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In Unraveling the Origins Controversy, Dr. David A. DeWitt, professor at Liberty University, clears up the confusion about creation and evolution by distinguishing fact from interpretation.

Vestigial organs are often used as evidence to argue in favor of Darwinian evolution. These organs are allegedly left over from our ancestors but are no longer useful or needed. Evolution proponents typically contend that such structures are best explained as remnants of evolutionary history. Supposedly, the best explanation for these non-functional traits is that they once served a purpose in our ancestor but now no longer do.

In a recent article for New Scientist, Laura Spinney discusses five vestigial organs in the human body and refers to them as “useless relics of our evolutionary past.”1 Five organs that humans no longer need are provided to counter the claims of creationists who supposedly deny that vestigial organs exist at all.

Before addressing the specific organs that are covered in her article, it is necessary to clarify how creationists should view vestigial organs. The classic definition of a vestigial organ is an organ or structure in an organism that is not functional, but is derived from an ancestor that had a use for that organ or structure. Creationists understand that there has been degeneration and mutation since the Fall. We also expect that there would be a significant loss of information for many genes. The loss of genes for organs that do not significantly impact survival in a negative way could be quite prevalent. Thus, for the creationist, there should be no problem with an organ or structure in man that has lost some functionality. However, another possibility is that we have just not determined or understood the function properly yet.

Creationists that I know do not deny that there are organs in man that have lost some of their functionality. However, they do reject the notion that those organs were inherited from a common ancestor with apes or other animals. Evolutionists typically point to these presumed non-functioning organs and insist that they are evidence that we evolved from a common ancestor with more primitive organisms. Just because humans have organs with reduced functionality does not really count as evidence of common ancestry. This is perhaps because God created Adam and Eve with those organs, but they have lost some functionality in their descendants.

Before really discussing the examples of non-functional organs, Spinney sets up a straw man argument about what creationists believe about vestigial organs and then shoots it down with her list. The list of five organs that humans don’t need is then meant as a refutation of creationists as well. Here are the organs on the list:

Vomeronasal Organ

The vomeronasal organ (VNO) is a pair of pit-like structures in the upper part of the inside of the nose. In many mammals, this is a sensory organ that is used to detect pheromones (chemical signals that trigger behavioral responses such as reproductive responses). While the chemosensory role of this organ is fairly well established in mammals such as mice, the exact function for humans has been more elusive. While it is expected to serve a sensory function, it appears to lack neurons that connect it to the brain. Still, during fetal development, there is a neuroepithelium that is present.2 Witt and colleagues performed a careful study of the organ and observed an organized and highly differentiated structure.3 A new study has also revealed that human vomeronasal receptors are operational, although they appear to operate with different intracellular messengers than those in mice.4Therefore, the possibility remains that there is a unique function for the human vomeronasal cavity which is distinct from other mammals.

While it is also possible that the traditional function of the vomeronasal organ has been lost in humans, the evidence is equivocal because there can be a yet unknown function. Evolutionists are usually quick to suggest that creation is a “science stopper.” In this case, evolution becomes the science stopper. If one assumes that the structure is a vestigial organ, then one generally stops looking for a function. Perhaps what is needed is simply more creativity.

Even if this organ turned out to be functionless, this would only demonstrate that the function was lost in the human lineage. It would not prove common ancestry between man and animals.

Goosebumps

The second vestigial organ on the New Scientist list of vestigial organs is goosebumps. In many animals, this reflex that causes hair to stand erect is used to generate warmth. It can also make the animal appear larger as happens when a cat’s fur stands on end when it is frightened. Goosebumps are a natural response to cold or high emotions. There is nothing really wrong or dysfunctional about the small erector pilli muscles that cause the bulge of skin as the hair stands erect.

The classification of goosebumps as a vestigial organ stems from a revised definition of vestigial. According to the New Scientist article, it is not necessary to be completely functionless. If an organ or response is reduced compared to its ancestral version or takes a slightly different form, it can be considered vestigial. Under the revised definition, because human hair is “puny” and the thermoregulatory impact reduced, goosebumps can be considered vestigial.

Once again, this example must assume that humans share a common ancestor with animals in order for goosebumps to be considered vestigial. In this case, there is no evidence that the goosebump response has been reduced from that of our human ancestors.

Darwin’s Point

The third organ on the list requires tortured logic to be considered vestigial. Darwin’s point is “thought to be a vestige of a joint that allowed the top part of the ancestral ear to swivel or flop down over the opening of the ear.”1 Actually, it is a harmless congenital defect that results from a malformation as the ear folds during early development. Darwin’s point is found in about 10% of humans.

In the New Scientist article, the rationale given for its vestigial status is the observation that it is inherited as an autosomal dominant trait. Autosomal dominant traits will be expressed if an individual inherits the gene from even one parent. Since Darwin’s point is a dominant trait this is supposed to imply that it was useful. Additionally, it shows incomplete penetration which means that not all individuals that have the gene will express the trait. The incomplete penetration is supposed to mean that it has since lost its functional role.

Here, the evidence is being selectively lined up to imply that the structure is a vestigial organ. The logic does not follow. Autosomal dominance does not itself convey usefulness to the traits involved. There are plenty of autosomal dominant traits that are not useful. These would include Huntington’s disease and polydactylism (extra fingers or toes). Both these and other traits can be inherited and expressed with a single copy of the gene. There are also many traits that can be dominant with no benefit such as brown eyes or widow’s peak.

Rather than an evolutionary relic, the data is more consistent with Darwin’s point resulting from a loss of information within the human lineage. There is no evidence to link it to common ancestors with animals, and thus, no real evidence that this is a relic of evolution.

The Tailbone

The tailbone or coccyx has often been presumed to be vestigial and a leftover remnant to our alleged mammal and reptilian ancestors who also had tails. Evidence that is cited includes the variable number of bony segments humans can have (usually 4 but can be 3 or 5) as well as “babies born with tails.” But these so called tails are not really tails at all and instead are a type of fatty tumor. There are no bones or muscles in them at all, and thus, it cannot truly be considered a vestigial organ.5
Spinney acknowledges that the coccyx now has a “modified function, notably as an anchor point for the muscles that hold the anus in place.” In fact, the coccyx is the anchor point for the muscles that form the entire pelvic diaphragm. Therefore, while the coccyx has a clear function in humans today, the only reason to claim that the function has been modified is because of evolutionary assumptions. If you believe that humans descended from animals that possessed tails, then there must have been a modification of the tailbone. In contrast, if our ancestor Adam was created by God then there was no modification, and our tailbone is just as it always was. Without the evolutionary presupposition, the evidence that the tailbone is vestigial evaporates.

Wisdom Teeth

The last vestigial organ on the list of “Five Things that Humans Don’t Need” are the wisdom teeth. This is a third set of molars that erupt last. Because of crowding, the wisdom teeth often become impacted and must be removed to avoid complications. Nonetheless there are many people whose wisdom teeth erupt without incident. For those who must have the wisdom teeth pulled, there is little loss. The New Scientist article notes that ~35% of people do not develop wisdom teeth. If this is correct, it is an example of a loss of information, the opposite of what molecules-to-man evolution requires. It does not provide evidence that wisdom teeth are not beneficial.

Much has been written about wisdom teeth from a creation perspective. Wisdom teeth are not vestigial and are functional in those individuals that have them and the jaw to accommodate them. They provide another example of deterioration and loss of information. One of the reasons that they are problematic is the decreased jaw size of many people today which may be related to diet. Interestingly, fossils of Neanderthal and other human fossils demonstrate that in the past, there were few problems with wisdom teeth compared to today.

Conclusion

At best, evidence of vestigial organs in man demonstrates deterioration and loss of information since the Fall. They are evolutionary relics of common ancestors with animals only if you begin with evolutionary presuppositions.

Dr. David DeWitt is the author of Unraveling the Origins Controversy. He is the Director of the Center for Creation Studies and a professor of biology at Liberty University in Lynchburg, Virginia, USA. He has many scientific articles in peer-reviewed journals.
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设置打抱不平退化器官
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揭开起源之争，自由大学教授，博士大卫·德威特，清除了约创作和演化区别其实从解释的混乱。
退化器官，经常被用来作为证据赞成达尔文进化论的争论。据称，这些器官是从我们的祖先遗留下来的，但不再有用或需要。一般进化的支持者争辩说，这样的结构是最好的解释为进化历史遗留。据称，这些非功能特性的最好的解释是，他们曾经担任过我们祖先的目的，但现在不再做。
劳拉·斯平尼在“新科学家”最近的一篇文章，讨论了五个残留在人体器官，指给他们：“我们过去的进化无用的文物。”五脏，人类不再需要提供对抗神创论谁假想的索赔否认存在的退化器官。
解决，在她的文章中所涵盖的特定器官之前，有必要澄清神创论如何看待退化器官。一个退化的器官的经典定义是在一个有机体，是没有功能的器官或结构，而是从一个祖先，有一个器官或结构的使用派生。神创论了解，秋季以来变性和突变。我们还预计，将有许多基因的重要信息损失。机关不显着影响的一种消极的方式生存的基因损失可能相当普遍。因此，为创世，应该没有问题，已经失去了一些功能在人的器官或结构。然而，另外一种可能性是，我们只是没有确定或妥善尚未了解的功能。
神创论，我知道不否认有机关人已经失去了他们的一些功能。但是，他们拒绝这些器官是从猿或其他动物的共同祖先继承的概念。进化论者通常指向这些假定的非运作机关，并坚持认为他们是我们从一个更原始的生物体的共同祖先进化而来的证据。只是因为人类器官功能减弱，并没有真正算作共同祖先的证据。这也许是因为这些机关上帝创造亚当和夏娃，但他们已经失去了一些功能，在他们的后代。
斯平尼真正讨论的例子非功能性的器官之前，设置了一个关于创造论者相信退化器官什么的稻草人参数，然后与她的名单拍摄下来。五脏，人类不需要的名单，然后打算作为以及创造论的驳斥。以下是名单上的器官：
犁鼻器
犁鼻器（VNO）器官是一个坑状结构，对在鼻子内的上部。在许多哺乳类动物，这是一个感觉器官，用来侦测费洛蒙（化学信号，触发行为反应，如生殖反应）。虽然这个器官化学感受作用很好地建立在哺乳类动物，如小鼠，为人类的确切功能已经更加难以捉摸。虽然它可望成为一种感官功能，它似乎缺乏它连接到大脑的神经元。尽管如此，胎儿发育过程中，是一种神经上皮是存在.2维特和同事们进行了认真研究和器官，观察到一个有组织，有高度分化的结构.3一项新的研究也表明，人类的犁鼻器受体运作，虽然他们似乎与小鼠.4因此在不同的细胞内信使的可能性仍然有一个独特的功能，这是有别于其他哺乳动物的人类犁鼻腔。
同时它也是可能的，人类已失去了传统的犁鼻器官功能，证据是模棱两可的，因为不可能有一个未知的功能。的进化论者通常快速表明，创作是一种“科学瓶塞。”在这种情况下，演变成为科学瓶塞。如果一个假设的结构是一个退化的器官，那么一般停止寻找一个函数。也许需要的只是更多的创造力。
即使这机关竟然是无功能的，这只能表明，在人类世系中失去功能。它不会证明人与动物之间的共同祖先。
鸡皮疙瘩
退化器官“新科学家”名单上的第二个退化器官是心潮起伏。在许多动物中，这导致头发直立反射产生的温暖。它也可以使动物出现较大的作为发生时，一只猫的毛皮代表就结束，当它受到惊吓。鸡皮疙瘩是寒冷或高情感的一种自然反应。是一无所知的小竖绒毛肌肉，导致皮肤隆起，头发竖立真的错了或不正常的。
作为一个退化的器官鸡皮疙瘩分类源于残留的修订定义。据“新科学家”的文章，这是没有必要的，是完全无功能。如果某一器官或响应其祖先的版本相比，减少或采取略有不同的形式，它可以被视为残留。根据修订后的定义，因为人的头发是“微不足道”和降低体温的影响，起鸡皮疙瘩，可考虑残留。
再次，必须承担这个例子，人类与动物为了要考虑残留鸡皮疙瘩共享一个共同的祖先。在这种情况下，有没有从我们人类的祖先已经减少，鹅凸点反应的证据。
达尔文的点
名单上的第三个机关要求被视为折磨逻辑退化。达尔文的观点是“认为是1 1联合使祖先耳朵上部到旋转或翻牌超过耳开幕下来的痕迹。”1其实，它是1无害的先天性缺陷的结果从1的畸形在早期发育过程中的耳褶皱。达尔文的观点是人类在大约10％。
在“新科学家”的文章，其残留状况提出的理由是观察，它是一种常染色体显性遗传。将表示，如果一个人继承甚至从父母一方的基因常染色体显性遗传性状。由于达尔文的观点是显性的，这意味着它是有用的。此外，它显示出完整的渗透，这意味着，并非所有的个人基因表达的特质。应该是不完整的渗透，意味着它已经失去了它的职能作用。
在这里，证据正在选择性列队暗示的结构是一个退化的器官。不遵循逻辑。常染色体显性本身并不传达有用参与的特点。有大量的常染色体显性性状，一点用处都没有。这些将包括亨廷顿氏疾病和多趾ISM的（额外的手指或脚趾）。这两个和其他特征，可以继承和单拷贝的基因表达。也有许多特征，可以是没有褐色的眼睛或寡妇的高峰期，如利益的主导。
数据，而不是进化的遗迹，是达尔文的造成损失的信息在人类世系更为一致。没有任何证据链接与动物共同的祖先，因此，没有真正的证据，这是一个进化的遗迹。
尾骨
尾骨或尾骨常常被推定为是我们所称的哺乳动物和爬行动物的祖先，也有尾巴的退化和吃剩的残余。被引用的证据表明，人类可以有（通常是4，但也可以是3或5），以及“尾巴出生的婴儿，包括骨段可变数目。”但是，这些所谓的尾巴是不是真的尾巴，而是类型脂肪瘤。有没有在他们的骨骼或肌肉所有，因此，它不能真正被认为是一个发育不全的器官.5

斯平尼承认尾骨现在有一种“修饰功能，尤其是作为一个锚点举行到位肛门肌肉，”其实，尾骨的肌肉，形成了整个盆腔隔膜的锚点。因此，而尾骨有明确的功能在人类的今天，声称该功能已被修改的唯一理由是因为进化的假设。如果你相信人类的后裔，拥有尾巴的动物，则必须有已经修改尾骨。相反，如果我们的祖先亚当是上帝创造的，那么有没有修改，我们的尾骨，只是因为它始终是。没有进化的前提，证据表明，尾骨退化蒸发。
智齿
“五事，人类不需要”名单上的最后退化器官的智齿。这是一个磨牙，爆发最后的第三套。由于拥挤，牙齿往往成为智慧的影响，必须拆除，以避免并发症。尽管如此，有很多人的智齿爆发没有发生任何事件。对于那些必须拔掉智齿，有小的损失。 “新科学家”的文章指出，规定347 35％的人不发展智齿。如果这是正确的，它是一个信息丢失，分子到人的进化需要什么相反的例子。它没有提供证据，不利于智齿。
许多人已书面创造透视. 智慧牙齿没有退化和功能的人士，他们和下巴，以适应他们. 他们提供的另一个恶化的信息. 一个损失的原因，例如智齿，他们有问题的是减少了很多人的下巴规模的今天，这可能与饮食. 有趣的，尼安德特人及其他人类化石的化石表明，在过去，有几个智齿相比，今天的问题。
结论
充其量，在人类退化器官的证据表明秋季以来的恶化和损失的信息。他们与动物共同祖先的进化遗迹，只有当你开始与进化的前提。
大卫·德威特博士是揭开起源之争“一书的作者。他是创作研究中心主任，美国弗吉尼亚州林奇堡自由大学的生物学教授。他有许多科学的文章，在同行评审期刊。
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Vestigial Organs—Evidence for Evolution?

1. How did Darwin view features like the wisdom teeth, ear muscles, and the appendix?

2. What has happened to the list and description of vestigial organs in humans in the past 150 years?

3. Describe some of the problems with using vestigial organs as evidence for evolution.

4. Why do some see these features as evidence for a common ancestor while others see evidence of common design? 

5. Identify one of the features commonly claimed to be vestigial and explain why that designation fails.

退化的演化机关的证据吗？
1。达尔文怎么查看功能的智慧牙，耳部肌肉和阑尾一样吗？
2。在过去150年人类退化器官的列表和描述发生了什么事？
3。使用退化器官进化的证据说明一些问题。
4。为什么有些人看到这些功能作为一个共同的祖先的证据，而其他共同设计的证据吗？
5。识别常用声称是退化的，并解释为什么失败，指定功能之一。
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Now that the euphoria in the media has settled down on Tiktaalik, the “walking fish,” it is time to reflect upon what must surely be the biggest fish story of the decade.

In both the print and broadcast media, reports of the discovery of the fossil fish known as Tiktaalik has been hyped as convincing proof that, through a random chance process of evolution, fish sprouted legs and walked out onto the land where they breathed air and turned into amphibians, reptiles, mammals, and, ultimately, people. All such four-limbed, air–breathing creatures are called “tetrapods“ (which means four legs).

Are there really air-breathing and walking fish?

Many species of living fish are known to breathe air as well as slither on their bellies, with the help of their pectoral fins, across large expanses of land (evolutionists call this “walking”). For example, the northern snakehead and the “walking catfish” (Clarias batrachus) are air–breathing fish that can travel overland for considerable distances. The mudskippers are fish that breathe oxygen through their skin and “skip” along on land with the aid of their fleshy fins. The climbing perch (Anabas testudineus) not only breathes air and “walks” on land but is even capable of climbing trees! Yet none of these curious fish are considered by evolutionists to be ancestors of tetrapods—they are simply interesting and specialized fish.

So then what fish are the ancestors of tetrapods?

Most evolutionists look to crossopterygian fish for the ancestors of tetrapods—even though unlike many living fish, none of these fish are known to be capable of either walking or breathing out of water.

These fish have fleshy pectoral fins containing bony elements (considered similar to tetrapod legs). These similarities have prompted evolutionists to confidently declare that crossopterygians evolved into tetrapods.

According to evolutionists, the crossopterygians flourished about 380 million years ago and all were once believed to have become extinct about 80 million years ago. However, in 1938 a fishing trawler netted a fish in the Indian Ocean off the coast of Madagascar that was identified as a crossopterygian fish, previously known only from the fossil record as the coelacanth. Since then, dozens of living coelacanths have been discovered.

This came as a huge shock to evolutionists who assumed that the reason the coelacanth disappeared from the fossil record was because they evolved into land-dwelling tetrapods; yet, here they were very much alive—and swimming!

At the very least, evolutionists expected to observe some hint of walking behavior in the coelacanth, but nothing of the kind has ever been observed. Coelacanths have been observed swimming backward, upside–down, and even standing on their head but they have never been observed to walk on land or in the sea.

Evolutionists Look to Other Lobe-fins

Since living lobe-fin fish have not met expectations, evolutionists have turned to other fossilized lobe-fins for the ancestors of tetrapods. Until recently, the most popular crossopterygian candidates for ancestors of tetrapods were Eusthenopteron and Panderichthys. Both of these fish, like the Coelacanth, have fleshy pectoral fins with bones. But according to Daeschler, Shubin, and Jenkins (Nature 440(7085): 757–763, April 2006)—the discoverers of Tiktaalik—these fish possess relatively few evolutionarily important similarities to tetrapods and that until now, “our understanding of major transformations at the fish–tetrapod transition has remained limited.”

Tiktaalik to the Rescue?

In the April 2006 issue of Nature, Daeschler, et al. reported the discovery of several fossilized specimens of a crossopterygian fish named Tiktaalik roseae in sedimentary layers in arctic Canada. They confidently declared that Tiktaalik “represents an intermediate between fish with fins and tetrapods with limbs.”

Whatever else we might say about Tiktaalik, it is a fish. Like nearly all bony fishes, these fish have small pelvic fins, retain fin rays in their paired appendages and have well-developed gills—all consistent with an entirely aquatic life style.

Are the Pectoral Fins of Tiktaalik Really Legs?

The limbs of tetrapods share similar characteristic features which meet the special demands of walking on land. In addition to a distinctive suite of bones in the limbs proper, there are characteristic bones in the ankle (or wrist) and in the digits (fingers and toes).

In order to support the weight of the body on land, and permit walking, the most proximal bones of the limbs must be securely attached to the rest of the body. The hind limbs in particular have a robust pelvic girdle securely attached to the vertebral column. This differs radically from that of any fish including Tiktaalik. Essentially all fish (including Tiktaalik) have small pelvic fins relative to their pectoral fins. The legs of tetrapods are just the opposite: the hind limbs attached to the pelvic girdle are almost always more robust than the fore limbs attached to the pectoral girdle.

It is significant that the “earliest” true tetrapods recognized by evolutionists (such asAcanthostega and Ichthyostega) have all of the distinguishing features of tetrapod limbs (and their attachment bones) and were clearly capable of walking and breathing on land. The structural differences between the tetrapod leg and the fish fin is easily understood when we consider that the fish has no need to support its weight in water where it is essentially weightless.

Finally, no fish (including Tiktaalik) has true finger or toe bones. Instead, fish have slender bony fin rays, which even evolutionists concede are not homologous or related in any way to digits. While fin rays are ideal for swimming in water, they are unsuited to bear weight on land and thus permit only a slithering and belly-dragging mode of locomotion on land (in certain living species) that can be described as “walking” in only the most trivial sense of the word.

So Is Tiktaalik a Missing Link?

Finally, what about the popular claim that Tiktaalik is the “missing link” between fish and tetrapods?

In their review article on Tiktaalik, Ahlberg and Clack (Nature 440(7085):747–749) tell us that “the concept of ‘missing links’ has a powerful grasp on the imagination: the rare transitional fossils that apparently capture the origins of major groups of organisms are uniquely evocative.” The authors concede that the whole concept of “missing links” has been loaded with “unfounded notions of evolutionary ‘progress’ and with a mistaken emphasis on the single intermediate fossil as the key to understanding evolutionary transition.”

Sadly, “unfounded notions” of this kind continue to be uncritically taught and accepted in the popular media and in our schools. Even more sadly, these unfounded notions have been used to undermine the authority of Holy Scripture.

（下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。）
tiktaalik和鲇鱼脱袜的人
三月7日，2007年由David N. Menton
半技术
作者大卫颏tiktaalik
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现在，在媒体上Tiktaalik，欣快已解决了“鲇鱼”，它是反映什么肯定是最大的鱼的故事，十年的时间。
在印刷和广播媒体，报道，如Tiktaalik已知的鱼类化石的发现已被吹得令人信服的证据，通过随机的进化机会的过程中，鱼长出腿和他们呼吸的空气，转身走上了土地到两栖类，爬行类，哺乳类，并最终人。所有这些四肢，呼吸空气的生物被称为“四足动物”（即四条腿）。
真的有空气呼吸和行走的鱼吗？
生活的鱼的种类也很多，呼吸的空气，以及他们的肚子滑行，与对面的大片土地，（进化论者致电这个“走”），帮助其胸鳍。例如，北部蛇头“步行鲶鱼”（胡子鲶蟾）是呼吸空气的鱼可以陆路前往相当大的距离。弹涂鱼是鱼类，其肉质鳍援助的土地上的氧气呼吸，通过他们的皮肤和“跳过”的。攀鲈（Anabas testudineus）不仅呼吸的空气和土地上的“散步”，但即使是能够爬树！然而，这些好奇的鱼被认为是进化论者是他们简单有趣和专门的鱼的四足动物的祖先。
那么，什么鱼是四足动物的祖先吗？
大多数进化论者看crossopterygian鱼的四足动物的祖先，尽管不像许多生活的鱼，这些鱼是已知的或步行或呼吸水能力。
这些鱼的胸鳍有肉质含有骨元素（类似四足动物的腿）。这些相似之处，促使的的进化论者自信申报到四足动物进化而来的crossopterygians。
根据进化论，crossopterygians兴盛约380万年前，和所有曾经被认为已经灭绝了大约80万年前。然而，在1938年捕捞渔船拘捕马达加斯加海岸被确定为crossopterygian鱼，以前只能从已知的腔棘鱼化石记录了在印度洋的一条鱼。从那时起，生活的腔棘鱼的几十个已被发现。
这是进化论者认为腔棘鱼化石记录中消失的原因是因为他们陆栖四足动物进化而来的是一个巨大的冲击;然而，在这里，他们非常活着的和游泳！
进化论者至少，预计观察暗示，一些走在腔棘鱼的行为，但没有那种曾经被观察到。腔棘鱼游泳落后，上下颠倒，甚至站在他们的头，已观察到，但他们从来没有被观察到在陆地上行走或在海上。
进化论者看其他叶的鳍
由于生活叶鳍鱼也未达到预期，已经转向其他四足动物的祖先的化石叶的鳍进化论者。直到最近，最流行的四足动物的祖先crossopterygian候选人Eusthenopteron和Panderichthys。这些鱼，腔棘鱼一样，都具有肉质与骨骼的胸鳍。但根据Daeschler，舒宾和詹金斯（自然440（7085）：757-763，2006年4月）的Tiktaalik这些鱼的发现者拥有相对较少，到四足动物进化的重要相似之处，而且到现在为止，“我们理解的重大转变在鱼的四足动物的过渡仍然有限。“
Tiktaalik来救援？
在2006年4月，Daeschler等自然问题。报告名为Tiktaalik roseae在加拿大北极的沉积层1 crossopterygian鱼类化石标本的发现。他们自信地宣称，Tiktaalik“代表鱼类鳍和四足动物四肢之间的中间。”
约Tiktaalik任何我们可能会说，这是一条鱼。像几乎所有的硬骨鱼类，这​​些鱼有小腹鳍鳍条保留在他们配对的附属物，有​​发达的鳃，所有完全水生的生活方式一致。
Tiktaalik的胸鳍真的腿吗？
四足动物的四肢，有着相似的特点，符合土地上行走的特殊要求。除了独特的套房在适当的四肢骨头，是在踝关节（手腕）和数字特征的骨头（手指和脚趾）。
为了支持土地上的身体重量，并允许步行，四肢近端骨骼必须牢固地连接到身体的其他部位。特别是后肢有一个强大的骨盆，牢固地连接到脊椎骨。这从根本上不同Tiktaalik鱼，包括任何。基本上所有的鱼类（包括Tiktaalik）有相对较小的胸鳍腹鳍。四足动物的腿则正好相反：连接骨盆的后肢几乎总是超过肩带脱颖而出四肢健壮。
这是重要的，“最早的”进化论者公认的四足动物（如棘和Ichthyostega）所有四足动物四肢的特点（及其附件骨头），显然能够在陆地上行走和呼吸。四足动物的腿部和鱼鳍之间的结构性差异是很容易理解，当我们考虑的鱼已经没有需要，以支持其在水中的重量，它本质上是失重。
最后，没有鱼（包括Tiktaalik）拥有真正的手指或脚趾的骨头。相反，鱼有细长的骨鳍条，甚至进化论者承认没有同源性，或以任何方式向数字有关。鳍条在水中游泳的理想，他们不适合承担土地上的重量，从而允许只有运动在陆地上滑行和腹部拖动模式（在某些生物物种），可以描述为“行走”，仅在最琐碎的这个词的意义。
那么，Tiktaalik丢失的链接？
最后，Tiktaalik流行的说法是鱼和四足动物之间的“缺失环节”怎么样？
Tiktaalik，阿尔伯格和克拉克（自然440（7085）:747-749）在他们的评论文章告诉我们，“缺少的环节”的概念有一个强大的想象力把握：罕见的过渡化石，显然是捕捉起源生物体的主要群体是独特的令人回味。“作者承认的整体概念”缺失环节进化的“进步”的毫无根据的观念，并用一个单一的中间化石误认为是强调理解的进化过渡的关键“已与装” “

可悲的是，这种“毫无根据的观念”继续毫无保留地传授和在大众媒体和我们在学校所接受。更可悲的是，这些毫无根据的观念已被用来破坏圣经的权威。
Tiktaalik and the Fishy Story of Walking Fish, Part 2
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In both the print and broadcast media last year, reports of the discovery of the fossil fish known as Tiktaalik were hyped as convincing proof that, through a random chance process of evolution, fish sprouted legs and walked out onto the land where they turned into amphibians, reptiles, mammals, and, ultimately people. But the media’s excitement seems to stem not so much from being able to report a real scientific discovery as in being able to discredit the biblical account of Creation.

A front page article in The New York Times,1 for example, hailed Tiktaalik “as a powerful rebuttal to religious creationists, who hold a literal biblical view on the origins and development of life.”

The walking fish has become symbolic of evolutionism
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The whole idea of walking fish has come to be symbolic of theevolutionary worldview and its opposition to biblical Christianity. Many evolutionists display the familiar “Darwin fish” symbol on their automobiles, T-shirts, and office doors as a public declaration of their allegiance to evolution. The “Darwin fish” is a desecration of the fish symbol used by early Christians as a means of mutual identification during a time of persecution. Christians chose the fish symbol because the individual letters of the Greek word ichthys (for “fish”) served as an anagram for “Jesus Christ Son of God, Savior.” Evolutionists have substituted the word “Darwin” for “ichthys” and have placed walking legs with feet on the fish. Thus, the Darwin fish reflects the fact that many evolutionists have indeed replaced Christianity with Darwinism. As for the legs on the Darwin fish, we will see that there are no known fish with true “legs” (and certainly no feet), and none capable of actually “walking”—except in the most trivial sense of the word.

We must be cautious of evolutionary claims

In the next months and years, there will doubtless be further claims in the popular media of “irrefutable proofs” for evolution and, more importantly, “proofs” against the biblical account of Creation. The popular media—as with tax-supported zoos, science museums, and public schools—are often zealous supporters of the quasi-scientific religion of materialism.

However, few reporters, teachers, or laymen have ever read the original scientific reports upon which grandiose evolutionary claims are based. Moreover, these reports are often convoluted, conflicting, and couched in unprovable assumptions that make evolutionary claims difficult to evaluate even for those who do examine the original scientific papers.

To evaluate the claims that there are fossil fish with legs that walked out of water to take up permanent residence on the land, one needs to understand something about fish, tetrapods (limbed vertebrates including humans), legs, and what is required anatomically to walk and swim. So, let us begin by looking at the wide world of fish, and see which ones are supposed to be the “walkers.”

There are lots of fish!

The first thing to consider is that there are a lot of fish—both living and fossilized. Approximately 25,000 species of currently living fish have been identified, with 200–300 new species being discovered—not evolved—every year. Indeed, fish comprise fully half of all known vertebrates!

It is not clear how many different fish species have been found as fossils, but some experts claim that there were once nearly a million species of fish! It appears that over time we have lost a lot of species of fish—and retained relatively less.

But losing thousands of species of fish is hardly evolution—it’s extinction. The question is, have we really gained any fundamentally new fish (to say nothing of fish that evolved true legs and walked out onto the land as permanent residents)?

Classification of fish

Fish come in a bewildering variety of forms that defy consistent classification. As a result, there are competing classification schemes based on the particular bias of the classifier.

Basically, all species of fish have been divided into two main types—the jawless fish (hagfish and lampreys) and the jawed fish (all the rest). The jawed fish are in turn, divided into two groups: the cartilaginous fish (such as the sharks and rays which have a skeleton made of flexible cartilage) and the much more numerous bony fish, which have hard bony skeletons.
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Wikimedia Commons
The evolutionary timeline of lobe-finned fish and amphibious tetrapods. Many of the so-called transitional forms have been greatly disputed, discovered (e.g. coelacanth), or dismissed, and Tiktaalik has recently been propped up as the “savior” of the evolutionary paradigm. How soon will it be before Tiktaalik is abandoned also?

Evolutionists believe that it took about 100 million years for invertebrates (animals with no bones) to evolve into vertebrates (animals with backbones). However, no compelling fossil evidence documents this purported major and unambiguous transition.

While evolutionists believe that fish were the first true vertebrates, they’re not sure which evolved first—cartilaginous or bony fish.

During the embryological development of vertebrates, most bones develop first as cartilage models that are later replaced by bone (called endochondral bone). Following the dictates of the embryonic recapitulation myth, it would be attractive for evolutionists to propose that cartilaginous fish evolved into bony fish, but most evolutionists consider the cartilaginous fish to be far too specialized to have been the ancestors of the bony fish.

The bony fish (Osteicthyii)

Bony fish are by far the most numerous of all fish, comprising about 24,000 living species, and they come in an amazing variety of forms and sizes (ranging from a half-inch-long sea horse weighing a fraction of an ounce to a 1,000 pound blue marlin). The purported evolutionary relationship of all these fish is at best highly speculative.

All bony fish have gills for breathing and fins for swimming. Starting from front to back, the most important fins for swimming are the paired pectoral fins (which are typically attached to the posterior margin of the skull), the generally smaller paired pelvic fins (that occupy a position near the anus), and the caudal fin (tail fin).

Bony fish are divided into two groups, the lobe-finned fish, known mostly from fossils, and the vastly more numerous ray-finned fish. Both have fins made up of bony rays, but the lobe-fins have fin rays mounted on a short, fleshy stalk supported by successive segments of bone.

It is the superficial resemblance of these bony fins to tetrapod legs that has led evolutionists to speculate that the lobe-fin fish are the ancestors of tetrapods in the late Devonian (approximately 380 million years ago). So, let’s focus our investigation on the lobe-fins.

The lobe-fin fish (Sarcopterygii)

The lobe-finned fish have been divided into two rather dissimilar groups, the Dipnoi (lungfish) and the Crossopterygii (coelacanths and fossil relatives).

Lungfish (Dipnoi)

There are only three surviving types of lungfish. They are all eel-like in appearance, and have long and slender fleshy pectoral and pelvic fins, which are highly mobile. This group derives its name from the fact that they have air sacks (“lungs”) that function at least partially in breathing (though all, at least in their immature state, have functional gills as well). The fact that these fish can breathe air, survive out of water for long periods of time, and have the ability to pull themselves along on their bellies (i.e. “walk”) across mud flats with the aid of their fins, has caught the imagination of some evolutionists who consider them to be ancestral to tetrapods.

Many living fish are air-breathers and “walkers”

But air-breathing fish are not uncommon among living fish species. For example, many popular aquarium fish (such as the paradise fish, betta and gourami) are surface air-breathers that can actually drown if kept under water! Evolutionists are not even in agreement on whether lungs evolved before gills (as proposed by the famous vertebrate evolutionist Alfred Romer), or gills evolved before lungs.

Even the sort of “walking” that lungfish engage in is not uncommon among living fish species. Many fish are known to pull themselves along on their bellies, with the help of their pectoral fins, across large expanses of mud flats and even dry land. For example, the northern snakehead and the “walking catfish” (Clarias batrachus) are air-breathing fish that can travel overland for considerable distances. The mudskippers are fish that breathe oxygen through their skin and “skip” along on land with the aid of their fleshy fins—indeed some of the larger species are said to skip faster than the average person can run! The climbing perch (Anabas testudineus) not only breathes air and “walks” on land but is even said to be capable of climbing trees! Yet none of these curious fish are considered by evolutionists to be ancestors of tetrapods—they are simply interesting and specialized fish. In fact there are even “flying fish” (with specialized fins that permit them to fly or glide in the air for hundreds of yards over water), but evolutionists have never considered them to be ancestors of birds.

Crossopterygians
Most evolutionists now look to fossil Crossopterygians for the ancestors of tetrapods—even though none of them are known to be capable of either walking or breathing out of water.

The distinguishing features of these fish are the division of the skull into anterior and posterior units (considered similar to embryonic tetrapod skulls); and fleshy pectoral fins containing bony elements (considered similar to tetrapod legs). These similarities have prompted evolutionists to confidently declare that Crossopterygians evolved into tetrapods.

According to evolutionists, the Crossopterygians flourished during the middle to late Devonian (extending from 385 million years ago to 365 million years ago) and all were once believed to have become extinct about 80 million years ago (even before the extinction of the dinosaurs).2
The coelacanth—one of many “living fossils”

However, in 1938 a fishing trawler netted a strange large blue fish in the Indian Ocean off the coast of Madagascar. This distinctive fish was soon identified as a Crossopterygian fish previously known only from the fossil record as the coelacanth.

Coelacanths are distinctly different from all other living fishes. They have an extra lobe on their tails (compared to other lobe-finned fish) and are the only living animal to have a fully-functional joint in their cranium, which allows the front part of the head to be lifted when the fish is feeding.

The discovery of a coelacanth came as a surprise to evolutionists. (It was comparable to finding a living dinosaur, because these fish were believed to have become extinct 80 million years ago when they disappeared from the fossil record.) However, since 1938, dozens of living coelacanths have been found and studied, some as far as 7,000 miles away from the location of the first sightings!3
Understandably, evolutionists are puzzled by how coelacanths could disappear for over “80 million years” and then turn up alive and well in the twentieth century. They speculate that the fossilized coelacanths lived in environments favoring fossilization, whereas modern coelacanths live at great depths (over 600 feet) in caves and overhangs of steep marine reefs that don’t favor fossil formation. This, however, is special pleading, since essentially no modern marine environment favors the formation of fossils and, indeed, none are being formed, as this would require rapid burial, which is not observed under normal conditions.

More importantly the coelacanth (along with many other “living fossils”) show that evolutionists can never assume that a plant or animal did not live during any particular period of assumed geologic time simply because it does not appear in the fossil record of this period. If 200-pound coelacanths can “hide” for “80 million years,” it would seem anything can hide.

Another reason finding a living coelacanth caused so much surprise at the time of its discovery was that coelacanths were widely believed to be the ancestors of the tetrapods. Indeed, many evolutionists assumed that the very reason the coelacanth disappeared from the fossil record was because they evolved into land-dwelling tetrapods; yet here they were very much alive—and swimming!

Coelacanths don’t walk

At the very least, evolutionists expected to observe some hint of walking behavior in the coelacanth, but sadly the fish have done nothing to accommodate them. Although living coelacanths have often been observed swimming in their natural habitat, they have never been observed walking. Indeed, coelacanths have been observed swimming backward, upside-down, and even standing on their head! Alas—they absolutely refuse to walk on land or in the sea.

Evolutionists look to other lobe-fins

Since living lobe-fin fish have not met expectations, evolutionists have turned to other fossilized lobe-fins for the ancestors of tetrapods. (After all, one can speculate endlessly about fossils without fear of contradiction—until they turn-up alive.)

Currently, the three most popular Crossopterygian candidates for ancestors of tetrapods are Eusthenopteron, Panderichthys, and the recently discovered Tiktaalik.

Eusthenopteron
For several years, the evolutionist’s “gold standard” of fish with “legs” has been the fossil fish Eusthenopteron (which, like the coelacanth, has fleshy pectoral fins with bones). If you have seen an artist’s illustration in a textbook showing a fish walking out of the water, most likely it was Eusthenopteron.

Like most other jawed fish, Eusthenopteron has its pectoral fin girdle (bones that anchor the pectoral fins) attached to the back of its skull by means of a dermal bone called the cleithrum. Dermal bones develop directly from connective tissue cells under the skin, rather than from cartilage models as is the case for endochondral bones. (Fish scales, by the way, are dermal bones as well, and reside just under the superficial layer of the skin.)

Panderichthys
Panderichthys is yet another fossil Crossopterygian fish that has been declared to be an ancestor of tetrapods. Panderichthys lacks dorsal and ventral fins and has a relatively small tail fin (thus looking less obviously fish-like than Eusthenopteron).

Like the other Crossopterygian fish, Panderichthys has thick bony pectoral fins. Evolutionists argue that the shape of these fins and their pectoral girdle look more like that of tetrapods than Eusthenopteron. But Daeschler, Shubin, and Jenkins—the discoverers of Tiktaalik—claim that “Panderichthys possesses relatively few tetrapod synapomorphies, and provides only partial insight into the origin of major features of the skull, limbs and axial skeleton of early tetrapods.” As a result, they insist that “our understanding of major transformations at the fish-tetrapod transition has remained limited.”4
Tiktaalik to the rescue?

In the April 2006, issue of Nature, Daeschler, et al. reported the discovery of several fossilized specimens of a Crossopterygian fish named Tiktaalik roseae. These well preserved specimens were found in sedimentary layers of siltstone—cross-bedded with sandstones—in Arctic Canada.4
Like the other lobe-fin fish, Tiktaalik was declared to be late Devonian (between 385-359 million years old) by means of a “dating” method known as palynomorph biostratigraphy. This method presumes to date sedimentary rock layers on the basis of the assumed evolutionary age of pollen and spores contained in the rock. Most importantly, the discoverers of Tiktaalik claim that it “represents an intermediate between fish with fins and tetrapods with limbs.”

Tiktaalik is a fish

Whatever else we might say about Tiktaalik, it is a fish. In a review article on Tiktaalik (appearing in the same issue of the scientific journal Nature that reported the discovery of Tiktaalik), fish evolution experts, Ahlberg and Clack concede that “in some respects Tiktaalik and Panderichthys are straightforward fishes: they have small pelvic fins, retain fin rays in their paired appendages and have well-developed gill arches, suggesting that both animals remained mostly aquatic.” 5
In other respects, however, Ahlberg and Clack argue that Tiktaalik is more tetrapod-like than Panderichthys because “the bony gill cover has disappeared, and the skull has a longer snout.” The authors weakly suggest that the significance of all this is that “a longer snout suggests a shift from sucking towards snapping up prey, whereas the loss of gill cover bones probably correlates with reduced water flow through the gill chamber. The ribs also seem larger in Tiktaalik, which may mean it was better able to support its body out of water.”

Without the author’s evolutionary bias, of course, there is no reason to assume that Tiktaalik was anything other than exclusively aquatic. And how do we know that Tiktaalik lost its gill cover as opposed to never having one? The longer snout and lack of bony gill covers (found in many other exclusively-aquatic living fish) are interpreted as indicating a reduced flow of water through the gills, which, in turn, is declared to be suggestive of partial air-breathing—but this is quite a stretch. Finally, what does any of this have to do with fish evolving into land dwelling tetrapods?

Are the pectoral fins of Tiktaalik really legs?

Before we get into Tiktaalik’s “legs,” it might be instructive to consider an old trick question. If we call our arms “legs,” then how many legs would we have? The answer, of course, is two legs—just because we call our arms “legs” doesn’t make them legs. The same might be said of the bony fins of Crossopterygian fish—we may call them “legs” but that doesn’t necessarily make them legs.

Shubin et al. make much of the claim that Tiktaalik’s bony fins show a reduction in dermal bone and an increase in endochondral bone.6 This is important to them because the limb bones of tetrapods are entirely endochondral. They further claim that the cleithrum (a dermal bone to which the pectoral fin is attached in fish) is detached from the skull, resembling the position of the scapula (shoulder blade) of a tetrapod. They also claim that the endochondral bones of the fin are more similar to those of a tetrapod in terms of structure and range of motion. However, none of this, if true, proves that Tiktaalik’s fins supported its weight out of water, or that it was capable of a true walking motion. (It certainly doesn’t prove that these fish evolved into tetrapods.)

The limbs of tetrapods

The limbs of tetrapods share similar characteristic features. These unique features meet the special demands of walking on land. In the case of the forelimbs there is one bone nearest the body (proximal) called the humerus that articulates (flexibly joins) with two bones, the radius and ulna, further away from the body (distal). These in turn articulate with multiple wrist bones, which finally articulate with typically five digits. The hind limbs similarly consist of one proximal bone, the femur, which articulates with two distal bones, the tibia and fibula, which in turn articulate with ankle bones; and finally with typically five digits. In order to support the weight of the body on land, and permit walking, the most proximal bones of the limbs must be securely attached to the rest of the body. The humerus of the forelimb articulates with the pectoral girdle which includes the scapula (shoulder blade) and the clavicle (collar bone). The only bony attachment of the pectoral girdle to the body is the clavicle.

The femur of the hind limb articulates with the pelvic girdle, which consists of fused bones collectively called the pelvis (hip bone). It is this hind limb—with its robust pelvic girdle securely attached to the vertebral column—that differs radically from that of any fish. (The tetrapod arrangement is important for bearing the weight of the animal on land.)

All tetrapod limb bones and their attachment girdles are endochondral bones. In the case of all fish, including Tiktaalik, the cleithrum and fin rays are dermal bones.

It is significant that the “earliest” true tetrapods recognized by evolutionists (such as Acanthostega and Ichthyostega) have all of the distinguishing features of tetrapod limbs (and their attachment girdles) and were clearly capable of walking and breathing on land. The structural differences between the tetrapod leg and the fish fin is easily understood when we realize that the buoyant density of water is about a thousand times greater than that of air. A fish has no need to support much of its weight in water where it is essentially weightless.

The fins of fish (including Tiktaalik)

Essentially all fish (including Tiktaalik) have small pelvic fins relative to their pectoral fins. The legs of tetrapods are just the opposite: the hind limbs attached to the pelvic girdle are almost always more robust than the fore limbs attached to the pectoral girdle. (This is particularly obvious in animals such as kangaroos and theropod dinosaurs.) Not only are the pelvic fins of all fish small, but they’re not even attached to the axial skeleton (vertebral column) and thus can’t bear weight on land.

While the endochondral bones in the pectoral fins of Crossopterygians have some similarity to bones in the fore limbs of tetrapods, there are significant differences. For example, there is nothing even remotely comparable to the digits in any fish. The bony rays of fish fins are dermal bones that are not related in any way to digits in their structure, function or mode of development. Clearly, fin rays are relatively fragile and unsuitable for actual walking and weight bearing.

Even the smaller endochondral bones in the distal fin of Tiktaalik are not related to digits. Ahlberg and Clack point out that “although these small distal bones bear some resemblance to tetrapod digits in terms of their function and range of movement, they are still very much components of a fin. There remains a large morphological gap between them and digits as seen in, for example Acanthostega: if the digits evolved from these distal bones, the process must have involved considerable developmental rearranging.”

So is Tiktaalik a missing link?

Finally, what about the popular claim that Tiktaalik is the “missing link” between fish and tetrapods?

In their review article on Tiktaalik, Ahlberg and Clack tell us that “the concept of ‘missing links’ has a powerful grasp on the imagination: the rare transitional fossils that apparently capture the origins of major groups of organisms are uniquely evocative.” The authors concede that the whole concept of “missing links” has been loaded with “unfounded notions of evolutionary ‘progress’ and with a mistaken emphasis on the single intermediate fossil as the key to understanding evolutionary transition.”5
Sadly, “unfounded notions” of this kind continue to be uncritically taught and accepted in the popular media and in our schools. Even more sadly, these unfounded notions have been used to undermine the authority of Holy Scripture.

Dr. David Menton holds his Ph.D. in cell biology from Brown University and is a well-respected author and teacher. He is assistant Professor Emeritus at the Washington University School of Medicine in St. Louis, Missouri. Dr. Menton has many published works and is one of the most popular speakers for Answers in Genesis–USA.

Footnotes

1. Wilford, John Noble, Fossil Called Missing Link From Sea to Land Animals, The New York Times, Late Edition—Final, Section A, Page 1, Column 5, April 6, 2006. Back
2. New Fossils Fill the Evolutionary Gap Between Fish and Land Animals, http://www.nsf.gov/news/news_summ.jsp?cntn_id=106807, 2006. Back
3. Another was recently caught near Indonesia. Back
4. Daeschler, Edward B. , Shubin, Neil H., and Jenkins, Farish A., A Devonian tetrapod-like fish and the evolution of the tetrapod body plan, Nature 440(7085): 757–763, 6 April 2006.Back (1) Back (2)
5. Ahlberg, P.E. and Clack, J.A., News and Views, Nature 440(7085): 747–749), 6 April 2006.Back (1) Back (2)
6. Shubin, Neil H., Daeshler, Edward B., and Farish, Jr., Jenkins A., The pectoral fin of Tiktaalik roseae and the origin of the tetrapod limb, Nature 440(7085): 764–771), 6 April 2006. Back
（下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。）
tiktaalik和鲇鱼脱袜的人，第2部分
在深入
博士大卫N. Menton 五月23日，2007

技术
作者大卫MENTON化石tiktaalik过渡形式
关键词：Tiktaalik，走鱼，进化，呼吸空气，祖先，四足动物，缺少的环节，ichthys，达尔文鱼，腿，Osteicthyii，硬骨鱼类，Sarcopterygii，叶鳍鱼，Dipnoi，肺鱼，Crossopterygians，腔棘鱼， 活化石， eusthenopteron， Panderichthys

在印刷和广播媒体去年报道，如Tiktaalik已知的鱼类化石的发现被大肆宣传的令人信服的证据，通过随机的进化机会的过程中，鱼长出腿和土地走上了他们在那里打开成两栖动物，爬行类，哺乳类，并最终人。但媒体的兴奋，似乎不是源于能够作为一个真正的科学发现能够诋毁圣经的创作帐户报告这么多。
一个在纽约时报，头版的文章，例如被誉为“作为一个强大的宗教神创论，谁持有文字上生命的起源和发展的圣经观点的反驳。”Tiktaalik

鲇鱼已成为进化论的象征
鲇鱼的整体思路已经到了进化的世界观和反对圣经基督教的象征。许多进化论者显示熟悉的“达尔文鱼”的象征，他们的汽车，T恤，办公室的门作为效忠演化的公开声明。 “达尔文鱼”是迫害的时间由早期的基督徒相互识别的一种手段使用过程中的鱼象征的亵渎。基督徒选择鱼的象征，因为希腊字ichthys（“鱼”）的单个字母作为字谜担任“耶稣基督神的儿子，救主。”进化论者已取代“ichthys”的“达尔文”，并已放置行走的腿与脚的鱼。因此，达尔文鱼的反映，许多进化论者确实取代基督教与达尔文进化论的事实。为达尔文鱼的腿，我们会看到，有没有已知的鱼类与真正的“腿”（当然没有英尺），并没有能够“走”，除了在这个词的最平凡的意义。
我们必须谨慎进化索赔
在未来的几个月或几年，无疑是在进化的“不可辩驳的证据”，更重要的是，“证据”，对创作的圣经帐户的大众媒体进一步索赔。大众媒体作为与税收支持动物园，科学博物馆，公共学校往往是唯物主义的科学准宗教的狂热支持者。
然而，少数记者，教师，或外行读过宏伟进化索赔是基于原有的科学报告。此外，这些报告往往错综复杂，相互冲突，在无法证明的假设，使进化索赔难以评估，甚至那些谁不审查原始科学论文的措辞。
来评估索赔有腿走水占用的土地上永久居住的鱼类化石，需要了解有关鱼类，四足动物（包括人类在内的肢脊椎动物），腿，什么东西是必需的解剖走和游泳。所以，让我们开始寻找在广阔的世界鱼，看看哪些是应该是“步行者。”
有很多鱼！
首先要考虑的是，有许多鱼都生活和化石。已查明约25000种，目前居住的鱼，被发现没有进化每年有200-300新品种。事实上，鱼完全包括所有已知的脊椎动物的一半！
目前尚不清楚多少种不同的鱼类化石发现，但一些专家称，曾经有近百万的鱼类！看来，随着时间的推移，我们已经失去了许多种鱼类，并保留相对较少。
但失去数千种鱼是很难的演变，它的灭绝。问题是，我们真的获得了任何从根本上新的鱼（说鱼，发展真正的双腿和永久性居民的土地走上了）？
鱼的分类
五花八门的形式，以身试法一致的分类来的鱼。因此，有竞争分类的基础上，分类的特定偏见的计划。
基本上，所有鱼类物种已被分为两个主要类型颚类的鱼（盲鳗和七鳃鳗）和颚鱼（所有的休息）。颚鱼又分为两个组：软骨鱼类（如鲨鱼和鳐鱼，有灵活的软骨骨架）和多硬骨鱼类，其中有硬骨骨骼。
维基共享资源
叶鳍鱼类和两栖四足动物进化的时间表。许多所谓的过渡形式得到了极大的争议，发现（如腔棘鱼），或者被辞退，Tiktaalik最近已作为“救世主”的进化范式支撑。如何尽快将是前Tiktaalik也被遗弃？
进化论者相信，它花了约100万无脊椎动物（不带骨头的动物）进化成脊椎动物（动物与骨干）。然而，没有令人信服的化石证据，记录这个本意是主要的和毫不含糊的过渡。
虽然进化论者认为，鱼是第一个真正的脊椎动物，他们不知道发展第一软骨或硬骨鱼类。
脊椎动物胚胎发育过程中，大部分骨骼为软骨后骨（称为软骨内成骨）取代的模型开发第一。胚胎重演神话的支配之后，它会是有吸引力的进化论者提出演变成硬骨鱼类，软骨鱼类，但大多数进化论者认为软骨鱼类是过于专业已硬骨鱼类的祖先。
硬骨鱼类（Osteicthyii）
硬骨鱼类是目前所有鱼类中最众多的，其中包括约24000种生活，和他们在一个惊人的各种形式和大小（范围从半英寸长的海马，到1000磅重分数每盎司蓝色马林鱼）。所有这些鱼的进化关系的本意是在最佳高度投机。
所有的硬骨鱼有鳃的呼吸和游泳的鳍。从前面开始向后，游泳最重要的鳍是成对的胸鳍（这是典型的头骨后缘），一般规模较小的配对（即占据一个位置靠近肛门）腹鳍，尾鳍鳍（尾鳍）。
硬骨鱼分为两组，叶鳍鱼，大多是从已知的化石，以及大量多鳍鱼。都有由骨射线的鳍，但有安装支持通过连续的骨段短，肉质茎的叶，鳍的鳍条。
这是导致进化论者推测叶鳍鱼是四足动物的祖先，在泥盆纪晚期（约380万年前）的四足动物的腿这些骨片的表面相似。所以，让我们集中我们的调查叶鳍。
叶鳍鱼（Sarcopterygii）
叶鳍鱼已被分为两个，而不同的群体，在Dipnoi（肺鱼）和Crossopterygii（腔棘鱼化石亲属）。
肺鱼（Dipnoi）
有只有三个幸存的肺鱼的种类。他们都是鳗鱼喜欢在外观上，有细长的肉质胸鳍和腹鳍，这是流动性很大。这组来自它的名字，事实上，他们有空气袋（“肺”），该函数至少部分呼吸（尽管所有，至少在自己的不成熟状态，以及有功能的鳃）。事实上，这些鱼能够呼吸的空气，水生存了很长一段时间，有能力，他们的肚子上拉自己一起跨越泥滩（即“走”）的援助，它们的鳍，已抓到的想象力一些进化论者认为他们四足动物祖先。
许多活鱼空气呼吸器和“步行者”
但呼吸空气的鱼是不罕见的鱼类物种之间的生活。例如，许多受欢迎的观赏鱼（如斗鱼，斗鱼和gourami的）表面空气的呼吸，可实际上如果保持在水中，淹没！进化论者甚至不肺部是否前鳃（如著名的脊椎动物进化论者阿尔弗雷德·罗默提出），或鳃前肺部演变进化而来的协议。
鱼类物种之间的生活，即使是“走”的排序，肺鱼从事不鲜见。许多鱼类被称为他们的肚子上拉自己一起，帮助其胸鳍，跨越大片滩涂，甚至旱地。例如，北部蛇头“步行鲶鱼”（胡子鲶蟾）是呼吸空气的鱼可以陆路前往相当大的距离。弹涂鱼是鱼的土地上呼吸氧气，通过他们的皮肤和“跳过”，借助其肉质鳍一些较大的品种确实是说跳过快，比一般人可以运行！攀鲈（Anabas testudineus）不仅呼吸的空气和土地上的“散步”，但甚至可以说是能够爬树的！然而，这些好奇的鱼被认为是进化论者是他们简单有趣和专门的鱼的四足动物的祖先。事实上，有“飞鱼”（有专门的鳍，允许他们在空中几百米过水飞或滑翔），但进化论者从来没有被认为是鸟类的祖先。
crossopterygians

最进化论者现在看起来祖先化石Crossopterygians的四足动物，即使他们没有被称为是可以步行或呼吸水的能力。
这些鱼的特点是头骨的前部和后部进单位分工（类似胚胎的四足动物的头骨）;肉质胸鳍骨元素（类似四足动物的腿）。这些相似之处，促使的的进化论者自信申报到四足动物进化而来的Crossopterygians。
根据进化论者的Crossopterygians蓬勃发展过程中的中间到晚泥盆世（范围从3.85亿年前至3.65亿年前），曾经被认为已经灭绝了大约80亿年前（甚至在恐龙的灭绝）。 2

腔棘鱼之一，许多“活化石”
然而，在1938年关闭马达加斯加海岸的印度洋中拘捕一个奇怪的大蓝鱼捕捞拖网渔船。这种独特的鱼很快就被确定为以前的腔棘鱼化石记录只能从已知的Crossopterygian鱼。
腔棘鱼是从所有其他生活的鱼类明显不同。他们有额外的尾巴叶（相比其他叶鳍鱼），是唯一有生命的动物，在他们的头盖骨有功能齐全的联合，使头部的前半部分被取消当鱼被喂养。
一腔棘鱼的发现了一个进化论者的惊喜。 （这是找到一个活生生的恐龙相媲美，因为这些鱼被认为已经灭绝了8000万年前，当他们从化石记录中消失。）然而，自1938年以来，几十个活的腔棘鱼已发现和研究，有些远首先瞄准的位置离7000英里！
腔棘鱼可能消失了“80万”，然后打开活着，以及在二十世纪可以理解的，进化论者感到困惑。他们推测，化石腔棘鱼住在有利于僵化的环境，而现代的腔棘鱼生活在不利于化石的形成陡峭的海洋珊瑚礁的洞穴和出挑的大深度（超过600英尺）。然而，这是特殊的请求，因为基本上没有现代海洋环境有利于形成化石，并确实正在形成，因为这需要快速的埋葬，这是不正常情况下观察。
更重要的腔棘鱼（以及许多其他的“活化石”）表明，进化论者不能假设，没有一种植物或动物住在任何假定的地质历史时期的特定时期，只是因为它不会出现在这一时期的化石记录。如果200磅的腔棘鱼可以“隐藏”的“80万”，这似乎什么都可以隐藏。
寻找生活的腔棘鱼的另一个原因造成这么多的惊喜，在发现时，腔棘鱼被广泛认为是四足动物的祖先。事实上，许多进化论者认为腔棘鱼化石记录中消失的原因是因为他们陆栖四足动物进化而来，然而在这里，他们非常活着的和游泳！
腔棘鱼做不走
进化论者至少，预计观察一些走在腔棘鱼的行为暗示，但遗憾的鱼并没有做什么来容纳他们。虽然生活的腔棘鱼经常被观察到它们的自然栖息地游泳，他们从来没有被观察到行走。事实上，腔棘鱼已观察游泳落后，上下颠倒，甚至站在他们的头！唉，他们绝对拒绝在陆地上行走或在海上。
进化论者看其他叶的鳍
由于生活叶鳍鱼也未达到预期，已经转向其他四足动物的祖先的化石叶的鳍进化论者。 （毕竟，人们可以推测无休止地的矛盾，直到他们打开活着的恐惧。约化石）
目前，三种最流行的四足动物的祖先Crossopterygian候选人Eusthenopteron，Panderichthys，以及最近发现的Tiktaalik。
eusthenopteron

几年来，进化论的“金标准”与“腿”的鱼被鱼类化石Eusthenopteron的（其中，腔棘鱼一样，具有肉质与骨骼的胸鳍）。如果你已经看到了一个艺术家的画像，在教科书呈现出鱼水步行最有可能的，这是Eusthenopteron。
像大多数其他的颚鱼，Eusthenopteron有其胸鳍腰带（骨锚胸鳍），其头骨后部的皮肤称为骨cleithrum。真皮结缔组织细胞的骨骼发展直接下的皮肤，而不是从软骨模型，为的是为软骨内成骨的情况。 （鳞鱼的方式，以及真皮骨头，只是驻留在皮肤表层。）
panderichthys

panderichthys是另一个的化石Crossopterygian鱼，已被宣布为四足动物的祖先。 panderichthys缺乏背鳍和腹鳍，有一个相对较小的尾翼（从而寻找鱼比Eusthenopteron不太明显）。
Panderichthys像其他Crossopterygian鱼，有厚骨胸鳍。进化论者认为，这些鳍和肩带的形状看起来更像比Eusthenopteron四足动物。但Daeschler，舒宾和詹金斯因此发现者Tiktaalik索赔“Panderichthys拥有相对较少的四足动物的共同衍征，并提供了早期四足动物的头骨，四肢及中轴骨骼的主要特点的起源只有部分的洞察力。” ，他们坚持认为，“我们在鱼的四足动物的过渡的重大变革的认识仍然有限。”
Tiktaalik来救援？
在2006年4月，，自然Daeschler，等问题。报告名为Tiktaalik roseae 1 Crossopterygian鱼化石标本的发现。这些保存完好的标本与北极Canada.4砂岩，粉砂岩，跨层沉积层发现的
像其他的叶鳍鱼，Tiktaalik被宣布为晚泥盆世（385-359万年前之间）通过了“约会”的方法被称为孢粉地层。这种方法假定假定在岩石中的花粉和孢子的进化年龄的基础上迄今沉积岩层。最重要的是，Tiktaalik的发现者声称它“代表鱼类鳍和四足动物四肢之间的中间。”
tiktaalik是一条鱼
约Tiktaalik任何我们可能会说，这是一条鱼。 Tiktaalik（Tiktaalik发现同样的问题，报告在科学杂志“自然中）上的评论文章中，鱼类演化专家，阿尔伯格和克拉克承认，”在某些方面Tiktaalik和Panderichthys是简单的鱼：他们有小的腹鳍鳍条保留在他们配对的附属物，并有发达的鳃弓，表明这两种动物仍主要水产品。“5

然而，在其他方面，阿尔伯格和克拉克认为，Tiktaalik Panderichthys比四针状骨鳃盖，因为“已经消失，颅骨有一个较长的鼻子。”弱的作者建议，这一切的意义在于，“较长的鼻子，表明了对捕捉猎物吸移，而鳃盖骨的损失可能减少水流通过鳃腔相关。肋骨也似乎更大Tiktaalik，这可能意味着它是更好的水能够支持它的身体。“
没有作者的进化偏差，当然，有没有理由认为，Tiktaalik比完全水生的任何其他。我们怎么知道，Tiktaalik失去了它的鳃盖，从未有一个反对？较长的鼻子和缺乏鳃盖骨（在其他许多专门的水生生物鱼）被解释为表明水流量减少，这反过来，被宣布为暗示部分通过鳃，呼吸空气，但这是一个相当舒展。最后，这是什么做鱼演变到土地住宅的四足动物吗？
Tiktaalik的胸鳍真的腿吗？
之前我们Tiktaalik的“腿”，它可能是有益的考虑老把戏问题。如果我们把我们的武器“腿”，然后腿，我们将有多少？答案，当然，是两条腿，仅仅是因为我们所说的“腿”我们的武器不使他们的腿。同样可以说Crossopterygian骨鳍鱼，我们可以称之为“腿”，但不一定能使他们的腿。
舒宾等人。使许多声称Tiktaalik的骨鳍减少了真皮骨和软骨内bone.6增加，这对他们很重要，因为四足动物的四肢骨骼完全是软骨内。他们还声称，cleithrum（皮肤胸鳍附在鱼骨）从头骨分离，类似的四足动物的肩胛骨（肩胛骨）的位置。他们还声称，鳍的软骨内成骨有更多类似的结构和运动范围方面的四角。然而，这一切，如果属实，证明Tiktaalik的鳍支持其重量的水，或者这是一个真正的步行运动能力。 （这当然不能证明，这些鱼到四足动物进化而来的。）
四足动物的四肢
四足动物的四肢，有着相似的特点。这些独特的功能，满足陆地上行走的特殊要求。在前肢的情况下，有一个最接近的机构，称为肱骨，阐明了两块骨头，半径和尺骨，进一步远离身体（远端）（灵活的连接）（近端）骨。这些表达又与多个腕骨，最终阐明，通常五位。同样的后肢由近端骨，股骨，其中有两个远端骨，胫骨和腓骨，这反过来又衔接脚踝骨头阐明;最后通常为五位。为了支持土地上的身体重量，并允许步行，四肢近端骨骼必须牢固地连接到身体的其他部位。前肢肱骨阐明肩带，其中包括肩胛骨肩胛骨和锁骨（锁骨）。唯一的骨附着的肩带身体的锁骨。
后肢股骨与骨盆，统称为骨盆（髋骨）的融合骨头组成阐明。正是这种后肢其强大的骨盆牢固地连接到椎体列，从根本上不同，任何鱼类。 （四足动物的安排，轴承上的陆地动物的体重是重要的。）
所有四足动物的肢骨及其附件腰带是软骨内成骨。在所有的鱼类，包括Tiktaalik，cleithrum和鳍条的情况下是真皮的骨头。
这是重要的，“最早的”进化论者公认的四足动物（如棘和Ichthyostega）所有四足动物四肢的特点（及其附件腰带），显然能够在陆地上行走和呼吸。四足动物的腿部和鱼鳍之间的结构性差异是很容易理解，当我们意识到，水的浮力密度大于空气约一千倍。鱼有没有必要支持在水的重量，它本质上是失重。
鳍鱼（包括Tiktaalik）
基本上所有的鱼类（包括Tiktaalik）有相对较小的胸鳍腹鳍。四足动物的腿则正好相反：连接骨盆的后肢几乎总是超过肩带脱颖而出四肢健壮。 （这是特别明显的动物，如袋鼠和兽脚类恐龙。）不仅是所有的鱼腹鳍小，但他们甚至没有连接到中轴骨骼（脊柱），因而不能承受重量的土地上。
虽然在对Crossopterygians胸鳍的软骨内成骨脱颖而出的四足动物的四肢骨骼有一些相似，有明显的差异。例如，有什么甚至远程在任何鱼类的数字相媲美。鱼鳍骨射线是不以任何方式在其结构，功能或发展模式的数字有关的真皮骨头。显然，鳍条相对脆弱，不适合实际的行走和负重。
即使是较小的Tiktaalik远端鳍的软骨内成骨是不相关的数字。 ：阿尔伯格与克拉克指出，“虽然这些小远端骨四角数字在他们的运动功能和范围方面承担一些相似，他们仍然非常鳍组件。他们和数字，例如，棘之间仍然存在着较大的形态差距：如果从这些远端骨进化而来的数字，这个过程必须涉及相当大的发展重新安排“。
那么，Tiktaalik缺少的环节？
最后，Tiktaalik流行的说法是鱼和四足动物之间的“缺失环节”怎么样？
阿尔伯格和克拉克在其上Tiktaalik的评论文章，告诉我们说：“缺少的环节”的概念有一个强大的想象力把握：罕见的过渡化石，显然是捕捉生物体的主要群体的起源是唯一令人回味的“承认的“缺失环节”的整体概念，已被载入“进化的”进步“的毫无根据的概念，并有误单一理解进化过渡的关键中间化石的重点。”
可悲的是，这种“毫无根据的观念”继续毫无保留地传授和在大众媒体和我们在学校所接受。更可悲的是，这些毫无根据的观念已被用来破坏圣经的权威。
大卫·门顿博士认为他的博士在布朗大学的细胞生物学和是一个受人尊敬的作家和教师。他是在密苏里州圣路易斯华盛顿大学医学院助理教授，名誉教授。 Menton的博士有许多已发表的作品，是答案在创世纪美国最流行的扬声器之一。
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Is Tiktaalik Evolution’s Greatest Missing Link?

1. What transitions in evolutionary history are supposed to be displayed in Tiktaalik?

2. How does the classification of living and fossil fish help refute the evolutionary claims?

3. How do the limbs of tetrapods and fish differ? 

Tiktaalik演变的最大缺失的一环吗？
1。进化史什么转换都被认为是在Tiktaalik显示？
2。如何生活和鱼类化石帮助分类反驳的进化索赔吗？
3。如何四足动物和鱼的四肢有什么区别？
Thirtieth Anniversary of a Geologic Catastrophe

by Andrew A. Snelling

May 18, 2010

Semi-technical
· author-andrew-snelling
· catastrophe
· mount-st-helens
May 18 marks the thirtieth anniversary of one of the most violent natural disasters of our time, the colossal 1980 eruption of Mount St. Helens. This catastrophic geologic event not only shocked the world because of its explosive power and made headline news, but challenged the foundations of evolutionary theory.

The May 18, 1980 eruption of Mount St. Helens in the state of Washington is regarded by many as the most significant geologic event of the twentieth century, excelling all others in its extraordinary documentation and scientific study. Although not the most powerful explosion of the last century, that eruption provided a significant learning experience within a natural laboratory for the understanding of catastrophic geologic processes. And thirty years later we learn that Mount St. Helens still confronts the underlying slow-and-gradual assumptions of modern geologic thinking.
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The beautiful mountain before it erupted thirty years ago today. (Photo by R. Fleshman from www.creationism.org)
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Today’s Mount St. Helens (Photo by R. Fleshman from www.creationism.org)

On May 18, 1980, a steam blast equivalent to 20 megatons of TNT destroyed the northern side of the once-pristine shape of the volcano. Geologists, who are accustomed to thinking about slow evolutionary processes forming geologic features, were astounded to witness many of these same features form rapidly as a result of that and subsequent eruptions. We are indebted to Dr. Steven Austin of the Institute for Creation Research for his work in documenting carefully the geologic results of this astounding catastrophe. The following undeniable lessons still confront us, thirty years on.

1. Rapid Formation of Sediment Layers

Up to 600-feet thicknesses of sediment layers formed as a result of the primary air blast, landslides, resultant water wave on nearby Spirit Lake, volcanic ash flows, mudflows, air falls of volcanic ash, and steam water. The most surprising accumulations resulted from the volcanic ash flows that moved at high velocities from the volcano. These deposits included fine volcanic ash beds from a tiny fraction of an inch thick to greater than 3 feet thick, each representing just a few seconds to several minutes of accumulation. Furthermore, one such layered deposit, 25 feet thick, accumulated within three hours during the evening of June 12, 1980. It was deposited from volcanic ash flows moving at hurricane velocity. Geologists were staggered that such coarse and fine sediment layers could be separated into distinct strata by such a catastrophic flow process from a slurry moving at freeway speed.

Sadly, most geologists still conventionally think that such sedimentary layering has to represent long seasonal variations, or annual changes, as layers accumulate very slowly. They normally think that catastrophic sedimentary processes homogenize materials, depositing coarse and fine grains together. However, what researchers observed at Mount St. Helens emphatically teaches us that sedimentary layering does form very rapidly by catastrophic flow processes, such as those that would have occurred during the Genesis Flood.

2. Rapid Erosion

From everyday experience it is observed that rivers and creeks erode very slowly. Thus it is usually assumed that great time periods are needed to form deep canyons. However, at Mount St. Helens very rapidly erosion occurred, producing erosion features that challenge conventional thinking about how landscapes form.

Two-third of a cubic mile of landslide and eruption debris from the May 18, 1980, eruption covered 23 square miles of the North Fork of the Toutle River, blocking the drainage from Spirit Lake westward into the Pacific Ocean. It was the largest debris avalanche observed in human history! The deposits averaged 150 feet thick. Then on May 19, 1982, another explosive eruption of Mount St. Helens melted a thick snow pack in the crater, creating a destructive, sheet-like flood of water, which became a mudflow. Reaching the landslide and eruption debris deposits of the North Fork of the Toutle River, the flow formed channels which cut through the blockage of the drainage westward. Bedrock was eroded up to 600 feet deep to form two canyons on the north flank of the volcano. Individual canyons up to 140 feet deep were cut through the landslide debris and volcanic ash deposits. The erosion left elevated plateaus to the north and south resembling the North and South Rims of the Grand Canyon.
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Toutle River Canyon (Photo courtesy USGS)

Also, gully-headed side canyons and amphitheater-headed side canyons resemble the side canyons to the Grand Canyon. The breach did not occur straight through the obstruction, but took a meandering path, which reminds us of the meandering path of the Grand Canyon through the high plateaus of northern Arizona. This “Little Grand Canyon of the Toutle River” is a one-fortieth scale model of the real Grand Canyon.

The small creeks which flow through the headwaters of the Toutle River today might seem, by present appearances, to have carved out these canyons very slowly over a very long time period, except for the fact that the erosion was observed to have occurred extremely rapidly! Geologists should thus have learned that the long timescales they have been trained to assign to the erosion of deep canyons are not accurate, and that deep canyons found elsewhere could likewise have formed very rapidly, including the Grand Canyon of Arizona.

3. Rapid Formation of Fossil Deposits

The volcanic blast of May 18, 1980, destroyed the surrounding forests. By late that afternoon one million logs were floating on nearby Spirit Lake. Many of these logs were actually floating upright. Even though the roots had been broken off, the logs were thicker at the root end and the wood obviously denser so that the root ends sank before the tops of the logs. Indeed, thousands of upright, fully submerged logs were subsequently observed sitting on the floor of the lake, looking as though they were a forest of trees. Investigations showed many had become buried by more than 3 feet of sediment, while others were still resting on the floor of the lake.

Geologists could easily have misinterpreted these upright buried logs as representing multiple forests that had grown on different levels over periods of many thousands of years. This is in fact how the petrified upright logs at Specimen Ridge in Yellowstone National Park had been interpreted, as successive forests growing over many thousands of years. However, the lesson from Mount St. Helens is that fossilized upright logs had to be buried rapidly.

4. Rapid Formation of a Peat Layer

The enormous log mat floating on Spirit Lake lost its bark and branches, rubbed off by the abrasive action of wind and waves. Scuba investigations of the lake bottom subsequently revealed that sheets of bark intermingled with volcanic sediments had formed a layer of peat many inches thick. Together with broken branches and root materials, the sheets of bark gave the peat a coarse texture and a layered appearance. This “Spirit Lake peat” resembles, both compositionally and texturally, certain coal beds of the eastern United States.

Geologists suppose that coal beds formed by the accumulation of organic material in vast swamps where the plants grew in place. By slow growth and accumulation, they estimate about 1,000 years was required to form each inch of coal. However, typical swamp peat deposits are very fine, with a texture looking like coffee grounds or mashed potatoes. They are homogeneous because of the intense penetration of the roots which dominate swamps. Thus root material is the dominant coarse component of modern swamp peats, while sheets of bark are extremely rare. This is the exact opposite of what was found in the “Spirit Lake peat.” Yet the Spirit Lake peat is texturally and compositionally similar to coal. Thus the lesson from Spirit Lake at Mount St. Helens is that this first formation stage of coal beds is rapid, and due to catastrophic destruction of forests, not the slow and gradual growth of plants in swamps.

Conclusion

Mount St. Helens provided a rare opportunity to study geologic processes that within a few months produced changes that geologists assumed required many thousands of years. Mount St. Helens served as a miniature laboratory for catastrophism! The eruption and its aftermath challenged the timescales most geologists attach to geologic processes and changes that are used to construct the long geologic ages underpinning Darwinian evolution. Thus the Mount St. Helens catastrophe challenged, and still challenges, the slow and gradual interpretation of the accumulation of the geologic record and provides the stepping stone to help us imagine catastrophism on a global scale during the cataclysmic Genesis Flood.

For more detailed information, see:

· Austin, Steven A. 2010. “Why is Mount St Helens Important to the Origins Controversy?” in K. Ham, editor, The New Answers Book 3, (Green Forest, AR: Master Books), chapter 26, pp. 253–262.

· Morris, J. and Steven A. Austin. 2003. Footprints in the Ash: The Explosive Story of Mount St. Helens, (Green Forest, AR: Master Books).

· The creationist museum located just outside the Mount St. Helens National Monument called the 7 Wonders Museum. The points brought forward in this article are also presented in this unique Washington museum (and also in the geology exhibits inside our own Creation Museum in northern Kentucky). See: http://7wonders.nwcreation.net/index.html
（下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。）
地质灾难的三十周年
由Andrew A. SnellingMay 18，2010

半技术
作者安德鲁斯内林灾难的安装ST-圣海伦斯
5月18日标志着三十周年的最猛烈的时间，1980年圣海伦斯火山喷发的巨大的自然灾害之一。这种灾难性的地质事件不仅震惊世界，因为它的爆发力和人为的头条新闻，但挑战进化论的基础。
5月18日，1980年在华盛顿州的圣海伦斯火山喷发是许多人认为二十世纪最重要的地质事件，其非凡的文档和科学的研究，擅长于所有其他。虽然不是上个世纪最强大的爆炸，该火山喷发提供了一个自然实验室内显著的学习经验，灾难性的地质过程的理解。三十年后，我们了解到，圣海伦仍面临着现代地质思维的缓慢和渐进的基础假设。
美丽的山爆发30年前的今天。 （从www.creationism.org由R. Fleshman照片）
今天的圣海伦斯（从www.creationism.org照片由R. Fleshman）
1980年05月18日，蒸汽相当于20兆吨TNT炸药爆炸摧毁北面的火山一旦原始形状。地质学家，他们习惯于思考缓慢的进化过程形成的地质特征，惊讶地目睹许多这些相同的功能，迅速形成和随后爆发的结果。创作研究，他在仔细记录这个惊人的灾难地质工作研究所博士史蒂芬奥斯汀，我们非常感激。以下不可否认的教训，仍然摆在我们面前，30年。
1。迅速形成的沉积层
高达600英尺的结果作为一个主要的空中爆炸，山体滑坡，灵湖附近产生的水波形成的沉积层的厚度，火山灰流，泥石流，空中落在火山灰和水蒸汽。最令人惊讶的积累造成的火山灰流从火山口，在高速移动。这些存款大于3英尺厚，每个代表只需几秒钟到几分钟的积累一英寸厚的一小部分从细火山灰床。此外，这样一个层次的存款，25英尺厚，积累在1980年6月12日晚上在三小时内。它是由火山灰沉积流飓风的速度移动。地质学家们错开，这样的粗，细的沉积层，可以通过这样一个灾难性的流程从高速公路的速度移动浆分离成不同的阶层。
可悲的是，大多数地质学家传统上认为，这种沉积分层，代表长的季节变化，或年度变化，层堆积非常缓慢。他们通常认为是灾难性的沉积过程均质材料，粗，细颗粒沉积。然而，研究人员在观察圣海伦着重教导我们沉积分层灾难性的流程，如创世纪洪水期间，将有发生，形式，非常迅速。
2。迅速侵蚀
从日常经验观察，河流和小溪的侵蚀非常缓慢。因此，它通常被认为非常时期需要形成深谷。然而，在圣海伦很快侵蚀发生，产生侵蚀地貌挑战如何景观形成的传统思维。
三分之二立方英里的滑坡，从1980年5月18日爆发泥石流，火山喷发覆盖23平方英里的的Toutle河北叉，灵湖，向西流入太平洋阻止排水。它是在人类历史上观察到的最大碎片雪崩！存款平均150英尺厚。 1982年05月19日，另一圣海伦火山爆发融化在火山口厚厚的积雪，创造破坏性的，片状的防洪水，这成为了泥石流。到达北叉的Toutle河爆发的山体滑坡和泥石流存款，流形成的渠道，通过堵塞的排水向西削减。基岩被削弱到600英尺深的形成火山北翼峡谷。个人峡谷高达140英尺深穿过滑坡泥石流和火山灰存款。侵蚀离开高架高原北部和南部类似北方和南方大峡谷的边缘。
toutle河峡谷（照片由美国地质勘探局）
此外，沟壑双头侧峡谷和露天剧场双头侧峡谷像一面峡谷到大峡谷。违约没有直通发生梗阻，但了，这提醒我们亚利桑那州北部高原的大峡谷蜿蜒的路径，通过一条蜿蜒的路径。这个“小大峡谷的Toutle河”是一个真正的大峡谷的四十分之一的比例模型。
今天的这通过的Toutle河的源头流小小溪，似乎，目前出场，雕出这些峡谷非常缓慢了一个很长的一段时间除外，发生了极为迅速的侵蚀，观察，！地质学家应该已经了解到，他们已培训分配到深谷的侵蚀长的时间尺度是不准确的，深谷发现其他地方也同样可以有非常迅速形成，包括亚利桑那州的大峡谷。
3。迅速形成的化石存款
1980年5月18日的火山爆炸，摧毁了周围的森林。当天下午年底百万原木漂浮在附近的灵湖。这些日志中的许多人实际上浮直立。即使根部已经被打破了，日志是在根端厚木显然，这样的密集根两端日志顶部前沉没。事实上，成千上万的正直，完全淹没的日志随后发现坐在地板上湖，看起来好像他们是森林的树木。调查显示，许多已成为超过3英尺的泥沙掩埋，而另一些则仍然湖的地板上休息。
地质学家可以很容易误解为代表了不同程度的增长超过了几千年的时期多个森林这些直立埋葬的日志。这实际上是如何石化在黄石国家公园的标本岭直立日志已连续增长超过几千年的森林，被解释为。然而，从圣海伦的教训是，化石直立日志迅速被掩埋。
4。迅速形成的泥炭层
灵湖上漂浮巨大的日志垫失去了它的树皮和树枝，擦风和海浪的磨蚀作用。湖底潜水调查后发现，张树皮与火山沉积物混合形成一层泥炭许多英寸厚。连同折断的树枝和根材料，张树皮了泥炭粗的质地和外观分层。这种“灵湖泥炭”类似，成分和织构，美国东部的一些煤层。
地质学家猜想，在广阔的沼泽植物增长的有机物质的积累形成的煤层。由缓慢增长和积累，他们估计，1000年形成每寸煤炭。然而，典型的沼泽泥炭沉积是非常细腻，纹理像咖啡渣或土豆泥。他们是同质的，因为激烈的主宰沼泽根渗透。因此，根材料为主导的现代沼泽泥炭粗组件，而张树皮是极为罕见的。这是“灵湖泥炭中发现正好相反。”然而，灵湖泥炭织构和成分类似的煤炭。因此，从灵湖圣海伦的教训是煤层的形成阶段，这是快速，由于灾难性破坏森林，而不是缓慢而渐进的植物生长在沼泽。
结论
圣海伦研究地质过程提供了一个难得的机会，在短短几个月内产生，地质学家假设需要几千年的变化。圣海伦担任一个微型实验室灾变！喷发及其后果的挑战大多数地质学家重视用于构建长期支持达尔文进化论的地质年龄的地质过程和变化的时间表。因此，圣海伦火山灾难的挑战，还是挑战，缓慢而渐进的积累的地质记录的解释，并提供有助于在全球范围内我们想象中的灾难性创世记洪水灾变的踏脚石。
如需更详细的信息，请参阅：
奥斯汀，2010年史蒂芬答。 “为什么是山圣海伦的重要起源的争论吗？”K.火腿​​，编辑，新的答​​案书3，（绿色森林，AR：大师丛书），第26章，第253-262。
莫里斯，研究和史蒂芬答奥斯汀。 2003。灰脚印：圣海伦（大师丛书绿色森林，AR）的爆炸故事。
创世博物馆外面的圣海伦火山国家纪念碑位于被称为七大奇迹博物馆。带来的这篇文章中提出的意见还提出了在这种独特的“华盛顿博物馆（在我们自己创作的博物馆在肯塔基州北部的地质展品）。请参见：http://7wonders.nwcreation.net/index.html
Why Is Mount St. Helens Important to the Origins Controversy?

1. What did the eruptions show about the formation of layers of material?

2. What has the mountain taught us about erosion? How is this connected to the Grand Canyon?

3. What two areas have the logs in Spirit Lake shed light on?

为什么是圣海伦重要起源的争论？
1。什么喷发有关材料层的形成显示？
2。什么山上教导我们侵蚀？这是怎么连接到大峡谷吗？
3。两个地区有灵湖的日志光棚上呢？
