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My Questions:

Isn’t everything relatively the same age with only a few days difference? If God created all matter in 6 days and matter can neither be created nor destroyed in our universe then isn’t everything the relatively the same age? So why do people try to ‘date’ rocks etc. if everything was created in 6 days. Don’t we already know when all things were created?

– Zach, U.S.



Dear Zach,

Thanks for your enquiry about dating rocks, which has been passed on to me for a response.

You are, of course, quite correct that, based on the authority of the Bible, God created the universe in six days, and therefore, all the original matter God created during those six days should be relatively the same age. That’s what God’s Word clearly teaches. Furthermore, God has provided in His Word the necessary details for us to know with certainty that the absolute age of the universe is about 6,000 years.

Subsequent to the Creation Week, the history of the earth unfolds in the book of Genesis with the Curse and then, about 1,650 years later, the cataclysmic global Flood in the days of Noah. At that time the whole face of the earth was changed, as the waters that covered the earth eroded rock materials and swept away all the creatures “in whose nostrils was the breath of the spirit of life” (Genesis 7:22) that weren’t on board Noah’s Ark. Thus, billions of plants and dead animals were buried in rock layers laid down by water catastrophically all over the earth. In a relative sense these rock layers are therefore younger than the rock layers created by God during the Creation Week.

Similarly, during the Creation Week there was a sequence of events over those six days during which God created the different components of the universe and the earth. Thus, on Day One we are told He created the earth, and it was covered in water. Subsequently, on Day Three He created the dry land.

A Biblical Model for Formation of Rock Layers

One possibility is that there were rock layers under those globe encircling waters on Days One and Two of the Creation Week, and God uplifted some of those rock layers above the waters on Day Three to produce that dry land. As that uplift occurred catastrophically at God’s command, the waters would have drained off the emerging land surface, eroding some of those rock layers. The sediment carried away would form new sedimentary rock layers offshore. Thus, in a relative sense those newly formed sedimentary layers on Day Three of the Creation Week were younger than the original rock layers God created on Day One.

Thus, we can see that on the basis of God’s Word we could expect different rock layers to have different relative ages—based on the model I described above, the Day Three rocks would be younger than the Day One rocks of Creation Week; the Flood rocks are younger still; and any post-Flood rocks are the youngest of all. These relative age relationships can be seen in the stacking of the rock layers around the earth.

For example, in the Grand Canyon we see exposed in the Inner Gorge the crystalline foundation rocks, which are related back to the initial creation of the earth. On top of those we see sedimentary layers without fossils, and thus one could conclude that those layers were deposited before God had created life on the earth, and therefore, could be related to the sedimentary rock layers that may have been formed on Day Three during the uplift of the dry land. Then, on top of both the crystalline foundation rocks and these early non-fossil-bearing sedimentary rocks are flat-lying sedimentary layers full of fossils, the remains of the creatures swept away by the Flood waters and buried in those sediments.

No one argues about this relative order of the rock layers that reflects the sequential history of the earth, as described in God’s Word. This is how creationist geologists endeavour to distinguish the different rock layers exposed at the earth’s surface in relation to God’s record of earth history in His Word. Full details about how the rocks exposed in the Grand Canyon are classified in this relative age manner can be seen in my DVD titled The Grand Canyon: Testimony to the Biblical Account of Earth’s History.

How Does Dating Rocks Help Creation Scientists?

As I said before, we know from God’s Word the absolute age of the original created rock materials. They are about 6,000 years old. Similarly, we know from God’s Word that the Flood occurred about 1,650 years after the Creation, so therefore, Flood rocks are about 4,350 years old. Similarly, the fossils contained in those rocks are only about 4,350 years old also. So why do people try to “date” rocks? Not all rock layers across the earth’s surface are exposed to view in canyons like the Grand Canyon. In many places there are just isolated outcrops, so it is difficult to determine where those rock layers fit into the relative sequence of Creation Week rock layers, Flood rock layers, and post-Flood rock layers. Not all Flood rocks have visible fossils in them. So in a relative sense we could use some of the dating methods to give us the relative ages of such isolated rocks so that once they are placed in the biblical sequence of earth history we would know their absolute ages. Ironically, the radioactive dating methods, though flawed in terms of being able to provide absolute ages, may still help us derive relative ages. For instance, older rocks dating back to the Creation Week should have more radioactive decay products (daughter elements) in them than the younger Flood rocks. And this is what we do find.

Assumptions Affect Interpretation

Of course, secular geologists use the same radioactive dating methods to yield interpreted ages for the rocks in terms of millions and billions of years. However, they derive these interpreted ages because they assume that radioactive decay rates have always been constant over millions and billions of years of the slow rates at which we measure these processes today. But the geologists were not there over the supposed millions and billions of years to check and measure that the radioactive decay rates have always been constant at today’s slow rates. This is an assumption they make, which is absolutely contradicted as wrong by God’s Word.

The Apostle Peter in 2 Peter 3 tells us of scoffers who will argue that the rates of natural processes have always been the same as today’s process rates because they deliberately reject God’s testimony of the Creation Week and the Flood, when He supernaturally intervened so that process rates were instant during the Creation Week and catastrophically faster during the Flood compared to the slow rates that man observes today. This probably included the speeding up of radioactive decay, at least during the Flood, which can be seen from the results obtained during the RATE (Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth) research project, the results of which have been published in two technical volumes and in the book Thousands . . . Not Billions. I deal with this evidence in the DVD titled Radioactive and Radiocarbon Dating: Turning Foe into Friend. Using the wrong assumption about the constancy of radioactive decay rates championed by the secular scientists yields the inaccurate result of millions and billions of years.

On the other hand, as I indicated earlier, it may be possible for creation geologists to use these radioactive dating methods in a relative sense. For example, volcanic rocks laid down in the first month of the Flood would have experienced up to a year of accelerated radioactive decay within them, whereas volcanic rocks laid down during the last month of the Flood would have only experienced one month of accelerated radioactive decay. Thus, it may be possible to determine the relative ages of different volcanic rocks, for example, during the Flood year using these radioactive dating methods. Knowing the relative ages of rocks during the Flood may have practical implications. For example, economic deposits of metals have been found to occur more frequently in rocks of particular relative ages.

So thanks again for your enquiry. I hope these brief comments are a help to you.

Yours sincerely in Christ,

(Dr.) Andrew Snelling

(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
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我的问题：
不是一切相对同年龄只有几天的区别？如果上帝创造了一切物质的6天，事情既不能被创造也不能被消灭在我们的宇宙那么是不是一切都相对同年龄？那么，为什么人们试图'日期'的岩石等，如果一切都在6个内创造的。不，我们已经知道是创造万物的时候？
- 扎克，美国
________________________________________

亲爱的扎克，
感谢您对约会的岩石，这已经传递给我一个响应查询。
你，当然，完全正确的，根据圣经的权威，上帝在六天内创造了宇宙，因此，所有的神在那六天之内创造了原始的物质应该是比较相同年龄。这就是神的话语清楚地教导。此外，神在他的话语提供了必要的资料，以便我们肯定地知道，宇宙的绝对年龄约6000年。
继创造周，地球的历史展现在创世记与诅咒，然后，大约1650年后，在挪亚的日子灾难性的全球性大洪水。当时地球的整个脸都变了，作为覆盖大地侵蚀岩石材料的水域，一扫“在其鼻孔有生命的精神的气息”（创世记7:22 ）这间没有'所有的生物t关于董事会诺亚方舟因此，数十亿的植物和动物尸体被埋葬在放下水灾难性遍布地球的岩石层。在相对意义上，这些岩石层，因此未满创作周期间由上帝创造了岩石层。
同样地，创造周期间有过这6天期间，上帝创造了宇宙和地球的不同组成部分的事件序列。因此，在第一天，我们被告知，他创造了地球，它浑身上下水。随后，第三天他创造了旱地。
圣经的模型岩石层的形成
一种可能性是，有岩石层下，那些环绕地球的日子之一，其中两个创造周的水域，神振奋其中一些岩石层以上的水在为期三天的以生产干燥的土地。由于该隆起灾难性发生在上帝的命令，水会排出新兴的陆地表面，侵蚀着其中的一些岩层。得意忘形的泥沙将离岸形成新的沉积岩层。因此，在相对意义上的创造周的第三天这些新形成的沉积层年龄小于原来的岩石层神在第一天创造。
因此，我们可以看到，神的话语的基础上，我们可以期望不同的岩石层有不同的相对年龄，根据我上面描述的模型上，在第三天的岩石会晚于第一天的岩石创造周;洪水岩石是年轻的还是，以及任何洪水后的岩石是最年轻的一切。这些相对的年龄关系，可以看出，在地球周围的岩石层的堆叠。
例如，在大峡谷，我们看到在峡谷内的结晶基岩，这是有关回地球的初始创建暴露出来。对那些我们看到的沉积层，而不化石，因而人们可以得出结论，这些层沉积之前，上帝在地球上创造了生命，因此，可能会涉及到可能已在形成在第三天的沉积岩层的顶部旱地的隆起。然后，双方的结晶基岩和这些早期的非化石息沉积岩的顶部是平躺着充满化石的沉积层中，生物的遗骸卷走的洪水，埋在这些沉积物。
没有人认为对岩层此相对顺序，反映了地球的连续的历史，在神的话语描述。这是创造论地质学家如何努力区分在地球表面相对于地球的历史，在他的话语上帝的记录暴露了不同的岩石层。有关如何在大峡谷露出的岩石被归类在这个相对年龄的方式全部细节可以看出，在我的DVD标题的大峡谷：见证地球历史的圣经帐户。
如何约会岩石帮助科学家创造？
正如我之前所说的，我们知道，从神的话语原来创建的岩石材料的绝对年龄。他们是约6000岁。同样，我们从神的话语知道发生了洪水的创作 - 1650年之后，所以因此，洪水岩石大约4350年岁。同样的，包含在这些岩石中的化石大约只有4350年老也。那么，为什么人们尝试“日期”石头？在整个地球表面并非所有的岩石层暴露，以查看像大峡谷峡谷。在许多地方，也有只是孤立的露头，所以很难确定这岩层适合的创造周岩层，洪水岩层，以及洪水后岩层的相对顺序。不是所有的洪水岩具有明显的化石在其中。因此，在相对意义上，我们可以使用一些的测年方法给我们这样孤立的岩石的相对年龄，这样一旦它们被放置在地球历史的圣经序列，我们会知道他们的绝对年龄。讽刺的是，放射性测年方法，虽然有瑕疵的，能够提供绝对的年龄而言，仍可能帮助我们获得相对年龄。例如，旧的岩石追溯到创造周应该有更多的放射性衰变产物（子元素）在比他们年轻洪水岩石。而这是我们所发现。
假设影响解读
当然，世俗的地质学家使用相同的放射性测年方法得到解释年龄的岩石在亿万年和数十亿条款。然而，他们得到这些解释年龄，因为他们认为放射性衰变率一直恒定在几年的缓慢速率在我们今天衡量这些过程百万千万。但地质学家均未出现过岁月的应该数百万，数十亿检查和测量的放射性衰变率一直在今天的慢速率常数。这是一个假设他们做，这是绝对矛盾的错了神的话语。
使徒彼得在彼得后书3告诉讥诮谁就会认为自然过程的速率一直像今天一样的过程率，因为他们故意拒绝创造周和洪水，神的见证的我们，当他超自然的干预，这样的过程相比速度缓慢的男子今日观察率瞬间创造周期间和更快的灾难性洪水期间。这可能包括加快放射性衰变的，至少在大洪水，它可以从速率（放射性同位素和地球的年龄）的研究项目中所获得的结果可以看出，其结果已发表在两次技术卷并在书中数以千计。 。 。不是数十亿。我处理这个证据在DVD标题放射性和放射性碳测年：谈到敌人变成朋友。关于使用由世俗科学家倡导放射性衰变速率的恒定性错误的假设产生的数百万年，数十亿的不准确的结果。
在另一方面，正如我前面所指出的，它可能会创造地质学家使用这些放射性测年方法在相对意义。例如，在第一个月的洪水放下火山岩本来经历了长达一年的加速放射性衰变在其中，而上个月洪水期间火山岩放下本来只有经历1个月加速放射性衰变。因此，有可能确定不同火山岩的相对年龄，例如，在使用这些放射性测年方法的洪水年份。在洪水期间知道岩石的相对年龄可能有实际意义。例如，金属的经济存款已发现岩石中特定的相对年龄更频繁地发生。
所以，再次感谢您的咨询。我希望这些简短的注释是一个帮助你。
此致在基督里，
（博士）安德鲁·斯内林
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Science Daily: Fast-Mutating DNA Sequences Shape Early Development; Guided Evolution of Uniquely Human Traits
Has “Enhancer Finder” unraveled the secret of human origins?
Could supercomputers backtrack human evolution and discover what went right genetically to make us human? Researchers report their superior number-crunching capability has revealed which genetic switches turned ancestral animal embryos onto the human path.

Human Genome Project—Only The Beginning

“Advances in DNA sequencing and supercomputing have given us the power to understand evolution at a level of detail that just a few years ago would have been impossible,” says Katherine Pollard of the University of California, San Francisco's (UCSF's) Institute for Human Genetics. “In this study, we found stretches of DNA that evolved much more quickly than others. We believe that these fast-evolving stretches were crucial to our human ancestors becoming distinct from our closest primate relatives.”

“It's been 10 years since the Human Genome Project was declared ‘complete,’” Pollard says, “but the amount of genomic knowledge we've gleaned since then—in large part due to advances in bioinformatics and supercomputing—have catapulted us far beyond what we thought we knew. I'm confident that as we continue to dive deep into important regions such as HARs [human accelerated regions], we'll come ever closer to answering the question: what makes us human?’”

Switching Onto The Fast-Track

Evolutionists consider humans more highly evolved than chimps. Pollard’s group attributes advanced human abilities to rapid—accelerated—mutations in the evolving human-to-be lineage after chimps and humans diverged from a common ape-like ancestor. They compared human and chimp genomes in search of such differences in regulatory genes,1 naming the 2,600 or so differences they identified human accelerated regions (HARs).

Once-upon-a-deep-time, the team hypothesized, many such HARs controlled how long certain genes switched on to enhance embryonic development, enabling those embryos to evolve into something more advanced than their forebears. The team designed Enhancer Finder to identify HARs that could make us human. Then they tested some HARs on animal embryos to see if they could direct development human-ward.

“Enhancer Finder is a machine-learning algorithm that takes in basic genetic information—a HAR sequence, known evolutionary patterns, other functional genomics data—and returns a prediction of that HAR’s function,” explains John Capra, lead author of the report published 11 November 2013 in Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B. “Using this approach, we predicted that nearly eight hundred HARs act as enhancers at a specific point during embryonic development. Confirming this prediction for several dozen HARs, our next goal was to see whether any of these HARs enhanced patterns of gene activation that were uniquely human.”

Genetically Enhanced Mice

After testing some HARs on mouse embryos, the team believes Enhancer Finder has glimpsed “gains of function” that enabled ape-like ancestors to become human. For instance, the researchers compared the effects of the human and chimpanzee versions of 2xHAR.164 and 2xHAR.170 on embryonic mice. Only the human version “enhanced” the development of a portion of the brain that becomes the cerebellum.2 Therefore, the researchers believe that genes directing brain development in an ancestral embryo gained new functions when inactive forms of these HARs rapidly mutated into active forms.

“These results, while preliminary,” Capra says, “offer an unprecedented glimpse into how very recent changes to the human genome have modified the genetic programs that control embryonic development to potentially yield different results. We anticipate that if we were to look at the activity of HARs that are enhancers during later developmental stages, we would see even more differences between humans and chimpanzees.”

Testing the effect of a human gene sequence on a mouse embryo does not, however, demonstrate how mutations in ancestral animal embryos could unlock their genetic potential and cause them to evolve into humans. A laboratory mouse’s embryonic development can be altered by artificially providing it with new genetic instructions, but naturally occurring genetic “gain of function” of the type necessary for molecules-to-man evolution has never been observed.

[image: image1.jpg]


What makes us human? To examine the differences in how chimpanzee and human regulatory genes control embryonic development, some of those genetic distinctions were tested on developing mice. The influence of human and chimpanzee genetic regions called 2xHAR.164 and 2xHAR.170 on these mouse embryos differed. Only the human version of the genes was associated with mid- and hindbrain development. Image: Human sequence, left; chimp sequence, right, from J. Capra et al., “Many human accelerated regions are developmental enhancers,” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B, 368:21030025 (11 November 2013).

Evolutionary Enhancements Or Designed Distinctives?

Molecular geneticist Dr. Georgia Purdom of Answers in Genesis explains why the study’s conclusions are flawed from their foundation:

The central problem with the research is the beginning assumption that humans and chimps share a common ancestor. The researchers compare human and chimp DNA. Where the sequences differ in the locations they have defined, they assume that the human DNA in these regions has mutated faster than the chimp DNA in the same area, since they believe humans are more evolved than chimps.

The researchers did not observe the DNA mutating. Rather, because they assume that humans are more evolved than chimps, they believe the DNA in the HARs must have evolved rapidly after humans and apes diverged.

“Thus,” Dr. Purdom explains, “they label these regions as ‘human accelerated regions’ or HARs.” But even naming these sections of the human genome “accelerated” or “enhanced” assumes that ape-like creatures on the evolutionary fast-track evolved into people.

Since no such information-increasing mutation of the type necessary for molecules-to-man evolution has ever been observed, how did these HARs originate? Dr. Purdom sheds light on these chimp-human distinctions:

From Scripture we know that humans and chimps are separate creations by God, so in reality the regions they label as HARs are very likely regions that God designed differently in chimps and humans. Humans and chimps do share a fair amount of genetic similarity (especially genes), which is to be expected, since on a biological level humans and chimps are both mammals. Thus it is no surprise that a lot of the differences seem to be in the control or regulatory regions of genes, which “HARs” may represent.

Common Designs And So Much More

Identifying genetic similarities and differences between humans and primate animals cannot reveal how those differences came to be.

Enhancer Finder’s programming was based not just on observable differences between the human and chimpanzee genomes but on so-called “known evolutionary patterns.” Yet those patterns have never been observed and are only assumed to have taken place. Programming a computer to agree with you does not prove you are right. In simple terms, the researchers simply “told” the computer that evolution “happened” and then asked the computer to “tell” them how. In reality, the computer at best identified common designs and chimp-human distinctives.

Our Creator used many common designs in the living things he created. Biological classifications depend largely on such similarities. But amid those common designs are distinct differences. The differences encoded in the human genome not only blueprint many unique human abilities but also tailor many common designs to suit human needs. Thus, distinctives in the human genome—like “HARs”—define much of the physical aspect of what makes us human.

Elaborating on God’s creation of man in Genesis 2:7, God’s Word records, “And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living being.” From the time that God created Adam and Eve (Genesis 1:26–27) in His own image humans have had fully human physical bodies imbued with a unique spiritual nature.

God created Adam and Eve on the 6th day of Creation week about 6,000 years ago. The remarkable features unique to humans as well as those we share with other biological mammals are all of God’s creation and design. From the beginning, God designed humans in His image to be able to have fellowship with Him, something animals cannot do. Thus humans are supplied an abstract creative thinking capacity that enables us to think thoughts and use language and ask questions and make choices and understand the natures of God and man.

God’s “Project”

So, what makes us human? Our human genome is an essential part—though only part—of that answer. And where did the human genome—only now beginning to be understood since being mapping by the Human Genome Project—come from? The human genome was God’s “project,” spoken into existence when He created Adam’s physical body and endowed him with a spiritual nature, without any evolution at all.

God’s “project”—His plan for human beings—did not end when He created Adam and Eve. Soon after their creation, our first parents rebelled against God, wrecking their relationship with their Creator and incurring the just sentence of death, both spiritually and physically. All people since have sinned and fallen short of the glory of our holy and perfect God (Romans 3:23). God has nevertheless graciously supplied forgiveness, through the sacrificial death of His own Son Jesus Christ, so that human beings may be restored to fellowship with their Creator and have abundant and eternal life.

For more information:

· Feedback: “The Search for the Historical Adam” and Population Genomics
· Recapitulation Repackaged and Re-Applied
· Man: The Image of God
· What Makes Us Human, and Why It Is Not the Brain: A Creationist Defense of the Soul
· Whose Words Are These?
· Evolution of a Novelty?
· Georgia Purdom’s blog: Bacteria Evolve “Key Innovation” or Not
· Chapter 7: Are Mutations Part of the “Engine” of Evolution?
· Are Humans and Chimps Related?
· How Genomes are Sequenced and Why it Matters: Implications for Studies in Comparative Genomics of Humans and Chimpanzees
And Don’t Miss . . .

· This past week we reported on how evolutionists think snakes changed humanity’s history (and it wasn’t in a perfect garden!), The History Channel’s missing out on the revealed mystery of the Bible (Romans 16:25) in their new series Bible Secrets Revealed, and the previously “oldest” first bird getting grounded.

· Next week, we’ll see what Old MISS can teach us (not from Mississippi), learn a bit more about giving thanks, and see what some crocodiles use those nasty teeth to eat. And who knows what else will be in the News?

For more information: Get Answers


Remember, if you see a news story that might merit some attention, let us know about it! (Note: if the story originates from the Associated Press, FOX News, MSNBC, the New York Times, or another major national media outlet, we will most likely have already heard about it.) And thanks to all of our readers who have submitted great news tips to us. If you didn’t catch all the latest News to Know, why not take a look to see what you’ve missed?

(Please note that links will take you directly to the source. Answers in Genesis is not responsible for content on the websites to which we refer. For more information, please see our Privacy Policy.)

Footnotes

1. Regulatory genes direct the expression of structural genes. Back
2. rstb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/368/1632/20130025 Back
(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
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是什么让我们人类？
新闻知道
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科技日报：快速诱变DNA序列形状早期发展;的人类独有的特征制导进化
有“增强搜索”揭开人类起源的秘密？
超级计算机可以回溯人类的进化和发现什么是对的基因，使我们人类吗？研究人员报告其卓越的数字运算能力，揭示了其遗传开关打开祖传的动物胚胎到人类的路径。
人类基因组计划，只是一个开始
“在DNA测序和超级计算机的进步已经给了我们了解的详细程度，仅仅在几年前是不可能进化的力量， ”旧金山分校（UCSF的）研究所人类遗传学凯瑟琳·波拉德加州大学的，说： 。 “在这项研究中，我们发现的DNA片段，许多比别人更快地发展。我们相信，这些快速发展的延伸是对我们人类的祖先从成为我们最亲近的灵长类亲戚截然不同的。 “

“这是10年的人类基因组计划被宣布为”完全“， ”波拉德说，“但基因组的知识，因为当时在很大程度上，我们已经收集由于生物信息学及垫款数额超级计算，已一跃我们远远超出我们认为我们知道。我相信，我们将继续深入探究的重要地区，如HARS [人类加速区] ，我们就来更接近回答这个问题：什么使我们成为人类' “

切换到快速通道
进化论者认为人类更高度演化比黑猩猩。波拉德的组属性先进的人力能力迅速加速，突变在人类进化将要经过的血统黑猩猩和人类从一个共同的类人猿的祖先分化。他们比较了人类和黑猩猩的基因组，寻找在调控基因， 1命名他们确定了人类加速区（ HARS ） 2600左右的差异这种差异。
一旦 - 上 - 一个深时，该小组推测，很多这样的HARS控制多久某些基因开启，以提高胚胎发育，使这些胚胎演变成东西比他们的前辈更先进。该小组旨在增强器搜索，以确定HARS ，可以使我们人类。然后，他们测试了动物胚胎一些HARS ，看看他们是否能直接开发人病房。
“增强Finder是一个机器学习算法，需要在基本的遗传信息是HAR序列，称为进化模式，其他功能基因组数据，并返回该HAR的功能的预测，解释说：”约翰·卡普拉，发表该报告的主要作者11 2013年11月在英国皇家学会学报B “的使用这种方法哲学会刊，我们预测，近八百HARS胚胎发育过程中作为增强剂在特定点。证实这一预测的几十HARS ，我们的下一个目标是要看看是否有任何这些HARS增强基因活化的模式，是人类独有的。 “

转基因小鼠增强
测试对小鼠胚胎某些HARS后，小组认为增强搜索已经瞥见“收益功能”启用的类人猿的祖先，成为人类。例如，研究人员比较2xHAR.164和2xHAR.170对胚胎小鼠中人类和黑猩猩版本的效果。只有人类版本“强化”即成为cerebellum.2因此大脑的一部分的发展，研究人员认为，基因指挥大脑发育中的胚胎祖先获得了新的功能，当这些HARS的无活性形式迅速演变成活性形式。
“这些结果，而初步的， ”卡普拉说，“提供了前所未有的一瞥多么近期改变人类基因组已修改控制胚胎发育有潜在产生不同的结果的遗传程序。我们预计，如果我们看一下HARS是在以后的发育阶段增强剂的活动中，我们将看到人类和黑猩猩之间的差异更多。 “

测试一个人的基因序列对小鼠胚胎的影响不，但是，展示祖传动物胚胎突变如何解开它们的遗传潜力，使他们演变成人类。一个实验室老鼠的胚胎发育可以通过人为地为其提供新的遗传指令，但自然发生的基因“功能获得”必要的类型为从分子到人进化从未被观察到的改变。
 是什么让我们成为人类？为了研究如何黑猩猩和人类监管基因控制胚胎发育的差异，某些遗传优发展的小鼠进行了测试。人类和黑猩猩的基因区域，称为2xHAR.164和2xHAR.170对这些小鼠胚胎的影响不同。只有人类版本的基因是与中期和后脑的发展相关联。图片：人类基因组序列，左，黑猩猩序列，右，由J.卡普拉等人， “很多人加速区域是发展增强剂， ”英国皇家学会学报B哲学交易， 368:21030025 （ 2013年11月11日） 。
进化改进或设计Distinctives ？
答案在创世纪的分子遗传学家乔治亚州Purdom博士解释了为什么该研究的结论是从他们的基础存在缺陷：
核心问题与研究开始假设，即人类和黑猩猩共同的祖先。研究人员对比人类和黑猩猩的DNA。凡序列中，他们所定义的位置不同，他们认为在这些地区的人类DNA已经变异比在同一地区的黑猩猩的DNA更快，因为他们相信人类是超过黑猩猩进化而来的。
研究人员没有观察到DNA变异的。相反，因为他们认为人类是超过黑猩猩进化，他们认为在HARS DNA的必须是迅速发展后人类和类人猿分化。
“因此，” Purdom博士解释说， “他们标注这些区域称为”人类加速区“或HARS 。 ”但即使命名的人类基因组的这些章节“加速”或“强化”假设在进化快像猿一样的动物轨道演变成人们。
因为对于从分子到人进化所需的类型没有这样的信息增加突变曾经被观察到的，怎么这些HARS起源的？ Purdom博士揭示了这些黑猩猩人类的区别：
从圣经中我们知道，人类和黑猩猩是不同的创作神，所以在现实中，他们将此视为HARS的区域是神在黑猩猩和人类不同的设计非常有可能的区域。人类和黑猩猩是认同的遗传相似性（尤其是基因）相当数量的，这是可以预料的，因为在生物层面人类和黑猩猩都是哺乳动物。因此，毫不奇怪，有很多的差异似乎是在基因的控制或调节区域，其中“ HARS ”可以代表。
常见的设计等等等等
识别遗传相似性和人类和灵长类动物之间的差异不能揭示这些差异是如何走过来的。
增强Finder的编程是基于不仅对人类和黑猩猩基因组之间细微的差别，但对所谓的“著名进化模式。 ”然而，这些模式从来没有被观察到的，只是假定发生。计算机编程同意你不能证明你是对的。简单来说，研究人员只是“告诉”进化“发生” ，然后电脑要求电脑“告诉”他们怎么样。在现实中，所述计算机在确定最佳的共同设计和黑猩猩，人类distinctives 。
我们的造物主使用了许多共同的设计在客厅的东西他创造。生物分类主要取决于这样的相似。不过尽管这些常见的设计是明显的差异。编码人类基因组不仅蓝图许多独特的人的能力也定制许多共同的设计，以满足人类需求的差异。因此，在人类基因组样“ HARS ” distinctives界定的很多东西，使我们人类的身体方面的。
在阐述神的创造人在创世记2:7 ，上帝的话语记录， “耶和华神造人的用地上的尘土，并吹了他的鼻孔呼吸的生命;他就成了有灵的活人”从上帝按照自己的形象创造了人类亚当和夏娃（创1:26-27 ）时有过处处洋溢着独特的精神本质完全人肉体。
上帝创造了亚当和夏娃在创造周的第6天约6000年前。独特的人类，以及那些我们与其他生物哺乳动物共享的显着特点都是上帝的创造和设计的。从一开始，上帝设计人类在他的形象，以便能够与神相交，动物的东西不能做。因此，人类是提供一个抽象的创造性思维能力，使我们能够想到的想法和使用的语言和提问，并做出选择和理解神和人的本性。
上帝的“工程”
那么，是什么使我们成为人类？我们的人类基因组是一个必不可少的组成部分，虽然只是答案的一部分 - 的。何地，人类基因组，现在才开始，因为由人类基因组计划 - 来自被映射到被理解？人类基因组是上帝的“计划”，说成存在，当他创造了亚当的身体，并赋予他一种精神的本质，没有任何进化的。
上帝的“项目” - 他的计划时，他创造了亚当和夏娃的人类，并没有结束。他们的创作后不久，我们的始祖违背神，破坏他们与造物主的关系，并招致死亡的只是一句话，无论是精神和肉体。因为所有的人都犯了罪，并未能达到我们的圣洁和完美的神（罗马书3:23 ）的荣耀。神仍然慷慨地提供赦免，通过他自己的儿子耶稣基督的牺牲，让人类可以恢复到金与创造者和拥有丰富的和永恒的生命。
欲了解更多信息：
反馈： “寻找历史的亚当”和群体基因组学
重演重新包装和重新申请
人：神的形象
什么使我们人类，和为什么它没有脑：灵魂的创造论辩护
他的话是这些？
一个新奇的演变？
格鲁吉亚Purdom的博客：细菌进化“关键创新”或不
第7章：是进化的“发动机”的突变部分？
是人类和黑猩猩相关？
如何基因组测序和为什么它的事项：对研究人类和黑猩猩的基因组比较
千万不要错过。 。 。
刚刚过去的这个星期，我们报道了进化论者是怎么想的蛇改变人类的历史（和它是不是一个完美的花园！ ） ，历史频道的错过了圣经所启示的奥秘（罗16:25 ）在其新系列的圣经秘密揭晓，而此前“最老的”第一鸟越来越接地。
下周，我们将看到老陆能教给我们（而不是从密西西比州） ，了解多一点关于感恩，看看一些鳄鱼使用那些讨厌的牙齿吃。谁知道还有什么会在新闻？
欲了解更多信息：获取答案
________________________________________

请记住，如果你看到有一个消息，可能会有些值得关注，让我们知道吧！ （注：如果故事从美联社，福克斯新闻， MSNBC ，纽约时报，或其他全国各大媒体插座起源，我们将最有可能已经听说过它），并感谢我们所有的读者是谁提交伟大的新闻线索给我们。如果你没赶上大家知道最新的新闻，为什么不来看看，看看你错过了什么？
（请注意，链接将直接带您到源。答案在创世纪是不负责给大家引用的网站内容。欲了解更多信息，请参阅我们的隐私权政策。 ）
脚注
1 。调控基因指导结构基因的表达。后面
2 。 rstb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/368/1632/20130025返回
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Among the kaleidoscope of stars, brilliant blue stars are of special interest. They shine so brightly that they should burn up their fuel in just a few million years. But they’re still everywhere, as if recently created.

The more we learn about the universe, the more we marvel at the extraordinary number and diversity of stars. They come in a wide range of sizes, colors, and temperatures; and each star has its own story to tell.

The origin and continued existence of such endless variety defies easy explanation. Some burn so brightly that they should soon run out of fuel, while others are relatively cold and would seem to last forever. One type of star in particular—the blue star—is a big problem if you assume the universe came into being 13.7 billion years ago.

Problem: Blue Stars Burn Up Their Fuel Quckly

Based on our current understanding of the nuclear “furnace” that fires each star, all stars must eventually burn out, some faster than others. (Indeed, only red dwarfs have enough fuel to burn 13 billion years, while the others should have burned out long ago.)

Astronomers have direct evidence that stars (including the sun) generally get their energy from the fusion of hydrogen deep in their cores. Based on these observations and a few basic physical assumptions, we can estimate how long a star’s energy can last (and thus the maximum age of the star).

Perhaps the most interesting are the brilliant blue stars, which have lots of fuel but are so hot that they consume their fuel quickly. In fact, the hottest blue stars could last only a few million years at best. Both creationists and evolutionists acknowledge this fact.

Astronomers agree that blue stars could only last a few million years at best. So why do we see blue stars throughout our universe if it is nearly 14 billion years old?

Yet blue stars are found throughout the universe in spiral galaxies, both nearby and far away. This is not a problem for biblical creationists, who date all stars at around 6,000 years. But it creates a big conundrum for astronomers who reject the Bible’s history.

To explain the prevalence of blue stars, these astronomers must assume they have been forming spontaneously throughout most of history, even in recent times. Despite their diligent search, however, they have never observed one of these blue stars forming—or any other star, for that matter. Nevertheless, they must believe that stars form continually because their theory demands it.

Proposed Solution: Condensing Gas Clouds

Where and how do stars form, then, according to evolutionary theories?

Astronomers have found huge amounts of gas within the arms of spiral galaxies (called the interstellar medium, or ISM). This gas has the same main ingredient as stars—hydrogen. The gas (and dust) clouds are very clumpy, with a wide range in density. Given the similar chemical composition of gas clouds and stars, astronomers assume that the more dense clumps of gas contract under their own gravity to form new stars.

How likely is this? After all, gas particles don’t naturally collapse into small, burning balls.

Think about how different these two things are. Gas clouds are millions of times larger than stars, and they have much lower temperatures and densities. The densest clouds in space may contain a few thousand particles per cubic inch (103 atoms per cubic cm).

By contrast, even the air we breathe contains a quadrillion times more particles than interstellar gas clouds (1018 particles per cubic cm). The sun’s average density is a million quadrillion times denser than gas clouds (about 1024 atoms per cubic cm).

Obviously, the contraction of a gas cloud to form a star would require a tremendous decrease in size and volume. Gas in the ISM is very cold (typically -250ºF, or 100K), while stars are very hot (up to 70,000ºF [40,000K] on the surface of some blue stars, with interior temperatures reaching tens of millions K). These vast differences must disappear before a cloud could condense to form a star.

This process may sound simple, but it is fraught with problems. The largest problem is that a gas cloud is so spread out that its gravity is miniscule. As thin as the gas is, it does have some pressure, and the pressure pushing particles apart tends to exceed the gravity that pulls them together. If the cloud were to shrink, the pressure would increase to cause the cloud to re-expand.

Theoretical Limits to a Collapsible Gas Cloud

If a cloud were small enough, gravity could take over and cause the cloud to contract. How small must the cloud be to collapse under its own gravity? The astronomer Sir James Jeans asked and answered this question in 1902. He found that the cloud must be somewhat larger than a star, but many orders of magnitude smaller than any observed cloud for this to happen. That is, no observed gas cloud is even close to the Jeans length.

Astronomers have long understood this fundamental problem, so they suggest that some outside mechanism may compress a gas cloud down to the Jeans length so that gravity can finish the process. Astronomers have suggested a number of mechanisms, such as the shock wave from a nearby supernova explosion.

The problem is that all of these mechanisms require preexisting stars that can explode and generate new stars. While this mechanism might possibly work in the universe today, it likely cannot produce new stars at the rapid rate required by modern evolutionary theories. Nor can it explain the origin of the first stars.

Appeal to Unknown Mechanisms

To solve this problem, astronomers suggest that the first stars formed in a burst of activity in the early universe triggered by some unknown mechanism.

Do astronomers have any evidence for such a mechanism early in the universe? They claim that they do. For example, since the collapse of gas clouds should produce stars of all masses, astronomers expect to detect light from the most massive, hot, bright stars—blue stars—wherever much star formation has occurred.

As predicted, very distant galaxies (and hence galaxies from the early universe) are systematically brighter than nearby galaxies. Astronomers call these “starburst” galaxies and say the blue color is evidence for explosive star formation early in the universe.

Furthermore, though astronomers have not observed the actual contraction of a gas cloud into a star, they have identified a number of different kinds of odd star-like entities that they view as snapshots of stars in various stages of formation.

Despite these claims, we should note that astronomers think that in the universe today, condensed clouds overwhelmingly produce low-mass red stars, but in the early universe they formed massive blue stars.

So evolutionary astronomers must ultimately rely upon some unknown mechanism to form the first stars in a manner that is very different from the inferred mechanism for present-day star formation. But when did unknown mechanisms and unobserved processes become scientific concepts?

Rather than appealing to unknown natural forces at work in the past, creation astronomers depend on the Book written by the infallible Creator who was there and made the stars. As we would expect, modern observations about the star-filled universe confirm the Lord’s creativity; and blue stars in particular are consistent with the Bible’s account of a young universe.
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Time is not a Blue Star’s Friend

All stars eventually “burn out” if given enough time. Blue stars burn very hot and quickly compared to other types of stars. As a result, astronomers agree that blue stars can last a period of only several million years before they “burn out.” The proposed age of the universe is nearly 14 billion years old . . . so why are brilliant blue stars still shining across our universe?

Dr. Danny Faulkner is a professor of physics and astronomy at the University of South Carolina Lancaster. He has written numerous articles in astronomical journals, and he is the author of Universe by Design.
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其中分的万花筒，绚丽的蓝色恒星的特殊利益。他们万分明亮，他们应该烧掉的燃料在短短的几百万年。但他们仍然无处不在，好像最近创建的。
我们了解宇宙的越多，我们就越惊叹于分的非凡数量和多样性。它们有多种尺寸，颜色和温度，以及每颗星都有自己的故事。
这种无穷无尽的起源和持续存在违抗容易解释。有些烧如此明亮，他们应该很快耗尽燃料，而有些则是比较冷，​​似乎永远持续下去。一种类型的明星特别 - 蓝色恒星是一个很大的问题，如果你假设宇宙13.7十亿年前应运而生。
问题：蓝色恒星燃烧了他们的燃料Quckly

根据我们目前的核“熔炉”将触发每颗恒星的了解，所有的恒星最终必须灭掉，一些比别人快。 （事实上，只有红矮星有足够的燃料燃烧13十亿年，而其他人应该都烧坏了很久以前。 ）
天文学家有直接证据表明星（包括太阳），通常获得他们的能量来自氢深藏在其核心的融合。根据这些意见和一些基本的物理假设，我们可以估算恒星的能量可以持续多久（以及恒星的年龄上限） 。
也许最有趣的是明亮的蓝色恒星，它有很多的燃料，但这么热，他们很快消耗的燃料。事实上，最热的蓝色恒星可能只持续几百万年的最好的。既创造论与进化论承认这个事实。
天文学家一致认为蓝色恒星可能只持续几百万年的最好的。那么，为什么我们看到的蓝色恒星在我们的宇宙中，如果它是近14十亿岁了吗？
然而，蓝色恒星被发现在整个宇宙中的螺旋星系，在附近和遥远。这不是一个问题，圣经创造论者，谁迄今所有的恒星在大约6000年。但对于天文学家谁拒绝圣经的历史造就了一个巨大的难题。
为了解释的蓝色恒星的流行，这些天文学家必须假定他们已经自发地形成在整个人类历史的大部分，即使在最近的时间。尽管他们努力的，但是，他们从来没有看到这些蓝色恒星形成，或任何其他恒星之一，为此事。然而，他们必须相信明星不断形成，因为他们的理论需要它。
建议解决方案：冷凝式燃气云
在哪里以及如何恒星形成，那么，根据进化的理论？
天文学家发现螺旋星系（称为星际介质，或ISM ）的怀抱中大量的气体。这种气体具有相同的主要成分为明星氢。气体（和灰尘）云都非常块状，具有广泛的密度。考虑到气体云和恒星的化学成分相近，天文学家假定的天然气合同在其自身重力的更密集的团块，形成新的恒星。
怎么可能，这是？毕竟，气体粒子不自然塌陷成小，燃烧球。
想想这两个东西是多么的不同。气体云是数百万倍大明星，他们有低得多的温度和密度。最密集的云空间可以包含每立方英寸（每立方厘米103原子）几千粒。
相比之下，即使我们呼吸的空气中含有千万亿次以上的颗粒比星际气体云（每立方厘米1018粒） 。太阳的平均密度比气体云（每立方厘米约1024原子）密集的一百万万亿次。
显然，一个气体云的收缩，形成星形，需要在尺寸和体积的巨大下降。气体在ISM非常冷（通常为-250华氏度，或100K ），而星星是非常热的（高达70,000 °F [ 40,000 K]一些蓝色恒星表面上，与室内温度达到几千万K） 。这些巨大的差异必须消失之前，云可以凝聚成一个明星。
这个过程听起来简单，但它有很多问题。最大的问题是，一个气体云是如此分散，它的引力是微乎其微的。薄的气体是，它也有一定的压力，且压力推动颗粒相距趋于超过该拉在一起的重力。如果云是收缩，压力会增加，使云再扩大。
理论上限值为可折叠气体云
如果一个云计算是足够小，引力可以接管并导致云收缩。如何小，必须云是在其自身重力崩溃？天文学家James Jeans爵士问及在1902年回答了这个问题。他发现，云计算必须稍大于一个大明星，但幅度比任何观察到的云较小的很多订单要做到这一点。也就是说，没有观测到气体云，甚至接近牛仔裤的长度。
天文学家早就了解这个根本问题，所以他们认为，一些外部机制可能压缩气体云下到牛仔裤的长度，这样重力可以完成这个过程。天文学家们提出了一些机制，如从附近的超新星爆炸的冲击波。
问题是，所有这些机制都需要预先存在的恒星可以爆炸，并产生新的恒星。虽然这种机制可能在宇宙中可能今天的工作，它可能无法在现代的进化理论所要求的速度迅速产生新的恒星。它也可以解释第一代恒星的起源。
呼吁未知的机制
为了解决这个问题，天文学家认为，在早期宇宙中形成爆发出来的运动的第一代恒星引发的一些未知的机制。
不要天文学家在宇宙早期的任何证据，这样的机制？他们声称，他们做的。例如，由于气体云的崩溃应该产生的所有质量的恒星，天文学家期望从最庞大的，热的，明亮的恒星 - 蓝色恒星，无论多大的恒星形成发生光检测。
据预测，非常遥远的星系（因此星系在早期宇宙）的系统比邻近星系明亮。天文学家称之为“星暴”星系，并说蓝色是证据爆炸的恒星形成于宇宙早期。
此外，尽管天文学家还没有观测到气体云的实际收缩成一个明星，他们已经确定了一些不同类型的奇数明星般的实体，他们认为由于在形成的各个阶段明星快照的。
尽管这些说法，我们应该注意到，天文学家认为，在当今的宇宙，简明云绝大多数生产低质量红明星，但在早期宇宙中，他们形成巨大的蓝色恒星。
所以进化天文学家最终必须依靠某种未知的机制，形成的方式是从推断机制，现今恒星形成非常不同的第一代恒星。但是，当没有其他未知的机制和观测到的过程成为科学概念？
而不是诉诸未知的自然力量在工作中来，创造天文学家依靠写的万无一失造物主谁在那里和造众星的书。正如我们所期望的，对明星充满现代宇宙观察证实了上帝的创造力，以及蓝色恒星，特别是与圣经的帐户一个年轻的宇宙是一致的。
 
时间不是蓝星的朋友
所有的星星，最终“烧出” ，如果给予足够的时间。蓝色恒星燃烧非常热，迅速相对于其他类型的恒星。因此，天文学家一致认为蓝色恒星可以持续一段只有几百万年前，他们“烧了。”宇宙的建议年龄为近14十亿岁。 。 。那么，为什么艳蓝色的星星依然闪耀在我们的宇宙？
丹尼·福克纳博士是物理学和天文学在南卡罗来纳州兰开斯特大学的教授。他写在天文学杂志许多文章，他是宇宙由设计作者。
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Astrobiology Magazine: Oldest Signs of Life on Earth
Microbially induced sedimentary structures (MISS) in ancient Australian Archean rock match marks made by modern microbes.
Strolling along the Dresser Formation in Western Australia, geobiologist Nora Noffke noticed that ancient Archean rocks were tattooed with familiar markings. The marks were identical to those made by mats of modern microbes as they interact with sediment that accumulates on top of them. Noffke is an expert on such microbially induced sedimentary structures (MISS). Her subsequent study, published in the journal Astrobiology, has implications for the origin of life on earth and for the search for life on Mars.

“We were just there as geo-tourists,” says Noffke, an associate professor at Virginia’s Old Dominion University. “I saw these rocks with the familiar wrinkle marks.” Noffke has seen MISS just like these in other ancient rocks and also in modern sedimentary rocks, but the location of the MISS in the Dresser Formation carries the oldest conventional date of any MISS site—3.48 billion years. “People didn't see them because they didn't know what to look for,” she says. The Dresser Formation has the distinction of being one of the few places on earth where Archean rock undistorted by tectonic disturbances is exposed. Rock layers of the Dresser Formation also feature stromatolites and microfossils, which are likewise footprints of ancient microbial life.

The cell structures of the microbes themselves are not preserved in MISS. Instead, MISS are “large scale structures that the microbes constructed before they died,” explains coauthor David Wacey of the University of Western Australia. “We see tufts and wrinkles and—when we look down the microscope—we see filaments tangled in sand grains. We are also seeing organic material which are the actual microbes but they are decomposed to the point that we cannot see an actual cell. You just see a mass of carbon-rich material.”1 Still, these are “possibly the oldest signs of life on Earth,” Wacey says.

“There was plenty of life from the 3.4 and 3.43 billion-year-old mark—this is pushing it further back. There are slightly older claims of life in rocks in Greenland—but the rocks there have been so deformed that it is very difficult to tell if what you are seeing was actually there in the first place. With these microbial systems in the Pilbara, you can see these things in the field and under the microscope. You can see how the bacteria were interacting with the sediment they were living on.”1
Old MISS

Like MISS in the South African Moodies Group, dated 300 million years younger at 3.2 billion years, the MISS in Western Australia’s Pilbara—despite their purported antiquity—are identical to modern ones. Some microbes called cyanobacteria live together, forming a slimy mat on marine surfaces. MISS are formed by the orderly interaction of such cyanobacterial mats with sediment that gets deposited on them. MISS range from centimeters to kilometers in size and are found in lakes, rivers, tidal flats, and shallow marine environments all over the world. These ancient Archean MISS were found in a supposed sabkha environment—a crusty flat area from which seawater appears to have evaporated. These ancient MISS are identical in appearance to modern ones.

Similar apparent environments appear to exist on Mars. Therefore, the researchers note, “Microbially induced sedimentary structures are listed as one target for the Mars Exploration Rover Program,”2 as their existence would lend support to the possibility that life once existed on Mars. If they exist on Mars, Wacey says, “These microbial mats could be seen by a Mars rover. It also helps with our understanding of when life first evolved and what sort of environment it evolved in and putting firm dates on when some pretty important things happened. Ultimately, we are looking for when that soup of chemicals became something that could be called life.”3
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Numerous characteristics—both microscopic and those easily visible to the naked eye (like these)—demonstrate that modern microbially-induced sediment structures (MISS) are structurally identical to fossilized ones. The fossilized MISS here are from Western Australia’s Dresser Formation and are assigned an age of 3.48 billion years. The top example shows flat microbial mat chips. The second pair of photos are of a MISS fragment rolled up, likely by the forces of a current or by dessication. The third pair of photos shows the way erosion bends layers of MISS upward. Image: “The Oldest Signs of Life on Earth” in Astrobiology Magazine.
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These are tufts and ridges on a modern microbial mat integrated with sediment found in Tunisia’s Sabkha Bahar Alouane. They form as filamentous cyanobacteria, apparently coordinated by cell-to-cell communication, move along each other in an upward direction which maximizes their exposure to light needed for photosynthesis. Scale bar=0.5 cm. Image: N. Noffke et al., “Microbially Induced Sedimentary Structures Recording an Ancient Ecosystem in the ca. 3.48 Billion-Year-Old Dresser Formation, Pilbara, Western Australia,” Astrobiology 13, no. 12, doi:10.1089/ast.2013.1030.
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These tufted microstructures reflect the tufts and ridges seen in the macrostructure of this fossilized MISS in the Dresser Formation. At both the macroscopic and the microscopic level, they are identical to modern MISS such as the above example from Tunisia. Image: N. Noffke et al., “Microbially Induced Sedimentary Structures Recording an Ancient Ecosystem in the ca. 3.48 Billion-Year-Old Dresser Formation, Pilbara, Western Australia,” Astrobiology 13, no. 12, doi:10.1089/ast.2013.1030.
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These Dresser Formation fossils (left) and modern equivalents (right) provided another example of identical MISS formations in the modern world and the Archean fossil record. The modern examples from Portsmouth Island, USA, are microbial mat chips—bits of MISS that have been broken off and deposited in individually and in piles. The Archean fossil record suggests the same things were happening to equivalent MISS when they were fossilized. Scale bars=1 cm. Image: N. Noffke et al., “Microbially Induced Sedimentary Structures Recording an Ancient Ecosystem in the ca. 3.48 Billion-Year-Old Dresser Formation, Pilbara, Western Australia,” Astrobiology 13, no. 12, doi:10.1089/ast.2013.1030.

How They Form

Cyanobacteria—the sort of bacteria primarily associated with modern MISS—perform photosynthesis and therefore need sunlight exposure to survive. The interaction between cyanobacteria and accumulating sediment keeps the bacteria in optimal positions to access available light. As sediment drops onto microbial mats, the bacteria respond by interweaving filaments between the grains of sediment, increasing the sediment’s resistance to being swept away by currents. Then the microbes form a layer of filaments along the sediment surface, further baffling currents and stabilizing the accumulating sediment. The microbes then arrange themselves to take optimal advantage of the available light for photosynthesis. Finally the entire structure of sediment and optimally arranged microbes in the mat is rapidly mineralized.2
Stromatolites are similar to MISS in that they form through microbial interaction with sediment, but stromatolites incorporate precipitated calcium carbonate as they mineralize. Stromatolites therefore form domes and columns, but MISS remain flat. Modern stromatolites can be similar to ancient ones in appearance but are not identical. However, Noffke says, “The MISS of the Dresser Formation look identical to their modern counterparts. I was really astonished by how similar they are. But it also raised the question: why are they so identical? And what does that mean about the organisms that created them?”

Noffke infers the characteristics of ancient MISS from modern ones. “Modern microbial mats can serve as an analog model for the interpretation of ancient ones,” she says. The complex processes known to be involved in the formation of modern MISS must have also formed the ancient ones. And since modern MISS are predominantly associated with cyanobacteria, the evolutionary interpretation of these modern-appearing Archean MISS is that cyanobacteria had already evolved and attained their present level of complexity 3.5 billion years ago.

Stromatolites of definite biologic origin in Archean rock are rare, and in the estimation of some scientists nonexistent. After all, stromatolites are not identical to their modern counterparts, and Archean stromatolites of biologic origin create a problem in the evolutionary model. “Geologists and paleontologists have questioned the biogenicity of the oldest Archean stromatolites due to the difficulties of identifying signatures of life, such as microfossils, in rock layers that are dated to 3.5 billion years old. For scientists believing in an earth that is 4.5 billion years old, a biogenic origin for early Archean stromatolites is problematic because it leaves only a scant one billion years for the evolution of cyanobacteria and their major metabolic process of photosynthesis from non-life.”4
While the biologic origin of Archean stromatolites might be in dispute, the biologic origin of Archean MISS, since they are identical in complexity and detail to modern MISS, is not. The signal of early life forms has been preserved more clearly in MISS,” says Noffke. “The MISS are basically the same today as they were then.”5
MISSing the Point

“Complex mat-forming microbial communities likely existed almost 3.5 billion years ago,” Noffke says. “The structures give a very clear signal on what the ancient conditions were, and what the bacteria composing the biofilms were able to do.”6 Yet for complex microbial life to have evolved by 3.48 billion years ago, molecules-to-man evolution would have had to have gotten a large head start on an earth with environmental conditions able to, like those in the modern world, support life.

What, indeed, does the fact that modern MISS are identical to those assigned an age of nearly 3.5 billion years mean? Answers in Genesis geologist Dr. Andrew Snelling, commenting on the study and the accompanying photographs comparing fossilized and modern MISS, says:

The photos of the ancient fossilized structures in sandstone side-by-side with photos of the modern structures in sands microbially produced by microbial (slime) mats on sand surfaces in shallow water say it all. Nothing has changed in the claimed 3.5 billion years between the ancient and the modern. The microbes have stayed the same, reproducing after their kind and doing the same mat building and affecting the sand sediment surfaces the same way.

So much for the alleged 3.5 billion years between them. They haven’t evolved into new creatures, or even into new microbes doing different things. These occurrences can be better explained as continuity between the pre-Flood (ancient) microbial mats on sand surfaces in the shallow waters off the coast of the pre-Flood supercontinent, likely fossilized even during the latter half of the Creation week only 6,000 or so years ago, compared to their modern counterparts which have survived through the global Flood cataclysm of Noah’s day.

The deepest of such fossils testifying to the existence of earth’s most ancient microbial life likely formed in the comparatively quiescent waters of the pre-Flood world, even as early as the week of Creation. Mat-building microbes may well have flourished in the waters of the pre-Flood world. The cataclysmic upheavals of the global Flood would have disrupted most of these structures, however, along with their natural habitats. In any case, the 3.5 billion year date is assigned to these rock layers on the basis of worldview-based unverifiable interpretations of radiometric dating methods, not on the basis of any characteristics of the MISS themselves.

Evolutionary scientists paint a picture of the early earth as a desolate inhospitable place where photosynthesizing bacteria had to produce enough oxygen to build a life-supporting atmosphere before evolution could continue to progress. These Archean MISS create a bit of an evolutionary conundrum in that they would have had to evolve with amazing rapidity and then ceased evolving to remain unchanged for 3.5 billion years. Our Creator’s eyewitness account of earth’s origins recorded in Genesis, however, describes a world in which He made the dry land and plants appear on the 3rd day and all the kinds of animals just 2 to 3 days later. Archean MISS are quite consistent with a biblical worldview that accepts the eyewitness testimony of our Creator as to earth’s origins.

For more information:

· Sulfur-eating Sandstone and Mars
· Aussie Stromatolites
· Life on Mars?
· The Curious Case of Martian Mania
· Curiosity to Scratch the Surface
· Chapter 31: Doesn’t the Order of Fossils in the Rock Record Favor Long Ages?
· Chapter 6: The Origin of Microorganisms
For more information: Get Answers


Remember, if you see a news story that might merit some attention, let us know about it! (Note: if the story originates from the Associated Press, FOX News, MSNBC, the New York Times, or another major national media outlet, we will most likely have already heard about it.) And thanks to all of our readers who have submitted great news tips to us. If you didn’t catch all the latest News to Know, why not take a look to see what you’ve missed?

(Please note that links will take you directly to the source. Answers in Genesis is not responsible for content on the websites to which we refer. For more information, please see our Privacy Policy.)
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天体生物学杂志：地球上生命最旧的标志
微生物引起的沉积构造（MISS ）在现代微生物制成澳大利亚古太古代岩石匹配的标记。
沿着修整形成在西澳大利亚散步， geobiologist诺拉Noffke注意到，古太古代岩石纹与熟悉的标记。该标记的那些相同的现代微生物垫制成，因为它们与沉积物积聚在它们的顶部进行交互。 Noffke是这样的微生物引起的沉积构造（ MISS）的专家。她随后的研究，发表在杂志天体生物学，先后为地球上生命的起源和寻找火星生命的意义。
“我们只是有地缘的游客， ” Noffke ，在弗吉尼亚州的Old Dominion大学副教授说。 “我看到这些岩石熟悉的皱纹痕迹。 ” Noffke已经看到陆就像这些在其他古老的岩石，并在现代沉积岩，但在小姐的梳妆台组的位置进行任何MISS最古老的传统日网站3.48十亿年。 “人们没有看到他们，因为他们不知道要寻找什么， ”她说。德莱赛产品形成具有作为在地球上太古代岩石受构造扰动不失真的是暴露的几个地方之一的区别。德莱赛产品形成的岩石层还设有叠层石和微体化石，这是同样古老的微生物生命的足迹。
微生物自身的细胞结构将不会保留在MISS 。相反，是小姐“的微生物，他们死之前建造的大尺度结构，解释说：”西澳大学的合著者大卫Wacey 。 “我们看到丛和皱纹， - 当我们往下看显微镜，我们看到丝缠住沙粒。我们还看到有机材料是实际的微生物，但它们分解到如此地步，我们无法看到实际的电池。你只看到一团富含碳的物质。 “ 1不过，这些都是”可能是地球上生命的历史最悠久的迹象， “ Wacey说。
“有大量的生活从3.4和3.43十亿岁大关，这是推动其进一步回。有生活在岩石年龄稍大的索赔格陵兰 - 但岩石有这么畸形，这是很困难的，告诉你所看到的是居然还有摆在首位。有了这些微生物系统在皮尔巴拉，你可以看到在现场和在显微镜下这些东西。你可以看到如何将细菌与他们生活在沉积物相互作用。 “ 1

老陆
像陆在南非Moodies集团，日为3.2十亿years 3亿年年轻，在西澳大利亚的的MISS皮尔巴拉 - 尽管他们的本意是古代，是相同的现代的。所谓蓝藻一些微生物生活在一起，形成海洋表面的粘糊糊的垫子。吴有这类蓝藻垫与沉积物会越走越沉积在它们的有序相互作用形成。吴范围从几厘米到尺寸公里，被发现在湖泊，河流，滩涂，和世界各地的浅海环境。这些古太古代陆被发现在一个假想的盐沼环境硬皮平从海水似乎已经蒸发面积。这些古陆是相同的外观现代的。
类似明显的环境中似乎存在于火星。因此，研究人员注意到， “微生物引起的沉积构造被列为一个目标的火星探测漫游者计划， ” 2作为他们的存在将给予支持的可能性，生命曾经存在于火星。如果火星上存在， Wacey说， “这些微生物席可以通过一个火星探测器可以看出。这也有助于我们在生活中第一次进化的理解和它的演变怎样的环境，并把坚定的日期时，一些非常重要的事情发生了。最终，我们正在寻找时汤化学品成为东西可以被称为生命。 “ 3

 许多特征，这两个微观和那些容易看见肉眼（例如这些）表明，现代微生物引起的沉积物结构（ MISS）在结构上是相同的化石的。这里的化石陆是来自西澳大利亚的梳妆台形成和分配3.48十亿年的年龄。顶部的示例显示平板微生物席芯片。第二对照片都是一个MISS片段卷起，有可能因电流或使干燥的力量。第三对照片显示的侵蚀MISS弯曲层层向上的方式。图片：在天体生物学杂志“生活的地球上最古老的迹象” 。
 这些都是在现代微生物席集成泥沙在突尼斯的萨布哈巴哈尔Alouane发现丛和脊。他们形成丝状蓝藻，通过细胞与细胞之间的通信，以及对方的举动在向上的方向最大化他们接触到需要进行光合作用的光显然协调。比例尺= 0.5厘米图片： N. Noffke等，“微生物诱导沉积构造记录在CA的古生态系统。 3.48亿年前的旧梳妆台形成，皮尔巴拉，西澳， “天体生物学13 ，没有。 12 ， DOI ： 10.1089/ast.2013.1030 。
 这些簇状微观结构反映看到在梳妆台形成这一化石MISS的宏观毛束和山脊。同时在宏观和微观水平上，它们是相同的，以现代陆如从突尼斯上面的例子。图片： N. Noffke等，“微生物诱导沉积构造记录在CA的古生态系统。 3.48亿年前的旧梳妆台形成，皮尔巴拉，西澳， “天体生物学13 ，没有。 12 ， DOI ： 10.1089/ast.2013.1030 。
 这些德莱形成化石（左）和现代当量（右）提供相同的地层小姐在现代世界和太古代化石记录的另一个例子。从朴茨茅斯岛，美国，现代的例子是MISS的微生物席的芯片位已经折断并存放于个别及桩。太古代化石记录表明同样的事情发生在相当于MISS的时候被化石。比例尺= 1厘米。图片： N. Noffke等，“微生物诱导沉积构造记录在CA的古生态系统。 3.48亿年前的旧梳妆台形成，皮尔巴拉，西澳， “天体生物学13 ，没有。 12 ， DOI ： 10.1089/ast.2013.1030 。
它们是怎样形成
主要与现代陆，进行光合作用相关的细菌蓝藻，排序，因此需要阳光照射生存。蓝藻和积累沉淀物之间的相互作用保持了细菌在最佳位置，以访问可用光。由于泥沙下降到微生物席，细菌作出反应，沉淀物的颗粒之间交织的细丝，增加了沉积物的抵抗力被卷走电流。然后将微生物形成一层长丝沿沉积物表面，还莫名其妙的电流和稳定的积的沉淀物。这些微生物，然后安排自己拿的可用光进行光合作用的最佳优势。最后，沉积物和最佳安排微生物在垫的整个结构是快速mineralized.2

叠层石是相似错过的，因为它们通过与沉积物微生物相互作用形成的，但叠层石包含沉淀碳酸钙，因为他们矿化。因此，叠层石形成圆顶和列，但陆持平。现代叠层石可以类似于古人的外观，但不完全相同。然而， Noffke说，“德莱形成的陆看起来相同与现代同等。我真的被他们的相似程度感到惊讶。但它也提出了一个问题：为什么他们会如此一致？而这是什么意思关于创建它们的生物？ “

Noffke推断从现代的古陆的特点。 “现代微生物席可以作为一个模拟模型，古代的诠释， ”她说。已知参与在现代陆形成的复杂过程想必也形成了古老的。而且，由于现代陆则主要与蓝藻有关，这些现代的出现太古代小姐进化论的解释是，蓝藻已经演变和复杂性达到其目前3.5级十亿年前。
的明确生物起源于太古代岩石叠层石是罕见的，一些科学家的估计中不存在的。毕竟，叠层石是不相同的，以他们的现代同行，和生物来源的太古宙叠层石的演化模型建立的一个问题。 “地质学家和古生物学家质疑，由于识别生命特征，如微体化石，在日期分别为3.5十亿岁了岩层的困难，最古老的太古宙叠层石的biogenicity 。对于科学家们相信在地球上为4.5十亿岁，一个生物成因的太古代早期叠层石是有问题的，因为它仅留下很少one十亿年的蓝藻的演变，并从非寿险光合作用的主要代谢过程。 “ 4

而太古宙叠层石的生物起源可能是在争议，太古宙陆的生物起源，因为它们是相同的复杂性和细节现代MISS ，是不是。早期生命形式的信号一直保存更清楚的小姐，“ Noffke说。 “小姐基本上是相同的今天，因为他们当时。 ”10

缺少点
“复杂垫形成的微生物群落可能存在将近350十亿年前， ” Noffke说。 “在结构上赋予古老的条件是什么一个非常明确的信号，什么构成生物膜的细菌能够做到。 ” 6然而，对于复杂的微生物生命有3.48十亿年前进化，分子到人进化会不得不得了一个大脑袋开始能够像那些在现代世界中，支持生命的环境条件下的地球上。
什么，事实上，没有一个事实，即现代陆是相同的指定的近350十亿年的年龄是什么意思？答案在创世纪地质学家安德鲁博士斯内林，评论对研究和比较化石和现代陆随附的照片，说：
古老的化石结构砂岩并排侧有照片的现代建筑由微生物（煤泥）微生物生产的砂垫在沙面浅水的照片说明了一切。一切都没有在所要求的3.5十亿年，古老与现代之间变化。这些微生物都保持不变，各从其类音响和做同样的垫子建设和影响沙面沉积物以同样的方式。
与其说他们之间所谓的3.5十亿年。他们还没有演变成新的生物，甚至为新的微生物做不同的事情。这些事件可以作为大洪水前的（古）微生物在沙面在浅水海域大洪水前的超大陆的海岸垫之间的连续性得到更好的解释，即使在后者的创作半周可能化石只有6000左右几年前相比，他们通过哪些挪亚时代的全球性大洪水灾难幸存下来的现代同行。
最深这种化石见证地球上最古老的微生物的生命有可能形成大洪水前的世界的相对静止的水域，甚至早在创世的一周的存在。垫子建设微生物可能已经在蓬勃发展的大洪水前的世界的水域。全球性洪水的灾难性动荡会但是，已经打乱了大多数这些结构，以及它们的自然栖息地。在任何情况下， 3.5十亿年份日期被分配到这些岩石层的放射性测年方法的世界观为基础的不可验证的解释，不是的MISS自己的任何特点的基础上计算。
进化科学家绘制地球早期的图片作为一个荒凉的荒凉的地方，光合作用的细菌有能力生产足够的氧气来构建一个生命支持的气氛才演变可以继续进步。这些太古代陆创建一个位，他们将不得不发展以惊人的速度，然后停止发展，以不变3.5十亿年的进化难题的。的记载在创世记地球的起源我们的造物主的目击者，但是，描述了一个世界中，他提出了旱地和植物出现在第3天，所有的各种动物仅有2 〜3天以后。太古代陆与接受我们的造物主的目击者的证词，以地球的起源圣经的世界观相当一致的。
欲了解更多信息：
硫为食的砂岩和火星
澳大利亚叠层石
生活在火星？
火星疯狂奇事
好奇心划伤表面
第31章：不订单化石在岩石记录中收藏龙年龄？
第6章：微生物的起源
欲了解更多信息：获取答案
________________________________________

请记住，如果你看到有一个消息，可能会有些值得关注，让我们知道吧！ （注：如果故事从美联社，福克斯新闻， MSNBC ，纽约时报，或其他全国各大媒体插座起源，我们将最有可能已经听说过它），并感谢我们所有的读者是谁提交伟大的新闻线索给我们。如果你没赶上大家知道最新的新闻，为什么不来看看，看看你错过了什么？
（请注意，链接将直接带您到源。答案在创世纪是不负责给大家引用的网站内容。欲了解更多信息，请参阅我们的隐私权政策。 ）
脚注
1 。 www.telegraph.co.uk/science/science-news/10445788/Oldest-signs-of-life-on-Earth-found.htmlBack （ 1 ）回复（ 2 ）
2 。 N. Noffke等， “微生物诱导沉积构造记录在CA的古生态系统。 3.48亿年前的旧梳妆台形成，皮尔巴拉，西澳， “天体生物学13 ，没有。 12 ， DOI ： 10.1089/ast.2013.1030 。回复（1 ）回复（ 2 ）
3 。
4 。距离SM Awramik和K.灰色， “叠层石： Biogenecity ，生物信号，并bioconfusion ， ”光学学报5906:1-9论文集。由于在G Purdom和A.斯内林讨论， “微生物组成和巴哈马的生活叠层石和澳大利亚机制调查：开发标准来确定化石叠层石的Biogenicity ， ”关于创造论，M. Horstemeyer第七届国际会议论文集（主编），创造科学奖学金，匹兹堡，宾夕法尼亚州， 2013年，即将发表在我们的网站。后面
5 。 www.odu.edu/about/odu-publications/insideodu/2013/11/11/topstory1返回
6 。 www.sciencedaily.com / relea返回
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Global warming is big news. The media, environmentalists, and politicians, such as Al Gore,1 continue to pound away that global warming is real, it is man-caused, and great harm will come to our world because of it. Some even say that global warming is the most significant threat to ever affect man. Bjorn Lomborg quotes respected scientist James Lovelock as saying: “Before this century is over, billions of us will die and the few breeding pairs of people that survive will be in the Arctic where the climate remains tolerable.”2 Intense storms of various sorts, drought, and heat waves will devastate the earth.3
Is all this true? Is global warming real? Is it all caused by man? Should we as Christians care about global warming, and if we do care, what should we do about it?

Man Is a Steward of God’s Creation

We should be concerned with global warming, as well as other environmental issues, simply because God created the universe, the world, and everything in it (Exodus 20:11). It is His creation; He created it directly with a purpose and with man in mind. It did not evolve over billions of years. Man was told right away in the Garden of Eden to take dominion over the earth (Genesis 1:26–28), which means that we are to be stewards of His creation. We are to cultivate and take care of our surroundings, which at that time was the Garden of Eden: “Then the LORD God took the man and put him in the garden of Eden to tend and keep it” (Genesis 2:15).

What Should Christians Do about Global Warming?

Amidst all the hype, Christians need to first apply 1 Thessalonians 5:21: “Test all things; hold fast what is good.” We are to hold fast to God’s Word, the Bible, and Jesus as our Lord and Savior. Then we need to examine the evidence carefully. As stewards of God’s creation, it will take time and energy to find out the facts. It is too easy to accept a superficial analysis of a controversial subject, in which case we might learn just enough to get into trouble. No, we need to dig deeper than the superficial level.

It is no different than evaluating the creation/evolution issue. At the superficial level, evolutionists can paint a pretty picture. It is only when you dig below the surface that you find out that evolution is unsubstantiated.

Since creationists are used to separating data from interpretation (the battle between creation and evolution is not over the data but the interpretation of the data), it is relatively easy to apply the same principles to the global warming issue. So we need to check the real data first. We need to be as objective as possible when examining the data, realizing that bias for man-made global warming and its harms is rampant.4
Evaluating the Data

When we examine the data, what can we say about global warming? This section will evaluate the facts, while the next main section will delve into additional evidence. We will then be able to evaluate global warming.

Carbon Dioxide and Other Greenhouse Gases Have Increased

First, carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, such as methane, have increased significantly over the past 100 years (Figures 1a, b). These have been measured continuously since the middle of the 20th century and inferred from proxy indicators before that.
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Figure 1a: Annual global temperature from 1850 to July 2009, from the U.K. Met Office Hadley Centre and the Climate Research Unit at the University of East Anglia. Note that temperatures have been cooling since about 2002.
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Figure 1b: The increase in carbon dioxide since 1880.

Carbon dioxide has been continuously measured since 1959 and been inferred mainly from tree rings and ice cores before 1959. Note that carbon dioxide has increased more after about 1960 than before. Despite the title of the article from which this graphic is taken, the correlation of CO2 and temperature does not demonstrate a cause-effect relationship.5
Carbon dioxide has been added to the air primarily because of the burning of fossil fuels since the industrial revolution. A secondary source for carbon dioxide is believed to be tropical deforestation. As trees are cut down, they rot and the carbon in the wood is oxidized to carbon dioxide. It is true that forests are being cut down in the tropics, especially in Brazil. However, forests grow back. So, it is not deforestation that counts, but the total amount of forest. When we consider the total amount of forest, the trend is unclear; we cannot be certain if it is increasing or decreasing.6 So the rotting of tropical trees likely is not a significant source of carbon dioxide for the atmosphere.

Carbon dioxide is actually a minor gas in the greenhouse effect. The major greenhouse gas is water vapor, which accounts for 95 percent of greenhouse warming.7 The greenhouse effect is actually good. Without these greenhouse gases the earth would be about 60°F cooler, and we would likely all freeze to death.

It is theoretically true that the increase in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases should cause warmer temperatures. The main question is how much.

There Are Natural Causes of Climate Change

A second fact is that there are natural causes of climate change. There are short-period natural processes that change the temperature by about a degree over several years. Two of these are a strong volcanic eruption that causes cooler global temperatures and an El Nińo that causes warmer global temperatures. Volcanism causes cooling by the reflection of sunlight back to space from particles trapped in the stratosphere. The amount of carbon dioxide and water vapor given off during volcanism is insignificant over the space and time periods significant to climate change.

There are also long-period temperature changes caused by effects on the sun that can be correlated to the number of sunspots: the more sunspots, the warmer the temperature on earth and vice versa. Since sunspots are cool spots, heating on earth seems counter intuitive. But when there are many sunspots, there are also many hot spots, called faculae, that more than make up for the cool spots. Two long period temperature changes recognized are the Medieval Warm Period (MWP) from about 800 to 1200 and the Little Ice Age (LIA) from about 1400 to 1880 (Figure 2). These have been based on historical records and are well correlated to the number of sunspots using proxy data.8 Variations in carbon dioxide levels were not responsible for these changes.
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Figure 2. Average global temperature for the past 2,000 years showing the Medieval Warm Period (MWP) and the Little Ice Age (LIA). Before about the middle 1800s, there was little change in carbon dioxide to cause these fluctuations.

The climatic effect of natural processes is also seen during the 20th century by comparing the increase in carbon dioxide with the temperature change (Figure 1b). Carbon dioxide increased slowly until after World War II and then accelerated. But the global temperature rose strongly from 1910 to 1940 (remember the dust bowl years in the 1930s), dropped a little between 1940 and 1975 (remember the coming ice age scare), and rose strongly again from 1975 to about 2002. The temperature has generally been cooling from 2002 to 2009 while carbon dioxide in the atmosphere continues to increase substantially. Nicola Scafetta and Bruce West stated that natural cycles from the sun account for at least 50 percent of the 20th century global warming.9
The increase in the amount of sunshine reaching the earth with a large number of sunspots is small. This is why many man-made global warming advocates discount the significance of the sun. It is known that higher sunspot numbers, which cause a stronger solar magnetic field, better shield the earth from cosmic rays. It is possible that fewer cosmic rays result in fewer low clouds that cause warmer surface temperatures and vice versa.10 This hypothesis has been seriously challenged, so only time will tell if the hypothesis stands.

There Is No Consensus of Scientists

Third, although it is commonly claimed that there is a consensus of scientists that blame man for global warming, in actuality there is no consensus at all. Many prominent scientists disagree. Dr. Art Robinson has maintained a website since 1998, signed by around 20,000 scientists, saying that, as of 2009, there is no convincing scientific evidence that greenhouse gases are causing or will cause catastrophic heating of the earth’s atmosphere and disruption of the earth’s climate.11Of these, over 2,500 are physicists, geophysicists, climatologists, meteorologists, oceanographers, and environmental scientists, who are particularly qualified to evaluate global warming.

Climate Simulations Exaggerate Carbon Dioxide Warming

Fourth, dozens of computer climate simulations have attempted to quantify the relationship between increased carbon dioxide and temperature change. In the simulations, the scientists double carbon dioxide and leave every other variable alone. The resulting temperature changes range from 3°F to 11° F warming, usually by the year 2100.

But these simulations are crude, since the computer models cannot accurately simulate the many types of clouds and their effects, solar and infrared radiation processes, ocean processes, ice processes, etc.12 The strengths and weaknesses of computer models need to be understood, but it seems that those who want runaway global warming believe these models without question.

It is interesting that nature has partially run the experiment for us. Carbon dioxide has increased a little more than 30 percent since the industrial revolution. Other greenhouse gases, not including water vapor, also have increased about 30 percent in “carbon dioxide equivalency units,” for a total increase of about 60 percent in “carbon dioxide.”13 Global warming is claimed to be 1.2°F (yes, you heard right, the warming has been very small so far), but at least half is from natural causes. So if a 60 percent increase in “carbon dioxide” causes only a 0.6 degree Fahrenheit warming (man’s share), a doubling of carbon dioxide should cause a 1°F warming. The models are therefore 3 to 11 times too sensitive to a doubling of carbon dioxide and should not be believed.

Some Benefits of Global Warming

Fifth, despite all the well-publicized harms, there are benefits to global warming. The media typically exaggerate the harms. Take for example the supposed decreasing polar bear populations as a result of less sea ice in the Northern Hemisphere. This was the theme behind the popular movie Arctic Tale.14 Lomborg documents that the polar bear populations actually have increased.15
Some net benefits are that global warming will save the lives of more people, since many more people die of the cold than die of the heat. For instance, in Europe, seven times as many people die of the cold than die of the heat.16 Other benefits include more plant growth due to higher carbon dioxide levels, aiding farming and ranching; crops able to be grown at higher latitudes; and shipping through ice-free areas of the Arctic Ocean, which will save much fuel and money. At this point it is difficult to tell whether there will be a net benefit or a net harm. Only objective research will determine this.

The Cost to “Fight” Global Warming Is Horrendous
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Figure 3: Athabasca Glacier, Canadian Rockies, was near the sign in 1890. It has since melted back to its current location due to global warming.

Sixth, if certain environmentalists and politicians get their way, the cost to “fight” global warming will be horrendous, if the attempt is successful and doesn’t produce even worse side effects. Lomborg estimates the cost of fighting global warming at many trillions of dollars.17 Although Lomborg actually believes in the temperature rises suggested by the computer models, he makes a strong case that this money is best spent elsewhere, and that the earth will adapt to warming.

Additional Evidence

In any analysis of such a controversial subject, there is bound to be uncertainty in some variables. Only four of the most important will be evaluated.

Global Warming Is Real

First, global warming is real. Although some claim there is no global warming or we cannot measure it, the evidence for global warming is compelling. The claimed warming since 1880 is only 1.2°F. But we see the effects of the warming in that practically all glaciers have receded since about 1880 (Figure 3), and the sea ice in the Arctic Ocean has decreased (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Minimum sea ice extent mid-September 2009, compared with the 1979 to 2000 average minimum (courtesy of the National Snow and Ice Data Center). However, the amount of sea ice has recovered 15 percent over 2008, which was about 10 percent greater than the record low in 2007, possibly due to global cooling as shown in Figure 1a.

The recent global warming is not caused by the earth breaking out of the Ice Age18 about 4,000 years ago, because the atmosphere responds very fast to changes that affect climate. The change in seasons is one example of how fast the temperature can change when the angle of the sun changes. The earth has been more or less in steady state since the end of the Ice Age.

However, there is a question of whether the amount of claimed warming is accurate, since there are many biases (mostly favoring warming) in the longterm temperature records. Although those who analyze global temperatures have mostly purged the record of these errors, the claimed warming likely is too warm. Professor Robert Balling has studied these biases for a long time and has concluded:

But as this chapter makes clear, major problems remain. First, the temperature records are far from perfect and contain contaminations from urbanization, distribution of measurement stations, instrument changes, time of observation biases, assorted problems in measuring near-surface temperatures in ocean areas, and on and on. This could introduce a total bias of 0.2°C to 0.3°C, or about one-third of the observed warming.19
This means that global warming since 1880 may be only about 0.8°F, which is closer to the satellite and weather balloon data of the lower atmosphere.

The Lower Atmosphere is Warming Less than 1.2°F

Second, satellites have been measuring the amount of temperature change in the atmosphere since 1979. Weather balloons have been probing the atmosphere for longer than that. At first, it was thought that the satellite temperatures showed a cooling trend. However, there were some errors in the measurements. Now, it appears that the satellite and weather balloon data both show less warming in the lower atmosphere than the claimed 1.2°F surface warming.20
The Climate Likely Cannot Jump to a More Catastrophic Mode
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Figure 5: The oxygen isotope ratio from bedrock to the top of the GISP2 ice core at Summit on the Greenland Ice Sheet (plot courtesy of Dr. Larry Vardiman). The oxygen isotope ratio is generally proportional to temperature with cooler temperatures to the left.

Third, some scientists have concluded that the atmosphere goes through thresholds to different climatic states. They believe that although our climate has been steady, global warming may bring the temperature up to the “tipping point” that will cause a shift to a much different climate, possibly leading to an ice age. The threshold idea is based on Greenland ice cores showing large, abrupt changes in temperature during the Ice Age portion (Figure 5).

Some suggest that global warming will halt the Gulf Stream that transports warm water into the high North Atlantic Ocean. Temperatures then plummet in Europe and an ice age can occur. This is the basis of the movie The Day After Tomorrow,21 taken from the preposterous book The Coming Global Superstorm. 22 Despite Hollywood fantasy, some scientists believe that such a scenario is possible over a time frame of a decade or two.

The idea of an abrupt climate change after the temperature passes a “threshold” is where the worldview issue between creation and evolution is crucial. Evolutionary scientists date the ice cores at hundreds of thousands of years old, and the ice sheets are believed to have been more or less the same thickness for millions of years. But these abrupt temperature changes in the ice cores are due to a rapid, post-Flood Ice Age and are only related to changes during a unique Ice Age.23
Storms and Droughts Likely Unchanged

Fourth, it seems like every large storm, drought, or heat wave that occurs in the world is blamed on man-made global warming. But these things have been happening for millennia. The problem is that most people have short memories about past events. Furthermore, damage is greater now because more people and property lie in harm’s way. But overall, there do not seem to be any long-term trends in any of these weather events.24
Summary

In the face of claims that man is causing disastrous global warming, an objective look at the facts and additional evidence show otherwise. Natural processes on the sun account for over 50 percent of the claimed 1.2°F global warming, which is likely too warm. Since the climate simulations greatly exaggerate the temperature rise from an increase in carbon dioxide, these models cannot be trusted. Thus, man is likely responsible for only about 0.5°F warming—miniscule and likely impossible to mitigate.

What is really needed is unbiased research in climate change. Climate disaster is not just around the corner; we have sufficient time for careful research.
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人是全球变暖的原因？
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全球变暖是大新闻。传媒，环保人士和政客，如戈尔， 1继续砸向了全球变暖是真实的，它是人为造成的，并且极大的伤害会来的，因为它给我们的世界。有些人甚至说，全球变暖是有史以来影响人的最显著的威胁。比约恩·隆伯格引用尊敬的科学家詹姆斯·洛夫洛克的话说：“在本世纪已经结束，数十亿人会死亡，少数养殖对人的生存将是那里的气候仍然容忍的北极”的形形色色的2强风暴，干旱，热浪会摧毁earth.3

难道这一切真的吗？是全球变暖真的吗？是这一切人为造成的？如果我们作为基督徒关心全球变暖，如果我们做护理，我们应该怎样做呢？
人是神创造的管家
我们更应该关注全球气候变暖，以及其他环境问题，仅仅是因为上帝创造了宇宙，世界，一切都在它（出埃及记20:11） 。这是他的创作，他有目的的，与人的头脑中建立它直接。它没有进化数十亿年。男子被告知马上在伊甸园采取统治地球（创1:26-28 ） ，这意味着我们要成为他创作的管家。我们要培养和把我们的环境，这在当时是伊甸园的关怀： “耶和华神将那人并把他放在伊甸园的趋向，并保持它”（创世记2:15 ） 。
应该怎样做基督徒对全球气候变暖？
烟雨所有的炒作，基督徒需要先申请帖撒罗尼迦前书5:21 ： “测试所有的东西;持守还是不错的。 ”我们要坚守神的话语，圣经，耶稣为我们的救主。然后，我们需要仔细研究的证据。作为上帝的创造的管家，它需要时间和精力来找出事实。这是太容易让人接受一个有争议的问题的粗浅分析，在这种情况下，我们可能会学到足够惹上麻烦。不，我们需要挖掘比肤浅的层面更深。
它比评估创造/发展问题上没有不同。在表面层次上，进化论者可以画一个漂亮的图片。只有当你挖的表面下，你发现，进化是没有根据的。
由于神创论是用来分离的解释（创造论和进化论之间的战斗还没有结束的数据，但数据的解释）的数据，它是相对容易的同样的原则适用于全球气候变暖问题。因此，我们需要先检查真实数据。我们需要检查数据的时候，意识到偏置人为的全球变暖及其危害是尽可能客观的rampant.4

评估数据
当我们检查数据，我们可以说，对全球气候变暖？本节将评价的事实，而下一个主要部分将深入到额外的证据。然后，我们将能够评估全球变暖。
二氧化碳和其他温室气体增加
第一，二氧化碳和其他温室气体，如甲烷，已经显著在过去100年（图1a， b）增进。这些已经自20世纪中叶连续测量，并从之前的代理指标推断。
 
图1a ：从1850年全球气温到2009年7月，来自英国气象局哈德利中心和气候研究组在东英吉利大学。需要注意的是温度已经冷却自2002年左右。
 
图1b：中二氧化碳的增加自1880年以来。
二氧化碳已自1959年以来已连续测量和被推断主要来自树木年轮和冰芯1959年之前。需要注意的是二氧化碳已在约1960比以前增加更多。尽管从这个图形是采取了文章的标题， CO2浓度和温度的相关性并不能证明因果relationship.5

二氧化碳已经添加化石燃料的工业革命以来的燃烧，主要是因为在空气中。二氧化碳的第二个来源被认为是热带森林的砍伐。由于树木被砍伐，他们腐烂的木碳被氧化成二氧化碳。这是事实，森林被砍伐的热带地区，尤其是在巴西。然而，森林生长出来。所以，它不是砍伐计数，但森林的总量。当我们考虑森林的总量，这一趋势目前还不清楚，我们不能肯定，如果它是增加还是decreasing.6所以热带树木腐烂可能不是二氧化碳的气氛显著来源。
二氧化碳实际上是一个次要气体中的温室效应。主要的温室气体是水蒸汽，其占95 ％的温室中warming.7温室效应是实际上良好的。如果没有这些温室气体对地球将是约60 °F凉了，我们很可能会全部冻死。
它在理论上是真正的，增加的二氧化碳和其他温室气体应引起较高的温度。主要的问题是多少。
这里是气候变化的自然原因
第二个事实是，有气候变化的自然原因。有迹象表明，大约在一定程度改变温度几年短周期的自然过程。其中两个是一个强大的火山爆发，导致全球较冷的温度和厄尔尼诺现象导致全球变暖的温度。火山活动导致从粒子被困在平流层通过太阳光的反射冷却回太空。二氧化碳和水蒸汽的火山活动期间放出的量是微不足道了空间和时间段显著气候变化。
也有上可以对比的太阳黑子数量的阳光所造成的影响长周期温度变化：越黑子，温暖的地球上的温度，反之亦然。由于太阳黑子是冷点，加热地球上似乎是反直觉的。但是，当有许多太阳黑子，也有很多的热点，被称为光斑，超过弥补冷点。公认的两个长周期温度变化的中世纪暖期（MWP ）约800至1200和小冰期（LIA ）从1400〜 1880（图2 ） 。这些都是基于历史记录，并很好的相关性，以使用代理data.8变化在二氧化碳水平太阳黑子的数量是不负责这些变化。
 
图2。全球平均气温在过去的2000年显示了中世纪暖期（MWP ）和小冰期（LIA ） 。之前关于19世纪中期，有一个在二氧化碳变化不大，造成这些波动。
在20世纪由二氧化碳增加比较随温度的变化（图1b）也被自然过程的气候效应。二氧化碳缓慢增加，直到第二次世界大战之后再加速。但全球气温大幅上升1910至1940年（记得沙尘暴年，在20世纪30年代） ，下降了一点1940年和1975年之间（记住未来的冰河时代的恐慌） ，并再次强劲上扬，从1975年到2002年左右。气温已普遍降温2002年至2009年，而二氧化碳在大气中持续大幅增加。尼古拉Scafetta和布鲁斯·西说，从对20世纪全球warming.9至少50 ％的阳光账户自然循环
在阳光到达地球的量与大量太阳黑子的增加是很小的。这就是为什么许多人为的全球变暖倡导者打折太阳的意义。众所周知，较高的黑子数，这导致较强的太阳磁场，更好从宇宙射线屏蔽接地。这可能是更少的宇宙射线导致更少的低云导致温暖的表面温度和副versa.10这一假说受到了严重的挑战，所以只有时间会告诉我们如果假设立场。
有科学家未达成共识
第三，虽然人们普遍声称，有科学家认为，人指责为全球气候变暖的共识，实际上是没有共识可言。许多著名的科学家不同意。艺术罗宾逊博士一直保持着网站自1998年以来，大约20,000科学家签署，说，截至2009年，没有令人信服的科学证据表明，温室气体是导致或将导致地球大气层和地球气候的破坏的灾难性的加热0.11其中超过2500顷物理学家，地球物理学家，气象学，气象学家，海洋学家和环境科学家，谁是特别有资格评价全球气候变暖。
气候模拟夸大二氧化碳变暖
四，几十个计算机气候模拟试图量化二氧化碳的增加和温度变化之间的关系。在该模拟中，科学家一倍二氧化碳和单独留下每隔变量。由此产生的温度变化范围为3 ° F至11 °F变暖，通常是由2100年。
但这些模拟是原油，由于计算机模型不能准确地模拟了多种类型的云和它们的影响，太阳能辐射和红外辐射的过程，海洋过程，冰的过程， etc.12的长处和计算机模型的弱点需要理解，但似乎那些谁想要离家出走的全球变暖相信这些模型没有问题。
有趣的是，大自然已经部分运行实验我们。自工业革命以来的二氧化碳增加了略多于30％。其他温室气体，不包括水蒸气，也有在“二氧化碳当量单位”，为约60 ％的总增长增加了约30 ％的“二氧化碳。 ” 13全球变暖是自称是1.2 °F （是的，你没听错，气候变暖已经很小到目前为止） ，但至少有一半是由自然原因引起。所以，如果在“二氧化碳”增加60 ％的原因只有一个0.6华氏度变暖（男人的份额） ，二氧化碳增加一倍，应引起1 °F变暖。因此，该模型是3到11倍过于敏感，二氧化碳增加一倍，不应该相信。
全球变暖的一些好处
第五，尽管所有的广为人知的危害，也有全球变暖的好处。媒体通常夸大危害。就拿该咋办减少北极熊的数量为少的海冰在北半球的结果。这是受欢迎的电影北极Tale.14隆伯格文件背后的主题，北极熊种群居然有increased.15

有些网络的好处是，全球变暖将节省更多人的生命，因为有更多的人死于寒冷的比热的模具。例如，在欧洲，七次尽可能多的人死于寒冷比的heat.16其他好处包括更多的植物生长模由于较高的二氧化碳含量，帮助养殖和放流;作物能够在高纬度地区进行种植;和通过北冰洋无冰区船，这将节省大量的燃料和金钱。在这一点上是很难说是否会有一个净收益或净伤害。只有客观的研究将确定这一点。
以“打”全球变暖的成本是可怕的
 
图3：阿萨巴斯卡冰川，加拿大洛矶山，接近1890年的标志。它已经融化回到它的当前位置，由于全球变暖。
第六，如果某些环保人士和政客得到他们的方式，以“打”全球变暖的成本将是可怕的，如果尝试成功，并不会产生更糟糕的副作用。隆伯格估计应对全球气候变暖的dollars.17许多万亿虽然实际上隆伯格认为，在温度的成本上升所建议的计算机模型，他作出了强烈的情况下，这笔钱最好用在别处，而地球将适应气候变暖。
另外的证据
在这样一个有争议的问题进行任何分析，必然是在一些变量的不确定性。唯一的最重要的4将被评估。
全球变暖是真实
首先，全球变暖是真实的。虽然有些人声称没有全球变暖，否则我们无法衡量它，全球变暖的证据是令人信服的。自1880年以来所主张的变暖是只有1.2 °F。但是，我们看到了气候变暖，该效应几乎所有的冰川自1880年已经消退（图3） ，而海冰在北冰洋下降（图4） 。
 
图4 ：最小海冰范围2009年九月中旬，与1979至2000年平均最低（礼貌的国家冰雪数据中心）进行比较。然而，海冰量已恢复15 ％，比2008年，这比创历史新低，2007年高出约10％ ，可能是由于如图1A全球变冷。
最近的全球变暖是不是由地球打破了冰年龄18岁造成约4000年前，因为气氛的反应非常快，影响气候变化。在季节变化的温度有多快可以当阳光变化的角度改变的一个例子。自冰河时代结束时，地球一直处于稳定状态或多或少。
然而，声称变暖的金额是否准确的问题，因为有许多偏见（主要是有利于气候变暖）的长期温度记录。虽然这些谁分析全球气温大多已清除这些错误的记录，声称气候变暖可能是太热情了。罗伯特·成球教授曾研究了这些偏见很长一段时间，并得出结论：
但正如本章明确，主要问题依然存在。首先，温度记录是远远不够完善，并含有污染物从城市化，计量站，仪器的变化，观察偏差，测量近地面气温在海洋领域的各种问题，并在上的时间分布。这可能引入的0.2 ℃的总偏置到0.3 ℃，或约三分之一的观察warming.19的
这意味着，全球变暖自1880可以是仅约0.8 °F ，这是更接近卫星和低层大气中的气象气球的数据。
低层大气变暖低于1.2 °F

其次，卫星一直在测量自1979年以来的温度变化在大气中的含量。气象气球已被探测的气氛比更长。起初，人们认为该卫星温度呈降温趋势。然而，有在测量一些错误。现在看来，该卫星和气象气球的数据均显示较少变暖在低层大气中比声称1.2 °F表面warming.20

气候可能的无法跳转到一个更具灾难性的模式
 
图5 ：从基岩到GISP2冰芯在峰会上的格陵兰冰原（剧情礼貌拉里Vardiman博士）顶部的氧同位素比值。氧同位素比率通常正比于温度稍凉到左边。
第三，一些科学家认为，大气中经过阈值不同的气候状态。他们认为，虽然我们的气候一直保持稳定，全球变暖可能带来的温度达到了“引爆点” ，这将导致转向一个非常不同的气候，可能导致一个冰河时代。阈值的想法是基于格陵兰冰芯显示冰期部分（图5 ）中的温度大，突然变化。
有些人认为全球变暖将暂停墨西哥湾流的传输温水到高北大西洋。气温骤降，然后在欧洲和冰河时期可能发生。这是电影明天过后， 21从荒谬的书即将到来的全球超级风暴所采取的基础。 22尽管好莱坞的幻想，一些科学家认为，这种情况是可能在十年或二十年的时间框架。
后温度急剧气候变化的理念传递一个“门槛”，是创造和进化的世界观问题，是至关重要的。进化科学家在约会几十万岁的冰芯，以及冰原被认为已经或多或少相同的厚度为数百万年。但这些突然的温度变化冰芯是由于快速，大洪水后冰河时期，并在一个独特的冰Age.23只与变化
风暴和干旱很有可能不变
第四，好像是发生在世界归咎于人为的全球变暖的每一个大风暴，干旱或热浪。但是这些事情已经发生了几千年。问题是，大多数人对往事的回忆短。此外，伤害更大，因为现在越来越多的人及财产谎言伤害的方式。但总体而言，似乎没有要在上述任何天气events.24任何长期趋势
总结
在索赔人造成灾难性的全球变暖，面对客观看待事实和其他证据显示并非如此。在超过50 ％的声称1.2 °F全球气候变暖，这很可能是太热的阳光账户自然过程。由于气候模拟无限夸大的增加，二氧化碳的温度上升，这些模型不能被信任。因此，男人很可能只负责约0.5 °F预热微乎其微，并可能无法减轻。
什么是真正需要的是公正的研究气候变化。气候灾难不是指日可待，我们有足够的时间仔细研究。
承认
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