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Since they were first discovered, galaxies have been a source of wonder. Many are arranged into beautiful spirals. But if they’ve been spinning for billions of years, wouldn’t their arms lose their slender shape?

Large islands of stars, called “galaxies,” float in the inky blackness of space. The number of observable galaxies is estimated at 170 billion, each with billions or even trillions of individual stars. Such numbers fill an expanse we cannot even begin to fathom. When we behold these shimmering wonders, we naturally ask ourselves, “Where did all these gems come from?”

The first chapter of Genesis proclaims an unequivocal answer: on Day Four the Creator “made the stars also” (Genesis 1:16). The astronomers who reject God’s revealed history, however, are still struggling to find an alternative explanation.

One of their biggest challenges is the lovely spiral arms that grace so many galaxies. Simply put, these spirals should lose their shape in a very old universe. Indeed, the persistence of spiral arms suggests that the universe is very young.

Design of Galaxies

Any robust account of galactic origins has a lot of explaining to do. Galaxies tend to be far apart and don’t appear to have much matter between them. For instance, our own galaxy, the Milky Way, is separated from the next closest galaxy of any notable size—the Andromeda galaxy (M 31)—by about two million light-years of black space.

Yet every galaxy is well-stocked with stars. The Milky Way and M 31, which are pretty ordinary galaxies, are filled with about 200 billion apiece, stretching about 100,000 light-years from end to end. Interestingly, other smaller galaxies often orbit larger galaxies, such as ours and M 31.

Galaxies come in two main types—spiral and elliptical. Elliptical galaxies appear, as the name implies, in elliptical shapes. Spiral galaxies, on the other hand, have a dense concentration of stars at their centers, called the nucleus, and graceful arms spiral outward from the nucleus, giving spiral galaxies a pinwheel appearance. Where did all this order and diversity come from?

The spirals generate the most commotion among astronomers. Beginning in the 1930s astronomers began to debate the structure and origin of spiral arms, a debate that continues today.

Discovering a Young Universe

Before we look into the technical difficulties, we first must counter a common misconception. Many people believe that stars are plentiful within the spiral arms but nearly absent between them. In reality, the density of stars is about the same between the arms as within.

If so, why then do spiral arms look so bright? The reason is that spiral arms contain very hot, bright, blue stars. The light of these stars tends to dominate much of the visible spectrum, so the spiral arms stand out in photographs.

This was particularly true of the old black-and-white photographs, which were very blue-sensitive. In more recent red and infrared photographs, the spiral arms are much less pronounced because the more numerous red stars tend to dominate the light.

In addition to these very bright blue stars, a lot of dust and gas is present along the spiral arms. Some of this dust and gas is concentrated into “clouds,” called nebulae. Astronomers call the nebulae and blue stars “spiral tracers” because they trace out the locations of the spiral arms.

In the 1930s astronomers realized a problem, though. The outer stars needed more time to complete their orbit than the inner stars. As the distance from the center of a galaxy increases, the spiral arms ought to become unstable. That is, after a few rotations, spiral arms ought to smear out.

Astronomers debated for years whether spiral arms wound up or unwound, depending upon the direction of rotation. No matter which view they adopted, however, if galaxies are at least ten billion years old, as is generally thought, then no spiral arms should be left.

Failed Solutions

By the late 1960s astronomers thought they had an answer. They devised the spiral density wave theory. According to this concept, the spiral arms act like sound waves in the very thin space between stars (interstellar medium, or ISM). If an outside force compresses the interstellar medium, clouds of gas and dust would arise in the spiral arms. In addition, the compression of the gas would supposedly form stars.

According to this view, some of the new stars should be massive blue stars with very short lifetimes (only a few million years at most, not billions of years). These stars are critical to making this idea work, but because they supposedly don’t last long, there isn’t enough time for the “wave” to move along and leave behind the bright blue stars. So their theory proposed that the gravity of the galaxy stepped in to complete the process of collecting the material into stars.

The details of the spiral density wave theory have proven difficult to work out, but this viewpoint still has its diehard followers. By the 1990s astronomers looked at the small satellite galaxies as a likely mechanism to maintain spiral arms, though that has proven difficult to work, too.

Dark Matter?

In the last decade, astronomers discovered much evidence for dark matter, which only complicates the picture. Dark matter is very interesting in that it gives off no light, but since its total mass greatly exceeds the total mass of lighted matter, its gravity likely has the single greatest influence on structures within galaxies as well as the entire cosmos.

Evidence seems to show that dark matter is confined to the outer regions of galaxies. Most astronomers currently think that this dark matter may allow galaxies’ spirals to survive. However, the best evidence for dark matter—the higher-than-expected rotation of the outer portions of galaxies—may actually make the winding problem worse, not better.

Creationists long have argued that spiral arms should not exist in a very old universe, and so the persistence of spiral arms suggests that the universe is very young. However, because most evolutionary astronomers begin with an assumption that the universe is billions of years old, they are convinced that some mechanism must continue to uphold spiral arms. If they really had a satisfactory answer, they wouldn’t continually search for a new solution. Their failures show that creationists’ arguments should not be so easily dismissed.

Another wrinkle has developed in recent years. Astronomers have photographed very distant galaxies, about 12 billion light-years away. Assuming, for the sake of argument, a big bang happened 13.7 billion years ago, these galaxies are among the youngest in the universe. Though they differ subtly from nearby (and presumably older-appearing) galaxies, they appear otherwise identical to them. In other words, little evolution has occurred.

Within recent creation, we might expect distant galaxies to appear similar to nearby ones, but not with the evolutionary model. Once again, God’s Word sheds unwavering light on the origin and makeup of His grand 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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由于他们首次发现，星系一直纳闷的来源。许多排列成美丽的螺旋。但是，如果他们已经纺纱数十亿年，就不是他们的武器失去了修长的造型？
大岛分，堪称空间一片漆黑“的星系， ”持股量。估计在170十亿，每十亿或个人恒星甚至万亿观察到的星系的数量。这样的数字填写，我们甚至不能开始捉摸的扩大。当我们看见​​这些闪闪发光的奇迹，我们很自然地问自己， “在哪里所有这些宝石是从哪里来的？ ”

创世记第一章宣布一个明确的答案：在第四天创造者“造众星”（创世记1:16 ） 。谁拒绝神所启示的历史天文学家，但是，仍然在努力寻找另一种解释。
他们的一个最大的挑战是，宽限期这么多星系可爱的旋臂。简单地说，这些螺旋应该失去它们的形状在一个非常古老的宇宙。事实上，旋臂的持久性表明，宇宙是非常年轻的。
星系的设计
任何强大的帐户星系的起源有很多解释这样做的。星系往往相隔很远，不会出现让他们有多大的问题。举例来说，我们自己的星系，银河系，从任何显着的大小仙女座星系（ M 31 ） ，约200万光年的黑色空间的下一个最接近的星系分开。
然而，每一个星系是精心摆放着星星。银河系和M 31 ，这是很普通的星系，都充满了约200十亿每人，绵延约10万光年，从端到端。有趣的是，其他较小的星系往往轨道较大的星系，比如我们和M 31 。
星系有两种主要类型 - 螺旋和椭圆形。椭圆星系出现，正如它的名字所暗示的，在椭圆形。螺旋星系，在另一方面，有密集的集中分在他们的中心，被称为细胞核，和优美的螺旋臂向外从细胞核，使螺旋星系风车的外观。做了所有该顺序和多样性从何而来？
该螺旋产生的最混乱的天文学家之一。在20世纪30年代起，天文学家就开始辩论旋臂的结构和起源，一直延续至今的争论。
发现一个年轻的宇宙
在我们研究的技术问题，我们首先要对付一个普遍的误解。许多人认为，明星们的旋臂内丰富但它们之间几乎不存在。在现实中，恒星的密度大约是因为内臂之间相同。
如果是这样，那为何旋臂看起来那么亮？其原因是，旋臂包含非常热，明亮，蓝色恒星。这些恒星的光往往占据大部分的可见光谱，所以旋臂中脱颖而出的照片。
这是特别真实的老黑与白的照片，这是很蓝很敏感。在最近的红光和红外照片，旋臂是那么明显，因为更多了红色恒星往往主宰的光。
除了这些非常明亮的蓝色恒星，大量的尘埃和气体是沿着旋臂存在。其中的一些尘埃和气体被浓缩成“云”，被称为星云。天文学家称之为星云和蓝色的星星“螺旋示踪剂”，因为它们描绘出旋臂的位置。
在20世纪30年代，天文学家意识到一个问题，虽然。外明星需要更多的时间来完成他们的轨道比内恒星。从一个星系提高了中心的距离，旋臂应该变得不稳定。也就是说，经过几次旋转，旋臂应该涂抹出来。
天文学家争论了多年的旋臂是否清盘或平仓，这取决于旋转方向。无论哪种浏览但他们通过，如果星系至少十十亿岁了，因为人们普遍认为，再没有旋臂应该离开了。
失败的解决方案
到了60年代后期，天文学家认为他们有一个答案。他们设计出了螺旋密度波理论。根据这一概念，旋臂像声波在恒星（星际介质，或ISM ）之间的非常薄的空间。如果外力压缩星际介质，气体和尘埃云会出现的旋臂。另外，气体的压缩将假想形成分。
根据这种观点，一些新的恒星应该是巨大的蓝色恒星很短的寿命（只有几百万年顶多不是几十亿年） 。这些恒星是使这一设想的关键，而是因为他们理应不会持续太久，没有足够的时间让“潮人”沿着移动并留下明亮的蓝色恒星。因此，他们的理论认为星系的重力临危受命，完成收集材料形成恒星的过程。
螺旋密度波理论的细节已被证明难以奏效了，但这个观点还是有它的死忠追随者。到了20世纪90年代，天文学家看着小卫星星系作为一个可能的机制，以维持螺旋臂，但已被证明难以奏效了。
暗物质？
在过去的十年里，天文学家发现了很多证据暗物质，只有复杂的图片。暗物质是非常有趣的，因为它散发出不发光，但由于其总质量大大超过燃点物质的总质量，其引力有可能对结构的星系内的整个宇宙的一个最大的影响力，以及。
证据似乎表明，暗物质只限于星系的外部区域。大多数天文学家现在认为这暗物质可能使星系'螺旋生存。然而，对于外部分的暗物质的最高于预期旋转的最好证据星系，实际上可能使绕组问题变得更糟，而不是更好。
神创论长人认为，旋臂不应该在一个很老的宇宙存在，所以旋臂的持久性表明，宇宙是非常年轻的。然而，因为大多数进化的天文学家开始一个假设，即宇宙是数十亿年之久，他们相信某些机制要继续坚持旋臂。如果他们真的有一个满意的答复，他们就不会不断地寻找新的解决方案。他们的失败表明，创造论者的论点不应该如此轻易解雇。
另一种皱纹已经发展在最近几年。天文学家拍到非常遥远的星系，大约12十亿光年远。假设，为了讨论的，大爆炸发生13.7十亿年前，这些星系是其中最年轻的宇宙。虽然他们巧妙地不同于附近（大概是旧的，出现的）的星系，它们否则会出现相同的他们。换句话说，发生了少许变化。
在近期的创作，我们可以期望遥远的星系出现类似于附近的人，但不与演化模型。再次，神的话语揭示了他的宏大宇宙的起源和化妆坚定不移的光。
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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The Conversation: Are crocodiles secret fruit-lovers?
Crocodiles balance their diets with fruits.
Contrary to conventional wisdom, crocodilians not only can digest fruit but seem to commonly and intentionally consume it. A review of crocodilian frugivory, published in the print edition of the Journal of Zoology last month, found evidence that nearly three-quarters1 of the crocodilian species for which sufficient data is available eat fruit frequently. In fact, due to their far-ranging habits, crocodilians may join other fruit-eating animals as significant seed dispersal agents. Crocodiles, alligators, and caimans do not chew their food, so seeds can pass right through to populate the planet with more plants.

Alligators in captivity forage for a variety of fruit. Crocodilian dietary choices in the wild, however, have remained a mystery. Crocodilians—with their “obligate carnivore” status and reputation for aggressive carnivorous behavior—have never been considered frugivorous.

[image: image2.jpg]


This captive alligator relishes smashing and eating watermelons. Such behavior was once thought to be anomalous, but it appears that many alligators, caimans, and crocodiles regularly eat fruit in the wild.

[image: image3.jpg]


This alligator is helping himself to kumquats. Contrary to what has been commonly thought, many crocodilians in the wild deliberately and commonly also consume fruit. Images: See the YouTube video from Gator Adventure Productions

How’d That Get In There?

Dissection of alligators and crocodiles has produced many examples of fruit seeds and nuts in their stomachs. Of course, that did not mean that the animals intentionally ate fruit. They could have scooped up fruit or seeds with prey, or their prey could have recently eaten fruit. Some suggest that crocodilians swallow seeds to help grind other food in their stomachs. The authors of the recent dietary review had to survey a great deal of literature and other data to collect sufficient information to support a case for common fruit consumption among crocodiles, caimans, and alligators.

While the bulk of dietary data on crocodilians comes from postmortem examination of stomach contents and observation of captive animals, the authors of the review found that “a scattering of reports indicate that deliberate frugivory occurs among wild crocodilians.”1 American alligators are known to raid automatic wildlife feeding stations, not to intercept other visitors, but to enjoy the corn.2 There are even Central and South American fruits named “alligator pear” and “alligator apple” due to their reputed popularity with caimans. While accidental fruit ingestion doubtless occurs, some crocodiles, alligators, and caimans not only deliberately eat fruit but do so in large quantities. Some dissected animals have even had such a huge number of seeds in their stomachs that they had to have eaten hundreds of pieces of fruit—berry seeds corresponding to 945 berries in the case of one alligator and a peck (9 liters) of cotton seeds in the stomach of another—suggesting deliberate consumption.1
Assumptions

One reason that scientists have pretty much assumed fruit-eating among crocodiles was an aberration involves assumptions about carnivory. While the survival advantage of snapping up a mammal or bird seems obvious, as Brian Switek observed in National Geographic, “Why crocodylians are eating fruits and seeds, as well as how they’re detecting the plants, is unclear. With the exception of a fruit hitting the water and the crocodylian snapping in reflex, the attraction of fruits and seeds to the carnivores is a mystery.”2 Some have suggested “floating fruits might be consumed when mistaken for aquatic insects by crocodilians.”1 But neither such behavior nor the consumption of fruit-eating prey can explain vast quantities of seeds in the stomachs of some crocodilians. After reviewing all available data, the authors conclude that fruit consumption among these animals is common and deliberate. What sensory cues—color, smell, shape, taste, etc.—attract them to certain fruits remains a mystery.1
Furthermore, crocodilian digestive systems, contrary to conventional wisdom, can handle fruits and veggies just fine. The authors report that though early research suggested these animals could not metabolize dietary carbohydrates, more recent research has shown that such carbohydrates have as much nutritional value for crocodilians as they do for us. Carbohydrate supplements to their high-protein diets improved their “food conversion efficiency and growth.”1Crocodilians, it turns out, also have the necessary pancreatic and intestinal digestive enzymes to deal with carbohydrates. The authors conclude, “Thus, there is no a priori reason for assuming crocodilians consume fruit for reasons other than nutrition. While much remains to be learned about how crocodilians process carbohydrates and other plant-based nutrients, collectively, these studies suggest that frugivory is likely to yield nutritional rewards for crocodilians.”1
Indeed, one might even think these animals were designed to be able to derive nutritional value from fruits and veggies. Variation within created kinds of animals has obviously occurred since God originally created all kinds of animals about 6,000 years ago. Sometimes that variation has resulted in the loss of certain abilities, a good example being the inability of many species of mosquito females to reproduce without ingesting blood. However, it really should be no surprise to learn that crocodilians not only can eat fruit but are perfectly equipped to obtain nutritional value from it and enhance the efficacy of their overall nutrition by eating such a “balanced” diet.

Why and When

God created all kinds of animals, but He did not create them to be carnivorous. God’s Word tells us that He designed all to subsist on plants for food:

And God said, “See, I have given you every herb that yields seed which is on the face of all the earth, and every tree whose fruit yields seed; to you it shall be for food. Also, to every beast of the earth, to every bird of the air, and to everything that creeps on the earth, in which there is life, I have given every green herb for food”; and it was so. Then God saw everything that He had made, and indeed it was very good. So the evening and the morning were the sixth day (Genesis 1:29–31).

God our Creator pronounced His creation, on the sixth day of the world’s existence, to be “very good.” Death entered God’s perfect creation as a result of Adam and Eve’s rebellion against their Creator. Since then the world over which God originally gave man dominion has groaned under the curse of suffering and death (Romans 5:12-19; Romans 8:20-21). The very first animal death provided clothing of skin for Adam and Eve and served as a sacrifice demonstrating that the penalty for sin involves blood and death.

Because suffering and death entered man’s world, human beings see examples of the devastating consequences of sin all around us. The sight of an alligator picking its favorite fruit or smashing a watermelon with its sharp teeth and powerful jaws should conversely be a reminder of the perfect world that God made. Rightly understanding the reason we have carnivory—the reason that crocodilians will use their sharp teeth on animals as well as kumquats—should remind us of the sin that started all this suffering and the Savior who entered the world to solve our sin problem and through whose grace the world will someday be made over as a “new heaven and a new earth” without the curse of sin or death.
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对话：是鳄鱼的秘密水果爱好者？
鳄鱼平衡自己的饮食，水果。
与传统智慧相反，鳄鱼不仅能消化的水果，但似乎普遍和故意使用它。回顾鳄鱼frugivory的，上个月发表在动物学杂志的印刷版，发现的证据表明，近三年quarters1为其足够的数据可用的鳄鱼物种吃水果频繁。事实上，由于其深远的习惯，鳄鱼可能会加入其他水果为食的动物显著种子的传播代理商。鳄鱼，短吻鳄，凯门鳄和不咀嚼食物，使种子可以直接通过填充星球更多的植物。
扬子鳄在人工饲养饲料，适用于各种水果。野生鳄鱼的饮食选择，然而，仍然是一个谜。鳄鱼，与他们的“预留食肉动物”的地位和声誉侵略性的食肉行为从未考虑食果。
 这种圈养鳄鱼津津乐道砸，吃西瓜。这种行为曾经被认为是异常的，但现在看来，很多短吻鳄，凯门鳄和鳄鱼经常吃水果在野外。
 这鳄鱼是帮助自己金橘。相反的是已经普遍认为，许多鳄鱼在野外故意和常用也消耗水果。图片：从鳄鱼冒险制作YouTube视频
你怎么那在那里得到？
短吻鳄和鳄鱼的解剖已经产生在他们的胃水果种子和坚果的例子很多。当然，这并不意味着这些动物故意吃水果。他们可以挖出了果实或种子的猎物，或它们的猎物可能最近吃水果。有些人认为鳄鱼吞下种子，以帮助其他研磨食物在他们的胃。近期膳食评价的作者曾调查了大量的文献和其他数据的收集足够的信息，以支持常见的水果食用鳄鱼，凯门鳄，短吻鳄和之间的案件。
而大宗的鳄鱼膳食数据来源于胃内容物，并观察圈养动物的尸检，检讨人员发现， “报告散射表明有意frugivory发生野生鳄鱼之一。 ” 1美国短吻鳄是众所周知的突袭自动喂食野生动物站，不拦截其他游客，但享受corn.2甚至有一个名为“鳄鱼梨”和“鳄鱼苹果”由于其与凯门鳄知名流行中美洲和南美洲的水果。虽然偶然摄入水果无疑发生时，一些鳄鱼，短吻鳄，凯门鳄和不仅刻意吃水果，但这样做的大量。一些解剖动物甚至不得不种子这样一个庞大的数字在他们的肚子，他们只好吃了几百相当于945浆果的棉花种子在一个鳄鱼和啄的情况下（9升）果莓种子件另，建议有意consumption.1胃
假设
科学家们几乎承担果实为食的鳄鱼中的一个理由是像差涉及约carnivory假设。而抢购的哺乳动物或鸟类的生存优势似乎很明显，正如布赖恩Switek在国家地理观察到， “为什么crocodylians吃果实和种子，以及他们是如何检测的植物，目前还不清楚。除了水果碰水的，并在反射的crocodylian贴紧，果实和种子的食肉动物的吸引力是一个谜。 “ 2有些人认为”浮动的水果可能被消耗时，误认为是水生昆虫被鳄鱼。 “ 1但是，无论这种行为也不是吃水果的猎物的消费可以在一些鳄鱼的肚子解释浩大的数量的种子。审查所有可用的数据后，作者得出结论，水果消费这些动物中是常见的，经过深思熟虑的。什么感官线索，色，香，形，味等，吸引他们到某些水果仍然是一个mystery.1

此外，鳄鱼的消化系统，与传统观点相反，可以处理水果和蔬菜就好了。作者报告说，尽管早期的研究表明，这些动物不能代谢食物中的碳水化合物，最近的研究表明，这种碳水化合物有尽可能多的营养价值，鳄鱼，因为他们为我们做什么。碳水化合物以补充他们的高蛋白质饮食改善了他们的“食物转化效率和增长。 ” 1Crocodilians ，它的出现，也有必要的胰腺和肠道消化酶处理的碳水化合物。作者总结， “因此，没有一个先验的理由去假设鳄鱼消费水果的原因比其他营养。尽管还有许多工作有待了解鳄鱼的过程如何碳水化合物和其他植物为基础的营养物质，总的来说，这些研究表明， frugivory是可能产生的鳄鱼营养的回报。 “ 1

事实上，人们可能会想到这些动物被设计为能够从水果和蔬菜中获得的营养价值。创建各种动物内变化明显发生，因为上帝最初创造了各种动物大约6000年前。有时这变化导致了某些能力的丧失，一个很好的例子是许多物种雌性蚊子的无能而不摄取血液重现。然而，它确实应该是毫不奇怪地得知，鳄鱼不仅可以吃水果，但都设备完善，以从中获取营养价值和吃这样的“均衡”的饮食增强其全面营养的功效。
为什么，当
上帝创造了各种动物，但他并没有创建它们是肉食性的。神的话语告诉我们，他设计的所有存续的以植物为食：
神说：“你看，我已经给你一切的菜蔬能够产生种子这是对所有地球的脸，每一个树，其果实产量的种子，全赐给你们作食物。此外，在地上的走兽和空中的飞鸟，并各样爬行在地上，其中有生命，我给每一个绿色的草本植物为食“ ，以及它是如此。然后，上帝看到他做了，而其实这是非常好的一切。有晚上，有早晨，是第六日（创1:29-31 ） 。
上帝，我们的造物主宣告祂的创造，对世界存在的第六天，是“非常好。 ”死亡进入神的完美创造亚当和夏娃的反对他们的创造者叛乱的结果。自那时以来，世界各地的神最初造人的统治已经痛苦和死亡的诅咒（罗马书8:20-21罗马书5:12-19 ）下呻吟。的第一个动物死亡提供皮肤服装的亚当和夏娃，并担任一个牺牲证明我们的罪债包括流血和死亡。
因为痛苦和死亡进入男人的世界，人类看到我们周围的罪的破坏性后果的例子。的鳄鱼采摘其最喜欢的水果或砸西瓜以其锋利的牙齿和有力的颚视线应该反过来是完美世界的一个提醒，上帝造。正确地理解我们carnivory - ，理由是鳄会用自己锋利的牙齿对动物以及金橘，应该提醒的是，开始这一切的痛苦和救主谁进入了世界来解决我们罪的问题了罪，并通过他们的我们的理由优雅的世界有一天会被提出了作为一个“新天新地”没有罪或死亡的诅咒。
欲了解更多信息：
素食食人鱼？
没想到素食动物，什么意思？
在秋季和百万年的自然邪恶的问题
反馈：哪里的生物物证？
没有任何形式的死亡存在堕落之前？
疟疾的成因
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 。 ，S.普拉特等人， “ Frugivory和种子的鳄鱼： saurochory的一个被忽视的形式呢？ ”动物学杂志291 （ 2013 ） :87- 99 ， DOI： 10.1111/jzo.12052 。回复（1 ）回复（ 2 ）回复（ 3 ）返回（ 4 ）回复（ 5 ）返回（ 6 ）返回（ 7 ）
2 。 phenomena.nationalgeographic.com/2013/07/26/the-puzzle-of-the-frugivorous-crocs回复（1 ）回复（ 2 ）
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I’m sure that when many Christian leaders see the title of my new book, Six Days—The Age of the Earth and the Decline of the Church, they will shake their heads in disapproval. But I feel so strongly about the historicity of the teaching of God’s Word on the six days of creation that I believed it just had to be written.

This new book tackles a major problem that has plagued the church from the 1800s to our modern era: compromise with the book of Genesis and the six days of creation. The Genesis compromise has been highly destructive to the church in regard to biblical authority. It has greatly contributed to the decline of the church in America, including the exodus of so many young people from the church.

I contend that many of our shepherds (our Christian leaders) have led their sheep (God’s people) astray by allowing compromise with Genesis that is undermining biblical authority. The compromise reveals that so many Christian scholars are exalting man’s fallible word (e.g., secular science) above God’s infallible Word.

Here is an excerpt from chapter two of Six Days—The Age of the Earth and the Decline of the Church:

For if the trumpet makes an uncertain sound, who will prepare for battle? (1 Corinthians 14:8)

Readers, many in the church are making an uncertain sound concerning Genesis 1–11, which could very well lead to an uncertain sound about Scripture as a whole. If believers are willing to deny God’s clear Word in Genesis, why should they believe God’s Word concerning the miracle of the Resurrection or the Virgin Birth?
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The mixture of millions of years and evolution with Scripture stems from secular ideas and philosophies. If we were to ask an evolutionist what he believes about the origin of the universe, he would likely tell us that there was a big bang 14 billion years ago, that 4.5 billion years ago there was a hot molten blob that formed into the earth, and that the solar system then formed. He would tell you that billions of years ago life formed in the oceans and then as life came out on land, one kind of animal changed into another, resulting in the many species we see today.

He might even show you an evolutionary tree, and tell you that ape-like creatures eventually became human, that writing was invented in the course of human evolution, and that man learned to grunt before he learned to speak.

All of this is considered dogmatic, evolutionary fact—and that is how an evolutionist would treat it in his explanation. And think about it: the public school science texts and most of the teachers, the university textbooks and professors, many secular television programs and evolutionary scientists all give the same basic message concerning origins. They are unified. They give their “certain sound.”

But if we were to ask the average Christian leader or pastor, or the average Christian academic or Christian college professor in America, or even just the average Christian, what they believe when it comes to the origin of the universe, they are not unified—they do not give a “certain sound.” Church leaders, church academics, and the average churchgoing person will give a variety of positions on Genesis—theistic evolution, progressive creation, gap theory, day-age theory, cosmic temple view, and many others.

Some will say they do not believe in a literal Adam or Eve or a literal Fall, or that Noah’s Flood was just local, and so on. Others will give all sorts of combinations of ideas. And the reason there are so many different views is because these people are trying to fit man’s ideas about origins into the Bible. And every one of these compromise positions tries in some way to fit in the supposed millions of years.

The reason there can be so many different views of Genesis to fit in the supposed millions of years is because none of them work! The only view that makes sense is what Genesis clearly states.

There is an uncertain sound that permeates through much of the Church. It is the secularists who are saying, “We know what we believe.” The Christians are saying, “Well, we don’t know, but we’ll accept what you believe and try to fit it in the Bible somehow.” That is what is happening, and we wonder why we have a problem.

When you think about it, the secularists by and large are unified around man’s beliefs about origins. The Christians want unity around man’s beliefs, which is why they are not unified on what God’s Word says. We need to be unified on God’s Word and take it in its natural sense as it is meant to be taken, and then judge man’s fallible ideas accordingly.

Six Days—The Age of the Earth and the Decline of the Church is meant to challenge the church in this era of a decline of Christianity in the Western world. I hope God will bless it to help bring reformation to an American church that by and large is now lukewarm and ineffective.

(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
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我敢肯定，当许多基督徒领袖看到我的新书，地球六天，年龄的标题和教会的衰落，他们会摇头的不满。但我觉得如此强烈的上帝话语的教导对六天的创造，我认为这只是有要写入的历史性。
这本新书铲球一直困扰着教会从1800年到我们当今时代的一个主要问题：妥协与创世纪的书和六天的创造。创世纪妥协一直高度破坏性的教会对于圣经的权威。它极大地促进了教会在美国的衰落，包括让很多年轻人从教堂的外流。
我争辩说，我们的许多牧羊人（我们的基督徒领袖）已导致他们的羊群（上帝的子民）误入歧途允许妥协与Genesis被破坏圣经的权威。妥协表明，许多基督教学者都高举超过上帝的无谬误的话语人的易错词（例如，世俗科学） 。
下面是来自地球的六天，年龄和教会的衰落第二章的摘录：
因为，如果小号做一个不确定的声音，谁准备战斗？ （哥林多前书14:8 ）
读者，许多教会都在关于创世纪1-11 ，这很可能导致对圣经作为一个整体不明朗的声音不确定的声音。如果信徒愿意否认神的话语清楚在创世纪，他们为什么要相信神的话就复活或维尔京诞生的奇迹？
 
数百万年的演化与圣经混合物源于世俗的观念和哲学。如果我们要问一个进化论者他认为关于宇宙的起源，他可能会告诉我们，14个十亿年前，有一个大爆炸，采用4.5十亿年前，是形成地球热熔融一滴，并随后形成的太阳系。他会告诉你，数十亿年前形成生活在海洋中，然后为生命出来的土地，一种动物变成另一种，造成我们今天看到的许多物种。
他甚至会告诉你一个进化树，并告诉你，像猿一样的动物最终成为人类的，写作的发明在人类进化的过程中，那人学会了咕噜之前，他学会了讲。
所有这一切都被认为是教条的，进化的事实，这是一个进化论者将如何对待它在他的解释。想一想：在公立学校科学文本和大部分教师，大学课本和教授，许多世俗的电视节目和进化的科学家都给予有关起源相同的基本信息。他们是统一的。他们给自己“一定的声音。 ”

但是，如果我们要问的平均基督教领袖或牧师，或在美国的平均基督教学术或基督教大学教授，甚至只是普通的基督徒，他们认为，当涉及到宇宙的起源，他们不统一，他们不给一个“某某的声音。 ”教会领袖，教会学者，平均上教堂的人会给出不同的成因，有神论的进化，进步的创造，缺口理论，日龄理论，宇宙观庙，许多职位其他。
有些人会说，他们不相信一个真实的亚当夏娃或或立即下降，或者说，诺亚的洪水只是局部的，等等。其他人会利用种种的想法组合。而且有这么多不同意见的原因是因为这些人试图以适应人的想法起源到圣经。和每一个这些妥协立场试图以某种方式以适应该咋办数百万年。
究其原因有可能是创世纪的这么多不同的意见，以适应该咋办数百万年是因为他们没有工作！这是有道理的唯一观点是什么创世记明确规定。
有一个不确定的声音，其通过多教会。是谁在说， “我们知道我们所相信。 ”基督徒都这么说，世俗主义者“好了，我们不知道，但我们会接受你的信仰，并尝试在圣经以适应它弄好了。 ”这是发生了什么，我们不知道为什么我们有一个问题。
当你想想看，世俗主义者和大统一身边人的信念的起源。基督徒要围绕人的信念，这就是为什么他们没有统一的对神的话语说的团结。我们需要对神的话语要统一，并把它在它的自然感，因为它的目的是要采取，然后相应地判断人的易错的想法。
地球六天，年龄和教会的衰落是指在基督教在西方世界的下降这个时代挑战教会。我希望上帝会保佑它帮助把改革一个美国教会大体上现在是不冷不热的和无效的。
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Abstract

Iron may paradoxically be the key, claim evolutionist researchers, to preserving dinosaur soft tissue for evolution’s assumed millions of years. More specifically, highly reactive iron atoms are released from proteins when an organism dies; while the organism is alive, iron is sequestered in useful proteins, thus preventing it from participating in destructive chemical reactions. It remains impossible to demonstrate just how long such preservation has lasted, despite the evolutionist claims that iron-induced preservation could last millions of years.



Plausibility of Preservation

The key to preserving dinosaur soft tissue may literally be made of iron. In Dr. Mary Schweitzer’s quest to go beyond demonstrating the authenticity of ancient dinosaur soft tissue to determining the mechanism for such preservation, the North Carolina State University paleontologist thinks iron is the answer. Iron atoms released at death from hemoglobin may, she believes, preserve biomaterials through deep time.

Debate has raged ever since 2005, when Mary Schweitzer identified soft tissue containing red blood cells and blood vessels inside dinosaur bone. How could soft tissue be preserved inside a dinosaur bone? Could protein and cellular structures survive for millions of years? At the October 2012 meeting of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontologists, Schweitzer presented clear evidence that proteins found only in vertebrates and even the basic structure of bone cells were preserved in the dinosaur bones she was studying. Now Schweitzer’s group has unmasked a molecular mechanism that may well account for preservation of tissues after death, and they have demonstrated its ability to preserve soft tissue for two years. Schweitzer believes that if the mechanism will keep tissue pliable and intact for two years, then why not millions.

Locking up Iron

Hemoglobin—the oxygen-carrying protein in red blood cells—is bound, or chelated, to iron atoms. Iron is normally highly reactive, and it is just that tendency of iron to react readily to oxygen that makes hemoglobin a great oxygen-carrying protein. Hemoglobin, by chelating iron, harnesses iron’s reactive nature for the purpose of carrying oxygen in blood.

Hemoglobin and other iron-containing proteins like ferritin1 keep iron atoms safely sequestered where they can do their jobs without generating dangerous oxygen-free radicals. Free radicals damage biomolecules by cross-linking their parts—essentially freezing their overall structures while making them non-functional. But after an organism’s death, its protein molecules tend to denature—to unravel and become useless—or to be degraded by the actions of microbes or any remaining proteolytic (protein-destroying) enzymes. Denatured hemoglobin and ferritin can no longer hold onto their iron atoms.

Could Iron Nail Down Biomolecular Structure?

Once unleashed from chelating proteins like hemoglobin by death, chemically reactive iron atoms are free to react with other molecules. Ironically, Dr. Schweitzer notes that—by reacting with certain amino acids on nearby proteins—when iron destructively chelates and cross-links those molecules, it stabilizes their structure. This would ordinarily render them biologically inactive in a living organism and seems to make them harder to detect using modern methods, but such cross-links fix the molecules, protecting them from further destruction.
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This fragment of demineralized tissue lined the marrow cavity of a T. rex femur. The demineralized fragment in “A” was flexible and resilient. When stretched, as shown by the arrow, it returned to its original shape. “B” shows the same fragment after air-drying. The fibrous character of the fragment is shown in “C.” IMAGE: Associated Press/Science/Huffington Post
[image: image7.jpg]


On the top are ostrich blood vessels that were soaked in a hemoglobin solution for five days to simulate exposure to lysed red blood cells soon after death. In the bottom photo are ostrich vessels soaked only in water. These photos show that after thirty days the hemoglobin-soaked vessels are well-preserved, whereas the control group are decaying. Electron microscopy confirmed the excellent preservation conferred by hemoglobin exposure. Schweitzer believes that the iron in the hemoglobin is the substance that prevents tissue degradation. Image: M. Schweitzer et al., “A role for iron and oxygen chemistry in preserving soft tissues, cells and molecules from deep time, ”Proceedings of the Royal Society B, (online 27 November 2013) 281:20132741, rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org.

This fixation process can happen not only to protein molecules but also to DNA, and last year Schweitzer did report the presence of what might be DNA fragments in dinosaur bone she was examining. Furthermore, any proteolytic enzymes near iron atoms could easily be deactivated by such cross-links between their amino acids, further forcing tissue degradation to grind to a halt.

“Iron is necessary for survival, but it’s also highly reactive and destructive in living tissues, which is why our bodies have proteins that transport iron molecules to where they are needed but protect us from unwanted reactions at the same time,” Schweitzer says. [A thoughtful person might ask how such a beautifully designed system for life came into existence by blind, purposeless, directionless evolutionary processes, but we digress.] She continues, “When we die, that protective mechanism breaks down and the iron is turned loose on our tissues – and that destructive process can act in much the same way formaldehyde does to preserve the tissues and proteins.”2Schweitzer says, “The free radicals cause proteins and cell membranes to tie in knots. They basically act like formaldehyde.”

The Iron Key to Softness

Schweitzer first reported the presence of dinosaur soft tissue, which turned out to be collagen consistent with blood vessels along with red blood cells, in the thigh bone of a juvenile T. rex in Montana. “What we found was unusual, because it was still soft and still transparent and still flexible,” she says. Her 2005 discovery excited much controversy in the evolutionary community, as it seems quite impossible that anything could preserve something so chemically “fragile” for millions of years. Evolutionists date the first dinosaur in which Schweitzer found the soft tissue to 68 million years ago. Many insisted the material she had found must be microbial contamination because no known process could account for such long preservation of organic material in bone, the molecules of which tend to be readily broken down and particularly for the preservation of its pliability and elastic qualities.

In ongoing studies, Schweitzer has discovered soft tissue and confirmed the presence of collagen in other dinosaur specimens alleged to be 145.5 to 199.6 million years old. Collagen is a structural protein commonly found in the connective tissue of many kinds of animals. In addition to demonstrating that there really are preserved protein molecules in some dinosaur bones, Schweitzer reported what may well be fragments of DNA.

Of course hemoglobin-containing blood circulates through the bodies of vertebrates, so there is an excellent opportunity for at least some cells and tissues to be exposed to iron soon after death. “We know that iron is always present in large quantities when we find well-preserved fossils,” Schweitzer says, “and we have found original vascular tissues within the bones of these animals, which would be a very hemoglobin-rich environment after they died.”2
The common thread running through “many exceptionally preserved fossils,”1 Schweitzer notes, is the presence of iron, which is found in hemoglobin. Iron atoms, once released from their bonds to hemoglobin molecules, would be highly reactive and Schweitzer hypothesizes that such iron “contributes to preservation in deep time, perhaps by both free-radical-mediated fixation and anti-microbial activity.”1 In other words, iron might stabilize biomolecular structures, deactivate enzymes that ordinarily break down tissue soon after death, and possibly inhibit bacterial degradation.

Putting Iron to the Test

To test whether iron such as that carried in hemoglobin can act as a preservative, Schweitzer’s team tested it on ostrich blood vessels. They soaked one batch of blood vessels in a hemoglobin solution3 and the other in water. The control group decayed within three days. The vessels soaked in the hemoglobin solution, produced by lysing red blood cells, “remained intact for more than 2 years at room temperature with virtually no change.”1 This represented a 200-fold increase in stability in the presence of hemoglobin, Schweitzer reports, confirming hemoglobin’s tissue fixation properties and supporting the possibility that iron could thus, under the right conditions, protect biomaterials (tissues, cells, and molecules) from degradation over deep time.1
Catastrophic Burial Still Essential

Preservation of soft tissue of course requires more that the presence of iron in a dead animal. Rapid burial is needed, and the global Flood supplied the rapid burial beneath huge masses of mineral-laden water-borne sediment requisite for the large-scale fossilization we see in earth’s sedimentary rocks. Burial in porous sediment through which water can flow, such as the sandstone in which soft-tissue-containing dinosaur bones have been found, is a further help to preserving delicate soft tissue. The bones of the specimens in which Schweitzer has found soft tissue have been articulated rather than scattered, which is additional testimony to their rapid burial. Thus rapid burial plus the release of biologically bound iron may be the twin keys to keeping dinosaur soft tissue around long enough for paleontologists to find it.

Stretching Back Through Deep Time

But can iron chelation preserve soft tissue and even keep it soft for millions of years? While a 200-fold delay in the decay of ostrich blood vessels is certainly impressive, even that level of preservation can’t hold a candle to the 99,800,000-fold4 increase in chemical stability needed in the millions-of-years evolutionary scenario. Schweitzer quite reasonably makes a comparison to the fixation properties of formaldehyde. Many variables influence the degree and duration of the decay-delaying properties of formaldehyde. But specimens preserved in formaldehyde are not preserved perfectly or permanently. While burial conditions likely influence the efficacy of iron as a preservative in any given bone, there is certainly no reason to propose that iron could preserve the molecular structure of soft tissue for millions of years any more than formaldehyde could.

Regardless of what anyone thinks is likely, the fact is it is impossible to scientifically test and observe the answer to this question. No scientist has ever observed the effects of millions of years on anything. The millions-of-years age assigned to the strata containing dinosaur fossils is derived from a number of worldview-based unverifiable assumptions. Therefore, the fact that dinosaur soft tissue is preserved in some fossils does not mean that iron or anything else has preserved it for millions of years. Iron chelation may be the (or a) key to preservation, a conclusion supported by Schweitzer’s work, but nothing in the discovery demonstrates how long such preservation could be effective.

When examined in light of the record of earth’s history recorded in God’s Word, much of the fossil record is easily understood as a record of the order of rapid catastrophic burial of billions of organisms during the year-long global Flood of Noah’s day about 4,350 years ago. Biology has never demonstrated any observable evolution of one kind of organism into a new, more complex one. Thus the fossil record is not a record of the evolution of life but much of it is the record of the order of burial as the global Flood overwhelmed the habitats of the world and sorted creatures in the deposition process.

Unlocking More Discoveries

Paradoxically, the destructive-preservative activity of these unleashed iron atoms may also obscure the proteins that remain in soft tissue, making it tricky for paleontologists to find preserved proteins in ancient fossil specimens. “We also know that iron hinders just about every technique we have to detect proteins,” Schweitzer explains. “So iron looks like it may be both the mechanism for preservation and the reason why we’ve had problems finding and analyzing proteins that are preserved.”2
Schweitzer and colleagues, in addition to identifying iron as the essential preservative in ancient soft tissues, found that applying a technique to un-chelate the iron and remove it made the preserved proteins more detectable. This technique may make it much easier to detect residual protein molecules in any newly discovered dinosaur fossils.

The iron-removal technique won’t likely be of any use in finding preserved proteins in fossils already found and stored, as they are typically treated with glues or chemical preservatives which are detrimental to the soft tissue. Furthermore, exposure to air contributes to degradation of soft tissue. Schweitzer plans to return to the field this summer in hopes of finding some nice new specimens on which to try out the technique. “I'd like to find a honking big T. rex that's completely articulated that's still in the ground, or something similar,” she says. “Once we can get the chemistry behind some of these soft tissues, there’s all sorts of questions we can ask of ancient organisms.”

Common Designs From a Common Designer—Our Creator

Scientists have in recent years identified several bio-molecules in ancient organisms. These include collagen in a mosasaur said to have been extinct for 65 million years and keratin in the skin of a lizard said to have been buried about 50 million years ago. The molecular structure of these proteins, like the protein detected by Schweitzer in dinosaur bone, are consistent as far as can be determined with the structures of their modern equivalents.

Many living things, past and present, share a number of the same biomolecules. This is no surprise, since all were designed by the same Creator to live in the same world. But finding ancient biomolecules that essentially match modern ones is not a demonstration of molecules-to-man evolution but only of the fact that all share a Common Designer.

Schweitzer writes, “Ironically, haeme, a molecule thought to have contributed to the formation of life, may contribute to preservation after death.”1 Her statement reflects the molecules-to-man evolutionary belief that life evolved from chemicals in spite of the degrading effects of oxygen because hemoglobin-like molecules evolved to make use of iron’s properties while preventing its harmful effects. Yet nothing in biological research has ever shown how the genetic information that blueprints the production of haeme-molecules and the countless other essential proteins in living things could spontaneously come into existence through random processes.

Molecules-to-man evolution is pure speculation without any observations to demonstrate its occurrence. Schweitzer, like other evolutionists, believes that molecules-to-man evolution must have occurred, not on the basis of scientific observations but on the basis of a worldview that rejects the eyewitness historical account of our Creator, a historical account that is completely consistent with the actual observations of biology.

Thus it may be ironic that hemoglobin, which protects living things from the harmful effects of the iron atoms they need, might contribute to the preservation of soft tissue in dead animals, but there is no observational reason to support the notion that hemoglobin enabled life to evolve.

We are certainly excited about the prospect of finding more examples of intact proteins or even DNA molecules. Hopefully Schweitzer’s iron-extraction technique will open the door to find much more. But finding preserved biomolecules in a dinosaur fossil does not and cannot demonstrate evolutionary ancestry. Preserved biomolecules resembling modern ones demonstrate neither evolutionary ancestry nor millions of years of history. Instead they are examples of the way our Creator employed many common designs to create an incredibly diverse biological world.

“Just The Facts, Ma’am”5
While Schweitzer’s original finding of dinosaur soft tissue was perhaps less of a shock to young earth creationists than to believers in millions of years, even the preservation of dead dinosaur tissue in a pliable state for the few thousand years since the global Flood demands an explanation.

Mary Schweitzer should be applauded for her team’s excellent detective work zooming in on that explanation. They deduced from observing iron’s ubiquitous presence in dinosaur soft tissue that iron might be a preservative. They determined, based on the observable biochemical behavior of iron, possible mechanisms showing how iron’s chemical behavior in life and death may enable it to function as a preservative. And most significantly Schweitzer’s team developed experimental support for the efficacy of iron as a postmortem preservative.

For more information:

· Dinosaur Soft Tissue
· #3 Soft Tissue in Fossils
· More Soft Tissue in “Old Fossils”
· Two: Those Not-So-Dry Bones
· Collagen Coils
· DNA Half-Life
· Persistent Protein
· Chapter 31: Doesn’t the Order of Fossils in the Rock Record Favor Long Ages?
· Radiometric Dating: Making Sense of the Patterns
· Radiometric Dating: Problems with the Assumptions
· Radiometric Dating: Back to Basics
Footnotes

1. M. Schweitzer et al., “A role for iron and oxygen chemistry in preserving soft tissues, cells and molecules from deep time,” Proceedings of the Royal Society B, (online 27 November 2013) 281:20132741, rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/281/1775/20132741.full.Back (1) Back (2) Back (3) Back (4) Back (5) Back (6)
2. news.ncsu.edu/releases/schweitzer-iron Back (1) Back (2) Back (3)
3. The hemoglobin solution was prepared from chicken and ostrich blood. After lysing the red blood cells and concentrating purified hemoglobin, the hemoglobin was diluted to the concentration the researchers predicted it would have had in dinosaur blood, though it is impossible to know the actual concentration of hemoglobin in dinosaur blood. Back
4. Schweitzer claims that she has found dinosaur soft tissue preserved in bones as old as 199.6 million years old. She has demonstrated that soaking in hemoglobin concentrate for 5 days can preserve blood vessels for 2 years. Do the math. If the observable preservation from a few days to 2 years constitutes a 200-fold increase in stability, then 199.6 million years would require a 99,800,000 increase in stability. In any case, neither Schweitzer nor any other scientist has the ability to test this idea, since the notion that dinosaurs lived millions of years ago instead of just thousands depends on worldview-based interpretation of the dating methods founded on unverifiable assumptions while disregarding the historical record contained in the Word of God. Back
5. A line commonly attributed to classic television Detective Joe Friday in Dragnet, though it is actually a parody of his line, “All we want are the facts.” Back
(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
第八周：第4部分
铁主要以保存恐龙软组织
由伊丽莎白·米切尔博士
2013年12月4日
半技术
•作家伊丽莎白 - 米切尔
•证据的，一年轻地球的
•化石
•软组织
摘要
铁可能矛盾是关键，声称进化论的研究人员，以维护恐龙软组织进化的假设数百万年。更具体地说，反应性高的铁原子被从蛋白质时释放的生物死亡，而所述生物体是活的，铁被隔离在有用的蛋白质，从而防止它从参与破坏性的化学反应。它仍然无法证明有多长，例如保存已经持续，尽管进化论者声称，铁诱导保鲜可能会持续数百万年。
________________________________________

保存的合理性
关键保护恐龙软组织可能从字面上可以用铁做的。在玛丽博士施韦泽的追求，超越展示古老的恐龙软组织的真实性，以确定机制，证据保全的，北卡罗莱纳州立大学的古生物学家认为铁是答案。从死亡血红蛋白释放铁原子可能，她认为，通过深时保留生物材料。
自2005年以来，当玛丽·施魏策尔发现含有红血细胞和血管的恐龙骨骼内的软组织进行激烈争论过。怎么可能软组织被恐龙骨内保存？可能的蛋白质和细胞结构生存了数百万年？在脊椎动物古生物学家协会的2012年10月会议上，施魏策尔介绍清楚的证据表明，只存在于脊椎动物和无骨细胞连基本的结构蛋白在恐龙骨骼她学习得以保存。现在，施魏策尔的研究小组已经揭露的分子机制，可以很好地解释保全组织死后，他们已经证明了其保留软组织两年的能力。施魏策尔​​认为，如果该机制将继续组织柔韧和完整的两年，又何尝不是数以百万计。
锁定了铁
在红细胞血红蛋白的携氧蛋白的细胞，是绑定的，或螯合铁原子。铁通常是高度反应性的，并且它是铁的只是倾向，容易反应，氧气，使血红蛋白很大的携氧蛋白。血红蛋白，通过螯合铁，驾驭携带血液中氧气的目的，铁的反应特性。
血红蛋白及其他含铁的蛋白质如ferritin1保持铁原子安全地封存在那里他们可以做他们的工作，而不会产生危险的氧自由基。自由基通过交联的部分，基本上是冻结他们的整体结构，同时使他们的非功能性损伤的生物分子。但一个有机体死亡后，其蛋白质分子往往会变性，解开，成为无用的或由微生物的行为或任何剩余的蛋白（蛋白破坏）酶降解。变性血红蛋白和铁蛋白再也不能守住自己的铁原子。
可以铁钉下生物分子结构？
一旦从死亡螯合剂如血红蛋白的蛋白质如虎添翼，化学反应的铁原子可以自由地与其他分子发生反应。讽刺的是，施韦策博士指出，通过与附近的某些氨基酸的蛋白质反应，当铁破坏性螯合物和交联的分子，其稳定的结构。这通常使它们在活的有机体生物活性，似乎让它们更难用现代的方法来检测，但这种交联修复的分子，保护他们免受进一步破坏。
 脱钙组织的这个片段排行了暴龙股骨的骨髓腔。在“A”的软化水片段灵活和弹性。当拉伸时，如箭头所示，它返回到原来的形状。 “ B”表示空气干燥后的同一片段。该片段的纤维字符显示在“C”图像：美联社/科学/赫芬顿邮报
 在顶部是浸泡在血红蛋白溶液是五天后不久死亡，以模拟曝光，以裂解红血细胞鸵鸟血管。在底部的照片仅在水中浸泡鸵鸟船只。这些照片显示，在三十天后血红蛋白浸泡过的船只保存完好，而对照组是腐烂。电子显微镜证实了极好的保护血红蛋白曝光所赋予的。施韦泽认为，在血红蛋白中的铁，以防止组织降解的物质。图片： M.施韦策等人，诉讼皇家学会学报B ， （在线2013年11月27日） 281:20132741 ， rspb.royalsocietypublishing “铁和氧的化学反应从深时保留软组织，细胞和分子，一个角色” 。组织结构。
这种固定过程可能发生不仅蛋白质分子也给DNA，以及去年史怀哲并报告了什么可能是DNA片段的恐龙骨骼，她正在检查的存在。此外，近铁原子的任何蛋白水解酶可以很容易地通过其氨基酸之间的这种交叉链接激活，进一步迫使组织退化到停顿下来。
“钢铁是生存所必需的，但它也是高活性的和破坏性的生物组织，这就是为什么我们的身体有蛋白质，铁运分子需要它们的地方，但我们免受与此同时不必要的反应， ”施魏策尔说。 [一个深思熟虑的人可能会问这样的生活设计精美的系统是如何开始存在盲目，无目的，无方向的进化过程，但我们跑题了。 ]她继续说，“当我们死了，那保护机制打破了，并且铁转向宽松我们的组织 - 和破坏性的过程可以起到在大致相同的方式做甲醛保存的组织和蛋白质“ 2Schweitzer说，”自由基引起蛋白质和细胞膜的结打结。他们基本上像甲醛。 “

铁关键柔软度
施魏策尔​​首先报道的恐龙软组织的存在，这竟然是胶原蛋白与血管随着红细胞一致，在蒙大拿州一个少年霸王龙的大腿骨。 “我们发现的是不同寻常的，因为它仍然是柔软的，仍然透明，仍然灵活， ”她说。她2005年发现的兴奋很大争议的进化社区，因为它似乎很不可能的，什么事情都可能保留一些这样的化学“脆弱”了数百万年。进化论者日后的第一个恐龙，其中史怀哲发现软组织至68万年前。许多坚持她发现该材料必须是微生物污染，因为没有任何已知的过程可以解释为这样的长保存有机材料中的骨，其中所述分子倾向于容易分解，尤其是其柔韧性和弹性的特质的保存。
在正在进行的研究，施魏策尔发现了软组织，并证实胶原蛋白的据称是145.5至19960万年老其他的恐龙标本的存在。胶原蛋白是在许多种动物的结缔组织中常见的一种结构蛋白。除了展示，真的有被保留的蛋白质分子在一些恐龙骨骼，史怀哲报什么可能是DNA的片段。
当然血红蛋白含有血液循环通过脊椎动物的尸体，所以至少在某些细胞和组织被曝光后不久死亡，以消除一个极好的机会。 “我们知道，铁是始终存在大量的时候，我们发现保存完好的化石， ”施韦策说，“我们发现原有的血管组织，这些动物的骨头里，这将是一个非常血红蛋白丰富的环境中，他们死后“ 2

通过运行的共同点“很多分外的化石保存完好， ” 1史怀哲笔记，是铁，这是血红蛋白中发现的存在。铁原子，一旦释放从他们的债券，以血红蛋白分子，将是非常被动和施魏策尔推测，这种铁“有助于保存在深的时候，或许是两个自由基介导的内固定和抗微生物活性。 ” 1换句话说，铁可能稳定生物分子结构，使酶失活，按说打破组织后不久死亡，并有可能抑制细菌降解。
把铁的测试
为了测试铁如血红蛋白携带是否可以作为防腐剂，施韦泽的团队鸵鸟的血管进行了测试。它们浸泡1批次的血管中的血红蛋白建议方法和其他水。三天之内，对照组腐烂。浸泡在该溶液中的血红蛋白，通过裂解红血细胞产生的血管， “在室温下2年以上保持完好，几乎没有变化。 ” 1此表示的200倍的增加稳定血红蛋白的存在下，施韦泽报告，证实血红蛋白的组织固定属性和支持的可能性，铁也会因此，在适当的条件下，保护生物材料（组织，细胞和分子）降解过深time.1

灾难性埋葬仍然是必不可少的
当然，软组织的保存需要更多的铁在一个死动物的存在。快速埋藏是必要的，而全球性大洪水提供了快速埋藏巨大的群众富含矿物质的水传播的泥沙所需的大型的石化，我们在地球的沉积岩见下方。埋葬在通过水可以流动，如在软组织含恐龙骨骼被发现了砂岩孔隙沉积物，是一个进一步的帮助，以保持细腻的软组织。标本中，史怀哲发现软组织的骨头已经阐明，而不是分散的，这是额外的证明他们迅速掩埋。这样快地被掩埋，加上生物结合铁的释放可能是双胞胎键保存恐龙软组织足够长的古生物学家找到它。
伸展背部通过深时间
但铁螯合剂保存软组织，甚至保持柔软了几百万年？虽然200倍延迟的鸵鸟血管的衰减肯定是令人印象深刻，保存甚至这一水平无法望其项背的需要数百万的年的进化情景化学稳定性99,800,000 - fold4增加。史怀哲相当合理，使一个比较甲醛的固定属性。许多变量影响甲醛的衰减，延迟性的程度和持续时间。但标本用甲醛保存，不会保留完全或永久。虽然埋藏条件可能影响铁的功效在任何给定的骨防腐剂，肯定是有没有理由提出，铁可以保存软组织的分子结构不会比甲醛可以了数百万年。
不管别人怎么想是可能的，但事实是这是不可能科学地测试和观察这个问题的答案。没有科学家曾经观察到的数百万年的事情的影响。数百万的 - 岁分配给地层含有恐龙化石是从一些世界观基于无法验证的假设导出。因此，事实上，恐龙软组织中的一些化石保存并不意味着铁或其他任何东西保留了它几百万年。铁螯合剂可能是（或）键，保存，由史怀哲的工作支持的结论，但没有在发现演示了如何长期保存这样才能有效。
当光记录在神的话语世界历史记录的检查，大部分的化石记录是很容易理解为亿万生物的快速灾难性埋葬的挪亚的日子长达一年的全球性大洪水有关4350年时的顺序的记录以前。生物学从来没有证明一种生物体的任何可观察到进化到一个新的，更复杂的之一。因此，化石记录是没有生命的进化的纪录，但其中很大一部分是埋葬的顺序为全球性大洪水淹没世界的栖息地和生物分类在沉积过程中的记录。
解锁更多的发现
荒谬的是，这些释放出的铁原子的破坏性防腐剂活性也可能掩盖了留在软组织的蛋白质，使其成为棘手的古生物学家发现保存完好的蛋白质在古代的化石标本。 “我们也知道，阻碍铁的几乎所有技术我们要检测蛋白质， ”施魏策尔解释说。 “所以铁看起来可能是两个机制，保护和为什么我们有些问题发现和分析这些被保留的蛋白质的原因。 ” 2

施魏策尔​​和他的同事，除了确定铁在远古软组织必要的防腐剂，发现应用技术非螯合铁并删除它所做的保留蛋白质检测更加容易。这种技术可以使它更容易检测残留蛋白质分子中的任何新发现的恐龙化石。
铁去除技术就不可能是在寻找保藏蛋白在已经找到并存储化石的任何使用，因为它们通常治疗与胶或化学防腐剂是不利的软组织。此外，暴露于空气纳入软组织的降解。施魏策尔​​计划在今年夏天重返现场找到的一些不错的新标本尝试该技术的希望。 “我想找到一个乎乎的大霸王龙，是完全明确指出，仍然在地里，或类似的东西， ”她说。 “一旦我们能得到一些背后的这些软组织的化学反应，有各种各样的问题，我们可以问古老的生物。 ”

常见的设计从一个普通设计师，我们的造物主
科学家近年来发现一些生物分子的远古生物。这些措施包括胶原沧龙一说在蜥蜴的皮肤已经灭绝了65亿年，角质据说已被埋葬大约5000万年前。这些蛋白质的分子结构，就像恐龙骨骼由史怀哲检测到的蛋白质，是一致的，只要能与他们的现代等价物的结构来决定。
很多生活的东西，过去和现在，都具备一些相同的生物分子。这也难怪，因为所有由同一造物主生活在同一个世界设计的。但要找到古老的生物分子，基本上符合现代的，不是从分子到人进化的示范，但只有一个事实，即都有一个共同的设计。
施魏策尔​​写道， “讽刺的是， haeme ，分子认为已经到了生命的形成做出了贡献，可能死后有助于保存。 ” 1她的陈述反映了分子到人的进化的信念，从生命进化的化学物质，尽管降解的氧的影响，因为血红蛋白样分子进化，使铁的使用性能，同时防止其有害影响。然而，在没有任何生物学研究曾经表明该怎么蓝图生产haeme分子和无数其他必需的蛋白质在生物的遗传信息可能自发地进入存在通过随机过程。
从分子到人的进化是纯粹的猜测，没有任何的意见，以证明其发生。施魏策尔​​，像其他进化论者认为，从分子到人进化必须发生，而不是在科学观察的基础上，而是世界观，拒绝我们的造物主的目击者历史记录，这是完全一致的历史记录的基础上，生物学的实际观测。
因此，它可能是具有讽刺意味的​​血红蛋白，保护生物从他们所需要的铁原子的有害影响，可能会导致软组织的动物尸体的保存，但没有观测理由支持血红蛋白使生活概念发展。
我们当然高兴能找到完整的蛋白质甚至DNA分子的多个实例的应用前景。希望施韦泽的铁萃取技术将打开大门，发现更多。但要找到保存的生物分子在一个恐龙化石不会，也不能证明进化祖先。保存生物分子类似现代的展示多年的历史既不是进化祖先，也不百万。相反，他们是我们的创造者采用许多共同的设计，以创造一个令人难以置信的多样的生物世界的方式的例子。
“只是事实，夫人”10

尽管施韦泽的原始恐龙软组织中发现了也许比在数百万年，死恐龙的组织甚至在一个柔韧的状态下保存了几千年的信徒更小的震撼年轻地球创造论者，因为全球性大洪水需要一个解释。
玛丽·施魏策尔是值得赞赏的她的团队的出色的侦探工作的解释放大。他们从观察铁的无处不在的恐龙软组织铁可能是防腐剂推断。他们确定，基于铁，展示了如何在生死铁的化学行为可能使其作为防腐剂可能机制的观察生化行为。而最显著施韦泽的团队开发了铁的有效性作为一个死后防腐剂的实验性支持。
欲了解更多信息：
恐龙软组织
在化石＃ 3软组织
在“老化石” 更多的软组织
两个：那些不那么干骨头
胶原线圈
 DNA半条命
持久性蛋白
第31章：不订单化石在岩石记录中收藏龙年龄？
辐射约会：该模式的决策意识
辐射约会：问题与假设
辐射约会：回到基础
脚注
1 。 M.施韦策等人，诉讼皇家学会学报B ， （在线2013年11月27日）， “铁和氧的化学反应从深时保留软组织，细胞和分子，一个角色” 281:20132741 ， rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org / content/281/1775/20132741.full.Back （ 1 ）回复（ 2 ）回复（ 3 ）返回（ 4 ）回复（ 5 ）返回（ 6 ）
2 。 news.ncsu.edu /版本/史怀哲铁返回（ 1 ）回复（ 2 ）回复（ 3 ）
3 。血红蛋白溶液从鸡和鸵鸟血液制备。裂解红细胞，浓缩纯化的血红蛋白后，血红蛋白稀释到研究人员预测它将不得不在恐龙血，虽然它是不可能知道的血红蛋白在恐龙血液中的实际浓度的浓度。后面
4 。施魏策尔​​宣称，她已经发现恐龙软组织骨骼保存完好的古老19960万年的历史。她已经证明，浸泡在血红蛋白浓缩5天可保持血管2年。做数学题。如果观察保存从几天到2年构成了200倍的增长，在稳定性，然后199600000年将需要9980万增加稳定性。在任何情况下，无论是施魏策尔也没有任何其他的科学家已经验证这个想法的能力，因为该恐龙生活，而不只是成千上万依赖于建立在无法证实的假设测年方法的世界观为基础的诠释百万年前，而不顾历史的概念包含在神的话语记录。后面
5 。通常归因于经典的电视侦探乔周五在天罗地网中，A线，虽然它实际上是他的线蠢事， “我们要的是事实。 ”回
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Super-salty Water Sealed Beneath Chesapeake Bay Impact Crater
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by Dr. Elizabeth Mitchell
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Seawater discovered near the Chesapeake Bay is up to 150 million years old
Does the Chesapeake Bay crater memorialize a meteorite impact from the time of Noah’s Flood?
Chesapeake Bay has been in the news since a United States Geological Survey (USGS) team reported they have found, half a mile underground near the bay, remnants of “the oldest large body of ancient seawater in the world.” They estimate the water is 100 to 145 million years old but believe it was trapped and preserved when an asteroid or other piece of space debris slammed into the Late Eocene North Atlantic 35 million years ago.

While remnants of Comet ISON will come nowhere close to the earth, the earth’s surface is scarred by impact craters from chunks of space debris (primarily asteroids and meteorites) that have survived their trip through our atmosphere to strike the earth’s surface. The geography of Chesapeake Bay appears to have been produced by just such a catastrophic collision. Though Chesapeake Bay is easily seen from space, the 56-mile wide crater cradling it is somewhat shallower and smaller than the famous 124-mile wide Chicxulub crater in Mexico, presumably produced by a miscreant asteroid popularly credited with causing dinosaur extinction.
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Image courtesy of Washington Post
While investigating the earth’s crust beneath the Chesapeake Bay impact crater, United States Geological Survey scientists discovered extremely salty water trapped in the deep sedimentary rock layers. They believe this water was sealed in when an asteroid struck an ancient ocean.

The Chesapeake Bay impact crater is “the largest crater discovered so far in the United States, and it’s one of only a few oceanic impact craters that have been documented worldwide,” says USGS hydrologist David Powars. The crater was discovered 14 years ago. The crater helps explain some of the unusual geological features of the region, such as earthquakes that occur at its perimeter, rapidly rising sea level around Norfolk, and “salty groundwater” in the area. The USGS team was drilling near Chesapeake Bay to study how the earth’s crust responds to asteroid impact. “We weren’t looking for ancient seawater,” Powars adds.

“What we essentially discovered was trapped water that’s twice the salinity of [modern] seawater,” says USGS hydrologist Ward Sanford. “In our attempt to find out the origin, we found it was Early Cretaceous seawater. It’s really water that’s from the North Atlantic.”

Deep, but Old, Salinity?

Finding salty water deep underground in drilling sites is not uncommon, as underground salt deposits are also common. But the USGS team, Sanford said, “didn’t hit any salt while drilling.” Furthermore, researchers were intrigued by the fact that this water was twice as salty as typical modern ocean water and has a higher concentration of chlorides and bromides than expected. The chemistry of the water, they wrote in their report, seemed to match that of “vast halite deposits created during the Jurassic and Cretaceous periods in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Basins.”

Though they admit their helium dating method required “a large extrapolation” and was “far from precise,” giving an age of 100 to 260 million years, they report the very salty water they have found is probably only 100 to 145 million years old, based on the commonly accepted age of the strata layers and their contained fossils from where they believe the water was originally stored.1While that doesn’t even approach the supposed 1.5 to 2.64 billion year age of the sparkling water in a Canadian mine near Timmins, Ontario, researchers are still excited about the possibility of learning more about the North Atlantic of the remote past. “The ancient seawater was preserved like a prehistoric fly in amber,” the USGS reports. “Up to this point,” says USGS scientist Jerad Bales, “no one thought that this was North Atlantic ocean water that had essentially been in place for about 100 million years.”

Super-salty or not, the original source of this seawater—the “Early Cretaceous North Atlantic”—was deduced on the basis of dates derived from a number of unverifiable worldview-based assumptions and then further qualified using the presumed dates of fossil strata and their contained fossils. As Answers in Genesis geologist Dr. Andrew Snelling explains:

In this investigation the only reason this trapped very saline groundwater was identified as Early Cretaceous North Atlantic sea water was because helium gas in the groundwater was used to date it. This was done by comparing the quantities of the helium-4 atoms in this groundwater with quantities of the helium-4 atoms in groundwater samples from wells tapping the Potomac Formation in nearby Maryland. The Maryland groundwater’s content of the helium-4 atoms had been dated at 10,000-30,000 years old using carbon-14 atoms and at up to 5 million years old using chlorine-36 atoms. Of course, both those methods are fraught with difficulties and documented inaccuracies because of the tenuous assumptions on which they are based, not least the assumption that the rates of formation of these atoms have always been the same as today’s measured rates.

The age of the Chesapeake Bay crater’s very saline groundwater was then determined by extrapolating to its helium-4 composition from the helium-4 compositions of the dated Maryland groundwater, a technique the authors of this investigation admitted was a “large extrapolation” and “far from precise.” The age of the Chesapeake Bay crater’s groundwater determined by this technique was thus reported as 180 ± 80 million years, that is, the age is between 100 and 260 million years old. But in the end they settled for 100-145 million years old as the age of the crater’s saline groundwater, because that is “stratigraphic-fossil age” of the Potomac Formation in which they believe the groundwater originally was. One wonders why they even bothered with using the helium-4 dating technique!

Dates aside, the Chesapeake Bay crater and the water apparently trapped beneath it when it was formed are a record of the region’s close encounter with an invading chunk of space debris. Dr. Snelling explains:

There is little doubt the Chesapeake Bay crater exists and occurred as a result of a meteorite, comet or asteroid impact at the end or very soon after the Flood in the aftermath of the Flood. There is very good evidence such as shattered rock called breccia, and rock consisting partly of melted material, typically forming a breccia containing glass and crystal or rock fragments, called suevite, that seems only explainable as an impact crater.

It is hardly surprising that extremely saline groundwater was found at depth in the impact deposits in this crater, given that groundwater is known to become more saline if it sits trapped stagnant at depth. The paper reports on similar saline groundwater found in other deeply buried sedimentary rock layers along the US Atlantic coastal margin.

This investigation concluded this very saline groundwater was Early Cretaceous North Atlantic sea water that had been originally trapped in the Lower Cretaceous Potomac Formation sedimentary rock layers when they were deposited and in the upper crystalline basement they sit on. Both of these rock units were shattered by the impact, contributing their broken remains to the impact crater layers that were penetrated by the US Geological Survey drill-holes, and from which this very saline water was obtained.

So when did the chunk of space debris smack into the Chesapeake? Can we determine when or where the trapped water originated? By comparing the discovery to the historical record of the global Flood recorded in Genesis, we can get a pretty good idea. Dr. Snelling explains:

Now the Lower Cretaceous Potomac Formation sedimentary rock layers were likely deposited late in the Flood, when it is not surprising the Flood waters were very saline, given all the hot saline volcanic fluids that were added to them from the “fountains of the great deep” mentioned in the God-given and eyewitnessed Genesis account of the global Flood cataclysm.

So what these investigators have found and analyzed is not North Atlantic sea water, but saline water from the Flood trapped in the sedimentary rock layers deposited from those Flood waters.

In any case, given that the finally accepted “age” was that based on the uniformitarian and evolutionary assumptions about the slow deposition of the sediments and the naturalistic “development of life,” there is no biblical reason to accept those millions of years when God’s inerrant eye-witness account indicates the fossils are creatures that were catastrophically swept away and buried in the rapidly accumulating sediments deposited by the waters of the global Flood cataclysm only about 4,350 years ago.

Not-so-deep–time Capsule

In sorting through the observable facts of the USGS discovery and sifting away the worldview-based interpretations that simply assume the earth must be billions of years old and interpret observations accordingly, therefore, we see that the surprises hidden beneath the earth’s surface—like the other observable facts in science—are consistent with the history provided by God’s eyewitness accounts of our past in His Word.

This rock-trapped seawater—sealed into an Eocene tomb around the time Noah’s Flood ended—is a reminder of the global Flood of God’s judgment on a wicked world (Genesis 6–9 ), and may well even be leftover from that time. Yet even as the Ark provided safety for Noah’s family as they availed themselves of God’s grace (Genesis 6:8, 1 Peter 3:20 ), so today we still understand that God’s grace in the face of eternal judgment is freely available (2 Peter 3:5–9) to those who trust in Jesus Christ for salvation from the power and penalty of sin.

For more information:

· Did Meteors Trigger Noah’s Flood?
· Dinosaur Killer
· Radiometric Dating: Back to Basics
· Radiometric Dating: Problems with the Assumptions
· Radiometric Dating: Making Sense of the Patterns


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. W. Sanford et al., “Evidence for high salinity of Early Cretaceous sea water from the Chesapeake Bay crater,” Nature (14 November 2013) 530:252-256. doi:10.1038/nature12714. Back
(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
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超咸的水密封下方切萨皮克湾陨石坑
新闻知道
由伊丽莎白·米切尔博士
2013年12月5日
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海水中发现了附近的切萨皮克湾是高达150亿年的历史
请问切萨皮克湾火山口从诺亚的洪水的时间纪念一个陨石撞击？
切萨皮克湾已在新闻，因为美国地质调查局（USGS ）的团队报告说，他们发现，在海湾附近半英里的地下， “在世界上最古老庞大的身躯古海水”的残余，他们估计是水100至145亿年的历史，但相信它被困和保存时，小行星空间碎片或其他一块3500万年前撞上了晚始新世北大西洋。
虽然彗星ISON的残余会来无处接近地球，地球的表面是由空间碎片（主要是小行星和陨石）中，通过我们的大气层生存他们的旅行打击地球表面的大块撞击坑伤痕累累。切萨皮克湾的地理似乎已经产生了这样一个灾难性的碰撞。虽然切萨皮克湾是很容易从太空看到的， 56英里宽的陨石坑抱着它是有点比著名的124英里宽的希克苏鲁伯陨石坑在墨西哥，一个恶棍小行星普遍赞誉造成恐龙灭绝想必产生浅小。
 
图片由华盛顿邮报的
在调查切萨皮克湾撞击坑下方的地壳，美国地质调查局的科学家发现了被困在深海沉积岩层极咸的水。他们认为，这种水被密封在当一个小行星撞击一个古老的海洋。
切萨皮克湾陨石坑是“在美国迄今发现的最大的陨石坑，以及它是已被证明全世界只有少数几个海洋陨石坑之一，”美国地质调查局水文大卫Powars说。火山口被发现14年前。火山口有助于解释一些地区的不寻常的地质特征，如发生在其周边的地震，诺福克郡周围海平面迅速上升，而“咸的地下水”在该地区。美国地质调查局队钻井附近的切萨皮克湾，研究如何地壳响应小行星撞击。 “我们不是在寻找古海水， ” Powars补充道。
“我们基本上是发现了什么被困水的两倍[现代]海水的盐度， ”美国地质调查局水文沃德桑福德说。 “在我们试图找出起源，我们发现它是早白垩世海水。这真是水是从北大西洋。 “

深，但旧，盐度？
寻找咸水地下深处在钻井现场的情况并不少见，因为地下盐矿床也很常见。但美国地质调查局的球队，桑福德说， “没有击中任何盐随钻。 ”此外，研究人员的事实，这是水的两倍，咸为典型的现代海洋水和有氯化物和溴化物的浓度高于预期好奇。水的化学反应，他们在报告中写道，似乎以匹配“期间在墨西哥湾和南大西洋盆地的侏罗纪和白垩纪时期创造了广阔的岩盐矿床。 ”

虽然他们承认自己的氦年代测定法需要“大外推” ，是“远离精确， ”给人一种100 2.6亿年的年龄，他们报告了很咸的水，他们已经发现大概只有100到145亿年的历史，基于普遍接受的从那里他们相信水本来stored.1While甚至不接近该咋办1.5至2.64十亿岁年龄波光粼粼的水在附近的Timmins加拿大矿地层层及其所含化石的年龄，安大略，研究人员还在兴奋了解更多关于北大西洋遥远的过去的可能性。 “古海水被保存在像琥珀史前苍蝇， ”美国地质勘探局报告。 “至此， ”美国地质勘探局称科学家Jerad贝尔斯， “谁也没想到，这是已经基本上沿用了约亿年北大西洋海水。 ”

这个海水的“早白垩世北大西洋” - 推断日期从一些使用化石地层的推测日期无法验证的世界观为基础的假设，然后再得出合格的基础上，超咸与否，原始源其所含的化石。由于答案在创世纪地质学家安德鲁斯内林博士解释说：
在本次调查这个非常被困地下咸水被确定为早白垩世北大西洋海水的唯一理由是因为氦气在地下水来约会吧。这是由于在该地下水与氦4原子地下水样本中井攻波托马克形成在附近的马里兰州的数量比较氦-4原子的数量进行。已刊发的氦-4原子的马里兰地下水的内容已经在10,000-30,000岁用碳-14原子和高达5亿年的历史使用氯气-36原子。当然，这两个方法是因为它们所依据的脆弱的假设，假设并非最不重要的是形成这些原子的比率一直像今天一样的测量速率充满困难和记录不准确。
切萨皮克湾陨石坑非常含盐地下水的年龄，然后外推到它的氦-4构成从日马里兰地下水氦-4组成，技术本次调查承认的作者是一个“大外推”和“远决定从精确。 “用这种技术来确定的切萨皮克湾火山口的地下水的年龄遂报告为180 ± 8000万年，也就是说，年龄介于100和260万年的历史。但最终他们定居于100-145亿年的古老火山口的地下咸水的时代，因为那是波托马克地层中，他们认为地下水最初是“地层化石的年龄。”人们不禁要问，为什么他们甚至不屑与用氦-4的约会技巧！
日期之外，切萨皮克湾火山口，显然被困在其下方形成时，它的水是该地区与空间碎片的入侵块近距离接触的记录。斯内林博士解释说：
毫无疑问切萨皮克湾火山口存在和发生的陨石，在年底的彗星或小行星撞击或之后很快在洪水过后的洪水所致。有很好的证据，如破碎的岩石称为角砾岩和岩石组成部分熔化的材料，通常形成含有玻璃和水晶或岩石碎片一个角砾岩，叫suevite ，这似乎是唯一的解释，但是一个撞击坑。
这是不足为奇的，极咸的地下水被发现在深度的影响，存款在这个陨石坑，因为地下水被称为变得更加生理盐水，如果它坐落在深度被困停滞。类似地下咸水的文件报告的其他深埋地下的沉积岩层沿着美国大西洋沿岸缘发现。
本次调查结束本非常含盐地下水为早白垩世北大西洋海水已被原先被困在早白垩世地层波托马克沉积岩层时，被沉积在上结晶基底他们坐。这两种岩石单位已受到撞击破碎，贡献自己的破遗体由美国地质调查局钻孔已打穿的撞击坑层，并从中得出这个非常盐水。
因此，当没有空间碎片的大块咂到切萨皮克？我们可以决定何时或何处被困水中起源？通过比较发现，以记录在创世纪的全球性大洪水的历史记录，我们可以得到一个不错的主意。斯内林博士解释说：
现在，下白垩统地层波托马克沉积岩层中后期洪水可能沉积，当这并不奇怪的洪水是非常生理盐水，给予被添加到他们的“大渊的泉源” ，所有的热盐水火山流体在上帝赐予和eyewitnessed创世记的全球性大洪水灾难中提及。
那么，这些研究者发现和分析是不是北大西洋海水，但是从洪水盐水被困在那些洪水沉积的沉积岩层。
在任何情况下，鉴于终于接受了“时代”是基于对沉积物的沉积速度慢和自然主义的均变和进化的假设“生命的发展， ”没有圣经的理由去接受那些亿万年当神的无误的目击者帐户指示化石是被灾难性洪水冲走，埋在由全球性大洪水灾难的海域只有大约4350年年前沉积的迅速累积沉积物的生物。
不那么深，时间胶囊
在通过美国地质调查局发现的可观察事实的排序和筛选了，简单地假定地球一定是数十亿年之久，并相应地解释观测的世界观为基础的诠释，因此，我们看到，隐藏在地球表面，像其他的惊喜在观察到的事实的科学，是在他的话语所提供的我们过去的上帝的目击者历史上是一致的。
这种岩石被困海水密封身边的时候，诺亚的洪水入墓始新世结束，是神对邪恶的世界（创6-9）判断全球性洪水的提醒，而且可能甚至是吃剩的从那个时候。然而，即使方舟提供安全挪亚家，因为他们利用过神的恩典（创世纪6:8 ，彼得前书3:20 ）本身，所以今天我们仍然明白神在永恒的审判面前恩典是免费提供的（彼得后书3:5-9 ），那些谁相信耶稣基督的救恩从罪的权势和刑罚。
欲了解更多信息：
难道流星触发诺亚的洪水？
恐龙杀手
辐射约会：回到基础
辐射约会：问题与假设
辐射约会：该模式的决策意识
________________________________________

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。 ）
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