How Could Fish Survive the Genesis Flood?
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Introduction
Much attention has been given to how the animals would be brought to, fit in, and survive on Noah's Ark.[1] But little or no concern has been voiced as to how aquatic animals could have lived outside in the Flood. Obviously, terrestrial air-breathing animals could not live through the land-covering deluge, but one would think aquatic animals would be right at home in all that water. Not so!

Water life has specific physiological and ecological requirements just like terrestrial life.[2] A catastrophe the size of the Flood would certainly bring with it gigantic problems affecting the very survival of many species. Indeed, the fossil record indicates that many taxonomic groups became extinct during the deposition of the geologic sedimentary layers.[3] Some organisms would have simply succumbed to the trauma of the turbulence. Others would have found suitable living space destroyed, and hence died for lack of appropriate habitat. For example, too much fresh water for obligate (bound to) marine species or vice versa would have led to death of those unable to adapt. Not only are there salt-concentration problems, but also temperature, light, oxygen, contaminants, and nutritional considerations. These must all be evaluated in discussing survival of water-dwelling creatures.

To simplify the exercise, five examples have been selected of fishes that are bound to fresh or salt water and those that can go between these major habitats. The chosen fishes (sunfish, catfish, trout, eel, and codfish) will be used to represent clear fresh water, muddy fresh water, anadromous (running up to fresh water from sea water to spawn), catadromous (the reverse) and obligate marine habitats or behavior, respectively. These categories will be discussed with reference to three main factors affecting their survival: salinity, temperature, and turbidity.

PHYSIOLOGICAL RANGES 
Salinity
Fish have a problem in balancing the fluids outside their bodies with those inside. In general, freshwater fishes are constantly getting too much fresh water in their bodies from food, drinking water, and tissue transfer. On the opposite side, marine fishes get too little fresh water to maintain fluid balance due to the large input of salt in the drinking water and constant osmotic pressure to draw fresh water out of these tissues into the surrounding sea.[4]

The kidneys and gills are the two organs used to manage this balance. If a freshwater fish gets too much water, then the kidney is called upon to dump as much water as possible while retaining the circulating salts. Marine bony fish have to get rid of the excess salts largely through the gills and conserve the internal water through resorption.

Sea-run trout move from sea water to fresh water to spawn, while eels do just the opposite. Both have to be able to reverse their removal of water and salt according to the amount of salt in their environment. Sun fishes and cod remain in fresh water and sea water, respectively, for their whole life cycle. Salt content might range from nearly zero in freshwater to 35 parts per thousand (x103 ppm or 35,000 mg/l) in sea water. Obligate freshwater fish typically have an upper lethal level of seven parts per thousand (7,000 mg/l). Obligate marine species have a very narrow limit of salt tolerance.[5]  Dromous (running/migrating) species are able to adapt to the new environments by osmotic regulation.

Temperature
The range of temperatures tolerated by fishes varies from species to species and the assorted habitats. Some fish have a very narrow range of tolerance at the cold, warm, or hot temperature parts of the heat scale. Others show a wide range of heat tolerance from freezing to hot waters (0-32° C). Developmental stages are frequently limited by narrow temperature requirements within the overall range of the adult.

Most species, including cold-water types, can tolerate at least brief exposures to 24°C and low temperatures approaching 2°C, as long as there are prolonged acclimation periods (several days to weeks). Preferred temperatures for the representative adult fish are as follows: Trout, 16-21°C; sunfish, 16-28°C; catfish, 21-29°C; eel, probably 16-28°C; codfish 12-16° C. [6,7]

Turbidity
Particulate matter that is in suspension in natural waters is measured photoelectrically as turbidity. It consists of erosional silt, organic particles, bacteria, and plankton. Such materials adversely affect fish by covering the substrate with a smothering layer that kills food organisms and spawning sites. In addition, the molar action of the silt damages gills and invertebrate respiratory structures. Fish combat such materials by secreting mucus that carries the particles away. Indirectly, turbidity screens out light and decreases the photic zone for photosynthesis. The range of turbidity might be described as: clear < 10 ppm (mg/l), turbid 10 to 250 ppm, and very turbid > 250 ppm. Wallen[8] found that many fish species survive turbidities of 100,000 ppm for one week or more.

SURVIVAL STRATEGY 
Runoff to the Ocean
Heavy rainfall over the land would quickly fill the river basins with torrential flows. These in turn would empty out onto the encroaching coastline as a freshwater blanket. Odum[5] refers to situations similar to this as a "highly stratified or `salt-wedge' estuary." Such a massive freshwater outflow from the continents would join with the oceanic rainfall to form a halocline or strong density gradient, in which fish flushed out from the land aquatic systems could continue to survive in a freshwater environment. Stratification like this might even survive strong winds, if the freshwater depth was great enough to prevent internal current mixing. Thus, a situation might be envisioned where freshwater and marine fishes could survive the deluge in spite of being temporarily displaced.

Turbidity Flows
On the other hand, large turbid particles and enormous bedloads could move into the ocean as settleable particulate rain and ground-hugging slurries. Heavier particles would fall out in the slower-moving coastal waters, and the mudflows would sediment out over the ocean floor. Although there would be turbulence at the freshwater/saltwater interface, the particle insertion would probably occur without appreciable mixing. With the range of tolerance given above, many fishes might be able to survive extended exposure to high turbidity .

Serendipity at Mount St. Helens
The biotic recovery at Mount St. Helens after the May 18, 1980 eruption demonstrates rapid and widely ranging restoration. Obviously, the Flood would have been one or more orders of magnitude greater a catastrophe than that eruption. But such an event does help us to see ways of recovery.

	SPIRIT LAKE

	 
	April 4, 1980
	June 30, 1980

	Alkalinity (mg/l)
	0.01
	150.5

	Temperature (°C)
	4.0
	22.4

	Turbidity (mg/l)
	0.75
	24.61


With regard to the three factors of interest (salinity—approximately alkalinity, in the sense of dissolved solutes—, temperature, and turbidity), significant changes were seen in the affected areas (data transformed to units used previously).[9,10]

Still, a little more than a month after the eruption, the lake most exposed to the catastrophic event, Spirit Lake, had tolerable alkalinity, ambient temperature, and low turbidity. This is not to deny that all the endemic fish were killed in the event and probably could not have survived if replanted in these waters on June 30, 1980, due to large organic oxygen demands from decaying tree debris and seeps of methane and sulfur dioxide. But within ten years, the lake appears to be able to support fish, as many other aquatic species are back and well established. If the lake were connected directly to the Toutle River, then salmonids probably would have made their reentry by this time.

Perhaps the most significant observation, though, in examining the post-eruption history, is that a variety of habitats within and adjacent to the blast zone survived the event with minimal impact on the continuity of the ecosystem. Meta Lake, within the blast zone for example, had an ice cover at the time of the searing blast, which protected the dormant ecosystem from experiencing much disruption from the heat, anoxia, and air-fall tephra. Fish and support systems picked up where they left off before the onset of the winter season.

Similar experiences were observed in Swift Reservoir, in spite of massive mud and debris flows into the lake by way of Muddy Creek (personal conversation with aquatic biologist on duty at that time). Fish were displaced into the adjacent unaffected watersheds or downstream into lower reservoirs. However, within two years, massive plankton blooms had occurred and ecosystem recovery was well underway with migrant recruits.

Such a confined catastrophe (500 square miles) enables one to project expectations from a major catastrophe, such as the Flood. First, in spite of the enormous magnitude of such events, there appear to be refuges for survival even in close proximity to the most damaging action. Second, recovery can be incredibly fast—from one month to ten years. Third, recruitment from minimally affected zones can occur with normal migratory behavior of organisms. Although some animal and plant populations or even species might be annihilated in such events, remnant individuals can reestablish new populations.
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如何能鱼类生存的成因洪水？
由Kenneth B.卡明博士
介绍
一直十分重视动物会带来如何，适应，生存的诺亚方舟[1]，但没有或很少关心水生动物如何能住在洪水已表示。显然，陆地呼吸空气的动物不能住通过土地覆盖洪水，但人们会认为水生动物会在家，在所有的水权。并非如此！
生活用水有特定的生理生态要求，就像陆地生活。[2]的灾难洪水的规模肯定会带来巨大影响许多物种的生存问题。事实上，化石记录表明，在地质沉积层沉积许多分类群成为灭绝。[3]有些生物会简单地屈服于动荡的创伤。其他人会找到合适的生存空间的破坏，缺乏适当的栖息地，因此死亡。例如，为预留太多的淡水（势必）海洋物种或副反之亦然会导致死亡那些无法适应。不仅有盐的浓度问题，而且温度，光照，氧气，污染物和营养方面的考虑。这些都必须进行评估，讨论水生生物的生存。
为了简化工作，五个例子已选定绑定到淡水或咸水和那些可以去这些主要栖息地之间的鱼。所选的鱼（翻车鱼，鲶鱼，鳟鱼，鳗鱼和鳕鱼）将被用来代表明确的食水，泥泞的淡水，溯河（从海水到淡水产卵），降河产卵（反向）和预留的海洋栖息地或行为，分别。这些类别将讨论三个主要因素影响他们的生存盐度，温度，浊度。
生理测量范围
盐度
鱼有那些里面的液体在平衡自己的身体之外的一个问题。在一般情况下，淡水鱼不断在他们的身体得到太多的淡水，食品，饮用水，并组织转移。海洋鱼类的对面，得到太少的食水，以保持体液平衡，由于大量的盐输入的饮用水和恒定的渗透压，借鉴这些组织到周围的海淡水[4]。
肾脏和鳃是两个器官，用于管理这个平衡。如果淡水鱼得到了太多的水，然后肾呼吁尽可能多的水倾倒在保留循环盐。海洋硬骨鱼类有摆脱多余的盐，主要是通过鳃和保护内部的水通过吸收。
海经营的鳟鱼从海水到淡水产卵，而鳗鱼做正好相反。两者都必须根据金额在其环境中的盐能够扭转他们的水和盐的去除。太阳鱼和鳕鱼留在淡水和海水，分别为他们的整个生命周期。含盐量可能范围从接近零以35分之千海水（X103 ppm百万分之一或35000毫克/升）淡水。预留淡水鱼通常有千分之七
（7000毫克/升）上致命水平。预留的海洋物种有一个很窄的限制。5] Dromous的（运行/迁移）物种能够适应新的环境渗透调节耐盐性。
温度
鱼类耐受的温度范围，不同物种的物种和各种栖息地。有些鱼的冷，暖，热的高温部位的热量规模有一个容忍的范围很窄。其他表明从冻结热水（0-32℃），耐热性的广泛。经常受限于窄的温度要求，成人的整体范围内的发展阶段。
种类最多，包括冷水类型，至少可以容忍短暂的接触到24°C和低气温接近2℃，只要有长期的驯化时间（数天至数周）。为代表的成鱼的首选温度如下：鳟鱼，16-21°C，翻车鱼，16-28°C，鲶鱼，21-29°C，鳗鱼，大概16-28℃;鳕鱼12-16°C间[6,7]

浊
暂停在自然水域中的可吸入颗粒物，光电测量浊度。它由侵蚀泥沙，有机颗粒，细菌和浮游生物。这种材料产生不利影响覆盖基材与窒息层，杀死食品生物产卵场的鱼。此外，淤泥损害鳃的的摩尔行动和无脊椎动物呼吸结构。鱼分泌粘液进行粒子远离打击此类材料。间接，浊度筛选出光，并降低了光合作用的光的区域。浊度范围可能被描述为：明确<10 PPM（毫克/升），浑浊的10至250 ppm的，非常浑浊> 250 ppm的。瓦伦[8]发现，许多鱼类生存一个星期或以上，10万ppm的浊度。
生存策略
径流海洋
在土地的大雨将很快填补暴雨流量的河流流域。这些反过来又会空出到作为淡水毯侵犯海岸线。奥德姆[5]是指此为“高度分层或`盐楔河口的情况类似。”等大量淡水流出从大陆与海洋的降雨，形成盐跃层或强烈的密度梯度，在刷新了从土地的水生生态系统的鱼可以在淡水环境中继续生存。这样的分层可能连生存的强风，如果淡水的深度是足够大，以防止内部电流混合。因此，情况可能会设想在淡水和海水鱼类可以生存的，尽管暂时迁离洪水。
浊度流
另一方面，大浊颗粒和巨大负荷可以移动到沉淀颗粒雨水和地面拥抱泥浆的海洋。较重的颗粒会掉下来在慢移动的沿海水域，泥石流，泥沙在洋底。虽然会有动荡，在淡水/海水界面粒子的插入，可能会发生无明显的混合。与上述容忍的范围内，许多鱼类可能无法生存长期暴露在高浊度。
偶然在圣海伦
1980年爆发的圣海伦5月18日之后的生物复苏，演示了迅速和广泛范围的恢复。显然，洪水已经幅度更大，喷发比灾难的一个或多个订单。但此类事件并帮助我们看到复苏的途径。
灵湖
 4月4日，1980年，1980年6月30日
碱度（毫克/升）0.01 150.5

温度（℃）4.0 22.4

浊度（毫克/升）0.75 24.61

方面感兴趣的三个因素（盐度约碱度，溶解的溶质的意义，温度，浊度），显着的变化出现在灾区（数据转换到以前使用的单位），[9,10]

尽管如此，比喷发后一个月多一点，湖水最容易受到灾难性事件，灵湖，有容忍的碱度，环境温度，低浊度。这并不是否认所有的特有鱼类被杀害的事件，可能无法生存，如果在这些水域补植1980年06月30日，由于大有机氧的需求，从腐烂的树碎片和渗出的甲烷和二氧化硫。但在十年内，湖水似乎是能够支持鱼，许多其他水产品种和完善。如果直接连接的Toutle河湖，然后鲑​​鱼可能会作出这个时候他们再入。
不过，也许最重要的观察，在检查后的喷发历史，是多种栖息地内，爆炸区附近幸存的事件对生态系统的连续性影响最小。元湖，爆炸区域内，例如，在灼热的高炉，其中处于休眠状态的生态系统的保护，遇到高温，缺氧和空中落下的火山灰多中断时的冰盖。鱼和支持系统，拿起他们冬季来临前离开。
相似的经历，观察在斯威夫特水库，入湖浑浊的小河（个人谈话，当时值班的水生生物学家）的方式，尽管大量的泥土和泥石流。到相邻的影响集水区或下游低的水库鱼流离失所。然而，在两年之内，发生了大量的浮游生物大量繁殖和生态系统的恢复与农民新兵正在进行。
这种密闭的灾难（500平方英里），可以从一场大灾难，如洪水，对项目的期望。首先，尽管此类事件的规模巨大，出现即使在最具破坏性的行动接近生存的庇护。二，恢复可以快得令人难以置信，从一个月到十年。第三，从招聘的影响最小的区域可能会出现与生物体正常的迁徙行为。虽然一些动物和植物种群或物种甚至可能会在此类事件中全军覆没，剩余的个人可以重新建立新的种群。
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How Could Fish Survive the Genesis Flood?

1. What type of environment did the first aquatic/marine animals live in?

2. What three factors should be considered when discussing the water quality during the Flood?

3. What survival strategies could have allowed fish and other aquatic animals to survive the Flood? 

如何能鱼类生存的成因洪水？
1。什么类型的环境做了第一水产/海洋动物生活在？
2。洪水期间水质讨论时，应考虑三个因素？
3。生存策略可能允许鱼类和其他水生动物的生存洪水？
Answers Research Journal 4 (2011): 1-9.
www.answersingenesis.org/articles/arj/v4/n1/distant-starlight-cosmology

Beyond Distant Starlight Cosmologyht: Next Steps For Creationist Cosmology

by James Upton, Independent Researcher, England, UK

January 26, 2011

[image: image1.jpg]



Abstract

The question of how distant starlight can be seen in a young Universe has received much attention within creationist research. But creationist cosmological models need to explain much else in addition to the passage of light across vast distances. On both large and small cosmic scales there is a diverse range of trends, patterns, and phenomena that beckon some kind of explanation. Many of these can be understood plausibly within the framework of the standard “big bang” cosmology. But few attempts have been made to integrate them into a model for a young Universe. After surveying the astronomical evidence I discuss various avenues that creationist cosmology could proﬁtably pursue in facing this challenge.
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Introduction

How can we see galaxies that are several billion light-years away if the Universe is only a few thousand years old? Or how could Adam have seen stars that were a few light-years away when the Universe was only a few days old? These are obvious questions for people to ask when considering the young-age creation position, and creationist writers have given much attention to them.

Advocates of a young universe have had to seek creative solutions to this distant starlight problem. For example, it has been suggested that the light was created in transit (for example, DeYoung 2010), that the speed of light may have been much greater in the past (Norman and Setterfield 1987), that Einstein’s general relativity with appropriate boundary conditions (Humphreys 1994, 1998, 2007, 2008) or with appropriate extensions (Hartnett 2007) can accommodate a young Universe, and that the problem itself assumes an arbitrary choice of convention for synchronizing clocks (Lisle 2010; Newton 2001).

This focus on the light-travel-time issue can give the impression that, once this problem has been resolved, there are few, if any, significant challenges remaining for young-universe cosmological models. However, this is not the case; even if it is assumed that the distant starlight problem has been solved, there is much more that a young-universe cosmological model would need to explain.

The purpose of this paper is to consider those next steps for creationist cosmological models, beyond the problem of distant starlight. This builds on the work of Faulkner and DeYoung (1991) and Faulkner (1993, 1998), who argued that creationist models for astronomy need to address seriously the topic of stellar evolution.

After some discussion in the following section about what it means for a model to explain something, the next section contains a survey of various lines of astronomical evidence, along with their proposed explanations within a “big bang” cosmological framework (the “standard model” of cosmology; hereafter SMC). This is followed by an overview of some proposed creationist models for cosmology, with an evaluation of how well those models can explain what is seen in the universe. Finally, I conclude by discussing the implications for the current state of creationist cosmology.

What is an Explanation?

The task below will be to find explanations for observed astronomical phenomena: those trends and correlations that go beyond mere chance occurrences. But before attempting this, it is important to make clear the criteria that a legitimate explanation will be required to satisfy. We will denote the proposed explanation by E and the phenomenon (data) to be explained by D. There are various criteria that could be mentioned, but only one will be directly relevant to this paper.

The requirement is as follows: for E to be an explanation for D, it must be the case that D follows necessarily from E. This is one characteristic of the covering law model of scientific explanation (Hempel and Oppenheim 1948). Thus if D is the observation that a particular glowing light-bulb is generating heat, then an explanation for D would be E: “Whenever electricity passes through a resistor, some electrical energy is converted to heat, and this particular glowing light-bulb contains a resistor that is carrying an electric current.” In this case, D is a logical consequence of E, so E qualifies as an explanation for D.

Three points must be noted.

First, it follows that explanation is a stronger condition than consistency or accommodation. For example, the statement, E: “God created galaxies and God loves variety” can easily accommodate the observation, D: “most large galaxies have either spiral morphology or elliptical morphology”; the statement and the observation are entirely consistent. But, in this example, D does not follow logically or necessarily from E, so E does not qualify as an explanation for D. To express this in another way, an explanation E must be sufficient to answer the question, “Why do we observe D rather than not-D?” This is something we would intuitively expect from an explanation. But, in this case, E would not be sufficient to answer that question, because E is equally consistent with not-D, the (false) statement that “most large galaxies have morphologies that are neither spiral nor elliptical.”

Second, it should be noted that there can be, and often there are, more than one plausible explanation for a particular phenomenon. Hence, finding a plausible explanation, E, does not prove that E is the correct explanation.

Third, it should also be noted that there are different levels of explanation. At the highest level, we may seek an ultimate explanation for something, for example, for why something exists rather than nothing. A purely naturalistic cosmological model cannot satisfy this, whereas a creationist model does provide such an ultimate explanation. However, lower-level, proximate explanations are also of value. For example, a proximate explanation for a smashed window might be that it was struck by a brick. This is an acceptable explanation, even though it begs the answer to some higher-level questions: who threw the brick and why? This is relevant when evaluating proposed SMC explanations, which will necessarily be proximate rather than ultimate explanations.

Astronomical Phenomena that Require Explanations

The remaining tasks are to identify some astronomical phenomena that require (proximate) explanations, and then to seek explanations for these phenomena. Proposed SMC explanations will be considered in this section, while proposed creationist explanations will be considered in the following section. Alternative explanations have been put forward within cosmological models that are neither SMC nor biblical models; these will not be discussed in this paper. To simplify the discussion, the SMC will be treated as a “package deal,” with no attempt to dissect it into its constituent parts (including the “big bang” itself, inflation, dark energy, dark matter, and the formation of stars and galaxies). In addition, the focus will be on the successes of this model; this should not be interpreted as an attempt to hide the problems and weaknesses of the SMC, which are frequently discussed elsewhere in the creationist literature (for example, Williams and Hartnett 2005).

Oscillations in the cosmic microwave background

There is a faint background of microwave radiation reaching us from all directions in the Universe: the “cosmic microwave background” (CMB). It is widely known that this exhibits emission characteristic of a black body, i.e., something in thermal equilibrium, with a characteristic temperature of 3 K (Mather et al. 1994). What is less often mentioned is that this radiation also exhibits patterns in the variation of intensity with position on the sky. This is represented by the angular power spectrum of the CMB, which is shown in Fig. 1.

The general form of the CMB angular power spectrum can readily be explained by the SMC, and in fact was successfully predicted many years before it was observed (Peebles and Yu 1970). The proposed explanation is that the matter and radiation in the early universe behaved as a fluid in thermal equilibrium, in which the particles interacted through pressure as well as through gravity. Fluctuations in the density of this fluid would have travelled through the fluid as acoustic oscillations (sound waves). Just as a note played on a musical instrument has a fundamental harmonic and a sequence of harmonic overtones, so in this cosmic fluid, oscillations would have had a fundamental wavelength and a series of shorter-wavelength overtones. When the universe became transparent (with the radiation “decoupling” from the matter), the radiation would have retained this imprint of the oscillations. This would have shown up in the CMB as a series of peaks in the angular power spectrum, with a high peak at the fundamental oscillation scale, and a series of smaller peaks on smaller scales.

Detailed features in the clustering of galaxies

Galaxies cluster together. It is found that the clustering is stronger on smaller physical scales and weaker on larger physical scales. This transition from strong to weak clustering is smooth, apart from a few small oscillations, which were discovered in 2005 by teams working on two independent surveys of galaxy redshifts (Cole et al. 2005; Eisenstein et al. 2005).
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Fig. 1. The temperature angular power spectrum from the CMB, as measured by WMAP (after Dunkley et al. 2009). Angular scale is decreasing towards the right, with the highest peak corresponding to an angular scale of approximately 1°. The power spectrum shows that the greatest variation in CMB temperature happens on angular scales of a degree, with signiﬁcant variation on scales of half a degree or a third of a degree. In the ﬁgure, the faint points show the individual data points, the darker points with error bars show the binned data, and the curve is a model ﬁt to the data, where the model contains six parameters, which are tuned to produce the best ﬁt to the data.

The SMC explanation for these oscillations is as follows. The ripples in the density of the cosmic fluid, seen in the CMB angular power spectrum (fig. 1), would persist to later cosmic epochs, leaving a slight imprint in how galaxies cluster. The best-fitting model for this, along with the observed data, is shown in Fig. 2. As with the CMB acoustic oscillations, this effect (known as the “baryon acoustic oscillations,” or BAOs) was predicted many years before it was observed (Peebles and Yu 1970).

The large-scale structure of the universe

Galaxies are observed to cluster together, forming a vast cosmic web with clusters, filaments, and voids. This is shown in the top and left panels of Fig. 3.
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Fig. 2. Fluctuations in the power spectrum of galaxies, which quantiﬁes the strength of galaxy clustering on different scales. The overall (smooth) power spectrum has been subtracted to show the oscillations (after Dunkley et al. 2009). The points with error bars are the measured values, and the lines are the direct predictions of the model fit in Fig. 1.

Within the SMC, this is explained as the outworking of the laws of gravity on small inhomogeneities in the density of matter over long periods of time. Computer simulations have been performed to test this. Particles of matter are placed randomly in a cube, with clustering properties consistent with the observed angular power spectrum of the CMB. These are then allowed to move under the influence of gravity. Images from one of these simulations are shown in the bottom and right panels of Fig. 3.
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Fig. 3. Large-scale structure of the universe, in observations and simulations (after Springel, Frenk, and White 2006). The top and left panels show the observed positions of galaxies for three galaxy redshift surveys. The bottom and right panels show equivalently-sized segments from the Millennium Simulation, chosen to demonstrate that the same kind of structures are found in both observations and the simulation.

Galaxy properties and environment

Large galaxies can be classified according to their color and according to their morphology, with most being either red elliptical galaxies or blue spiral galaxies. In the nearby Universe, both color and morphology have been observed to exhibit strong trends based on the environment, with a greater fraction of elliptical galaxies and a greater fraction of red galaxies in higher-density regions (Bamford et al. 2009).

The SMC explanation for these observations is that these patterns reflect the dependence of galaxy formation on environment. For the dependence of color on environment, blue colors are taken to signify recent or current star formation, since the light from young stellar populations would be dominated by luminous high-mass stars with high surface temperatures. Star and galaxy formation would occur more rapidly in high-density environments, so galaxies in these regions would have finished forming stars several billion years ago. This means that galaxies in high-density environments would contain only old stars, and would be expected to be red in color. For the dependence of morphology on environment, galaxy–galaxy interactions would be more commonplace where the density of galaxies is higher, and interactions between galaxies would be expected to make the galaxies more elliptical in morphology, while also removing the gas reservoirs from the outer regions of the galaxies, thus preventing further disc and spiral formation from infalling matter.

Interacting galaxies
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Fig. 4. Images of interacting galaxies taken by the Hubble Space Telescope.

Many galaxies are seen in close proximity, apparently interacting with each other, with greatly disturbed and entangled morphologies. Examples are shown in Fig. 4.

The SMC explanation for this is that the galaxies are indeed interacting, and in many cases are merging together into one larger galaxy. This would be expected, assuming galaxies interact through gravity, and assuming they do so over sufficiently long periods of time (many millions of years).

Structure of galaxies

Spiral galaxies are observed to have complex structures, with a disc, a stellar bulge, a stellar halo, and with different kinds of stellar populations found in these different components (Freeman and Bland-Hawthorn 2002).

The SMC explanation for this is that these features reflect the long process of galaxy formation and evolution. For example, star formation would occur predominantly in the disc of a galaxy, where the gas and dust reside, and the observable signatures of this would include (1) the presence of dust and gas in the disc, (2) bluer stars, and (3) higher-metallicity stars (that is, more heavy elements), compared with the rest of the galaxy. These signatures are all seen in the Milky Way Galaxy (Freeman and Bland-Hawthorn 2002).

Streams of stars in the Milky Way Galaxy

In mapping the positions of stars in the Milky Way Galaxy, astronomers have identified various distinct streams of stars, spanning large distances. An image showing some of these streams is shown in Fig. 5.

The SMC explanation for this is that the Milky Way Galaxy (as any large galaxy) has “swallowed” many smaller galaxies during its lifetime. The remains of some of these smaller galaxies would still be observable as distinct streams of stars in the Galaxy.

Clusters of stars

The Hertzsprung–Russell (H–R) diagram for a population of stars shows the surface temperature of the stars compared with their luminosity. For clusters of stars, either open clusters or globular clusters, the location of the stars on the H–R diagram forms a characteristic shape, with most stars lying on a “main sequence” and with a clear “turnoff” from the main sequence at a certain point. This is shown in Fig. 6.

The SMC explanation for this is that stars would form together in clusters, and that a population of stars that formed at the same time would display a clear turnoff point in its H–R diagram, with the position of the turnoff depending on the age of the population (Faulkner and DeYoung 1991; Kraus and Chaboyer 2003). Thus globular clusters would be considerably older than open clusters, having turnoff points further down the main sequence.

One other feature of globular clusters worth highlighting is the presence of “blue stragglers”: stars with anomalously blue colors, suggesting an age much younger than the apparent age of the cluster. This presents a challenge to the standard interpretation of globular cluster ages. However, their existence can tentatively be explained within the context of the SMC. As noted by Bernitt (2002), “By far the most preferred explanations today are ones that increase the mass of a star long after the cluster originally formed. In this way, the star can be old and blue at the same time.”
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Fig. 5. Streams of stars in the Milky Way Galaxy (after Belokurov et al. 2006 a, b).

Seeking Creationist Explanations For These Phenomena

We have seen so far that there are many patterns and trends in the universe that beckon some kind of explanation, and that many of these appear to have plausible explanations within the SMC. However, even if plausible explanations exist, these explanations are not necessarily the only plausible explanations, or the best, so we now turn to seek alternative explanations for these phenomena, from a creationist perspective.

Special creation

The idea of special creation, most simply understood, is that the Universe we see is the universe God created ex nihilo on Day 4, and that it has not changed significantly since that time. This could be used to accommodate all of the phenomena mentioned in the previous section: God simply made the universe that way.
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Fig. 6. An observed H–R diagram (color–magnitude diagram) for a typical globular cluster (after Kraus and Chaboyer 2003). The surface color corresponds to the surface temperature, with blue (hot) to the left and red (cool) to the right. The “Visible luminosity,” more commonly the “magnitude,” is an astronomer’s measure of brightness, with increasing magnitude corresponding to decreasing brightness.

However, this idea does not actually explain any of those phenomena, in the way explanations were described earlier. Moreover, the idea of special creation does not explain why the SMC has had so many successes.

Two specific forms of this idea of special creation are the creation of light in transit (DeYoung 2010; Whitcomb and Morris 1969, p. 369) and a model using an alternative convention for synchronizing clocks (Lisle 2010; Newton 2001), under both of which the universe we see is the universe essentially as it was when God created it 6,000–10,000 years ago.

Functioning creation

When Adam was created, he would have been a fully functioning human being. But this would require him to have some “apparent age,” since he would have been a “fully-grown” man. It has been suggested that the universe is similar, displaying “apparent age” in order to function properly.

This in turn begs the question of what the function of the universe is. For this we need to turn to Scripture. One purpose of the heavenly bodies is “to give light on the earth” (Genesis 1:17*); another is to “declare the glory of God” (Psalm 19:1). This suggests, among other things, that a functioning cosmos should have a certain size, grandeur, and stability.

However, it is difficult to see why the universe should need to have any of the specific properties described above in order to function in this way. For example, why does the universe need to contain interacting galaxies in order to function? Answers to such questions may be revealed after further investigation, but on the basis of our current understanding there is little reason to believe this approach could explain all of the phenomena above.

In response to this, it could be argued that the universe ought to be arranged so that God’s hand is not immediately apparent, noting that God is “a God who hides himself” (Isaiah 45:15) and “catches the wise in their craftiness” (Job 5:13; 1 Corinthians 3:19). Thus God could have specially created a universe that displayed properties consistent with a naturalistic origin, such as that proposed in the “big bang.” However, this is similar to the suggestion by Philip Gosse (1857) that the fossil record was specially created by God in the creation week, and raises the same theological questions about whether God would create something with such an apparent, but false, history.

Faster speed of light

It has been suggested that the speed of light was much greater in the past, and that a greater speed of light would enable us to see distant galaxies in a young universe (Norman and Setterfield 1987). While this could conceivably explain some of the phenomena above, such as certain properties of stars, there are some phenomena that depend clearly on the speed of matter, rather than the speed of light, such as interacting galaxies (Taylor 2005). In order to accommodate this, a varying speed of light would need to be coupled with additional components, such as processes taking place on very small physical scales prior to a rapid expansion of the universe (Setterfield 2006).

Time dilation

The idea that time may have run at different rates in different places in the universe (“time dilation”) is a central feature of some recent creationist cosmological models (Hartnett 2007; Humphreys 1994, 1998, 2007, 2008). This is used to solve the distant starlight problem, and further investigation into these models may conceivably lead to explanations for some of the phenomena described above. For example, many of the observations relating to galaxies and their stellar populations could be explained by a model that has billions of years passing within those galaxies before the light that we see was emitted.

However, difficulties occur when considering the Milky Way Galaxy. One can simplistically imagine that billions of years may have passed in the “distant universe,” while only thousands of years have passed in the “nearby universe,” but where is the transition between the “distant universe” and the “nearby universe”? For example, if the “nearby universe” includes the Milky Way Galaxy, then how can we see starlight from the other side of the Galaxy (tens of thousands of light years away)? Or if the “nearby universe” is not much larger than our Solar System, then what happened to the Solar System during the evolution of the rest of the Galaxy? Any transition scale between these two scales would presumably lead to large distortions in the Milky Way Galaxy, which are not observed. We are led to consider the earth or the Solar System suspended (supernaturally?) in a time dilation “bubble,” orbiting the Milky Way Galaxy for several billion years, before being released from this state presumably during the Creation Week. This is not something that has yet been addressed within creationist models of time dilation.

Old creation

The possibility that the universe might be genuinely old is not one that has received much consideration from within the creationist community. There is no logical contradiction between an old age for the universe and many core elements of creationism, such as a recent supernatural origin for life in the past few thousand years, the goodness of the original creation, death as a consequence of the Fall, and a recent global catastrophic Flood, which led to the formation of much or all of the fossil record. Attempts have been made to formulate such a “young biosphere, old universe” position (Gray 2009), but the biblical and theological consequences need careful assessment, and so far such attempts have tended to result in unusual and unnatural interpretations of Scripture (DeRemer 2005).

New models

A plausible young-universe explanation for the cosmological data may be something that will come at a future date. We learn from the history of science that many seemingly insurmountable problems have been solved by means of novel and creative ways of thinking. It may be that a creationist understanding of the cosmos will prove to be another example.

Conclusion

What is the current state of creationist cosmology? The brief survey in this paper would suggest that much work still needs to be done. Indeed, beyond the distant starlight issue, very little has been done to explain the many patterns and trends that have been identified through observations of the universe beyond our solar system. In contrast, while it does not supply an ultimate explanation, the SMC does apparently provide plausible proximate explanations for all of the phenomena discussed above.

The implications of this need careful consideration. It should be noted that a model’s ability to explain the observations can be misleading; for example, a model for the non-miraculous origin of the wine at Cana might be better than the true, supernatural, model at explaining the details of the chemical composition of the wine served at the wedding feast. But explanatory power is generally a good indicator that a model contains elements of the truth. The explanatory power of the SMC is itself something that beckons an explanation.

This has been a brief and selective sketch of some of the issues, but I hope future research will continue along these lines, seeking to find a cosmological model that is both faithful to Scripture and that has high explanatory power.
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遥远的星光：宇宙创造论下一步
由詹姆斯·厄普顿，英国，英国，独立研究员
一月26，2011

摘要
如何遥远的星光，可以看到一个年轻的宇宙的问题已收到在创世的研究备受关注。但创世的宇宙模型需要很多其他解释除了通过跨越广阔的距离。大型和小型的宇宙尺度上是一个多元化的趋势，模式和招手某种解释的现象。其中有许多是可以理解的振振有词标准的“大爆炸”宇宙学的框架内。但几次尝试已融入了一个年轻的宇宙模型。测量天文证据后，我将讨论各种途径，神创论的宇宙观可以盈利的追求，在面对这一挑战。
关键词：宇宙学，星系，年轻的宇宙中，遥远的星光
介绍
我们怎样才能看到几十亿光年远的星系，如果宇宙是只有几千岁？亚当或如何能看到几光年远的恒星，当宇宙只有几天？这些人来问时，考虑到年轻时代的创作立场，创世作家们非常重视他们的明显的问题。
一个年轻的宇宙的倡导者们不得不寻求创造性的解决方案，这个遥远的星光问题。例如，光线是在运输途中创建（例如，DeYoung 2010），以光的速度可能在过去大得多（诺曼和Setterfield 1987），爱因斯坦的一般相对论与适当的边界条件（堪1994，1998年，2007年，2008年），或适当扩展（哈奈特2007）可容纳一个年轻的宇宙，问题本身假定同步时钟（莱尔2010;牛顿2001）任意选择一个公约。
这种轻旅行时间问题的焦点，可以给人留下的印象，一旦这个问题已经解决了，很少有，如果有的话，年轻宇宙的宇宙模型的剩余的重大挑战。然而，这并非如此，即使是假设那遥远的星光问题已经解决，还有更多的是一个年轻的宇宙的宇宙模型将需要解释。
本文的目的是创世宇宙模型的下一个步骤，考虑超越遥远的星光的问题。福克纳和DeYoung（1991）和福克纳（1993，1998），认为创世天文模型，需要认真解决的恒星演化的主题工作的基础上。
经过一番讨论在以下部分，它意味着一个模型来解释的东西，下一节包含了各种天文证据的调查，随着他们提出的“大爆炸”宇宙框架（以下简称“标准模型”内的解释宇宙学;以下简称SMC）。概述一些的宇宙观建议创世模型，这些模型可以解释什么是宇宙中看到如何评价，这是其次。最后，我总结讨论创世宇宙学的当前状态的影响。
解释是什么？
下面的任务将是为观测天文现象的解释：这些趋势和相关性，超出了单纯的机会出现。但在尝试此之前，它重要的是要清除一个合法的解释，将需要满足的条件。 E和由D.解释有不同的标准，可以提到，但只有一个会直接有关本文的现象（数据），我们将表示​​建议的解释。
要求如下：为E是对D的解释，它必须是这样的D必然从E，这是一个科学解释的覆盖律模型（亨普尔和奥本海姆1948）的特点。因此，如果D是观察一个特定的发光的电灯泡产生的热量，然后将解释为D是E：“只要有电流通过电阻时，一些电能转化为热能，这个特殊的发光的电灯泡包含电阻器，携带电流。“在这种情况下，D是E的一个合乎逻辑的结果，所以ê资格解释为D。
必须注意三点。
首先，它的解释是一个更强的一致性或住宿条件。例如，陈述，电子邮件：“上帝创造了星系和神爱的各种”可以轻松容纳观察，丁：“大多数大型星系或者螺旋形态或椭圆形形态”的发言，并观察是完全一致的。但是，在这个例子中，丁不遵循逻辑或必然从E，所以E不限定为D.解释，以另一种方式表达，解释é必须足以回答这个问题，“为什么我们观察宁愿三维？“这是直观的，我们会期望从一个解释。但是，在这种情况下，E将不足以回答这个问题，因为E是同样不-D（假）语句说：“大多数大型星系有既不是螺旋也不是椭圆形的形态一致的。”
其次，它应当指出，可以有，往往有多个合理的解释的特殊现象。因此，寻找一个合理的解释，E并不能证明E是正确的解释。
第三，它应该也可以指出，有不同层次的解释。在最高水平，我们可能会寻求最终解释的东西，例如，为什么的东西，而不是什么都不存在。一个纯粹自然的宇宙模型不能满足这一点，而一个创世模型提供了这样一个最终的解释。然而，较低级别的，近因的解释也值。例如，一个捣烂的窗口近因的解释可能是，它是由一块砖头击中。这是一个可以接受的解释，即使一些更高层次的问题引出的答案：谁扔的砖头，为什么呢？这是有关进行评估时，建议校董会解释，这将必然是近因，而不是最终的解释。
需要说明的天文现象
剩下的任务是，以确定一些需要（近因）解释的天文现象，然后寻求这些现象的解释。在本节中，将被视为建议校董会解释，同时建议创世的解释将在以下部分考虑。提出不同的解释已经在宇宙模型，既不是SMC的，也没有圣经的模型;这些将不会在本文中讨论。为了简化讨论，SMC将被视为一个“一揽子协议”，没有试图成为其组成部分（包括“大爆炸”本身，通货膨胀，暗能量，暗物质，恒星的形成和解剖星系）。此外，重点将是对这种模式的成功，这不应该被解释为企图掩盖的问题和薄弱环节的SMC，这是经常讨论的其他地方（例如2005年，威廉姆斯和哈奈特）在创世文学。
宇宙微波背景振荡
有淡淡的微波辐射背景，达到我们从宇宙中所有指示：“宇宙微波背景辐射”（中巴）。众所周知，一个黑色的机身，展品排放特点，即，在热平衡的东西，与特征温度3度（奥美等1994）。我们经常提到的是，这种辐射在天空中的位置与强度的变化也表现出模式。这是代表中巴角功率谱，这是在图中。 1。
由校董会的中巴角功率谱的一般形式可以很容易地解释，其实成功地预测了许多年才发现（皮布尔斯和1970羽）。拟议的解释是，在早期宇宙中的物质和辐射的热平衡，表现为流体通过压力，以及通过重力相互作用的粒子。在这种液体的密度波动会走遍流体声波振动（声波）。正如演奏乐器的一份具有基波谐波泛音序列，在这个宇宙的流体，振荡将有一个基本的波长和波长较短的色彩系列。当宇宙变得透明（辐射“脱钩”的问题），辐射会保留这种振荡的印记。这表明了一系列角功率谱峰的中巴，在高基本振荡规模的高峰，以及一系列的小尺度上的小峰。
聚类在星系的详细功能
星系团。据发现，聚类是较小的物理尺度和更大的物理尺度上较弱。这从强到弱集群的过渡是平滑的，除了一些小的振荡，其中在2005年发现的两个星系红移的独立调查工作小组（Cole等2005;爱森斯坦等2005）。
图1。温度从中巴角功率谱，WMAP的测量（，后Dunkley等人，2009年）。角的规模，是朝着正确的降低，与相应的约1°角的规模最高峰。功率谱显示，一半学位或学位的三分之一规模显着变化，中巴温度，最大的变化发生在一个度的角尺度。在图中，淡淡的点显示单个数据点，暗点误差棒的分级数据显示，曲线是合适的数据模型，模型包含六个参数，这是调整，以生产最适合到的数据。
这些振荡的SMC解释如下。在宇宙流体看到，在中巴角功率谱（图1）密度的涟漪，会坚持到后来的宇宙时代，有轻微的印记留在星系团。随着观测数据，为最佳拟合模型如图。 2。至于中巴声振荡，这种效应被称为“重子声学振荡”或BAOS预测多年之前，它被发现（皮布尔斯和1970羽）。
宇宙大尺度结构
观察到星系聚集在一起，形成了一个庞大的集群，细丝，和空洞的宇宙网络。这是显示在图的顶部和左侧面板。 3。
图2。在星系的功率谱，量化不同尺度上的星系群集的力量波动。减去已整体（光滑）的功率谱显示振荡（，后Dunkley等人，2009年）。误差棒点的测量值，并线是直接预测模型拟合图。 1。
在校董会，这被解释为外包工的重力物质的密度小了很长一段时间的不均匀性法律。已进行计算机模拟测试。物质粒子是随机放置在一个立方体，中巴与观测角功率谱的聚类性能一致。然后这些重力的影响下，允许移动。从这些模拟的图像显示在图的底部和右侧面板。 3。
图3。宇宙的大尺度结构的观测和模拟，（，后Springel，弗伦克，2006年和白色）。顶部和左侧面板为3个星系的红移调查显示星系的观测位置。底部和右侧面板显示等价大小的段，从千年仿真，选择演示观测和模拟发现，在同类结构。
星系的性质和环境
可分为大型星系根据它们的颜色，并根据其形态，多数是红色的椭圆星系或蓝色的螺旋星系。颜色和形态都在附近的宇宙中，已观察到一个更大的椭圆星系的分数和更大的红色星系的分数展示基于对环境的强烈趋势，在高密度地区（福德等2009）。
这些意见的SMC的解释是，这些模式反映了星系形成的对环境的依赖。蓝三色的颜色对环境的依赖，意味着近期或当前的恒星形成，因为从年轻的恒星群，将明亮的大质量星表面温度过高为主。星和星系的形成更迅速地将发生在高密度环境中，因此在这些地区的星系形成恒星，将已完成几十亿年前。这意味着，在高密度环境中的星系将只包含老明星，预计将是红色。星系星系的相互作用的形态对环境的依赖，将是更加普遍的星系密度较高的地方，和星系之间的相互作用，将有望使形态椭圆星系，同时也从外地区的油气藏星系，从而防止进一步光盘和螺旋地层下陷问题。
相互作用星系
图4。由哈勃太空望远镜拍摄的星系相互作用的图像。
许多星系被认为在靠近，深感不安，纠缠的形态，显然是相互交融。图所示的例子。 4。
校董会解释这是星系确实相互作用，并在许多情况下，合并成一个较大的星系。这将可以预期，假设星系通过重力相互作用，并假设他们做了足够长的时间内（数百万年）。
星系结构
螺旋星系观察到具有复杂的结构，光盘，恒星的隆起，恒星晕，在这些不同的组件（弗里曼和布兰德，山楂2002）发现不同类型的恒星群。
这个SMC的解释是，这些特征反映了星系形成和演化的漫长的过程。例如，恒星形成主要发生在一个星系的光盘，其中的气体和尘埃驻留，这个观察到的签名将包括：（1）在光盘上的灰尘和气体的存在，（2）蓝星星， （3）金属丰度较高的明星（即，更重的元素），而其余的星系。这些签名都在银河系（弗里曼和布兰德，山楂2002年）。
在银河系的恒星流
在绘制银河系中恒星的位置，天文学家已经确定了各种不同的流星，跨度大的距离。图像显示这些流图所示。 5。
这个SMC的解释是，银河系的任何大型星系“吞噬”在其一生中的许多较小的星系。这些小星系的遗迹仍然可以观察到不同的恒星流在银河。
集群星
Hertzs​​prung - 罗素（H）人口星图星相比，其亮度的表面温度。对于集群的明星，无论是疏散星团或球状星团，星的H-R图上的位置形成了特有的形状，与大多数恒星躺在“主序”，带有明显的“倒胃口”的主序某一个点。这是显示在图。 6。
校董会解释这是恒星会形成集群，人口在同一时间形成的恒星将显示在其H-R图清晰倒胃口点倒胃口的位置，这取决于年龄人口（福克纳和DeYoung 1991，克劳斯和Chaboyer的2003）。因此，球状星团，将是比疏散星团年龄较大，有进一步下降的主要序列倒胃口点。
一个值得重视的球状星团的另一个特点是，“蓝色散兵游勇”的存在：异常蓝三色的明星，暗示年龄较明显的集群年龄年轻许多。这球状星团的年龄标准的解释提出了挑战。然而，他们的存在可以暂定在校董会的背景下加以解释。正如由Bernitt（2002），指出“迄今为止最喜欢的解释，今天是那些长后最初形成的集群增加一颗星的质量。这种方式，明星可以在同一时间和蓝色的老。“
图5。在银河系中的恒星流（2006年后Belokurov等。A，B）。
这些现象寻求创造论的解释
到目前为止，我们已经看到有许多宇宙中的模式和趋势，召唤着某种解释，许多这些校董会内有合理的解释。然而，即使存在合理的解释，这些解释并不一定是唯一合理的解释，或者是最好的，所以我们现在转而寻求替代从创造论的角度来看，这些现象的解释。
特别创作
特别创作的想法，最简单的理解，就是我们看到的宇宙是上帝创造了第4天无中生有的宇宙，它并没有显着改变，因为当时。这可以用来容纳所有在上一节中提到的现象：上帝只是宇宙的方式。
图6。一个典型的球状星团的一个观察到的H-R图（颜色 - 星等图）（后Kraus和Chaboyer 2003）。表面颜色对应的表面温度，与蓝（热），左红（冷）的权利。 “看得见的亮度”，俗称“大小”，是一个天文学家的亮度措施，增加的幅度相应降低亮度。
然而，这一想法并不实际地解释这些现象，在解释了前面所述的方式。此外，特别创作的想法并没有解释的SMC为什么有这么多的成功。
这种特殊的创作理念的具体形式是在传输过程中创造的光（DeYoung 2010年。惠特科姆和P级369 1969年，莫里斯）和模型同步时钟（莱尔2010;牛顿2001）使用替代公约，根据双方的我们看到的是宇宙的本质，因为它是上帝创造6000-10000年前的宇宙。
运作创造
当亚当被创造了，他本来完全正常的人类。但是这需要他有一些“明显的年龄”，因为他会一直“完全成熟”的人。有人曾建议，宇宙是相似的，才能正常显示“表观年龄”。
反过来，这不禁让人对宇宙的功能是什么问题。为此，我们需要把圣经。天体的目的之一是“给地球上的光”（创世记1点17分），另一种是“述说神的荣耀”（诗篇19:1）。这表明，除其他事项外，一个正常运作的宇宙应该有一定的规模，雄伟，与稳定。
然而，这是很难看到宇宙为什么需要有任何以上所述的特定属性，以这种方式运作。例如，为什么宇宙要包含相互作用的星系才能正常吗？进一步调查后，可能会发现这些问题的答案，但我们目前了解的基础上，没有理由相信这种方法可以解释上述现象。
对此，可以认为宇宙应该被安排，所以，上帝之手是不会立即显现，上帝是“隐藏自己”（以赛亚书45:15）和“上帝捕捉他们的诡计明智“（5时13作业;哥林多前书3时19分）。因此，上帝特意创造了一个宇宙与自然主义的起源，如建议，显示属性一致的“大爆炸。”不过，这是由菲利普·高斯（1857）的建议类似的化石记录，专门设立上帝在创造周，并提出了关于上帝是否会创造这样一个明显的东西相同的神学问题，但虚假的，历史。
光的速度更快
有人曾建议，以光的速度是在过去大很多，更多的光的速度，使我们看到了一个年轻的宇宙遥远星系（诺曼和Setterfield 1987）。虽然这可能令人信服地解释上述现象的一些恒星的某些特性，如，有一些依赖于物质的速度，而不是光的速度，如相互作用的星系（泰勒2005），清楚的现象。为了适应这种情况，不同的光的速度，将需要额外的元件，如以非常小的物理尺度上发生之前，宇宙的迅速膨胀（Setterfield 2006）的进程，再加上。
时间膨胀
时间可能以不同的速率运行在不同的地方在宇宙（“时间膨胀”）的想法是，最近的一些创世的宇宙模型的核心功能（哈奈特2007年堪1994，1998年，2007年，2008年）。这是用来解决遥远的星光的问题，可以想象到这些模型进一步调查可能会导致上述现象的解释。例如，许多意见有关星系和恒星的人口拥有数十亿年前，我们看到被发出的光通过这些星系内的一个模型，可以解释。
但是，考虑银河系时发生困难。人们可以简单地想象“遥远的宇宙中，可能已经通过数十亿年”，而只有成千上万年已通过了“在附近的宇宙”，但如果是“遥远的宇宙”和“附近的宇宙”之间的过渡？例如，如果“附近的宇宙”，包括银河系，那么如何我们可以看到，从银河的另一边（几万光年）星光？或“附近的宇宙”如果不是比我们的太阳系大，然后发生了什么太阳系中其余银河演化？这两个尺度之间的任何过渡的规模大概会导致大的扭曲，在银河系中，这是不遵守。导致我们考虑在一个时间膨胀土或暂停的太阳能系统（超自然）“泡沫”，从这种状态下被释放大概是在创作周前，绕银河系几十亿年。这不是创世时间膨胀模型内尚未解决的。
旧创作
是不是一个已收到多考虑在创世社会的可能性，宇宙可能是真正的老。旧宇宙的年龄和神创论的许多核心要素，如最近的超自然起源于生活在过去的几千年，独创的善良，作为秋季后果死亡之间不存在逻辑上的矛盾，最近全球的特大洪水，从而导致形成许多或所有的化石记录。曾尝试制定这样一个“年轻的生物圈保护区，旧宇宙”位置（灰色2009），但圣经和神学的后果需要仔细评估，到目前为止，这样的尝试往往导致不寻常的和非自然的解释圣经（DeRemer 2005 ）。
新车型
一个似是而非的年轻宇宙的解释宇宙的数据可能会在未来某一日期。从科学史的新颖性和创造性的思维方式，许多看似难以解决的问题已解决，我们学习。这可能是一个宇宙创世的理解，将被证明是另一个例子。
结论
创世宇宙学的当前状态是什么？本文简短的调查表明，仍有许多工作需要做。事实上，除了遥远的星光问题，很少已做解释已确定通过我们的太阳系以外的宇宙观测的许多模式和趋势。相比之下，虽然它没有提供一个最终的解释，SMC不显然上面讨论的所有现象提供合理的近因的解释。
这所带来的影响，需要慎重考虑。它应该被注意到，模特的解释观测能力可以是具误导性;例如，的酒非的奇迹在迦南起源的模式可能是解释的化学成分的细节的真实，超自然的，模型酒曾在婚宴。但解释力通常是一个很好的指标，模型中包含的真理的元素。校董会的解释力，本身就是东西招手解释。
这一直是简短和有选择性的草图的一些问题，但我希望未来的研究将继续沿着这些路线，寻求找到一个宇宙模型，既忠实于圣经，具有很高的解释力。
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What about Cosmology?

1. Historically, how have people understood the history of the universe?

2. Is the big bang model we know today the same model that was trusted in the past? Explain.

3. How much change can a scientific model accommodate and still be a valuable tool?

4. How should the Bible come into play when examining scientific theories and models?

关于宇宙学什么？
1。从历史上看，人们如何理解宇宙的历史？
2。大爆炸模型，我们知道今天相同的模式，在过去的信任吗？解释。
3。多大的变化，可以容纳一个科学模型，仍然是一个有价值的工具？
4。 “圣经”应如何发挥作用时，研究科学的理论和模型？
Chapter 5: The Origin of Life

by Roger Patterson

March 22, 2007
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Research on the origin of life seems to be unique in that the conclusion has already been authoritatively accepted . . . . What remains to be done is to find the scenarios which describe the detailed mechanisms and processes by which this happened. One must conclude that, contrary to the established and current wisdom, a scenario describing the genesis of life on earth by chance and natural causes which can be accepted on the basis of fact and not faith has not yet been written.

–Yockey, H.P., A calculation of the probability of spontaneous biogenesis
by information theory, Journal of Theoretical Biology 67:377–398, 1977

What You Will Learn

The naturalistic philosophy of modern science has created a dilemma for evolution. No known laws of nature allow complex, living, information-containing systems to develop from the random interactions of matter. Yet, this is what is required in order for life to have evolved in the universe. Creationists accept that life appeared on earth as a direct creative act of God. The design and information that we see in all living things is a result of an intelligence—not random occurrences. Many biologists try to separate the origin of life (sometimes called chemical evolution) and the universe from discussions of biology. These scientists recognize the challenge presented by chemical evolution, but their commitment to naturalism leaves them no other choice. Many different models are used to explain how life can come from nonliving matter, but all of these models, including the famous Miller-Urey experiment, fail to account for the many chemical and biological barriers to spontaneously forming life.

In the face of the challenges to chemical evolution, one of the codiscoverers of DNA has proposed that life was actually “seeded” by some alien intelligence. This does not solve the problem but only pushes the origin of life problem to another place. It also takes the issue out of the scope of science—such a hypothesis cannot be tested, it must be accepted on faith. The failure of science to demonstrate how, where, when, or why life was naturally formed makes the acceptance of chemical evolution a matter of faith. Other attempts to explain how life formed are riddled with “maybe” and “possibly.” It requires more faith to believe that the universe and all of the living things on earth came from a big bang than it does to accept that the design we see must have had a Designer. God has revealed how life began on earth—He spoke it into existence.

What Your Textbook Says about the Origin of Life

	Evolutionary Concept
	Glencoe
	PH-Campbell
	PH-Miller
	Holt
	Articles

	The earth formed 4.6 billion years ago, and life first appeared about 3.9 billion years ago.
	369
	356
	424
	252
	5:1, 5:5

	Chemicals present on the early earth assembled themselves to form cells. The scientific method can help us understand how this happened.
	368, 381, 383
	356–357, T357, 359, 366
	386, 423– 424 , T423
	34, 252– 253, 256
	3:2, 5:1, 5:2, 5:3, 5:5, 5:6

	The properties of water and the characteristics of earth are ideal for life. Other planets in the universe may have evolved life as well.
	—
	81–87
	—
	31, 254, T255, T415
	3:2, 5:4

	Cell Theory: All cells come from preexisting cells.
	172, 203
	110, 180
	13–14, 170
	55
	5:1, 5:6

	The early earth had a reducing atmosphere with little or no oxygen. Oxygen became abundant as photosynthetic bacteria evolved.
	382–383
	357, 366
	211, 423, 426, T426
	254
	5:3, 5:5

	The Miller experiment and others demonstrate that life could have formed in the “primordial soup.”
	382, 388
	357, 359
	423–424, T424
	254, T257
	5:3, 5:5, 5:6

	Amino acids may have assembled into proteins on clay particles in shallow pools.
	383
	357
	T426
	—
	5:1, 5:2, 5:5, 5:6

	Life began with RNA that acted as enzymes and information templates.
	388
	358
	291, 293, 425
	256– 257, T256
	3:2, 5:2, 5:5

	Life on earth may have come from other planets where there is life.
	388
	T357, T361
	—
	—
	3:2, 5:4

	Precells (protocells) form when lipids are mixed with certain organic molecules.
	383
	358
	425
	256– 257
	3:2, 5:5

	Life may have originated in deep-sea thermal vents or bubbles in the ocean.
	—
	359
	—
	254– 255
	3:2, 5:5, 5:6


Note: Page numbers preceded by “T” indicate items from the teacher notes found in the margins of the Teacher’s Edition.

What We Really Know about the Origin of Life

Research on how life first arose from inanimate matter is an example of historical science at its worst. There is absolutely no way to verify any hypothesis that attempts to explain how the very first living thing came about in a purely naturalistic way. Some evolutionary biologists try to separate the origin of life issue from evolutionary biology. The problem with this is that evolutionary scientists have a commitment to naturalism—all phenomena must be explained using only natural laws. Since the appearance of life on earth is a phenomenon that occurred, it must be explained. Naturalists must follow an evolutionary chain from the organisms living today back to the beginning of the universe. For them, complex animals came from simple animals which came from simpler organisms which came from chemicals which came from stardust. If one of these pieces is missing, evolutionary thinking loses its foundation. Naturalistic scientists often talk about evolution in more than the common biological sense—chemical/ organic evolution and the evolution of the universe from the big bang often appear in biology textbooks despite attempts to separate the issues.
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DNA contains information coded in the sequence of base pairs. The information can be compared to other forms of information like Morse code. There are no known natural laws that explain how information can arise from the random interactions of matter. The origin of information cannot be explained by evolution.

What if a scientist could make a living organism by combining chemicals in a lab? It would only prove that intelligent actions can make life—not that life arose spontaneously billions of years ago. There has never been an instance where information has been shown to arise from matter. Matter can form complex patterns, such as crystals, but there is no information contained in such patterns. In order for life to continue and organisms to replicate, information must be present to pass on to offspring. The ultimate question that evolution must be able to answer is, “How did the information seen in living things arise from matter alone?” When we think of information in biology, we are mainly talking about DNA and RNA. DNA and RNA use information that is present in a code to send and receive messages that are intended to produce proteins and continue the existence of the species. We can define information as follows:

Information: an encoded, symbolically represented message conveying expected action and intended purpose.

One of the pioneering ideas in organic evolution was the “primordial soup.” According to this model, at some point in earth history, the molten earth cooled and oceans formed. As rain fell, chemicals in a hypothetical pool, warmed by the volcanic activity and energized by lightning, organized into proteins, lipids, and carbohydrates. These molecules then organized into cellular structures like proteins, DNA, and cell membranes. The problem with this scenario is that chemistry prohibits it. Proteins do not form from piles of amino acids, and DNA contains a specific code that must be copied from another strand of DNA. Proteins cannot form in water because the water breaks the bonds that hold the amino acids together—a process called hydrolysis.




Miller’s experiment demonstrates that intelligence can create some of the components of life. Most textbooks do not report the fact that Miller’s environmental conditions are not accepted any longer. Miller’s experiment produced a mixture that would have been toxic to life. The few biological chemicals that were formed had to be isolated from the watery environment, or none of them would have formed.

One of the most famous experiments done in the primordial soup model was performed by Stanley Miller. Miller’s experiment is featured in virtually every textbook as proof that life could have come from matter. The major flaws in Miller’s experiment are rarely communicated to readers, and few scientists believe the scenario is accurate. Many other models have popped up in the decades since, but none have produced any more evidence than Miller’s failed explanation.

The panspermia hypothesis suggests that aliens seeded life on earth by providing the DNA (promoted by DNA codiscoverer Francis Crick and depicted in the movie Mission to Mars), but this is a supernatural explanation and doesn’t solve the origin of life problem—where did the aliens come from?

Recently, a hypothesis involving bubbles from deep ocean vents was put forward, but the same chemistry limitations apply. One of the most recent ideas is that viruses were the first forms of life, but viruses need cells to reproduce themselves. At present, there is no consensus among evolutionary scientists as to which of these scenarios produced life from simple chemicals.

Nobody understands the origin of life. If they say they do, they are probably trying to fool you.

—Ken Nealson (University of Southern California), The search for the scum of the universe, www.space. com/scienceastronomy/astronomy/odds_of_et_ 020521-1.html

Similar to panspermia is the idea that life ought to exist on other planets in our universe. Evolutionists reason that if there are hundreds of billions of stars in our universe, at least one of those must have a planet similar to earth that could support life. If life evolved on earth, it could have evolved on other planets. Within our solar system, Jupiter’s moon Europa and Mars are the focus of study. Billions of dollars are spent looking for life on other planets and listening for signals from extraterrestrials. The fact that bacteria have been found in extreme locations on earth drives evolutionists to believe they could have evolved and perhaps live in many places in the universe.




Many ideas have been proposed to get around the chemical problems associated with the origin of life. One model suggests that bubbles allowed the compounds to become more concentrated, but there are still many physical and chemical barriers. Some scientists have recognized the impossibility of life forming on the earth and have suggested that life came from outer space— possibly from alien life forms.

Another popular idea is that some intelligent designer created the universe and used the various types of evolution to accomplish his goals. This designer has intervened in history at various points and helped out his creation from time to time. The problem with this idea is that there is no way to tell when the designer intervened, and acceptance of this designer does not mean that the God of the Bible exists. Intelligent design, as a movement, does not recognize or promote any particular god, but accepts any. This idea may very well lead people away from the true God of the Bible by allowing them to choose whatever story they want to. The idea has been rejected by evolutionary scientists and the courts.

The only true account of the origin of life on earth is found in the account of the only Eyewitness who was there. The Bible explains that the presence of life on earth is the result of supernatural actions of an omnipotent Intelligent Designer—the God of the Bible. Many complain that accepting this supernatural explanation stops anyone from pursuing knowledge about the natural world, but the presence of a logical Creator provides a reason to look for order in the universe. This point is underscored by the fact that many of the major fields of science were founded by men who believed in the Creator God of the Bible. The only aspect of science that the acceptance of creation excludes is the story of evolution.

Reference Articles

5:1 Life from life . . . or not? Demick, www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v23/i1/life.asp
Darwin did not directly mention the idea of chemical evolution, but it is a natural extension of the logic of naturalism. Thomas Huxley, known as “Darwin’s bulldog,” boldly proclaimed the ability of life to come from nonlife. The idea of life coming from nonlife, spontaneous generation, was a popular idea from the time of the Greek philosophers. Louis Pasteur had performed experiments that showed spontaneous generation was not possible; so Huxley called the idea of the origin of life “abiogenesis” and said the evolution of protoplasm from nonliving matter had happened only in the early earth and could no longer be observed. This fact seems to disqualify it from scientific study. The Bible also explains that we should not expect to see life coming from nonliving matter since God ceased His creative activity after Day 6 of creation. So, evolutionists accept that spontaneous generation happened to get life started, but it can’t happen today—a clearly fallacious argument that is necessary to support evolution.

Scientists tried to show that Pasteur’s work was wrong, but the many practical applications of the idea forced scientists to abandon the idea of spontaneous generation. The work of Rudolf Virchow helped to confirm that all cells come from preexisting cells, not chemical imbalances. Still needing a mechanism to create life from matter, Huxley and Ernst Haeckel described a group of organisms between matter and cells. They found what they were looking for (because they had decided beforehand what it would look like), but it was later shown to be a simple mixture of chemicals and seawater. As these men were looking for the origin of life, they had no idea of the complexity of even the simplest cells. Each new discovery at the genetic and molecular level just makes it all the more evident that life did not spontaneously create itself—it had a Creator.

5:2 Evolutionist criticisms of the RNA world conjecture, Cairns-Smith,www.answersingenesis.org/home/area/tools/Quotes/cairns-smith_RNA.asp
Many of the theories on the origin of life may seem a little bizarre, but they come about when evolutionists realize the impossibility of chemical evolution producing life as we know it. One such evolutionist is Graham Cairns- Smith and his theory involving clay particles in the early earth. Cairns-Smith suggests that the many detailed experiments on the plausibility of chemical evolution have only gone to show the unlikelihood of its occurrence. It is highly unlikely that complex sugars and proteins (polysaccharides and polypeptides) could form, but even more unlikely that polynucleotides like DNA and RNA could spontaneously form. Cairns-Smith lists 19 difficulties that suggest the unlikelihood of the RNA world hypothesis and shows that the origin of life by a purely naturalistic accident is highly improbable.

5:3 Can natural processes explain the origin of life? Riddle, atwww.answersingenesis.org/articles/wow/can-natural-processes-explain
This chapter from War of the Worldviews examines the orgin of life. Some evolutionists, realizing the improbability of the spontaneous generation of life, suggest that life started somewhere else in the universe and arrived on earth somehow. The problem with this idea is that it cannot be tested and it just pushes the problem from earth to another planet. Experiments conducted by Stanley Miller in the early 1950s produced some of the basic building blocks of life, but what conclusions can be drawn from the experiments? Relying on an intelligently designed procedure and apparatus, Miller succeeded in producing a few of the 20 amino acids found in living things. One of the major problems for the origin of life is the presence of oxygen. Oxygen would tend to destroy the organic compounds needed for life, but if oxygen were absent, the atmosphere would lack an ozone layer to shield the compounds from ultraviolet rays—a Catch-22 for evolutionists. Miller excluded oxygen from his experiment, though today the evidence points to the presence of oxygen in the atmosphere throughout earth’s history. Starting in water is also a problem since water tends to break the bonds of some amino acids and prevents them from forming chains. Miller isolated the products in order to avoid this destructive reaction.

Another significant problem is that the amino acids in living things, 20 of the over 2,000 types, are found in left- and right-handed forms called “enantiomers.” Miller’s experiment produced a racemic mixture (equal left- and right-handed forms) that is detrimental to life—proteins in living things contain only left-handed amino acids (with few exceptions). No natural process is known that makes only left-handed amino acids. The question now is, “Did Miller’s experiments really produce the basic building blocks of life?” Since they produced a mixture of a few amino acids, the answer is clearly “No.”

What about information? Every living cell contains a code (A-T, C-G sequence) that originates from a sender (DNA) and is passed to a receiver (RNA) that translates the meaning of the code to produce a protein that is intended to be used by the cell for various functions. If any of the pieces are missing, there is no information, and the cell cannot function properly. Evolutionary hypotheses must be able to explain the origin of this information system and provide a mechanism to increase the amount of information over time. No known natural law can provide a mechanism to accomplish this task. DNA is an amazingly efficient storage device. A one-square-inch chip of DNA could store the information in over 7 billion Bibles—millions of times better than current technology. Biblical creationists have no trouble explaining the presence of such complex information—it was created by the most intelligent Being in the universe.

Evolutionists often claim that, given enough time, evolution was certain to happen. Consider that Bradley and Thaxton calculated the formation of a 100-amino-acid protein assembling by random chance to be 4.9x10-191. It is generally accepted that any event with a probability beyond 1x10-50 is impossible, so we must conclude that evolution, requiring thousands of times this amount of complexity, is not likely to occur even if the entire universe were full of organic precursors. Naturalism and materialism can offer no realistic method for the origin of life on earth.




One of the barriers to life forming spontaneously is the occurrence of right- and lefthanded molecules. The proteins present in living things contain only left-handed amino acids. Random chemical reactions result in a mixture of both forms—a situation that is toxic to life.

5:4 Did life come from outer space? Grigg, Creation22(4):40–43, 2000

The earth seems to have all of the conditions that make life possible. The fact that life evolved so quickly after the earth supposedly cooled from its molten state leads some evolutionists to consider the idea that life originated on another planet. With the billions of stars in the universe, there has to be a planet with earth-like conditions, or so they say. Mars and Europa (a moon of Jupiter) were once thought to have the ability to support life, but the lack of evidence is causing this idea to lose popularity among evolutionists. The attempt to identify planets in distant star systems has produced some evidence, but no specific details or direct observations of planets outside our solar system.

For rocks to travel from another planet to earth carrying life, or vice versa, the rocks would have to be ejected with the force of a meteor impact, travel for extended periods of time, and be subjected to cosmic radiation. These factors make it highly unlikely that a life form could make the trip. It is remotely possible that there may be life present on nearby planets if the life was “seeded” from earth. The SETI project, which listens for intelligent signals from outer space, and the recent Mars missions have failed to introduce any evidence. Astrobiology remains a science with no data to support it.

5:5 The origin of life: a critique of current scientific models, Swee-Eng,www.answersingenesis.org/home/area/magazines/TJ/docs/tjv10n3_origin_life.pdf
This article provides an exhaustive discussion of the topics surrounding the origin of life. The discussion ranges from the presence of oxygen in the early atmosphere (despite the fact that it prohibits the formation of organic molecules) to the formation of DNA molecules and the complexity of the genetic code. Numerous evolutionary papers from scientific journals are used as evidence to support the idea that life could not have formed on earth by natural causes.




Even if scientists could successfully form life in the laboratory, it would only prove that an intelligent being can create life from matter and energy that already exist. Evolution requires that life arises by itself from matter. Claims that computer programs have demonstrated evolution are false. These programs only show that when you program a computer with a goal, it will eventually accomplish that goal.

5:6 Could monkeys type the 23rd Psalm?www.answersingenesis.org/home/area/tools/xnv2n3.asp

In 1860 a debate between Thomas Huxley and Bishop Samuel Wilberforce turned the tide in the public’s acceptance of evolution. Bishop Wilberforce had published a review of Darwin’s book of which Darwin commented, “It is uncommonly clever; it picks out with skill all the most conjectural parts, and brings forward well all the difficulties.” Bishop Wilberforce presented several scientific arguments, and Huxley suggested that, given enough time and material, six monkeys could type the 23rd Psalm simply by randomly punching the keys. It is reported that the bishop had no response, despite his training in mathematics. So what is the answer to Huxley’s argument of time and chance?

Assuming a 50-key typewriter to accommodate letters, numbers, and punctuation, the chance of typing “THE” is one in 50 x 50 x 50 (50-3), or one in 125,000. At a rate of one strike per second this would take 34.72 hours. For the phrase “THE LORD” the chance becomes 50-8 and requires 1,238,663.7 years. The entire Psalm requires 9.552 x 101016years to complete on average. The age of the universe is only 15 billion years according to evolutionists, so the probability is clearly outside of the realm of possibility. (It is possible that the event can happen at any given point in the trials, but the difference in time needed and time allowed is unreasonable.)

When considering the probability of the assembly of a DNA molecule, the same problems arise. Harold J. Morowitz, professor of biophysics at Yale, has calculated that the formation of one E. coli bacteria in the universe at 10-100,000,000,000, or one in 10 to the power of 100 billion. Sir Fred Hoyle has offered the analogy of a tornado passing through a junkyard and assembling a Boeing 747, “nonsense of a high order” in his words. Natural selection cannot be the mechanism that caused life to form from matter as it can only work on a complete living organism.
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Despite many different calculations that demonstrate the virtual impossibility of the formation of even a single piece of DNA, there are those who accept evolution as a fact of nature.

The idea of an eternal universe has been proposed to allow for enough time, but the second law of thermodynamics states that the universe would have reached “heat death” at some point in the infinite past. Alternate universes and dimensions have been suggested, but there is little evidence to support such claims.

Another major problem with the probability argument is that the chemical processes that supposedly formed life are also reversible at every step. As water is released in the formation of amino acids, the water is then available to break the bond in the reverse reaction, which is actually more favorable. Oceans are the last place amino acids would form. Huxley’s typewriters would have to include a delete key for each other key in order for the analogy to be complete. No matter how much time and matter was available or the rate of interactions of atoms, the probability remains zero for the reversible reactions involved. The many distinct interactions within living systems clearly point to the presence of a designer, the God of the Bible.

Questions to Consider

1. Since the first cells formed from compounds in the environment, how did the cells develop the information to make those compounds and then assemble them into complex structures?

2. Where did the lipids (fats) come from in the earth’s early environment?

3. How accurately can we know what the “primitive” earth’s atmosphere was like billions of years ago?

4. Is the origin of life something that science can really help us understand? Are there too many unknown aspects to consider origins a valid scientific field of study?

5. Since scientists accept that the environment used in the Miller experiment never existed, why is it still included in the textbooks as an explanation for how components of life may have formed?

6. Since scientists reject spontaneous generation happening today, why do they accept that it happened in the past?

7. Thomas Huxley argued that the 23rd Psalm could be typed by monkeys if given enough time. He considered this evidence for the possibility of evolution. Who supplied the monkeys with paper, typewriters, and a language system (how did matter originate if it created life)?

8. We know from observational science that everything that comes into existence has a cause. What caused the big bang and the presence of matter in the universe?

9. Why is the idea of panspermia (life coming from another planet) an acceptable scientific hypothesis if creation is not?

10. Isn’t the hypothesis of panspermia just as “untestable” as creation?

11. What evidence would be grounds for rejecting the origin of life from nonliving matter? If it is not falsifiable, then why is it considered scientific?

12. If scientists could form life in the laboratory from nonliving matter, wouldn’t that only prove that intelligence is required to bring life into existence?

13. Since no one has ever seen life form from nonliving matter, scientists must accept that it happened by faith. Isn’t this a religious position?

（下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。）
生命的起源
由罗杰·PattersonMarch 22日，2007

门外汉
自然发生的作者，罗杰·帕特森DNA起源的化学进化生活
关于生命起源的研究似乎是唯一的结论已被权威接受。 。 。 。仍有许多工作要做的是找到其中的详细机制和发生这种情况的过程中描述的情景。一个人必须得出这样的结论，违背既定的和当前的智慧，一个场景描述地球上生命的起源，机会和自然原因引起的，可以接受的事实依据和不信仰尚未书面。
- Yockey，惠普，一个自发合成的概率计算
信息理论，理论生物学67:377-398，1977年
您将学到的东西
现代科学的自然哲学，创造了进化的一个两难局面。没有已知的法律性质复杂，生活，含信息系统​​开发，从物质的随机相互作用。然而，这是需要的生活秩序已在宇宙演变。神创论者接受地球上生命的出现，作为一个直接的神的创造性行为。我们看到万物的设计和信息是情报不是随机发生的结果。许多生物学家试图分开生命的起源（有时也被称为化学演化）和宇宙生物学讨论。这些科学家承认的化学演化提出了挑战，但其承诺自然让他们没有其他选择。许多不同的模型来解释生命如何可以从非生命物质，但所有这些模型，其中包括著名的米勒 - 尤里试验，失败，占到许多化学和自发形成生命的生物屏障。
在化学演化的挑战面前，对DNA的共同发现者之一提出，生命竟是由一些外星智能的“种子”。这不解决问题，但只推到另一个地方生活问题的由来。它也需要科学这样一个假设不能被测试的范围问题，我们必须接受的信仰。失败的科学演示如何，何处，何时，为什么生命是自然形成，使接受化学演化的信仰问题。其他试图解释生命如何形成的，充斥着“也许”和“可能”。它需要更多的信心，相信从一个大爆炸，宇宙和地球上所有生命的东西来比它接受，我们看到的设计必须有一个设计师。上帝揭示了如何地球上的生命，他开始谈到它的存在。
什么你的教科书有关生命起源说
进化观伦科PH值：PH-坎贝尔米勒霍尔特文章
地球46亿年前形成的，人生第一次出现约3.9亿年前。 369 356 424 252 5:1，5:5

早期地球上存在化学品组装起来形成细胞。科学的方法可以帮助我们了解这是怎么发生的。 368，381，383 356-357，T357，359，366 386，423 - 424，T423 34，252 - 253，256 3:2，5:1，5:2，5:3，5:5，5： 6

水属性和土的特点是对生活的理想。其他行星在宇宙中可能已经进化以及生命。 - 81-87 - 31，254，T255，T415 3:2，5:4

细胞理论：所有细胞从已经存在的细胞。 172 203 110 180 13-14 170 55 5:1，5:6

早期地球与很少或没有氧气的还原气氛。光合细菌进化的氧气变得丰富。 382-383 357 366 211，423，426，T426 254 5:3，5:5

米勒实验和其他证明，生命可以在形成了“原始汤”。382 388 357 359 423至424，T424 254 T257 5:3，5:5，5:6

组装成蛋白质，氨基酸可能在浅水池粘土颗粒。 383 357 T426 - 5:1，5:2，5:5，5:6

生活开始了与RNA酶和信息模板行事。 388 358 291 293 425 256 - 257，T256 3时02分，5时02分，5:5

地球上的生命可能来自其他星球有生命的地方。 388 T357，T361 - 3:2，5:4

precells（protocells）形成时，脂类与某些有机分子混合。 383 358 425 256 - 257 3:2，5:5

生命可能起源于深海热通风口或海洋中的气泡。 - 359 - 254 - 255 3:2，5:5，5:6

注：前面的“T”的页码显示在教师版的边缘发现老师指出的项目。
我们真正了解生命的起源
生活无生命的物质产生的研究是一个历史科学在最坏的情况的例子。是绝对没有的方法来验证任何假设，试图解释如何来到的第一个活物在纯自然的方式有关。一些进化生物学家试图分开的生活问题，从进化生物学的起源。这个问题是进化的科学家们自然，只用自然法则来解释所有的现象，必须有一个承诺。由于地球上的生命的外观是一个现象发生，就必须加以解释。来自生物体生活在今天回到宇宙的开端，的博物必须按照进化链。对于他们来说，复杂的动物，从简单的动物，从简单的生物，化学品从星尘。如果缺少这些作品之一，进化的思想失去其基础。自然科学家们经常谈论进化比普通生物学意义上的化学/有机的演变和进化，从宇宙大爆炸，经常出现在生物学教科书中分离的问题，尽管尝试。
DNA包含的碱基对序列编码的信息。可以比较像莫尔斯电码信息的其他形式的信息。有没有已知的自然法则，解释信息如何产生随机物质相互作用。信息来源无法解释进化。
如果科学家可以使一个活的有机体，在实验室相结合的化学品吗？这只能证明，智能化的行动可以使生活不生活油然而生数十亿年前。从未有过的信息已经从物质出现的实例。物质可以形成复杂的图案，如晶体，但有没有在这种模式中的信息。为了让生活继续和复制的有机体，信息必须是目前传递给后代。最终的发展，必须能够回答的问题是，“在生活中看到的信息是如何从物质出现一个人吗？”当我们认为在生物学方面的信息，我们主要是关于DNA和RNA时。 DNA和RNA的使用信息，是目前在代码发送和接收消息的目的是制造蛋白质和继续存在的物种。我们可以定义如下信息：
信息：编码，象征性地代表的消息，传达预期的行动和预期的目的。
有机进化的开拓思路之一是“原始汤”。根据这个模型，在地球历史中的一些点，熔融的地球冷却，形成海洋。由于下雨，化学品，在一个假设的游泳池，温暖的火山活动和闪电通电，组织成蛋白质，脂肪和碳水化合物，。然后这些分子，如蛋白质，DNA和细胞膜进入细胞结构组织。在这种情况下的问题是化学，禁止它。不从成堆的氨基酸形成蛋白质和DNA包含一个特定的代码，必须从另一DNA链复制。蛋白质不能形成水，因为水打破债券持有的氨基酸称为水解的过程。
 
米勒的实验结果表明，智力可以创造一些生活的组成部分。大多数教科书不报告，米勒的环境条件不接受任何事实。米勒的实验产生了有毒的生活本来的混合物。形成生物化工必须从潮湿的环境中分离，或没有将已经形成。
在原始汤模型做了一个最有名的实验是由斯坦利·米勒。米勒的实验证明，可以从物质生活的教科书在几乎每一个特色。米勒实验中的主要缺陷是很少传达给读者，一些科学家认为该方案是准确的。许多其他车型弹出以来的几十年中，但没有产生任何超过米勒的失败解释的证据。
来自外太空假说认为接种提供的脱氧核糖核酸（DNA的共同发现者弗朗西斯·克里克和促进电影火星任务中所描述），外星人在地球上的生命，但是这是一种超自然的解释，并不能解决问题，在生命的起源外星人从哪里来？
最近，提出了一个假说，涉及从深海通风口的泡沫，但同样的化学限制。最近的想法之一是病毒生命的最初形式，但病毒需要细胞自我复制。目前，有没有这些场景，从简单的化学品的生产生活进化的科学家之间的共识。
没有人了解生命的起源。如果他们说他们这样做，他们可能试图欺骗你。
肯Nealson的（美国南加州大学），寻找宇宙的败类，www.space。 COM / scienceastronomy的/天文/ odds_of_et_ 020521-1.html

panspermia类似的想法，生活中应该存在于宇宙中的其他行星。进化论者的原因，如果有几千亿，我们的宇宙中恒星，其中至少有一人必须有一个类似地球可能支持生命的行星。如果地球上生命的进化，它可能在其他行星上进化。在我们的太阳系中，木星的卫星木卫二和火星是研究的重点。数十亿美元用于寻找其他行星上的生命，并倾听来自外星人的信号。细菌已经在地球上的极端位置，推动进化论者相信他们可以演变和可能生活在宇宙中的许多地方。
 
已经提出了许多想法，化学与生命起源有关问题得到解决。一个模型表明，气泡的化合物，以更加集中，但仍有许多物理和化学的障碍。一些科学家已经认识到不可能在地球上形成生命和建议，生活空间可能来自外星生命形式外。
另一种流行的观点是，一些聪明的设计师创造了宇宙和进化的各类以完成他的目标。这个设计师已经介入历史，在不同的点，并帮助了他的创作不时。这种想法的问题是，有没有办法告诉设计师干预时，圣经中的神的存在，并不意味着接受这个设计师。智能化设计，作为一个运动，不承认或宣传任何特定的神，但接受任何。这个想法很可能导致人们远离圣经的真神，让他们选择他们想要的任何故事。进化科学家和法院已经拒绝了这个想法。
在帐户的唯一目击者，谁在那里发现了地球上生命的起源，唯一真正的帐户。圣经解释说，地球上的生命的存在是一个无所不能的智能设计，圣经中的神的超自然的行动的结果。许多人抱怨接受这个超自然的解释，停止任何人追求自然世界的知识，但逻辑的造物主的存在提供了一个理由，为了寻找宇宙中​​。这一点强调了科学的主要领域，许多人相信在圣经中的造物主上帝的男子谁创立的事实。只有在科学方面，创建验收排除是进化的故事。
参考文章
5:1从生活中的生命。 。 。或没有？ demick，www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v23/i1/life.asp

达尔文没有直接提到的化学演化的想法，但它是一个自然的逻辑的自然延伸。托马斯·赫胥黎，被称为“达尔文的斗犬”，大胆地宣称来自非人寿保险的续航能力。从非寿险的，自发的一代，未来的生活理念是从希腊哲学家时流行的观点。路易·巴斯德曾进行的实验表明，自然发生是不可能的，所以赫胥黎称为“自然发生”生命的起源的想法，并表示发生了从非生命物质演化的原生质只有在早期的地球再也无法被观察到。这一事实似乎从科学的研究，它的资格。 “圣经”还解释说，我们不应该期望看到生命从非生命物质，因为上帝创造6日停止后他的创造性活动。所以，进化论者接受，自发生成偶然得到的生活开始，但它也不会发生今天的明显谬误的说法，是必要的，以支持演化。
科学家们试图表明，巴斯德的工作是错误的，但许多实际应用的想法，迫使科学家们放弃自然产生的想法。鲁道夫·魏尔啸的工作，帮助，以确认所有细胞从已经存在的细胞，而不是化学物质的不平衡。仍然需要一种机制，以创造从物质生活，赫胥黎和恩斯特·海克尔描述的生物体之间的物质和细胞组。他们发现，他们在寻找什么（因为他们已经决定它看起来像事先什么），但后来被证明是一个简单的化学品和海水混合物。由于这些人寻找生命的起源，他们没有思想的复杂性，即使是最简单的细胞。在遗传和分子水平上的每一个新发现的只是使它更加明显，生活没有自发创建本身，它有一个造物主。
5时02分进化论批评凯恩斯 - 史密斯，www.answersingenesis.org /家庭/地区/工具/行情/凯恩斯smith_RNA.asp的RNA世界的猜想，
许多关于生命起源的理论，似乎有点匪夷所思，但他们来时的进化论者实现化工生产生活，因为我们知道它的演变不可能​​。这样一个进化论者是格雷厄姆凯恩斯 - 史密斯和他的理论涉及粘土颗粒在地球早期。凯恩斯 - 史密斯认为化学演化的合理性上的许多详细的实验，以显示其发生的可能性不大了。这是极不可能的，可以形成复杂的糖类和蛋白质（多糖和多肽），但更不可能像DNA和RNA的核苷酸可以自发形成。凯恩斯 - 史密斯列出了19个困难，建议由一个纯粹的自然事故，生命的起源是极不可能的“RNA世界假说和表演的可能性不大。
5:3能否自然过程，解释生命的起源吗？谜语，在www.answersingenesis.org /文章/哇/可以自然进程的解释
本章从世界观的战争检验的生活产生的根源。一些进化论者，实现自然产生的生活不大可能，建议生活在宇宙中其他地方开始，不知何故抵达地球上。这种想法的问题是，它不能测试，它只是把问题从地球到另一个星球。斯坦利·米勒在20世纪50年代初进行的实验中产生的一些生活的基本构建块，但可以从实验中得出什么结论？米勒智能设计的程序和设备为依托，成功地产生了一些在生活中发现的20种氨基酸。生命起源的主要问题之一是氧的存在。氧气往往会摧毁生命所需的有机化合物，但如果氧气缺席，大气缺乏臭氧层免受紫外线的catch-22的化合物为进化论者。米勒从他的实验，排除氧气，虽然今天点到整个地球的历史氛围中的氧气存在的证据。水开始，也是一个问题，因为水会打破某些氨基酸的债券，并防止它们形成连锁。米勒分离出的产品，以避免这种破坏性的反应。
另一个显著的问题是，万物的氨基酸，20，超过2000类型，被称为左的和右撇子的形式找到“对映体。”米勒的实验产生1消旋混合物（等于左的和右的手形式）这是不利于生命蛋白在活的东西包含左手氨基酸（除少数例外）。据了解，只有左手氨基酸没有自然的过程。现在的问题是，“米勒的实验没有真正生产生活的基本构建块？”由于他们生产的几个氨基酸的混合物，答案显然是“号”
有关信息呢？每一个活细胞包含一个代码（AT，CG序列）源于发件人（DNA），并传递给一个接收器（RNA）的转换代码的含义产生，拟由细胞用于蛋白质各种功能。如果有任何遗漏的作品，有没有资料，不能正常细胞。进化假说必须是能够解释这个信息系统的起源，提供了一种机制，以增加信息量，随着时间的推移。没有已知的自然法则可以提供一种机制来完成这项任务。 DNA是一个令人惊讶的高效率的存储设备。一平方英寸的DNA芯片可以存储超过7亿美元优于现有技术的“圣经”数以百万计的信息。圣经的神创论解释存在如此复杂的信息，它是由宇宙中最聪明的创建有任何麻烦。
进化论者经常宣称，有足够的时间，进化是一定会发生。考虑随机机会是4.9x10-191装配一个100个氨基酸的蛋白质的形成，布拉德利和萨克斯顿计算。人们普遍接受，任何超过1×10-50概率事件是不可能的，所以我们必须结束这种演变，需要上千次这种复杂的金额，是不是有可能发生，即使整个宇宙的有机前体。和自然主义的唯物论，可以为地球上生命的起源提供任何现实的方法。
 
自发生命形成的障碍之一是右手和左手的分子发生。在万物中的蛋白质含有的氨基酸只有左手。随机的化学反应产生的两种形式是有毒的生活情况的混合物。
5时04分没有生命来自太空？格里格，创作22（4）:40-43，2000

地球似乎有所有的条件，使生命可能。生命的进化过程后迅速从熔融状态冷却地球的假想的事实，导致一些进化论者认为生命起源于另一个星球上的想法。与数十亿美元在宇宙中的恒星，有行星与地球类似的条件，所以他们说。火星和木卫二（木星的一个卫星）一度被认为有支持生命的能力，但缺乏证据导致这个想法失去进化论者中间的普及。试图找出在遥远的恒星系统中行星已经产生了一些证据，但没有具体的细节或直接观测太阳系外的行星。
前往另一个星球到地球承载生命，反之亦然岩石，岩石将有流星的影响，旅游长时间的力量喷出，受到的宇宙辐射。这些因素使得极不可能的生命形式可能成行。这是远程可能，有可能是附近的行星上的生命，如果生命从地球上的“种子”。 SETI项目，侦听来自外太空的智能信号，以及最近的火星探测任务，没有提出任何证据。天体仍然是一个没有数据来支持它的科学。
5:5生命的起源：目前的科学模型的批评，吴庆瑞，英，www.answersingenesis.org/home/area/magazines/TJ/docs/tjv10n3_origin_life.pdf

本文提供了详尽的讨论围绕生命起源的主题。讨论范围从早期大气中的氧气的存在（尽管事实上，它禁止形成有机分子）DNA分子的形成和遗传密码的复杂性。众多进化科学期刊论文被用来作为证据来支持地球上已经生活不能由自然原因形成的想法。
 
即使科学家们能够成功地在实验室中形成的生活，那就只能证明一个智能的存在可以从已经存在的物质和能量的生命。来自物质生活本身的发展要求。计算机程序已经证明演化的说法都是假的。这些方案只能说明，计算机编程时，同一个目标，它最终将实现这一目标。
5:6猴子键入23诗篇？ www.answersingenesis.org/home/area/tool​​s/xnv2n3.asp

赫胥黎和主教塞缪尔·威尔伯福斯之间的辩论，在1860年变成了市民的接受进化的大潮。主教威尔伯福斯已发表的审阅，其中达尔文评论说，“这是不寻常的聪明，它选择了与技能所有的最推测部分，并带来了前进以及所有的困难。”主教威尔伯福斯一些科学论据，和赫胥黎建议达尔文的著作，给予足够的时间和材料，六只猴子可以随机冲压键，只需键入23诗篇。据悉，主教，尽管没有任何反应，他在数学训练。因此，赫胥黎的时间和机会的论点的答案是什么？
假设一个50键的打字机容纳字母，数字和标点符号，输入“的”机会是在50×50×50（50-3），或125000。在每秒一击率，这将采取34.72小时。短语“耶和华”的机会变成50-8，并要求1,238,663.7年。整个诗篇需要平均9.552 x101016年完成。宇宙的年龄只有15亿年根据进化论者，这样的概率是清楚的可能性领域之外。 （这是可能的，该事件可能发生在任何试验点，但需要在时间上的差异和时间允许的是不合理的。）
当考虑的一个DNA分子组装的可能性，出现同样的问题。在耶鲁大学的生物物理学教授哈罗德·莫洛维兹，计算，形成10-100,000,000,000，或在10至100亿美元的力量在宇宙中的一个E.大肠杆菌。霍伊尔爵士提供了一个穿过垃圾场龙卷风的比喻，用他的话说组装的一架波音747，“高阶无稽之谈”。自然选择不可能的机制，使生命从物质形式，因为它只能工作于一个完整的生物体。
尽管有许多不同的计算表明，甚至单件的DNA形成的虚拟不可能的，还有那些接受作为一个自然事实的演变。
一个永恒的宇宙的概念已被提出，以便有足够的时间，但第二定律热力学状态，宇宙就已经达到了“热死”，在一些点在无限的过去。替代的宇宙和尺寸已建议，但很少有证据来支持这种索赔。
与概率参数的另一个主要问题是，化学，理应形成生命的过程是可逆的每一步。由于水在形成氨基酸释放，水是那么打破债券的逆反应，这实际上是更有利的。海洋是去年的氨基酸形成的地方。赫胥黎的打字机，将有包括在这个比喻为了完成一个彼此键删除键。不管多少时间和物质或原子的相互作用率的可能性仍然涉及的可逆反应为零。许多独特的生物系统内的相互作用，明确指出，以设计师的存在，圣经中的神。
要考虑的问题
以来的第一个细胞形成的化合物在环境，怎么细胞发展的信息，使这些化合物，然后组装成复杂的结构？
在哪里脂类（脂肪）在地球早期的环境呢？
如何准确，我们可以知道像数十亿年前的“原始”地球的大气层是什么？
是生命的东西的起源，科学真的可以帮助我们了解吗？是否有太多的未知的方面来考虑的起源，一个有效的科学的研究领域？
既然科学家接受，米勒实验中使用的环境从来没有存在过，为什么它仍然包含在教科书解释如何生活的组成部分可能已经形成了吗？
由于科学家拒绝自发代发生的今天，为什么他们接受，它在过去发生的事情吗？
赫胥黎认为，23诗篇可以通过猴子输入，如果给予足够的时间。进化的可能性，他认为这方面的证据。谁提供纸，打字机，语言系统（怎么此事源于它创造了生命）的猴子吗？
我们知道，从观测科学，一切存在都有原因。是什么原因造成的大爆炸，在宇宙中存在的问题？
panspermia想法（从另一个星球的未来生活）为什么是一个可以接受的科学假说，如果创作是不是？
是不是正如“不可测”作为创建的panspermia假说？
什么样的证据将理由拒绝生命从非生命物质的起源？如果不能证伪，那么为什么它认为科学吗？
如果科学家能够在实验室中形成的生命从非生命物质，不会只需要证明情报带入存在生命吗？
由于没有人见过的生命形式，从非生命物质，科学家必须接受它的信仰发生。这是不是宗教的位置吗？
Did Life Come from Outer Space?

1. Why do people seek to explain the origin of life on earth from an extraterrestrial source?

2. Where are scientists currently looking for life in our solar system?

3. What two basic methods of transport are considered by proponents of panspermia?

4. Is it likely that God created life on other planets? 

生命是来自外层空间？
1。为什么人们寻求解释地球上的生命起源于外星源？
2。科学家目前在哪里寻找我们太阳系中的生命？
3。哪两个基本的运输方法被认为是panspermia的支持者吗？
4。这是可能是上帝创造了在其他星球上的生命吗？
In the Days of Peleg

Ancient Documents Are Consistent with the Total Accuracy of the Bible’s Chronology.

by Larry Pierce
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Four generations after Noah, Genesis 10:25 records the birth of Peleg (meaning division) “for in his days was the earth divided”. Some suggest the continents of the earth were divided at this time. However, this seems unlikely, as such a process would have had to occur within a very confined time period. The resultant geological violence would be overwhelmingly catastrophic—like another Noahic Flood all over again. Any continental separation thus likely occurred during the Flood. 1
The traditional interpretation, which seems more reasonable, relates this verse to the division of people/nations at the Tower of Babel event in Genesis 11. (Just like the English “earth” can have a variety of meanings, the Hebrew erets can also mean nation(s)—thus erets Yisrael, the land (nation, people) of Israel.) According to the biblical chronology as deduced by Archbishop Ussher, the Flood occurred in 2349–2348 BC, and Peleg was born in 2247 BC about a hundred years later. Do ancient writers shed any light on when this happened? The answer is a resounding yes.

Babylon begins

The year was 331 BC. After Alexander the Great had defeated Darius at Gaugmela near Arbela, he journeyed to Babylon. Here he received 1903 years of astronomical observations from the Chaldeans, which they claimed dated back to the founding of Babylon. If this was so, then that would place the founding of Babylon in 2234 BC, or about thirteen years after the birth of Peleg. This was recorded in the sixth book of De Caelo (“About the heavens”) by Simplicius, a Latin writer in the 6th century AD. Porphyry (an anti-Christian Greek philosopher, c. 234–305 AD) also deduced the same number.2
Egypt emerges

The Byzantine chronicler Constantinus Manasses (d. 1187) wrote that the Egyptian state lasted 1663 years. If correct, then counting backward from the time that Cambyses, king of Persia, conquered Egypt in 526 BC, gives us the year of 2188 BC for the founding of Egypt,3 about 60 years after the birth of Peleg. About this time Mizraim, the son of Ham, led his colony into Egypt. Hence the Hebrew word for Egypt is Mizraim4 (or sometimes “the land of Ham” e.g. Psalm 105:23,27).

Greece gets going

Artist’s reconstruction of the Tower of Babel. This view, modelled upon ancient ziggurats, is probably very similar to how it actually appeared. The Greek historian Herodotus (5thcentury BC), who saw it on his way through Babylon, described it as having eight levels, and standing a colossal 60 m (about 20 modern stories) high.

According to the 4th Century bishop and historian Eusebius of Caesarea, Egialeus, king of the Greek city of Sicyon, west of Corinth in Peloponnesus, began his reign in 2089 BC, 1313 years before the first Olympiad in 776 BC.5,6If Eusebius is correct, then this king started to reign about 160 years after the birth of Peleg.

Note that Babylon, Egypt, and Greece each spoke a different language. These ancient historians have unwittingly confirmed the extreme accuracy of the biblical genealogies as found in the Hebrew scriptures. The Tower of Babel would have had to have occurred before the founding of these other kingdoms. Babel (Babylon), being in the same region as the Tower, would have been one of the earliest kingdoms, of course.

Of the other kingdoms, the ones most distant from Babel would have been founded the latest. This is exactly what these writers have described. First Babylon, then Egypt, and then Greece were founded.

This tells us something about human nature too! After the Tower of Babel, people were forced to split into groups according to their new language. Humans are basically lazy. They would have moved away only as far from Babel as they had to in order to live in peace. However, population pressure, military force, or the desire to search for “greener pastures” would have induced them to move out further and further. So civilization would have slowly spread by periodic migrations from its centre at Babel.

Although secular historians ignore the events of Babel and the Flood, they assume civilization started in the Middle East, likely near Babylon, and spread out slowly from there. However, they use a time frame much earlier than the time deduced from the biblical chronologies.

An interesting piece of information comes from Manetho, who recorded the history of Egypt in the third century BC. He wrote that the Tower of Babel occurred five years after the birth of Peleg.7 If this was so, then this would confirm that the migrations recorded in Genesis 10 occurred over a period of time, for the apparent leaders of many of these national groups would have been very young children when the confusion of languages occurred.8
The lesson for us to learn is this. The Bible is accurate. Whether secular reconstructions of history agree with it or not does not change the accuracy of the Bible. We should use the biblical chronologies to determine where the secularists have gone astray and we should not amend the Bible to fit the latest secular speculations on history. This research area has largely been ignored by Christians in the last hundred years or so as they scramble to manipulate the Bible to conform to the latest secular reconstructions of man's history.

In recent years, some Christians have done an excellent job of restoring the authority of Genesis 1–4, 6–9. However, the genealogies in Genesis 5,10, and 11 (and the chronological portions in Kings and Chronicles) have been quietly surrendered to the domain of secular historians. Their destructive work on these chronologies has overthrown the faith of many. It is about time that this the biblical ground was reclaimed. If you could not trust the numbers in the chronologies of the Bible, why should you trust the words between the numbers? What limits would you place on your unbelief?

The Bible and chronology

[image: image15.jpg]w0
s oo
Fozoss e (Eneny
@ Eoptionied

ey




There are three errors common in biblical chronology today. First, there are those who have a low view of the Bible and ignore its chronological data altogether. The ancient secular writers cited in the accompanying article provide independent support for the accuracy of the data in the Bible, which is based on facts, not myths as many liberals believe. Second, there are those who would shorten the period of the divided kingdom. Edwin Thiele9 is the main proponent of this. Thiele uses the fragmentary Assyrian chronology of the divided kingdom period by about 50 years, to fit the conjectured dates from Assyria. But this would mean that Babylon would have been founded way before Peleg and the Tower of Babel! Third, there are those who would lengthen the biblical chronology. One of the earliest were those rabbis in Egypt who translated the Hebrew Bible into Greek to produce the Septuagint (LXX) in the third century BC. They arbitrarily added about 700 years to the biblical chronology for the period between Noah and Abraham, to make it agree with the works of Manetho. If what they had done was correct, then Peleg would be dead and gone (as would most of the leaders of the division of the nations) before the Tower of Babel happened.

Many modern biblical archaeologists, like the translators of the LXX, are just as guilty of the same thing today. Just as the LXX's translators listened to the fairy tales the Egyptian priests told them, most modern biblical scholars follow the just so stories told by secular historians and archaeologists who push the founding of Babylon and Egypt back thousands of years10
Larry Pierce is retired and publishes biblically related material as one of his hobbies and enjoys the study of ancient history. He and his wife, Marion, live in Winterbourne Ontario.
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在法勒的天
古文献与圣经的年表总精度一致。
拉里PierceDecember 1，1999

门外汉
作者拉里冲的巴贝尔分散年代创作杂志塔的巴贝尔
四代后，诺亚，创10时25分记录法勒（即分工）的诞生“在他的天是地球分为”。有人建议，此时地球的各大洲。然而，这似乎是不可能的，因为这样一个过程将有一个非常密闭的一段时间内发生。由此产生的地质暴力将是压倒性的灾难性般另一个Noahic洪水一遍。因此，任何大陆分离期间可能发生的洪水。 1

传统的解释，这似乎更合理，与这首诗/在巴贝尔事件的塔在创世记11人国家的分裂。 （就像英文的“地球”，可以有多种含义，，希伯来语erets也意味着国家（S），从而erets家园以色列，以色列的土地（国家人）。）据“圣经”的年代，由大主教推导厄舍尔，洪水发生在2349年至2348年BC，法勒出生于公元前2247约一百年以后。不要古代作家流下当这一切发生的任何光线？答案是肯定的。
巴比伦开始
这一年是公元前331年。之后亚历山大大帝击败了大流士Gaugmela Arbela附近，他到巴比伦。在这里，他获得1903年天文观测，从迦勒底人，他们声称可以追溯到巴比伦建国。如果这是这样，那将放在巴比伦公元前在2234年成立，或大约13年后出生皮莱格。这是记录在德Caelo的第六本书（“关于天”），在公元6世纪的拉丁作家Simplicius。 （反基督教的希腊哲学家，C。234-305 AD）的斑岩也推导出相同的number.2

埃及出现
拜占庭式的编年史Constantinus玛（卒于1187）写道，在埃及的状态持续了1663年。如果正确，然后计数的时间落后，冈比西斯，波斯王，征服了埃及在526 BC，给了我们皮莱格出生后60岁左右的成立3的埃及，公元前的2188年年度。大约在这个时候，麦西，火腿的儿子，带领他进入埃及的殖民地。因此，埃及的希伯来字是Mizraim4（或有时如诗篇105:23,27“火腿土地”）。
希腊大干快上
艺术家的重建通天塔。鉴于此，根据古老的通天塔为蓝本，可能是非常相似，它是如何出现。希腊历史学家希罗多德（公元前5世纪），谁看见他的方式，它通过巴比伦，它有八个级别，站在一个巨大的高60米（约20现代的故事）。
据撒利亚，Egialeus，希腊Sicyon市王四世纪的主教和历史学家尤西比乌斯，在伯罗奔尼撒半岛西部，科林斯前在776 BC.5第一奥运会，6开始他在位公元前八九年1313年如果尤西比乌斯是正确的，那么这个国王开始统治皮莱格出生后约160年。
请注意，巴比伦，埃及和希腊各说不同的语言。这些古老的历史学家已经在不知不觉中证实圣经家谱发现在希伯来文经文的极端精度。通天塔将不得不向这些王国成立之前发生的。通天塔（巴比伦），在同一地区的塔，将已经当然，最早的王国之一。
其他王国，从巴贝尔的最遥远的距离会已成立了最新的。这是正是这些作家所描述的。首先巴比伦，那么埃及，然后希腊相继成立。
这就告诉我们关于人性的东西！通天塔后，人们被迫分裂成组，根据他们的新的语言。人类基本上是懒惰。他们会从巴贝尔搬走只有尽可能他们不得不为了生活在和平。然而，人口压力，武力，或搜索“择木而栖”的愿望，会引起他们迁出越走越远。因此，文明会慢慢传播从巴贝尔中心的定期迁移。
虽然世俗历史学家忽略巴贝尔和洪水事件，他们认为文明，可能是附近巴比伦开始在中东，并从那里慢慢铺开。然而，他们使用的时限，从圣经年表推导出的时间要早​​得多。
一个有趣的信息来自马涅托，埃及的历史记录在公元前三世纪。他写道，“通天塔发生五年后出生的Peleg.7如果这是这样的话，这将确认10创记录的迁移发生了一段时间，许多这些国家的群体明显的领导人，本来非常年幼的儿童，语言混乱发生.8

这是我们学习的教训。 “圣经”是准确的。世俗的历史重建是否同意或不改变“圣经”的准确性。我们应该用圣经年表，以确定其中的世俗主义误入歧途和我们不应该修改“圣经”，以适应世俗的历史上最新的揣测。这一研究领域已经在很大程度上被忽视了在过去的一百年左右的基督徒，因为他们争相操纵“圣经”，以符合最新世俗人的历史重建。
近年来，一些基督徒已经做了出色的工作恢复创世记1-4，6-9的权威。然而，在创世纪5,10，和11（国王和编年史的顺序部分）家谱已悄悄地移交给世俗历史学家域。他们对这些年表的破坏性工作已经推翻了许多人的信仰。这本“圣经”的地面被回收的时候了。如果你不能信任的数字在“圣经”的年表，你为什么要信任之间的数字的话吗？你不信，你会放在什么限制？
“圣经”和年表
有三个共同在圣经年表今天的错误。首先，有那些的“圣经”中有一个低的观点和数据完全忽略其年代。在随后的文章中列举了古代的世俗作家提供独立的支持，在“圣经”，这是基于事实，而不是神话为许多自由派人士认为，数据的准确性。第二，也有一些人​​会缩短分为王国时期。埃德温·Thiele9是这样做的主要支持者。蒂勒使用50年左右的零碎亚述年表分为王国时期，以适应从亚述的猜测日期。但是，这将意味着巴比伦将已成立前皮莱格和通天塔的方式！第三，也有一些人​​将延长圣经年表。最早的一个是谁翻译成希腊文，希伯来文圣经译本（LXX的）产生在公元前三世纪在埃及的拉比。他们随意增加了约700年的圣经年表挪亚和亚伯拉罕之间的时期，以使它同意马涅托的作品。如果他们这样做是正确的，那么皮莱格会死了（师的国家的领导人将最）发生前的通天塔。
许多现代的LXX翻译的圣经考古学家一样，今天一样犯同样的事情。 LXX的翻译，正如埃及祭司告诉他们听童话，最现代的圣经学者遵循的只是这样的故事告诉世俗历史学家和考古学家推巴比伦和埃及years10回数千成立
拉里·皮尔斯是退休和出版圣经相关的材料，作为他的爱好之一，并享有古代历史的研究。他和他的妻子，马里昂，住在安大略省温特伯恩。
帮助保持这些日常用品来了。支持AIG。
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Did the Continents Split Apart in the Days of Peleg?

1. What similarities and differences are there in the secular and creationist understandings of the movement of continents over time?

2. Based on the context of Genesis 10:25, what is the division at the time of Peleg referring to?

3. What factors can be used to argue against the idea that the division of Peleg refers to the splitting of the continents?

4. How would you respond to one of the three objections mentioned in the chapter in your own words?

在大陆皮莱格天分道扬镳？
1。随着时间的推移大洲运动的世俗和神创论的理解有什么异同？
2。基于创世记10:25，中皮莱格指分工是什么？
3。什么因素可以用来反对皮莱格分工的想法，是指大陆的分裂呢？
4。你将如何应对自己的话“一章中提到的三个反对？
