能正确地与当地洪水的理论不甘心。
的确，我们的想象力，摇摇晃晃地在洪水以压倒地球上最高的山峰，在六个星期内，然后继续为那些山，当时的一个额外的16个星期，如此巨大的思想，在人类的唯一幸存者比赛后，面对一个无边的海洋漂流！但是，如果洪水覆盖16个连续两周在山顶的圣经中的概念是难以调和与当地洪水的理论，什么是我们说的圣经记录增加30周，所需的事实足够的诺亚平息水域下船安全，在亚拉腊山上的某个地方吗？
此外，它不能被过分强调，它不仅是方舟休息，第十一个月的第一天就看到高山的顶端。圣经告诉我们，那一天“看到山的顶部。”换句话说，洪水已经消退为了几百英尺，届时将看到不同海拔高度的山峰（山从下面推）。
在其平息，以及在其当时的洪水期间，迫使我们认为它是一个全球性的，不只是当地的灾难。
方舟的必要性
另一个迹象表明，洪水是普遍的是阿肯色州神的必要性告诉诺亚造方舟“，以保持种子活着后，面对所有的地球”（创世记7:3）。建设涉及这个巨大的方舟，毫无疑问，多年的规划和辛劳，只是为了逃避当地的洪水，整个过程几乎可以被描述为任何东西，但绝对愚蠢的和不必要的。上帝告诉诺亚去到欧洲或非洲度假。和，而不是把动物方舟，神能已将出洪水区的鸟类动物和水域前达到的最高点。该地区可能已重新填充幸免洪水区以外的生物。但在一个全球性的大洪水将有陆地动物和鸟类之间没有幸存者。方舟是必不可少的。
使用通用条款
也考虑重复使用的通用条款。我们在洪水帐户中找到这样的通用条款使用“所有”，“天天”，“第六次在其鼻孔是生命的气息，”和“无处不在的天堂”（例如，见创世记7点19分，22）。虽然其中一些条款会定期在旧约中使用有限的和小于全球或普遍的意义，它是上下文总是表示。在创世记6-9上下文显然并不限制这些通用条款的含义。其重复使用的是强调这是一个全球性的大洪水。
彩虹“公约”
对于这短短的文章，最后的普及程度的洪水证据是在创世纪9:8-17彩虹“公约”。它不仅确认这个全球性的灾难超自然的独特性，它证明了其普遍性。这神圣的承诺，不仅诺亚和他的儿子，但他们的家庭和他们的后代，在动物和鸟类及他们的后代和地球本身。如果洪水在地域范围的限制，“彩虹”公约“已失败（即上帝撒谎），有数百个当地毁灭性洪​​灾以来，已杀害了数以百万计的人与动物。
神已经不能更清楚，在创世记这是一个独特的全球性特大洪水，对一个罪恶的世界神圣的判断行为，因为耶稣在马太福音24:37-39说，未来的审判警告当基督返回。
医生约翰·C·惠特科姆是一位多产的作家，神学家，和扬声器合着的“创世纪洪水，一本书，帮助开始的现代创作运动。惠特科姆博士花了近40年来，格雷斯神学院在印第安纳州威诺纳湖，在教学，还写了早期地球和世界的灭亡。
Was the Flood of Noah Global or Local in Extent?

1. How do secular geologists view the notion of a globe covering flood?

2. What are the main biblical problems with rejecting the global nature of the Flood?

3. How is the extent of the Flood tied to the theological issue of death before sin? 

4. In light of Genesis 9:11–15, what happens to the character of God if the Flood was local?

5. How does Peter understand the Flood in 2 Peter 3:3–7?

6. What is the absurdity in the command to build an Ark, and allowing 120 years to do it, if the Flood was only a regional event?

是在全球还是在本地范围诺亚的洪水？
1。世俗地质学家如何查看一个全球覆盖洪水的概念呢？
2。拒绝全球性的洪水圣经主要问题是什么？
3。并列前死亡罪的神学问题的洪水的严重程度如何？
4。在创世记9:11-15，会发生什么神的性格，如果洪水是当地的光？
5。彼得是如何3:3-7彼得了解洪水？
6。什么是荒谬的命令，以建立一个方舟，使120年来做到这一点，如果洪水只是一个区域性事件吗？
Human-Caused Global Warming Slight So Far

by Michael Oard

September 20, 2006

Technical
· author-michael-oard
· climatology
· global-warming
· greenhouse-gases
Read about this topic at your preferred technical level:

· Global Warming
Keywords: human-caused, global warming, exaggeration, doomsayers, temperature, carbon dioxide, natural, climactic, atmosphere, media, misinformation, hysteria, environmentalists, greenhouse gases, fluctuations, hurricanes

Abstract

Reasons why Christians should be cautious about the controversial topic of global warming are listed. Examples of exaggeration by doomsayers are numerous and a few are presented. Based on what is known about global warming, the presumed global temperature increase and the amount of carbon dioxide increase since 1959, a case is presented that global warming is not so dire. Manmade versus natural climatic warming is discussed. Evidence that the climate models are too sensitive to a doubling of carbon dioxide is given. The question of whether global warming will have a net harm is briefly touched upon. The conclusion is that more unbiased research is needed.

Introduction

We are constantly bombarded with bad news about global warming. Hurricanes are increasing in frequency and intensity, the Greenland and Antarctic Ice Sheets are melting and raising the sea level, the Arctic Sea ice cap is melting, droughts are imminent, people are dying of the heat and so on.1 Global warming will even cause larger and more toxic poison ivy.2 It is all because man is polluting the atmosphere with carbon dioxide from the burning of fossil fuels and the destruction of tropical forests. We must act now, advocates claim, or we will become engulfed in a runaway heat blast. This is the doomsayers’ position.

Other voices allege that global warming will halt the ocean heat circulation in the Atlantic and plunge the earth into the next ice age, which is due soon. Already, the North Atlantic pole-ward heat transport has supposedly decreased 30%!3
There are also a number of scientists who believe global warming, so far, has been slight. They believe that doomsayers have not proven their case for the expected huge temperature increase for a doubling of carbon dioxide, and that increased carbon dioxide may have a net beneficial effect. In fact, 20,000 scientists, of whom about 2,700 of them are physicists, geophysicists, climatologists, meteorologists, oceanographers or environmental scientists, who are in a position to understand the global warming issues, have signed the following statement:

There is no convincing scientific evidence that human release of carbon dioxide, methane, or other greenhouse gasses is causing or will, in the foreseeable future, cause catastrophic heating of the Earth’s atmosphere and disruption of the Earth’s climate. Moreover, there is substantial scientific evidence that increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide produce many beneficial effects upon the natural plant and animal environments of the Earth.4
I also advocate this position and further reasoned research, providing a forum for the views of both advocates and dissenters of extreme human-caused global warming.5
Because of all the bad news and variable positions on the issue, it is no wonder that confusion seems to be rampant. Polls indicate that most people have become convinced that global warming is a serious problem. This is likely due to media bombardment. The only question remaining for most people is what to do about it. Should we aggressively fight global warming, should we fight it piecemeal with gradual measures, or do we have time for more research?

Reasons for Caution

How should the Christian evaluate this issue? We should first understand some of the assumptions and goals of not only those advocating we act now, but also the whole environmentalist movement. Second, we need to check the data—what we know for sure. Third, we will then be in a better position to evaluate any proposed courses of action to mitigate global warming.

Just like the creation/evolution issue, we need to separate raw data from interpretations. My theme verse in creation research is 1 Thessalonians 5:21: “But examine everything carefully; hold fast to that which is good” (NASB). We are to hold fast to the Bible as God’s word and instruction book to us and to Jesus as our Lord, Savior, and Creator. We should evaluate everything, and not at the superficial level. I examine the data, the assumptions and the interpretations before I delve into biblical solutions to earth science problems.

Christians especially need to be cautious when it comes to the issue of global warming and other environmental issues. One of the reasons is that these issues have been hijacked by individuals who desire to change our way of life, and in particular, the Christian worldview that has guided the Western Hemisphere. Veith concluded: “A big part of the problem is that the current environmental movement has been hijacked by the far left.”6 There are also pantheists involved. These groups have agendas for social engineering. Second, some environmentalists are promulgating misinformation, as will be documented below. It is important that we examine what is known for sure before we speculate on future climate scenarios. Third, those who believe we must act now dominate public discussion and are served by a biased media. Fourth, computer simulations of climate are not always accurate predictors of the future and, with a doubling of carbon dioxide, exaggerate the amount of global warming. But too many people take these simulations as authoritative. Fifth, doomsayers use ad hominem arguments against those who disagree with them—a sign of a weak case and a refusal to enter into reasonable dialog.

Just recently, eighty-six prominent Christian leaders jumped on the doomsayer bandwagon with the Evangelical Climate Initiative (ECI).7 Based on a report in World magazine, it looks like many of these evangelicals have not examined the subject in depth and were influenced by the barrage of propaganda.8 The Evangelical Interfaith Stewardship Alliance has recently taken the ECI to task for poor analysis of the situation, and the likelihood that the poor would be harmed by draconian government regulations that attempt to curb carbon dioxide emissions. For example, government actions that curb greenhouse gases likely would cause the price of energy to jump astronomically. The poor could not afford energy that is required for development.

Examples of Hysteria

Examples of misinformation and hysteria are not hard to find. One of the most recent examples of hysteria was a special report on global warming published in the April 3, 2006, issue of Timemagazine.9 The article flatly states without any qualifications, “The climate is crashing, and global warming is to blame.”10 Humans are blamed for global warming, and the potentially harmful effects are emphasized.10 The article claims that serious debate has quietly ended (although this is untrue) and lists many devastating weather, climate and environmental occurrences. Serious debate has only ended because radical environmentalists now dominate the discussion and malign those who disagree. This is not unlike the creation/evolution debate.

There are many other examples of wrong information, half-truths and hysteria. In the January 22, 1996, issue of Newsweek magazine, the front cover exclaimed, “The hot zone—blizzards, floods & hurricanes: blame global warming.”11 Believe it or not, even blizzards such as the powerful East Coast northeaster of January 1996 have been blamed on global warming by some advocates. It seems like some believe all bad weather is caused by global warming. One of the problems in countering such misinformation is that people have short memories or do not read weather history.

Probably the most outrageous example of false information is a video produced in 1990 that claimed world temperatures would rise 55°F (30°C) by the year 2050!12
There is even a dramatic movie promoting an ice age rapidly caused by global warming.13Although the movie was admitted to be a Hollywood exaggeration, many scientists see such an ice age, caused by global warming, developing more slowly, perhaps over of the course of several decades. This belief has been reinforced by what are believed to be indications of abrupt climate change shown by ice cores from the Greenland Ice Sheet.14 In the introduction to a special issue of the Journal of Geophysical Research on ice cores, Hammer and others stated:

These millennial-scale events represent quite large climate deviations: probably 20°C in central Greenland . . . . The events often begin or end rapidly: changes equal to most of the glacial-interglacial differences commonly occur over decades, and some indicators, more sensitive to shifts in the pattern of atmospheric circulation, change in as little as 1–3 years.15
Such temperature changes in Greenland are related to the atmospheric circulation and would affect much of the Northern Hemisphere. Such rapid changes are indeed scary, but their deductions are based on their wrong interpretations of ice cores as a result of their assumption that the ice sheets are millions of years old.16
Al Gore wrote a book on global warming in which he seemed to believe every dire prediction of the radical environmentalists.17 Recently, he has produced a video documentary with an accompanying book, called An Inconvenient Truth. The video contains the same old misinformation. M. Bergen stated:

But Mr. Gore’s radical political agenda and tendency for half-truth have undergone no such makeover . . . Mr. Gore employs stage tricks, straw men, and well-rehearsed rhetoric to contend that opposition views on climate change are rooted in callous profiteering.18
Mr. Gore’s hysterical and ad hominem attacks are typical of doomsayers. It is common for these advocates to claim that those who disagree with them are working for the oil companies. But we should look at the agendas of the radical environmentalists, and the great economic benefit for them to keep the pot stirred.

The Data

We should look at the observational data before we hypothesize about future climate scenarios. The probable average degree of surface warming in the Northern Hemisphere since 1880 has been only 1.2°F (0.7°C).19 Figure 1 shows this warming. However, this number has resulted from the analysis of complex data. Over the years, measurement techniques of land and ship temperatures have changed. For terrestrial stations, the instrument shelters have changed locations, the type of thermometer has changed, the time of observation has changed and the microclimate around the shelter has changed. Man-made effects that are unrelated to increased greenhouse gases also can affect temperature readings over the years. The most notorious problem is the urban heat island effect, where the concrete of expanding cities heats up the air. Those who have analyzed the temperature record claim to have dealt with this problem, but some skeptics question whether researchers have excised all the urban heat island effect.20
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Figure 1. Global annual average temperatures and some of the model projections.

So, it seems likely that global warming has occurred based on the temperature measurements, retreating glaciers and other effects. However, doomsayers like to claim that skeptics do not believe in any global warming. This is untrue, since practically all skeptics agree that some global warming is occurring. This is not the issue. Patrick Michaels and Robert Balling, climatologists and critics of global warming hype, admit:

In the broadest perspective, global warming is a very real thing, undeniable from surface temperature readings taken over much of the planet in the last 100 years.21
But there are also climatic effects other than carbon dioxide that have changed the temperature trends over the years. John Christy and Roy Spencer give an example of increased irrigation in the San Joaquin Valley causing warmer nighttime and cooler daytime temperatures, especially in summer.22 Christy and Spencer conclude: “And I [Christy] always say that improvements still have to be made on a lot of our surface temperature data sets and that is what I spend a lot of my time doing.”23
Christy and Spencer of the University of Alabama pioneered the use of satellites to measure the temperature of the troposphere. Their data had shown only a slight rise in temperature since 1979, compared to a substantial rise from the surface data during that period. Taking away the strong 1998 El Niño year, there was no significant change at all. However, scientists have recently found errors in the satellite data, although their analysis was in error itself.24 Christy and Spencer went back and corrected their satellite data, and now it agrees within the lower end of the error bars of the surface data. Christy and Spencer sum up their satellite data: “So it is correct scientifically to say there is no significant discrepancy in the global temperatures between the surface and the satellite.”25
Another key observation is that carbon dioxide has been increasing in the atmosphere since measurements were initiated in the late 1950s (Figure 2).26 The level of carbon dioxide has likely been increasing since about 1850 due to the industrial revolution and the destruction of tropical rainforests. Other greenhouse gases have also been increasing. It is well known that carbon dioxide will enhance the greenhouse effect. But, it is also well known that carbon dioxide is a minor greenhouse gas and that water vapor is the primary greenhouse gas by far. Carbon dioxide provides less than 5% of the greenhouse warmth that makes our planet livable. It is the water vapor that actually stabilizes our climate.27 If it gets too hot, evaporation will increase and clouds will cool the climate by reflecting sunlight from the tops of the white clouds. It also works the other way; cooler temperatures result in less cloudiness and more absorption of solar radiation at the surface.
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Figure 2. Atmospheric CO2 concentrations in parts per million by volume, ppm, from Siple Station, Antarctica, ice cores (squares) and Mauna Loa, Hawaii (crosses). Solid line is carbon dioxide equivalency units for all greenhouse gases.20
That is the data, and both advocates and skeptics of runaway greenhouse warming start with this same data. The problem is over the interpretation of the data, just like in the creation/evolution controversy. There are three main interpretive problems: (1) how much of the warming is caused by man adding carbon dioxide to the atmosphere and how much is from natural fluctuations, (2) how much temperature increase is expected from increased carbon dioxide and (3) will the harm from rising temperatures outweigh the benefit from warmer temperatures? I will analyze each of these interpretive aspects below. A related question is what can we do to minimize temperature change and how can we measure progress?

Natural versus Man-Made Global Warming?

There are indeed natural climatic fluctuations that cause warmer temperatures. A certain percentage of recent global warming is due to long-term natural fluctuations, including effects of the sun.28 Volcanoes can also cause short-term cooling,29,30 but a lack of volcanism can result in warmer temperatures. From about 1400 to 1880, the Little Ice Age occurred,31 in which practically all the glaciers in the world advanced, whereas now they are receding (Figure 3). At times people could ice skate on the Thames River in London, whereas that is unthinkable today. The Little Ice Age was likely caused by the combination of slightly less energy from the sun and more volcanism, both of which allow the surface of the earth to cool. There were periods during the Little Ice Age in which the sun exhibited few sunspots. Few sunspots cause a cooler solar temperature and less solar radiation because the stronger compensating effect of solar faculae is also reduced. Before the Little Ice Age, there was the Medieval Warm Period. So natural fluctuations in the past have been significant.27
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Figure 3. Athabasca Glacier, Canadian Rockies, was near the sign in 1890 and has since melted back to its current location due to global warming.

Scientists are uncertain how much global warming is caused by these natural fluctuations. Roy Spencer stated:

We need to find out how much of the warming we are seeing could be due to mankind, because I still maintain we have no idea how much you can attribute to mankind. Jim Hansen had his smoking gun and said that he could prove that it’s all man-made.32
Jim Hansen is a leading doomsayer, and these advocates tend to believe that all the global warming is caused by man. So the belief in how much warming is natural depends upon one’s bias. Right now it is too soon to know the proportion. Beisner and others stated:

The mechanisms driving natural climate variations are too poorly understood to be included accurately in computer climate models. Hence, the models risk overstating human influences.33
Further evidence that natural fluctuations are significant is that during the early and mid-1970s, a cooling trend increased the amount of sea ice. This happened at a time when the buildup of carbon dioxide should have caused global warming. It initiated the idea that the ice age was around the corner, since according to the Milankovitch mechanism, the next ice age is due soon. Several books with this theme were published. One of them was The Cooling: Has the Next Ice Age Already Begun? Can we Survive it?34 Climatologist Stephen Schneider published The Genesis Strategy: Climate and Global Survival, in which he asked: “Would a new cycle of droughts related to a global cooling trend portend chronic famine and world chaos?” 35 Yes, global cooling would initiate droughts. It is interesting that after the cooling trend petered out and global warming continued, Schneider dusted off the drought scare, but this time for global warming:

What is more, several climate models predict that summer precipitation will actually decline in Midcontinental areas, including the central plains of the U.S. . . . A decline in agricultural productivity in the Middle West and Great Plains, for example, could be disastrous for farmers and the U.S. economy.36
A significant proportion of the global warming has been an increase in nighttime and winter temperatures, which do not impact man and the environment as much as an increase during the day or summer. Although it was previously believed that the Arctic was not warming, it certainly seems to be warming today.37 However, the South Pole seems to be cooling.38
So, for the time being and until more certain information is available, I will assume that half of the 1.2°F (0.7°C) rise is caused by natural long-term climatic cycles and the other half is due to man-made global warming. This means that the man-made temperature rise since the late 1880s is likely only about 0.6°F (0.3°C) or less.

How Much Warming after Carbon Dioxide Doubles?

Climate specialists run computer simulations in order to determine the temperature sensitivity to increasing carbon dioxide. In the model, they double the amount of CO2, leaving all other variables the same between computer runs, and see how much the temperature rises. There have been many climate models developed with many types of simulations with a wide variety of temperature responses. For a doubling of carbon dioxide, the simulations predict a temperature rise ranging from 3 to 11°F (1.5 to 6°C).39 Figure 1 shows some of these temperature projections to the year 2100. Unfortunately, many environmentalists, politicians, and media celebrities take such imperfect climate simulations literally, which is problematic. No wonder we have a greenhouse scare.

But, let us look more closely at the data. The amount of CO2 added to the atmosphere since 1880 is about 30%. Other greenhouse gases, such as methane, also have increased. In order to compare these other gases to CO2, researchers put them into CO2 equivalency units, which adds another 30% (see solid curve in Figure 2). So, essentially CO2 has increased 60%. This 60% rise in CO2 and its equivalency units has resulted in approximately a 0.6°F (0.3°C) rise in temperature. At this rate, a doubling of CO2 will produce only a 1°F temperature rise. The climate simulations are, therefore, much too sensitive to the effects of CO2. The super-sensitivity of the climate simulations could be due to the problems in estimating global variables in the models. Clouds, precipitation and radiation are notoriously difficult to parameterize in the models.40Ocean processes and snow and ice reflectivities41 are also not handled well by the models.

Doomsayers counter that the increase in pollution, mainly sulfur dioxide, causes a cooling effect, masking the effect of the warming.42,43 Although there is probably some truth in this secondary hypothesis, Christy and Spencer maintain that it is speculation.44
Will there be a Net Harm to Man and the Environment?

Those who believe we must act now naturally emphasize the negative effects of global warming. But what about positive benefits? Will the positive benefits outweigh the negative benefits?

More people would be expected to die of the heat from global warming, advocates of a hot earth are quick to point out. But fewer people should die of the cold. Since nearly ten times the number of deaths result from severe cold than from severe heat,45 global warming should save more lives. Furthermore, affordable energy, which gives off carbon dioxide, is needed to protect from extreme heat as well as extreme cold. More warmth will also result in an increased growing season and more area for agriculture.

Increased drought, of course, would be quite harmful to man. However, Christy and Spencer show that there has been no long-term increase in drought or wetness, although there is significant variability from year to year.44 Some scientists claimed that droughts would increase in the future with further global warming, but this is speculative. Increasing temperature results in increasing water vapor in the air and increasing precipitation. Global precipitation increased 1% per decade during the twentieth century.46 Thus, global warming means a wetter planet causing more plant growth, which should be a boon to agriculture. Besides, more plants will soak up some of the extra carbon dioxide, producing more growth and requiring less water.

More frequent and intense hurricanes obviously would be a great detriment to man and the environment. Warmer atmospheric temperatures result in warmer ocean temperatures, which fuel hurricanes. So, some increase in hurricanes should be expected, but the question is how much of an increase. Much discussion has ensued lately because of the four strong hurricanes that slammed into the southeast United States in 2005. Some researchers have made extraordinary claims on future hurricane deaths and damage.46 The significant intensification of hurricanes and their frequency is controversial.47,48 Christy and Spencer show a graph of hurricane strikes in the United States since 1850, not including 2005, that shows no significant trend.49 The increase in deaths and damage is mainly because more people have built near the coast.

There is also no trend or maybe a downward trend in the frequency of strong tornadoes in Oklahoma.50 The number of weak tornadoes has increased, but this is likely due to increased detection and reporting.

Then there are the negative effects if draconian government action is taken to curb the increase in carbon dioxide. Christy and Spencer say that the change in temperature from reduced carbon dioxide emissions likely would be unmeasureable,25 while the cost to fight global warming would be well in excess of a trillion dollars per year.51 The economic hardship, especially on the poor, would be substantially greater than any purported slowing of global warming.52
In regard to a rise in sea level, the magnitude of which is under dispute, people can slowly move inland or build more and higher dikes, since the climate change would be slow.51 One interesting beneficial aspect to global warming would be increased shipping in the Arctic Ocean.53
So the jury is out on whether global warming will have a net harmful effect on man and the environment. What is needed is more objective research on the level of harm.

A new study of northward oceanic heat transport in the North Atlantic claims that the transport has already decreased 30%, based on 47 years of measurements.3 Computer climate simulations had suggested that such a decrease would require a global temperature increase of 7 to 11°F (4–6°C) after nearly a century.3 Some scientists are afraid of an abrupt climate change coming soon, and believe we need to act now. However, the reduced heat flow has caused no climatic effect in Europe. Moreover, Carl Wunsch of MIT believes the climatic significance of the heat transport is greatly overblown, emphasizing that it is difficult to stop the northward heat transport.54 Wunsch further writes that there are many unknowns associated with ocean and atmospheric climatic interactions, and that climate simulations have many difficulties. Besides, the average wind drives the ocean currents and is the most important factor responsible for the northward heat transport. The addition of fresh water on the ocean surface will not slow the heat flow, as has been assumed in climate simulations.

More Research Needed

Clearly, more careful research is needed.5 All positions should have a say on the issue. Unfortunately, many qualified critics are demonized by the media and proponents of runaway global warming. Critics are commonly accused of believing in a flat earth.27 Furthermore, we need to compare the potential benefits with the potential harms of global warming. Those evangelicals who signed the ECI need to study both sides of the issue (1 Thessalonians 5:21) instead of jumping on the doomsayer bandwagon. And if the evidence shows that global warming should be reduced, we should find and invest in new, cost-effective technologies that do so.27
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人类造成的全球变暖轻微到目前为止
2006年由迈克尔Oard September 20

技术
作者迈克尔oard气候的全球气候变暖的温室气体
有关此主题的阅读您的首选技术水平：
全球变暖
关键词：人为造成的全球变暖，夸张，灾难预言者，温度，二氧化碳，自然，高潮，气氛，媒体，误导，歇斯底里，环保，温室气体的波动，飓风
抽象
为什么基督徒应该是关于全球变暖的争议的话题持谨慎态度的原因是上市。由灾难预言者夸张的例子很多，而且是少数。根据有关全球气候变暖，假定全球气温上升，自1959年以来，二氧化碳的增加量，案件提出，全球变暖也不是那么可怕。人工与自然气候变暖进行了讨论。给出的证据表明，气候模型是过于敏感的二氧化碳增加一倍。简要地触及全球变暖是否将有净损害的问题。得出的结论是需要更公正的研究。
介绍
有关全球变暖的坏消息，我们正在不断轰炸。飓风的频率和强度的增加，格陵兰岛和南极冰盖融化，海平面提高，北极海冰帽融化，干旱是迫在眉睫，人们正在死去的热，所以于.1全球变暖甚至会造成更大和更有毒的毒ivy.2这是因为人是大气污染与二氧化碳从燃烧化石燃料和热带森林的破坏。我们必须从现在做起，倡导者宣称，我们将成为一个失控的热爆炸吞没。这是灾难预言者的地位。
其他声音宣称，全球变暖将停止在大西洋的热循环，投身到下一个冰河时代，这是即将到期的地球。已经北大西洋向极地热量输送似乎已经下降了30％！
也有一些科学家相信全球变暖，到目前为止，已经略有。他们认为，灾难预言者并没有证明的情况下，预期巨大的温度上升的二氧化碳增加一倍，增加二氧化碳可能有净的有益效果。事实上，20000科学家，其中2,700人是物理学家，地球物理学家，气象学家，气象学家，海洋学家或环境科学家，了解全球变暖问题的立场是，签署以下声明：
有没有令人信服的科学证据，人类释放的二氧化碳，甲烷，或其他温室气体造成的，或将在可预见的未来，地球的大气层和破坏地球的气候造成灾难性的加热。此外，还有大量的科学证据出示的天然植物和动物的Earth.4环境，大气中二氧化碳含量的增加了许多有益的影响
我还主张这一立场，并进一步推断研究极端人类造成的全球warming.5倡导者和反对者的意见，提供了一个论坛
因为所有的坏消息在这个问题上的变量位​​置，这也难怪，混乱似乎是猖獗。民意调查表明，大多数人都相信，全球变暖是一个严重的问题。这可能是由于媒体的轰炸。对于大多数人来说剩余的唯一的问题是怎样做的。我们应该积极应对全球变暖，我们应该争取头痛医头，脚痛医脚与逐渐措施，我们还是有时间进行更多的研究呢？
谨慎的原因
基督徒应该如何评价这个问题？我们应该先了解一些不仅倡导我们现在采取行动这些假设和目标，也是整个环保运动。其次，我们需要检查的数据，我们知道。第三，我们将在一个更好的位置，以评估建议采取任何行动，以减缓全球变暖的课程。
就像创造/进化问题，我们需要分开来诠释的原始数据。我在创作研究的主题经文是帖撒罗尼迦前书5:21：“但是，仔细审视一切;坚守，这是好事”（NASB）。我们要保持快速神的话，我们和耶稣的指令书“圣经”作为我们的主，救主，和造物主。我们应该评估的一切，而不是肤浅的层面。我研究的数据，假设和诠释之前，我钻研圣经的地球科学问题解决方案。
基督徒，尤其是当涉及到​​的问题，全球变暖和其他环境问题需谨慎。原因之一是希望改变我们的生活方式，特别是基督教的世界观指导西半球的个人，这些问题已被劫持。威斯得出结论：“问题的一个大的一部分是，目前的环保运动已被劫持的最左边。”6也有泛神论参与。这些群体的社会工程的议程。其次，一些环保颁布误传，将被记录。重要的是，我们检查是确定之前，我们对未来气候情景推测。第三，这些人认为，我们必须现在就采取行动主宰公众讨论和有偏见的媒体送达。第四，气候的计算机模拟并不总是准确预测未来，并与二氧化碳增加一倍，夸大了全球变暖的金额。但太多的人采取这些模拟作为权威。第五，灾难预言者使用专案人身攻击参数，对那些不同意他们的标志弱的情况下，拒绝进入合理的对话。
就在最近，著名的基督教领袖86可恨的医生行列跃升福音气候倡议（ECI）0.7基于世界“杂志上报告，它看起来像许多福音派没有深入研究的主题，并影响宣传.8基督教信仰监管的联盟攻势最近采取的地球宪章的任务，为贫困的情况分析，穷人将受到严厉的政府规章，试图遏制二氧化碳排放量的伤害的可能性。例如，政府的行动，遏制温室气体可能会导致能源价格跳天文数字。穷人买不起发展所需的能源。
歇斯底里的例子
误传和歇斯底里的例子并不难找。歇斯底里最近期的例子之一是在2006年4月3日，发行时间magazine.9文章断然没有任何资格规定公布的全球变暖的特别报告，“气候正在崩溃，以及全球气候变暖是难辞其咎的。 “10人类归咎于全球气候变暖，和潜在的有害影响是emphasized.10文章声称，严肃的辩论已经悄然结束（虽然这是不真实的），并列出了许多破坏性的天气，气候和环境发生。只有严肃的辩论结束，因为激进的环保人士现在占主导地位的讨论和中伤那些谁不同意。这是没有什么不同的创造/进化的辩论。
还有许多其他例子的错误信息，半真半假和歇斯底里。在“新闻周刊1月22​​日，1996年，问题，封面惊呼，”热区，暴风雪，洪水和飓风：归咎于全球变暖的“11不管你信不信，甚至暴风雪如一月强大的东海岸东北风1996年已被归咎于全球变暖的一些主张。它似乎像有些人认为所有的恶劣天气是由全球变暖引起的。在打击此类误报的问题之一是，人们有短时记忆或不读历史天气。
可能的虚假信息，最离谱的例子是在1990年生产的视频，声称2050年全球气温将上升55华氏度（30℃）12！
甚至有一个戏剧性的电影促进冰川期由全球warming.13迅速引起许多科学家承认，虽然电影是好莱坞夸张，看到这样的冰河时代，全球变暖引起的，发展比较慢，也许以上的课程，几十年。这种信念得到了加强，通过什么被认为是突然从格陵兰冰的冰芯，锤和别人说的“地球物理研究杂志”特刊介绍一张.14冰芯气候变化的迹象：
这些千年尺度事件表示相当大的气候偏差：大概是20°，在中央绿地。 。 。事件往往开始或迅速结束：改变几十年来，通常发生的冰期差异，有些指标，在大气环流模式的变化更加敏感，改变低至1-3 年.15

在格陵兰岛这样的温度变化与大气环流会影响北半球的大部分。如此快速的变化确实吓人，但扣除根据自己的错误解释冰芯，作为他们的假设的结果，冰盖是千百万年​​老.16

戈尔写了一本书中，他似乎相信每一个可怕的预测激进环保.17近日，伴随本书名为“难以忽视的真相”，他制作的视频纪录片全球变暖。视频中包含了相同的老误传。卑尔根研究指出：
但戈尔先生的激进的政治议程和半真理的倾向发生了没有这样的改造。 。 。戈尔先生采用阶段过关，秸秆的男子，和精心演练的说辞，争辩说，气候变化问题上的反对意见都在无情暴利.18扎根
戈尔先生的人身攻击时歇斯底里和广告是典型的灾难预言者。这是常见的这些主张，声称那些与他们不同意的石油公司工作。但是，我们应该在激进的环保议程，和他们保持锅的伟大经济效益搅拌。
数据
我们应该看的观测数据之前，我们对未来气候情景假设。可能表面变暖在北半球的平均程度，自1880年以来一直只有1.2华氏度（0.7°C）0.19图1显示了气候变暖。然而，这个数字已经从复杂的数据分析结果。多年来，土地和船舶的温度测量技术已经改变了。为地面站，仪器候车亭位置已经改变，温度计类型已经改变，改变观测时间和住房周围的小气候发生了变化。人是无关的温室气体增加的影响，也可能会影响温度读数多年来。最臭名昭著的问题是城市热岛效应，扩大城市的具体加热空气。分析了温度记录那些谁声称已经处理这个问题，但一些持怀疑态度的问题，研究是否已切除所有的城市热岛效果.20

从克鲁格参。 9，第38-39页。
图1。全球每年平均气温和一些模型预测。
因此，它很可能是全球变暖已经发生基础上的温度测量，冰川退缩和其他影响。然而，灾难预言者声称，不相信任何全球变暖怀疑论者。这是不真实的，因为几乎所有的怀疑论者同意，一些全球变暖正在发生。这是没有问题的。帕特里克·迈克尔和罗伯特球，气象学和全球变暖炒作的批评，承认：
在最广泛的角度来看，全球变暖是一个很现实的事情，不可否认在过去的
100 年.21采取了许多行星的表面温度读数
但也有其他气候效应比二氧化碳已经改变了多年来的温度变化趋势。约翰·克里斯蒂和罗伊·斯宾塞给在圣华金山谷造成温暖的夜间和白天气温凉爽，特别是在夏天.22克里斯蒂和斯宾塞，总结，提高灌溉的例子：“我[克里斯蒂]总是说，改善仍然必须作出我们的表面温度数据集的很多，那是我花了我很多时间在做。“23

阿拉巴马大学的克里斯蒂和Spencer开创了利用卫星测量对流层的温度。他们的数据显示自1979年以来，只有在温度略有上升，而在此期间的大幅上涨从表面数据。带走1998年的强厄尔尼诺年，没有显着变化。然而，科学家们最近发现，在卫星数据的错误，虽然他们的分析是错误本身.24克里斯蒂和斯宾塞回去和纠正自己的卫星数据，现在它在表面的数据错误酒吧低端同意。克里斯蒂和Spencer总结他们的卫星数据：“所以，这是正确，科学地说，没有在表面和卫星之间的全球气温显着差异。”25

另一个关键的观察是二氧化碳在大气中不断增加，因为测量在20世纪50年代末（图2）.26二氧化碳水平已经开始自1850年左右，由于工业革命和热带雨林的破坏可能被增加。其他温室气体也越来越多。众所周知，二氧化碳会加强温室效应。但是，它也知道，二氧化碳是一个小的温室气体和水蒸汽是主要的温室气体远远。二氧化碳提供不少于5％的温室的温暖，使我们的星球宜居。它是水蒸气，实际上是稳定我们的气候.27如果太热，蒸发量也会增加，云将通过反射太阳光从白云山顶的气候降温。它还可以在云量较少，在表面吸收太阳辐射导致的其他方式;稍凉。
图2。大气中二氧化碳浓度在百万分之几，按量，PPM，赛普尔站，南极冰芯（正方形），夏威夷冒纳罗亚火山（十字架）。实线为所有温室气体.20的二氧化碳当量单位
这是数据，失控的温室效应的倡导者和怀疑论者开始与此相同的数据。问题是在对数据的解释，就像在创造/进化的争论。解释性的问题主要有三个：（1）气候变暖有多少人到大气中增加二氧化碳，并从自然波动是多少，（2）温度升高多少，预计增加二氧化碳和（3）造成气温上升的危害将大于气温回暖的利益吗？我会分析这些解释性方面如下。一个相关的问题是我们能做些什么，以尽量减少温度的变化，我们怎么能衡量进展情况？
自然与人为的全球变暖？
确实存在，导致气温升高的气候自然波动。一定比例的最近的全球变暖是由于长期的自然波动，包括​​在太阳.28火山爆发的影响，也可引起短期的冷却，29,30，但缺乏可导致气温回暖的火山。大约从1400到1880年，小冰期的发生，其中31几乎所有的冰川在世界上先进的，而现在他们正在消退（图3）。有时人们可​​以滑冰在伦敦泰晤士河，而今天是不可想象的。小冰期可能造成略少的能源来自太阳和更多的火山活动，这两者使地球表面冷却相结合。有太阳展出了几个太阳黑子，在小冰期期间。几个太阳黑子造成一个凉爽的太阳能电池的温度和太阳辐射少，因为太阳能光斑补偿效果更强，也减少了。小冰期之前，有中世纪暖期。因此，在过去的自然波动已经重要.27

图3。阿萨巴斯卡冰川，加拿大洛基山脉，附近的标志，1890年以来返回其当前所在的位置，由于全球变暖融化。
科学家们不确定这些自然波动引起全球变暖的多少。罗伊·斯潘塞说：
我们需要找出有多少我们所看到的变暖可能是由于人类的，因为我仍然保持我们不知道多少可以归因于人类。吉姆·汉森他吸烟枪，并说，他可以证明，它是所有的人做.32

吉姆·汉森是一家领先的可恨的医生，这些主张倾向于相信所有的全球气候变暖是人类造成的。所以多少变暖是自然的信念，取决于一个人的偏见。现在还为时过早知道的比例。 beisner和其他人说：
自然气候变化的驱动机制也知之甚少，包括在电脑气候模型准确。因此，该模型可能夸大人类影响.33

进一步的证据表明，自然波动是显着的是，在早期和70年代中期，有变冷的趋势，增加了海冰量。这件事发生在一个时间时应该引起全球变暖的二氧化碳的积累。它发起了主意，冰河时代指日可待，因为根据米兰科维奇机制，下一个冰河期即将到期。这个主题出版了几本书。其中之一是冷却：下一步的冰河时代已经开始？我们生存的气候学家斯蒂芬·施奈德34发表创世纪的战略：气候和全球生存，他在问：“新的干旱周期相关的一个全球变冷的趋势预示着慢性饥荒和世界的混乱吗？”35是，全球变冷会引发干旱。有趣的是，冷却后的趋势逐渐消失，全球变暖继续，施耐德尘埃，干旱恐慌，但是这对全球变暖的时间：
更有什者，一些气候模型预测半山大陆地区，包括美国中部平原夏季降水将有所下降。 。 。例如，在中西部和大平原地区的农业生产力的下降，可能是灾难性的农民和美国经济.36

对全球变暖的一个显着的比例一直在增加夜间和冬季温度，不影响人与环境作为增加白天或夏季。虽然以前认为，北极地区气候变暖是不，它肯定似乎要升温今天.37然而，南极似乎是冷却.38

所以，时间，直到更明确的信息是，我将承担一半1.2华氏度（0.7℃）的上升是由于长期受自然气候周期，另一半则是由于人为的全球气候变暖。这意味着，该名男子温升，自19世纪80年代末期可能只有约0.6华氏度（0.3摄氏度）或更低。
仅次于二氧化碳变暖双打多少？
气候专家运行计算机模拟，以确定对温度的敏感性增加二氧化碳。在该模型中，他们的二氧化碳量增加一倍，让所有其他变数之间的计算机上运行相同的，温度升高多少。已经有许多气候模型模拟多种类型的温度响应的多种开发。对于二氧化碳增加一倍，模拟预测温度上升，从3至11华氏度（1.5至6°C）0.39​​图1显示了这些温度预测到2100年。不幸的是，许多环保人士，政治家和媒体名人采取这种不完善的气候模拟，从字面上看，这是有问题的。难怪我们有一个温室恐慌。
但是，让我们更加紧密地看数据。自1880年以来大气二氧化碳的添加量是30％左右。其他温室气体，如甲烷，也有所增加。为了比较这些二氧化碳等气体，研究人员把他们转化成CO2当量单位，这又增加了30％（参见图2中实线）。所以，基本上二氧化碳增加了60％。这在CO2和其当量单位的60％上升已导致约0.6华氏度（0.3°C）温度上升。在这样的速度，会产生的二氧化碳增加一倍只有1°F温度上升。气候模拟，因此，二氧化碳的影响过于敏感。气候模拟的超级灵敏度，可能是由于在预测模型中的全局变量的问题。云，降水和辐射是出了名的难以在模型.40海洋过程和冰雪反射率41的参数，也没有处理好模型。
灾难预言者反污染的增加，主要是二氧化硫，造成冷却效果，掩盖的气候变暖42效果，43虽然有可能是一些在这第二个假设的真理，克里斯蒂和斯宾塞认为它是推测.44

将有一个净人与环境的危害？
那些谁相信，我们必须采取行动，现在自然强调全球变暖的负面影响。但积极的利益是什么？将正面效益大于负面效益？
预计更多的人将死于全球变暖的热，热地球的倡导者迅速指出。但是很少人死于寒冷。由于近十倍严寒死亡结果的数量较严重的热，45全球变暖应该拯救更多的生命。此外，廉价的能源，放出二氧化碳，需要保护的极端高温以及极端寒冷。在增加对农业的生长季节和更多的领域，也将导致更多的温暖。
干旱增加，当然，将是十分有害的人。不过，克里斯蒂和斯宾塞表明，一直没有在干旱或湿润的长期增长，虽然有一些科学家声称干旱将在未来的全球变暖进一步增加，但这是投机性的显着变异，从今年.44 。日益增加空气中的水蒸汽的温度和降水增加。全球降水增加在20世纪.46因此每十年的1％，全球变暖是指多雨地球造成更多的植物生长，这应该是一个福音农业。此外，更多的植物会吸收一些多余的二氧化碳，产生更多的成长和需要较少的水。
显然更为频繁和剧烈的飓风将是一个伟大的人与环境的损害。温暖的大气温度导致在温暖的海洋温度，燃料飓风。因此，应增加一些飓风预期，但问题是有多少增加。随后最近很多讨论，因为四个强烈飓风，在2005年到美国东南部的抨击。一些研究人员对未来飓风死亡和damage.46非凡索赔显著加剧飓风和他们的频率是争议.47，48克里斯蒂和斯宾塞在美国飓风袭击的图形显示自1850年以来，不包括2005年，显示没有显著trend.49死亡和财产损失的增加主要是因为越来越多的人都建在海岸附近。
还有没有趋势或可能在弱龙卷风的数目已增至Oklahoma.50强烈龙卷风的频率呈下降趋势，但是，这可能是由于增加的检测和报告。
然后有一些负面影响，如果严厉的政府采取行动，以遏制二氧化碳的增加。克里斯蒂和斯潘塞说，减少二氧化碳排放量在温度变化可能会未可测量，25，同时，以应对全球变暖的成本将超过每year.51经济困难的一万亿美元，特别是对穷人，以及将大大高于所谓任何全球气候变暖52的放缓
关于海平面上升的幅度，其中争议，人们可以慢慢移动内陆或建立更多，更高的堤防，由于气候变化将是缓慢.51一个有趣的有利方面，全球变暖将增加航运北极海洋53

因此，陪审团是全球变暖是否会净对人类和环境造成有害影响。我们需要的是更客观危害程度的研究。
一个新的研究声称在北大西洋的热量向北海洋运输的交通已经下降了30％，47年测量.3计算机气候模拟的基础上建议，这样的下降将要求全球气温上升了7至11° （4-6℃）经过近1世纪.3一些科学家担心即将到来的气候突变变化，相信我们需要现在就采取行动。然而，降低热流已没有在欧洲引起的气候效应。此外，麻省理工学院的卡尔·文施认为是大大夸大了的热量输送的气候意义，强调这是难以阻挡向北热运输54文施进一步写道，有许多未知的海洋和大气气候相互作用，以及气候模拟有许多困难。此外，平均风力驱动的洋流，是负责向北热量传递的最重要因素。除了对海洋表面淡水不会放慢的热流，已在气候模拟假设。
需要更多的研究
显然，更细致的研究是需要5所有位置，在这个问题上应该有发言权。不幸的是，许多合格的批评者妖魔化全球变暖失控的媒体和支持者。评论家们普遍相信被告在一个平面地球27此外，我们需要与全球变暖的潜在危害的潜在好处。那些福音派谁签署的ECI需要研究的问题，而不是灾难预言者行列跳（帖撒罗尼迦前书5:21）两侧。如果有证据表明应减少，全球变暖，我们应该找到并投资于新的，符合成本效益的技术，做.27
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Is Man the Cause of Global Warming?

1. Why should Christians be concerned with taking care of the environment?

2. It seems clear that the climate has been changing, so what is the point of contention regarding climate change?

3. What three gases are involved in the current discussion of greenhouse gases and how important is each? 

4. Is global warming going to cause the doomsday scenarios popular in the media today? Explain.

全球变暖的原因是人吗？
1。基督徒为什么要关心照顾的环境呢？
2。它似乎很清楚，气候一直在变化，因此，关于气候变化的争论点是什么？
3。三种气体在目前的温室气体的讨论涉及如何重要的是每个？
4。是全球气候变暖会引起媒体的末日情景普及的今天？解释。
