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Layman
We are engaged in a war of worldviews. Secular humanism (with autonomous human reason as the authority that leads to evolution and millions-of-years foundation) is fighting tooth and nail against biblical Christianity (with God’s Word as the authority that reveals creation and a global flood) for the hearts and minds of our children. Over the past generations, we’ve seen the battle increase and intensify.

There’s no doubt America was founded on Christian principles based on the Bible. In fact, just two generations ago, the majority of Americans supported prayer, Scripture readings, and Bible instruction in public schools. Britain’s Common Law also was founded on biblical authority. In both countries, people also supported displaying nativity scenes, crosses, and the Ten Commandments in public places. Gay marriage and abortion were outlawed.

Today, however, it is very obvious that the population as a whole does not see the Bible as the absolute authority it once did. For instance, pollster George Barna found that in the United States, “A minority of born-again adults (44 percent) and an even smaller proportion of born-again teenagers (9 percent) are certain of the existence of absolute moral truth.”1 Similar surveys in the United Kingdom reveal even lower percentages.

So what has happened? Why the dramatic change? Why is the moral position of previous generations being outlawed more and more? What has driven this moral collapse? Why is this war going on?

Whereas Christian thinking once permeated the public education system, today the Christian God, prayer, Bible study, and biblical creation have all but been excluded from the system. Now, generations (including the majority of students from church homes) are being trained in a secular (anti-God) religion.2 They are being indoctrinated to believe that the universe—and all that exists within it—can be explained without God.

They are taught, with increasing intensity, a cosmology, geology, biology, and anthropology that are all evolutionary. In essence, these students are being educated against the truth of the Bible’s history in Genesis, and thus, against its message of salvation and absolute moral standards.

Not only are our schools indoctrinating our children this way, but so is the media. Television shows, movies, comic books, ads, and so on are all laced with evolutionary thought, subtly (and not so subtly) reinforcing the idea that we are nothing but evolved pond scum, the result of billions of years of natural processes. Just a few examples of this should suffice: the more highly evolved “X-Men” and the “millions of years” taught in Jurassic Park and Dinosaurs. Magazines such as Time, Nature, and National Geographic often have cover stories touting evolution as fact. And who can ignore the many cable channels, such as Discovery Channel, The Learning Channel, and Animal Planet, which regularly broadcast shows on animal and human evolution?

Children, ages 2 to 17, spend an average of 19.4 hours watching TV each week (Nielsen Media Research, 2000). And this doesn’t include the time spent going to movies, playing computer games, surfing the Internet, or reading comic books and magazines. Our children are inundated with messages from the media, which by and large have an evolutionary, anti-Christian foundation.

In the United States, there are approximately 400,000 churches and 6,000 first-run theaters. Which do you think affects our culture more? Unfortunately, the Hollywood writers and producers have more influence on our youth today than our pastors and Sunday school teachers.

Christian Compromise








Sadly, most Christian leaders in the church have added ammunition to the other side by compromising with evolutionary ideas (either wittingly or unwittingly); they have added millions of years to the Bible, and many teach that evolution and Christianity are compatible. These leaders have, in effect, helped this takeover and fueled the culture war. What has resulted is that recent generations have begun to reject or reinterpret the Bible’s history in Genesis, thus opening a door to undermine biblical authority in general for the other 65 books of the Bible.

The more that generations are trained to disbelieve the Bible’s account of origins, the more they will doubt the rest of the Bible, as all biblical doctrines (including marriage) are founded (directly or indirectly) in the history in Genesis 1–11. We see the direct result of this doubt and compromise reflected in the increasing number of moral battles concerning gay marriage, abortion, and so on. Again, the more people believe evolution and reject Genesis 1–11 as history, the more they will reject the rest of the Bible—including the morality that is based in that history.

Secularism, with its moral relativism, is in direct opposition to Christianity and its absolute morality. The battle is between these two worldviews—one that stands on God’s Word and one that accepts man’s opinions.

What will be the outcome? Can the West return to a Christian worldview that will once again permeate the culture? Yes, it can, but only if there is a return to the authority of the Word of God . . . beginning in Genesis.

Winning the War

We cannot just tell people, “Jesus loves you and has a wonderful plan for your life.” The world has questions and we need to give them answers. We need to show skeptics that the Bible relates to the real world—that a biblical worldview addresses biology, astronomy, history, and anthropology. We need to help our children build their worldview on the Bible and equip them with answers for their teachers and friends. We need to take action to halt the desertion of children from their faith after they leave home.3
Christians who are fighting for a return to biblical morality cannot hope to win the “war of the worldviews” and will only continue to see the erosion of this once-Christian culture unless they understand the real foundational nature of the battle: biblical authority, beginning with God’s Word in Genesis, must be upheld without compromise.

The secular world itself understands the battle—but the Church, by and large, does not. Christian leaders need to be awakened by a battle cry. We need to attack the false foundation of autonomous human reasoning that leads to evolution and millions of years, and proclaim that God’s revealed Word is authoritative and its history of the world is foundational to Christian morality and the gospel of Jesus Christ.

Footnotes

1. Barna Research Online, “The Year’s Most Intriguing Findings,” from Barna Research Studies, December 12, 2000.  

2. There is no such thing as neutrality. As the Bible states in Matthew 12:30, “He that is not with me is against me; and he that gathereth not with me scattereth abroad.”  

3. It is estimated by the Barna Institute that in this generation two-thirds of the children from evangelical homes will leave the church after they leave home. For more information, seeState of the Church: 2002 by George Barna. 
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门外汉

我们正在从事的世界观的战争。世俗人文主义，自治区，导致进化和以百万计的的，年基金会的权威人类的原因是战斗牙齿和对圣经的基督教上帝的作为，揭示了创造和一个全球洪水的权威字钉攻心我们的孩子。在过去的几代人，我们已经看到了战斗的增加和加强。
有没有美国基督教的原则是基于“圣经”的成立无疑。事实上，仅仅两代前，大多数美国人支持的祷告，圣经朗诵，和圣经在公立学校的指令。英国的普通法也成立于圣经的权威。在这两个国家，人们也支持在公共场所显示耶稣诞生的场景，十字架，和十诫。同性恋婚姻和堕胎是非法的。
然而，今天，它是非常明显的，人口作为一个整体看不出它曾经作​​为绝对权威的“圣经”。例如，乔治巴纳民意测验发现，在美国，“少数重生的成年人（44％）和重生青少年甚至更小的的比例（9％）是一定存在绝对的道德真理。” 1类似的调查数据显示，在英国甚至更低的百分比。
因此，发生了什么事呢？为什么戏剧性的变化？为什么是被取缔的前几代人越来越多的道德立场？是什么推动这个道德崩溃？为什么是这场战争怎么回事？
鉴于基督教思想一旦渗透到公共教育体系，今天基督教的上帝，祷告，圣经研究，和圣经的创作都被排除系统。现在，几代人（包括大部分来自教会家庭的学生）正在接受培训，在一个世俗的（反神）宗教.2，他们正在灌输相信宇宙和所有内部存在可以没有神解释。
教他们，强度的增加，宇宙学，地质学，生物学，人类学，所有的进化。从本质上讲，这些学生是被教育者对在创世纪“圣经”的历史真相，并因此，对救亡和绝对的道德标准的消息。
不仅是我们的学校灌输这样我们的孩子，但媒体。电视节目，电影，漫画，广告，等等，都是股价与进化思想，巧妙（和不那么微妙的）加强的想法，我们只不过演变塘泥，数十亿年的自然过程的结果。就在这几个例子就够了：更高度进化的“X战警”和“百万年”侏罗纪公园“和恐龙教。如时间，性质，和国家地理杂志经常有封面故事吹捧演变为事实。谁可以忽略许多有线电视频道，如探索频道，学习频道，动物星球，定期播出的动物和人类进化的显示？
儿童，2岁至17岁，平均花费19.4小时，每星期看电视（尼尔森媒介研究，2000年）。这还不包括所花的时间看电影，玩电脑游戏，上网冲浪，或阅读漫画书和杂志。我们的孩子都充斥着来自媒体的消息，其中，大都有一个渐进的，反基督教的基础。
在美国，有大约400,000教堂和6000首次运行剧院。你认为哪会影响我们的文化更多？不幸的是，好莱坞的编剧和制片都对青少年的影响，从今天比我们的牧师和主日学教师。

基督教妥协
 
可悲的是，在教会的基督教领袖补充弹药对方牺牲与进化的想法（无论是有意或无意地），他们已经增加了数百万年的“圣经”，许多教，进化和基督教兼容。这些领导人，在效果，帮助收购，推动了文化的战争。导致的是，最近几代人开始拒绝或重新解释“圣经”的历史成因，从而打开门破坏圣经的权威，其他65书籍的圣经一般。
越多，几代人进行培训，以不相信圣经的起源帐户，他们会怀疑“圣经”的休息，所有圣经教义（包括婚姻）是建立在在创世纪1-11的历史（直接或间接）。我们看到的这个疑问，并体现在越来越多的关于同性​​恋婚姻，堕胎等道德战斗妥协的直接结果。同样，更多的人相信进化，并拒绝创世记1-11历史，他们将拒绝休息“圣经”是基于历史的道德。
世俗主义，道德相对主义，是直接反对基督教和其绝对的道德。之间的战斗是两种世界观的一个代表上帝的话语，一个接受人的意见。
会有什么结果呢？西返回一个基督教的世界观，将再次渗透的文化吗？是的，是可以的，但如果有一个回神的话语的权威。 。 。在创世纪的开始。
赢得这场战争
我们不能只告诉人们，“耶稣爱你，为你的生命有一个奇妙的计划。”世界上有问题，我们需要给他们的答案。我们需要证明怀疑论者“圣经”，涉及到真正的世界，圣经的世界观地址生物学，天文，历史，和人类学。我们需要帮助我们的孩子上的“圣经”建立自己的世界观和装备他们，使他们与他们的老师和朋友们的答案。我们需要采取行动，制止遗弃的儿童，从他们的信仰，之后他们离开家.3
希望基督徒谁是回到圣经的道德战斗不能赢了“的世界观的战争”将只能继续看这一次的基督教文化的侵蚀，除非他们了解的真实的战斗基本性质：圣经的权威，开始上帝在创世纪的话语中，必须坚持不妥协。
世俗世界本身的理解和大型战役，但教会，不。基督教领袖需要一个战斗口号惊醒。我们需要攻击虚假的自治人类推理的基础，导致进化数百万年，并宣告神的发现Word是权威性和世界历史的基础基督教道德和耶稣基督的福音。
脚注
1。巴纳研究“，”今年最有趣的发现，“巴纳研究论文，2000年12月12日。
2。有没有这样的东西作为中立。正如圣经马太福音12:30，“他不与我对我和他收聚与我不分散国外。”
3。据估计，由巴纳学院福音家园的孩子们，在这一代人有三分之二将离开教堂后，他们离开家。欲了解更多信息，请参阅国家教会：2002年由乔治巴纳。
Can Natural Processes Explain the Origin of Life?

by Mike Riddle

February 11, 2010

Layman
When considering how life began, there are only two options. Either life was created by an intelligent source (God) or it began by natural processes. The common perception presented in many textbooks and in the media is that life arose from nonlife in a pool of chemicals about 3.8 billion years ago. The claim by evolutionists is that this formation of life was the result of time, chance, and natural processes. One widely used example of how life could have formed by natural processes is the Miller-Urey experiment, performed in the early 1950s.

Miller’s objective was not to create life but to simulate how life’s basic building structures (amino acids1) might have formed in the early earth. In the experiment, Miller attempted to simulate the early atmosphere of earth by using certain gases, which he thought might produce organic compounds necessary for life. Since the gases he included (water, methane, ammonia, and hydrogen) do not react with each other under natural conditions, he generated electrical currents to simulate some form of energy input (such as lightning) that was needed to drive the chemical reactions. The result was production of amino acids. Many textbooks promote this experiment as the first step in explaining how life could have originated. But there is more to this experiment than what is commonly represented in textbooks.

The Rest of the Story—Some Critical Thinking

When we examine the purpose, assumptions, and results of the Miller experiment, there are three critical thinking questions that can be raised:

1. How much of the experiment was left to chance processes or how much involved intelligent design?

2. How did Miller know what earth’s early atmosphere (billions of years ago) was like?

3. Did Miller produce the right type of amino acids used in life?

The Method Used
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In the experiment, Miller was attempting to illustrate how life’s building blocks (amino acids) could have formed by natural processes. However, throughout the experiment Miller relied on years of intelligent research in chemistry. He purposely chose which gases to include and which to exclude. Next, he had to isolate the biochemicals (amino acids) from the environment he had created them in because it would have destroyed them. No such system would have existed on the so-called primitive earth. It appears Miller used intelligent design throughout the experiment rather than chance processes.

The Starting Ingredients

How did Miller know what the atmosphere was like billions of years ago? Miller assumed that the early earth’s atmosphere was very different from today. He based his starting chemical mixture on the assumption that the early earth had a reducing atmosphere (an atmosphere that contains no free oxygen). Why did Miller and many other evolutionists assume there was no free oxygen in earth’s early atmosphere? As attested below, it is well known that biological molecules (specifically amino acid bonds) are destroyed in the presence of oxygen, making it impossible for life to evolve.

Oxygen is a poisonous gas that oxidizes organic and inorganic materials on a planetary surface; it is quite lethal to organisms that have not evolved protection against it.2
In the atmosphere and in the various water basins of the primitive earth, many destructive interactions would have so vastly diminished, if not altogether consumed, essential precursor chemicals, that chemical evolution rates would have been negligible.3
Therefore, in order to avoid this problem, evolutionists propose that earth’s first atmosphere did not contain any freestanding oxygen. We must ask ourselves, “Is there any evidence to support this claim, or is it based on the assumption that evolution must be true?” As it turns out, the existence of a reducing atmosphere is merely an assumption not supported by the physical evidence. The evidence points to the fact that the earth has always had oxygen in the atmosphere.

There is no scientific proof that Earth ever had a non-oxygen atmosphere such as evolutionists require. Earth’s oldest rocks contain evidence of being formed in an oxygen atmosphere.4
The only trend in the recent literature is the suggestion of far more oxygen in the early atmosphere than anyone imagined.5
If we were to grant the evolutionists’ assumption of no oxygen in the original atmosphere, another fatal problem arises. Since the ozone is made of oxygen, it would not exist; and the ultraviolet rays from the sun would destroy any biological molecules. This presents a no-win situation for the evolution model. If there was oxygen, life could not start. If there was no oxygen, life could not start. Michael Denton notes:

What we have is sort of a “Catch 22” situation. If we have oxygen we have no organic compounds, but if we don’t have oxygen we have none either.6
Because life could not have originated on land, some evolutionists propose that life started in the oceans. The problem with life starting in the oceans, however, is that as organic molecules formed, the water would have immediately destroyed them through a process called hydrolysis. Hydrolysis, which means “water splitting,” is the addition of a water molecule between two bonded molecules (two amino acids in this case), which causes them to split apart. Many scientists have noted this problem.

Besides breaking up polypeptides, hydrolysis would have destroyed many amino acids.7
In general the half-lives of these polymers in contact with water are on the order of days and months—time spans which are surely geologically insignificant.8
Furthermore, water tends to break chains of amino acids apart. If any proteins had formed in the oceans 3.5 billion years ago, they would have quickly disintegrated.9
Scientifically, there is no known solution for how life could have chemically evolved on the earth.

On the Other Hand . . .
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Because the scientific evidence contradicts the origin of life by natural processes, Miller resorted to unrealistic initial conditions to develop amino acids in his experiment (no oxygen and excessive energy input). However, there is more to the story. Producing amino acids is not the hard part. The difficult part is getting the right type and organization of amino acids. There are over 2,000 types of amino acids, but only 20 are used in life. Furthermore, the atoms that make up each amino acid are assembled in two basic shapes. These are known as left-handed and right-handed. Compare them to human hands. Each hand has the same components (four fingers and a thumb), yet they are different. The thumb of one hand is on the left, and the thumb of the other is on the right. They are mirror images of each other. Like our hands, amino acids come in two shapes. They are composed of the same atoms (components) but are mirror images of each other, called left-handed amino acids and right-handed amino acids. Objects that have handedness are said to be chiral (pronounced “ky-rul”), which is from the Greek for hand.

Handedness is an important concept because all amino acids that make up proteins in living things are 100 percent left-handed. Right-handed amino acids are never found in proteins. If a protein were assembled with just one right-handed amino acid, the protein’s function would be totally lost. As one PhD chemist has said:

Many of life’s chemicals come in two forms, “left-handed” and “right-handed.” Life requires polymers with all building blocks having the same “handedness” (homochirality)—proteins have only “left-handed” amino acids. . . . But ordinary undirected chemistry, as is the hypothetical primordial soup, would produce equal mixtures of left- and right-handed molecules, called racemates.10
A basic chemistry textbook admits:

This is a very puzzling fact. . . . All the proteins that have been investigated, obtained from animals and from plants from higher organisms and from very simple organisms—bacteria, molds, even viruses—are found to have been made of L-amino [left-handed] acids.11
The common perception left by many textbooks and journals is that Miller and other scientists were successful in producing the amino acids necessary for life. However, the textbooks and media fail to mention that what they had actually produced was a mixture of left- and right-handed amino acids, which is detrimental to life. The natural tendency is for left- and right-handed amino acids to bond together. Scientists still do not know why biological proteins use only left-handed amino acids.

The reason for this choice [only left-handed amino acids] is again a mystery, and a subject of continuous dispute.12
Jonathan Wells, a developmental biologist, writes:

So we remain profoundly ignorant of how life originated. Yet the Miller-Urey experiment continues to be used as an icon of evolution, because nothing better has turned up. Instead of being told the truth, we are given the misleading impression that scientists have empirically demonstrated the first step in the origin of life.13
Despite the fact that the Miller experiment did not succeed in creating the building blocks of life (only left-handed amino acids), textbooks continue to promote the idea that life could have originated by natural processes. For example, the following statement from a biology textbook misleads students into thinking Miller succeeded:

By re-creating the early atmosphere (ammonia, water, hydrogen and methane) and passing an electric spark (lightning) through the mixture, Miller and Urey proved that organic matter such as amino acids could have formed spontaneously.14
First, note the word proved. Miller and Urey proved nothing except that life’s building blocks could not form in such conditions. Second, the textbook completely ignores other evidence, which shows that the atmosphere always contained oxygen. Third, the textbook ignores the fact that Miller got the wrong type of amino acids—a mixture of left- and right-handed.

The Miller experiment (and all experiments since then) failed to produce even a single biological protein by purely naturalistic processes. Only God could have begun life.

Information

Another important component of life is information. The common factor in all living organisms is the information contained in their cells. Where and how did all this coded information arise? Proteins are amazingly versatile and carry out many biochemical functions, but they are incapable of assembling themselves without the assistance of DNA. The function of DNA is to store information and pass it on (transcribe) to RNA, while the function of RNA is to read, decode, and use the information received from DNA to make proteins. Each of the thousands of genes on a DNA molecule contains instructions necessary to make a specific protein that, in turn, is needed for a specific biological function.

Any hypothesis or model meant to explain how all life evolved from lifeless chemicals into a complex cell consisting of vast amounts of information also has to explain the source of information and how this information was encoded into the genome. All evolutionary explanations are unable to answer this question. Dr. Werner Gitt, former physics professor and director of information processing at the Institute of Physics and Technology in Braunschweig, Germany, and Dr. Lee Spetner both agree that information cannot arise by naturalistic processes:

There is no known law of nature, no known process and no known sequence of events which can cause information to originate by itself in matter.15
Not even one mutation has been observed that adds a little information to the genome. This surely shows that there are not the millions upon millions of potential mutations the theory [evolution] demands.16
The DNA code within all plant and animal cells is vastly more compact than any computer chip ever made. DNA is so compact that a one-square inch chip of DNA could encode the information in over seven billion Bibles. Since the density and complexity of the genetic code is millions of times greater than man’s present technology, we can conclude that the originator of the information must be supremely intelligent.

Two biologists have noted:

DNA is an information code. . . . The overwhelming conclusion is that information does not and cannot arise spontaneously by mechanistic processes. Intelligence is a necessity in the origin of any informational code, including the genetic code, no matter how much time is given.17
God, in His Word, tells us that His creation is a witness to himself and that we do not have an excuse for not believing (Romans 1:19–20). The fact that the information encoded in DNA ultimately needs to have come from an infinite source of information testifies to a Creator. And as we saw above, the only known way to link together left-handed amino acids is through purposeful design.

Since no human was present to assemble the first living cell, it is further testimony to an all-wise Creator God.

Given Enough Time . . .

Nobel prize-winning scientist George Wald once wrote:

However improbable we regard this event [evolution], or any of the steps it involves, given enough time, it will almost certainly happen at least once. . . . Time is the hero of the plot. . . . Given so much time, the impossible becomes possible, the possible becomes probable, the probable becomes virtually certain. One only has to wait; time itself performs miracles.18
In the case of protein formation, the statement “given enough time” is not valid. When we look at the mathematical probabilities of even a small protein (100 amino acids) assembling by random chance, it is beyond anything that has ever been observed.

What is the probability of ever getting one small protein of 100 left-handed amino acids? (An average protein has at least 300 amino acids in it—all left-handed.) To assemble just 100 left-handed amino acids (far shorter than the average protein) would be the same probability as getting 100 heads in a row when flipping a coin. In order to get 100 heads in a row, we would have to flip a coin 1030 times (this is 10 x 10, 30 times). This is such an astounding improbability that there would not be enough time in the whole history of the universe (even according to evolutionary time frames) for this to happen.

The ability of complex structures to form by naturalistic processes is essential for the evolution model to work. However, the complexity of life appears to preclude this from happening. According to the laws of probability, if the chance of an event occurring is smaller than 1 in 10-50, then the event will never occur (this is equal to 1 divided by 1050 and is a very small number).19
What have scientists calculated the probability to be of an average-size protein occurring naturally? Walter Bradley, PhD, materials science, and Charles Thaxton, PhD, chemistry,5calculated that the probability of amino acids forming into a protein is:

4.9 x 10-191
This is well beyond the laws of probability (1x10-50), and a protein is not even close to becoming a complete living cell. Sir Fred Hoyle, PhD, astronomy, and Chandra Wickramasinghe, professor of applied math and astronomy, calculated that the probability of getting a cell by naturalistic processes is:

1 x 10-40,000
No matter how large the environment one considers, life cannot have had a random beginning. . . . There are about two thousand enzymes, and the chance of obtaining them all in a random trial is only one part in (1020)2000 = 1040,000, an outrageously small probability that could not be faced even if the whole universe consisted of organic soup.20
Conclusion

As we have seen, the scientific evidence confirms that “in the beginning, God created.” Life cannot come from nonlife; only God can create life. True science and the Bible will always agree. Whether in biology, astronomy, geology, or any other field of study, we can trust God’s Word to be accurate when it speaks about these topics. Let us stand up for the truth of Genesis and take back our culture.
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自然过程可以解释生命的起源吗？
迈克之谜
2010年2月11日


考虑如何生活开始时，只有两种选择。无论生活是由一个智能源（上帝），或由自然过程的开始。在许多教科书中，并在媒体上提出的普遍看法是，生活中产生的化学品池约3.8亿年前从非寿险。进化论者的说法是，这种生活方式的形成时间，机会，和自然过程的结果。一个广泛使用的生命如何通过自然过程形成的例子是米勒 - 尤里试验，在20世纪50年代初进行的。
米勒的目标是创造生命，但模拟如何生活的基本建筑结构（氨基酸acids1）有可能在地球早期形成。在实验中，米勒试图以模拟地球早期大气，通过使用一定的气体，他认为可能会产生生命所必需的有机化合物。的水，甲烷，氨，和氢气）由于气体包括：（不相互反应在自然条件下，他所产生的电流来模拟某种形式的能量输入（如闪电），这是需要驱动的化学反应。结果是生产氨基酸。许多教科书促进本实验在解释生命如何起源的第一步。但是，还有更多比通常在教科书中代表的是什么，这个实验。
其余的故事，一些关键的思考
当我们检查的目的，假设，和米勒实验的结果，有三个重要的思想，可以提出的问题：
1。有多少的实验机会过程或多少涉及智能设计呢？
2。米勒知道怎么地球早期的大气层（十亿年前）是什么样呢？
3。米勒生产生活中使用的氨基酸的正确类型？
所采用的方法
 
在实验中，米勒试图说明如何可以通过自然过程形成生命的积木（氨基酸）。然而，在整个实验米勒依靠多年的智能化研究化学。他特意选择了包括气体和排除。接下来，他从他创造了他们的环境隔离，因为它会破坏他们的生化物质（氨基酸）。所谓的原始地球上没有这样的系统本来就已经存在。看来米勒用于整个智能化设计的实验，而不是机会的进程。
开始配料
米勒知道怎么数十亿年前的气氛是什么？米勒假设，早期地球的大气层，从今天非常不同。他根据他的假设，地球早期还原气氛中（不包含自由氧的气氛）的化学混合物。为什么米勒和许多其他进化论者假设没有在地球早期的大气氧？据证实，这是众所周知的，被破坏生物分子（特别是氨基酸债券）在氧的存在，使得它不可能生命进化。
氧气是一种有毒气体，氧化行星表面上的有机和无机材料;，这是很致命的，尚未形成对it.2保护生物体
在原始地球的大气和各流域，许多破坏性的相互作用，因此大大减少，如果不是完全消耗，重要的易制毒化学品，这种化学物质的进化速率已negligible.3
因此，为了避免这个问题，进化论者提出，地球的第一大气不包含任何独立的氧气。我们必须自问，是否有任何证据来支持这种说法，或者是基于假设，进化必须是真实的吗？“事实证明，物证不支持还原气氛的存在仅仅是一个假设。证据表明，地球一直有在大气中的氧气。
没有科学的证明，地球曾经有一个非氧的气氛，如进化论者要求。地球最古老的岩石中含有的证据正在形成一个氧气大气层.4
在最近的文献中唯一的趋势是远远更多的氧气在早期大气的建议比任何人都想象.5
如果我们要在原有的气氛授予进化论者假设没有氧气，另一个致命的问题出现了。由于臭氧是氧气，它不会存在和来自太阳的紫外线会破坏任何生物分子。这就提出了演化模型没有双赢的局面。如果有氧气，生活无法启动。如果没有氧气，生活无法启动。迈克尔丹顿注意到：
我们拥有的是一个“第二十二条军规”的情况进行排序。如果我们有氧气，我们没有任何有机物，但如果我们没有氧气，我们没有二者之一.6
因为生命不可能起源于陆地上，一些进化论者提出，生活在海洋中开始。然而，与生活在海洋中开始的问题是，作为有机分子组成的，水会立即销毁它们通过一个过程称为水解。水解，这意味着“水分解”，是除了水分子之间的两个保税分子（在这种情况下的两个氨基酸），这使他们分道扬镳。许多科学家都注意到这个问题。
除了打破了多肽，水解会破坏许多氨基酸.7
一般来说，这些聚合物与水接触的半衰期天为了个月的时间跨度，这是肯定的地质微不足道.8
此外，水往往打破除了氨基酸链。如果任何蛋白质在海洋形成于3.5亿年前，他们会迅速解体.9
科学，有没有生命如何在地球上有化学演变解决方案。
另一方面。 。 。
 
由于科学证据，违背自然过程的生命的起源，米勒使出不切实际的初始条件，发展他的实验中的氨基酸（没有氧气和过多的能量输入）。然而，有更多的故事。生产氨基酸，是不是最困难的部分。困难的部分是正确的类型和组织的氨基酸。有超过2,000种氨基酸，但只有20个是在生活中使用。此外，每个氨基酸的原子，使组装在两个基本的形状。这些被称为左手和右手。比较它们的人的手。每手（四个手指和一个拇指）相同的组件，但它们是不同的。左边是一只手的拇指，拇指其他权利。他们是互为镜像。我们的手一样，在两个形状的氨基酸。它们是由相同的原子（组件），但彼此的镜像，称为左手氨基酸和右手的氨基酸。有霸道的对象说是手性（发音为“KY - RUL”），这是从希腊的手。
偏手性是一个重要的概念，因为所有的生活的东西，弥补蛋白质的氨基酸是100％的左手。右手氨基酸是蛋白质中从未发现。如果一种蛋白质组装只用一个右手的氨基酸，蛋白质的功能将完全丧失。正如一位博士化学家说：
许多生活中的化学品有两种形式，“左撇子”和“右撇子。”生活需要与所有建筑块具有相同的“霸道”（同手性）蛋白只有“左撇子”的氨基酸聚合物。 。 。 。但无向普通化学，假设原始汤，会产生平等的左手和右手分子的混合物，称为混合物.10
一个基本的化学教科书承认：
这是一个非常令人费解的事实。 。 。 。被查处的所有蛋白质，从动物和高等生物的植物，从非常简单的生物，细菌，霉菌，甚至是病毒被发现有大号氨基酸[左手] .11的获得
许多教科书和杂志留下的普遍看法是，米勒和其他科学家成功生产生活所必需的氨基酸。然而，教科书和媒体不能不提，他们实际生产的是左手和右手的氨基酸，这是不利于生命的混合物。自然倾向是粘结在一起的左手和右手的氨基酸。科学家仍然不知道为什么生物蛋白只使用左手的氨基酸。
选择[仅左手氨基酸]的原因又是一个谜，连续争议.12主题
乔纳森井，发育生物学家，写道：
因此，我们仍然深刻的生命如何起源的无知。然而，米勒 - 尤里实验继续被用来作为进化的图标，因为没有好已打开。而不是被告知真相，我们得到错误的印象，科学家们经验证明life.13起源的第一步
尽管米勒实验没有成功，创造生命的积木（只左手氨基酸），教科书继续推进的可能起源于自然过程，生活的想法。例如下面的语句，从生物学教科书误导学生以为米勒成功：
到重新创建初期的气氛（氨，水，氢和甲烷），通过电火花（雷电）的混合物，米勒和尤里证明，如氨基酸，有机质可以自发形成.14
首先，请注意这个词证明。米勒和尤里证明不能形成，在这种条件下，除了没有生命的积木。二，教科书完全忽略了其他证据，这表明，大气中所含的氧。第三，教科书忽略了一个事实，米勒得到了错误的氨基酸型氨基酸的左，右手的混合物。
米勒实验（从那时起所有的实验）未能出示通过纯粹的自然过程，甚至一个单一的生物蛋白。只有神才能开始生活。
信息
另一种生活的重要组成部分，是信息。在所有生物体的共同因素是在他们的牢房中包含的信息。在哪里，以及如何做这一切编码信息出现？蛋白质是惊人的多才多艺，并进行了许多的生化功能，但他们不能没有自己的DNA协助组装。 DNA的功能是存储信息，并传递到RNA（转录），而RNA的功能是读取，解码，并使用收到从DNA制造蛋白质的信息。每一个DNA分子的基因数以千计包含必要的指示，使一个特定的蛋白质，反过来，是需要一个特定的生物学功能。
任何假设或模型为了解释如何演变成一个复杂的细胞组成的海量信息的无生命的化学品所有的生命也有解释信息的来源，这些信息是如何进入基因组编码。所有的进化的解释是不能回答这个问题。 Gitt维尔纳博士，前物理学教授和信息处理主任在中国科学院物理研究所，在德国不伦瑞克技术，博士和李Spetner双方同意的信息不会出现自然过程：
没有知名律师的性质，没有已知的进程，并没有已知序列的事件，这可能会导致信息本身起源于物.15
甚至没有一个突变已观察到基因组中增添了些许信息。这无疑表明，有没有数以百万计后，数以百万计的潜在突变理论[进化] 要求.16
所有植物和动物细胞内的DNA代码是远远超过有史以来的任何计算机芯片的紧凑。 DNA是非常紧凑，一平方英寸芯片的DNA编码超过70亿的“圣经”的信息。由于密度和复杂性的遗传密码是数以百万计的次数大于人类目前的技术，我们可以得出结论，必须是超级智能的信息的鼻祖。
两名生物学家们指出：
DNA是信息的代码。 。 。 。压倒一切的结论是，信息不并不能自发产生过程由机械。情报是在原产地的任何信息代码的必要性，包括遗传密码的，不管多少时间given.17
神，在他的话语，告诉我们，他的创作，以自己的见证，我们没有借口不相信（罗马书1:19-20）。事实上，在DNA编码的信息，最终需要有无限的信息来源来证明造物主。正如我们上面看到的，已知的唯一的方式联系在一起左手氨基酸是通过有目的的设计。
由于没有人类目前组装的第一个活细胞，它是一个全智的造物主上帝的进一步证明。
给予足够的时间。 。 。
获得诺贝尔奖的科学家乔治沃尔德曾经写道：
但是不可能的，我们认为此事件[进化]，它涉及的任何步骤，给予足够的时间，它几乎肯定会发生至少一次。 。 。 。时间是英雄的情节。 。 。 。鉴于这么多的时间，不可能的成为可能，有可能成为可能，有可能成为几乎可以肯定的。一个只有等待时间本身执行神迹.18
在蛋白质形成的情况下，声明“给予足够的时间”是无效的。当我们看甚至一个小蛋白的数学概率，通过随机机会装配（100个氨基酸），它是超越任何有过观察。
不断得到100左手氨基酸的小蛋白的概率是什么？ （平均蛋白有至少300个氨基酸，所有左撇子。）组装仅有100左手氨基酸（远远超过平均蛋白质短），将是在连续获得100头时，翻转相同的概率一枚硬币。为了得到100头一排，我们会抛硬币10^30次（这是10 × 10，30次）。这是一个令人震惊的是不可能的，不会有足够的时间在整个宇宙的历史（即使按照进化的时间框架），要做到这一点。
复杂结构的能力，形成自然过程演化模型是必不可少的工作。然而，生活的复杂性似乎阻止这种情况的发生。根据概率论的法律，如果事件发生的机会是小于1，在10^-50，那么该事件将永远不会发生（这是等于1除以10^50，是一个非常小的的数字）0.19
有科学家计算出的概率是一个平均大小的蛋白发生自然？沃尔特布拉德利，博士，材料科学，化学博士，查斯顿，5 计算形成成蛋白质的氨基酸的概率是：
4.9 x 10^-191
这是远远超出了概率论的法律（1 × 10^ - 50），并成为一个完整的活细胞的蛋白质甚至还没有接近。弗雷德霍伊尔爵士，博士，天文学，和钱德拉维克拉马辛，应用数学和天文学教授，计算的自然过程的一个细胞概率是：
1 x 10^-40,000
无论是大环境的人认为，生活不能有一个随机的开始。 。 。 。有约两万酶，并在随机试验中，他们获得的机会，只是其中的一部分（10^20）^2000 = 10^40,000，即使整个宇宙组成的有机汤，无法面临的嚣张小概率0.20
结论
正如我们所看到的科学证据证明“的开始，上帝创造的。”生命不能来自非寿险，只有上帝才能创造生命。真正的科学和“圣经”将始终同意。无论是在生物学，天文学，地质学，或任何其他领域的研究，我们可以相信神的话语，要准确时，谈到有关这些主题。让我们站起来为创世纪的真相，并收回我们的文化。
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Are Mutations Part of the “Engine” of Evolution?

by Bodie Hodge

February 18, 2010

Layman
In the evolutionary model, mutations are hailed as a dominant mechanism for pond-scum-to-people evolution and provide “proof ” that the Bible’s history about creation is wrong. But are we to trust the ideas of imperfect, fallible men about how we came into existence, or should we believe the account of a perfect God who was an eyewitness to His creation? Let’s look at mutations in more detail and see if they provide the information necessary to support pond-scum-to-people evolution, or if they confirm God’s Word in Genesis.

Mutations are primarily permanent changes in the DNA strand. DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) is the information storage unit for all organisms, including humans, cats, and dogs. In humans, the DNA consists of about three billion base pairs. The DNA is made of two strands and forms a double helix. In sexual reproduction, one set of chromosomes (large segments of DNA) comes from the mother and one set from the father. In asexual reproduction, the DNA is copied whole and then passed along when the organism splits.

The double helix is made up of four types of nitrogen bases called nucleotides. These types are guanine, cytosine, adenine, and thymine. They are represented by the letters G, C, A, and T. Each of these base pairs, or “letters,” is part of a code that stores information for hair color, height, eye shape, etc. The bases pair up as follows: adenine to thymine and guanine to cytosine.

	A •-
	N -•
	0 -----

	B -•••
	O ---
	1 •----

	C -•-•
	P •--•
	2 ••---

	D -••
	Q --•-
	3 •••--

	E •
	R •-•
	4 ••••-

	F ••-•
	S •••
	5 •••••

	G --•
	T -
	6 -••••

	H ••••
	U ••-
	7 --•••

	I ••
	V •••-
	8 ---••

	J •---
	W •--
	9 ----•

	K -•-
	X -••-
	Fullstop •-•-•-

	L •-••
	Y -•--
	Comma --••--

	M --
	Z --••
	Query ••--••


Think of it like Morse code. Morse code is a system in which letters are represented by dashes and dots (if audible, then it is a long sound and short sound). When you combine different dots and dashes, you can spell out letters and words. Here is a copy of Morse code:

If someone wanted to call for help using Morse code, for instance, he or she would send the letters SOS (which is the international distress signal). Morse code for SOS is:

S is dot dot dot [• • •] or three short sounds.
O is dash dash dash [– – –] or three long sounds.
S is dot dot dot [• • •] or three short sounds.

Therefore, it would be [• • • – – – • • •], or three short sounds followed by three long sounds, followed by three short sounds.

A mutation would be like changing a dot to a dash in Morse code. If we tried to spell SOS in Morse code, but changed the first dot to a dash, it would accidentally read:

[– • • – – – • • •]

Dash dot dot is the sequence for D, not S; so it would now read:

D [– • •]
O [– – –]
S [• • •]

So, because of the mistake (mutation), we now read DOS, instead of SOS. If you sent this, no one would think you needed help. This mutation was significant because it did two things to your message:

1. The original word was lost.

2. The intent/meaning was lost.

The DNA strand is similar to, but much more complicated than, Morse code. It uses four letters (G, A, T, C) instead of dashes and dots to make words and phrases. And like Morse code, mutations can affect the DNA strand and cause problems for the organism. These DNA mistakes are called genetic mutations.

  Theoretically, genetic mutations (that are not static) can cause one of two things:

1. Loss of information1
2. Gain of new information

Virtually all observed mutations are in the category of loss of information. This is different from loss or gain of function. Some mutations can cause an organism to lose genetic information and yet gain some type of function. This is rare but has happened. These types of mutations have a beneficial outcome. For example, if a beetle loses the information to make a wing on a windy island, the mutation is beneficial because the beetle doesn’t get blown out to sea and killed. Genetically, the mutation caused a loss of information but was helpful to the beetle. Thus, it was a beneficial outcome.

Besides mutations that cause information loss, in theory there could also be mutations that cause a gain of new information. There are only a few alleged cases of such mutations. However, if a mutated DNA strand were built up with a group of base pairs that didn’t do anything, this strand wouldn’t be useful. Therefore, to be useful to an organism, a mutation that has a gain of new information must also cause a gain of new function.

Types of Genetic Mutations

The DNA strand contains instructions on how to make proteins. Every three “letters” code for a specific amino acid, such as TGC, ATC, GAT, TAG, and CTC. Many amino acids together compose a protein. For simplicity’s sake, to illustrate concepts with the DNA strand, we will use examples in English. Here is a segment illustrating DNA in three-letter words:

The car was red. The red car had one key.
The key has one eye and one tip.

Point Mutations

Point mutations are mutations where one letter changes on the DNA sequence. A point mutation in our example could cause “car” in the second sentence to be read “cat”:

The car was red. The red cat had one key.
The key has one eye and one tip.

With this point mutation, we lost the information for one word (car) as well as changed the meaning of the sentence. We did gain one word (cat), but we lost one word (car) and lost the meaning of one phrase. So the overall result was a loss of information.

But many times, point mutations won’t produce another word. Take for instance another point mutation, which changes “car” not to “cat” but to “caa”:

The car was red. The red caa had one key.
The key has one eye and one tip.

With this point mutation, we lost the information for one word (car) as well as the meaning. We did not gain any new words, and we lost one word and lost the meaning of one phrase. So again, the overall result of this point mutation was a loss of information, but even more so this time.

Point mutations can be very devastating. There is a children’s disease called Hutchinson-Gilford progeria syndrome (HGPS), or simply progeria. It was recently linked to a single point mutation. It is a mutation that causes children’s skin to age, their head to go bald at a very early age (prekindergarten), their bones to develop problems usually associated with the elderly, and their body size to remain very short (about one-half to two-thirds of normal height). Their body parts, including organs, age rapidly, which usually causes death at the average age of 13 years.2
Not all point mutations are as devastating, yet they still result in a loss of information. According to biophysicist Lee Spetner, “All point mutations that have been studied on the molecular level turn out to reduce the genetic information and not to increase it.”3
Inversion Mutations

An inversion mutation is a segment of DNA in a particular strand that reverses itself. An inversion mutation would be like taking the second sentence of our example and spelling it backwards:

The car was red. Yek eno dah rac der eht.
The key has one eye and one tip.

With inversion mutations, we can lose quite a bit of information. We lost several words from, and the meaning of, the second sentence. These mutations can cause serious problems to the organism. The bleeding disorder hemophilia A is caused by an inversion in the Factor VIII (F8) gene.

Insertion Mutations

An insertion mutation is a segment of DNA, whether a single base pair or an extensive length, that is inserted into the DNA strand. For this example, let’s copy a word from the second sentence and insert it into the third sentence:

The car was red. The red car had one key.
Had the key has one eye and one tip.

This insertion really didn’t help anything. In fact, the insertion is detrimental to the third sentence in that it makes the third sentence meaningless. So this copied word in the third sentence destroyed the combined meanings of the eight words in the third sentence. Insertions generally result in a protein that loses function.4
Deletion Mutations

A deletion mutation is a segment of DNA, whether a single base pair or an extensive length, that is deleted from the strand. This will be an obvious loss. In this instance, the second sentence will be deleted.

The car was red. The key has one eye and one tip.

The entire second sentence has been lost. Thus, we have lost its meaning as well as the words that were in the sentence. Some disorders from deletion mutations are facioscapulohumeral muscular dystrophy (FSHD) and spinal muscular atrophy.5
Frame Shift Mutations

There are two basic types of frame shift mutations: frame shift due to an insertion and frame shift due to a deletion. These mutations can be caused by an insertion or deletion of one or more letters not divisible by three, which causes an offset in the reading of the “letters” of the DNA.

If a mutation occurs where one or more letters are inserted, then the entire sentence can be off. If a t were inserted at the beginning of the second sentence, it would read like this:

The car was red. Tth ere dca rha don eke yth
eke yha son eey ean don eti p.

Four new words were produced (two of them twice): ere, don, eke and son. These 4 words were not part of the original phrase. However, we lost 14 words. Not only did we lose these words, but we also lost the meaning behind the words. We lost 14 words while gaining only 4 new ones.

Therefore, even though the DNA strand became longer and produced 4 words via a single insertion, it lost 14 other words. The overall effect was a loss of information.

A frame shift mutation can also occur by the deletion of one or more “letters.” If the first t in the second sentence is deleted, the letters shift to the left, and we get:

The car was red. Her edc arh ado nek eyt hek
eyh aso nee yea ndo net ip.

Five new words were produced: her, ado, nee, yea, and net. However, once again, we lost 14 words. So again, the overall effect was a loss of information, and the DNA strand became smaller due to this mutation.

Frame shift mutations are usually detrimental to the organism by causing the resulting protein to be nonfunctional.

This is just the basics of mutations at a genetic level.6
What Does Evolution Teach about Mutations?
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Pond-scum-to-people evolution teaches that, over time, by natural causes, nonliving chemicals gave rise to a living cell. Then, this single celled life form gave rise to more advanced life forms. In essence, over millions of years, increases in information caused by mutations plus natural selection developed all the life forms we see on earth today.

For molecules-to-man evolution to happen, there needs to be a gain in new information within the organism’s genetic material. For instance, for a single-celled organism, such as an amoeba, to evolve into something like a cow, new information (not random base pairs, but complex and ordered DNA) would need to develop over time that would code for ears, lungs, brain, legs, etc.

If an amoeba were to make a change like this, the DNA would need to mutate new information. (Currently, an amoeba has limited genetic information, such as the information for protoplasm.) This increase of new information would need to continue in order for a heart, kidneys, etc., to develop. If a DNA strand gets larger due to a mutation, but the sequence doesn’t code for anything (e.g., it doesn’t contain information for working lungs, heart, etc.), then the amount of DNA added is useless and would be more of a hindrance than a help.

There have been a few arguable cases of information-gaining mutations, but for evolution to be true, there would need to be billions of them. The fact is, we don’t observe this in nature, but rather we see the opposite—organisms losing information. Organisms are changing, but the change is in the wrong direction! How can losses of information add up to a gain?

What Does the Bible Teach?
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From a biblical perspective, we know that Adam and Eve had perfect DNA because God declared all that He had made “very good” (Genesis 1:31). This goes for the original animal and plant kinds as well. They originally had perfect DNA strands with no mistakes or mutations.

However, when man sinned against God (Genesis 3), God cursed the ground and the animals, and He sentenced man to die (Genesis 2:17; 3:19). At this time, God seemed to withdraw some of His sustaining power to no longer completely uphold everything in a perfect state.

Since then, we would expect mutations to occur and DNA flaws to accumulate. The incredible amount of information that was originally in the DNA has been filtered out, and in many cases lost, due to mutations and natural selection.

At the time of Noah’s flood, there was a genetic bottleneck where information was lost among many land animals and humans. The only genetic information that survived came from the representatives of the kinds of landdwelling, air-breathing animals and humans that were on the ark.
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Over time, as people increased on the earth, God knew that mutations were rising within the human population and declared that people should no longer intermarry with close relatives (Leviticus 18). Why did He do this? Intermarriage with close relatives results in the possibility of similar genetic mutations appearing in a child due to inheriting a common mutation from both the father and mother. If both parents inherited the same mutated gene from a common ancestor (e.g., a grandparent), this would increase the possibility of both parents passing this mutated gene along to their child.

Marrying someone who is not a close relative reduces the chances that both would have the same mutated gene. If the segment of DNA from the mother had a mutation, it would be masked by the father’s unmutated gene. If the segment of DNA from the father had a mutation, it would be masked by the mother’s unmutated gene. If the genes from both parents were mutated, then the mutation would show in the child.7 Our all-knowing God obviously knew this would happen and gave the command in Leviticus not to marry close relations.

Conclusion

The biblical perspective on change within living things doesn’t require that new information be added to the genome as pond-scum-to-people evolution does. In fact, we expect to see the opposite (loss of genetic information) due to the curse in Genesis 3. Biblically, we would expect mutations to produce defects in the genome and would not expect mutations to be adding much, if any, new information.

Observations confirm that mutations overwhelmingly cause a loss of information, not a net gain, as evolution requires.

Mutations, when properly understood, are an excellent example of science confirming the Bible. When one sees the devastating effects of mutations, one can’t help but be reminded of the curse in Genesis 3. The accumulation of mutations from generation to generation is due to man’s sin. But those who have placed their faith in Christ, our Creator, look forward to a new heaven and earth where there will be no more pain, death, or disease.

Footnotes

1. For a definition of information that is based on the laws of science, see W. Gitt, In the Beginning Was Information (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2006). 
2. B. Hodge, “One Tiny Flaw and 50 Years Lost,” Creation 27(1) (2004): 33. 
3. L. Spetner, Not by Chance (New York: Judaica Press, 1997), p. 138. 
4. DNA Direct website, www.dnadirect.com. 
5. Athena Diagnostics website, www.athenadiagnostics.com/content/diagnostic-ed/genetics-primer. 
6. For more on specific mutations and more complex examples, please visitwww.AnswersInGenesis.org/mutations. 
7. This is only true for recessive mutations like the one that causes cystic fibrosis. There are some dominant mutations that will appear in the child regardless of having a normal copy of the gene from one parent.

(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
突变进化“引擎”的一部分？
博迪霍奇
2010年2月18日
门外汉
在进化模型，突变誉为一个池塘浮渣到人演化的主导机制，并提供“证明”圣经关于创造历史的是错误的。但是，我们信任不完善，我们如何应运而生犯错误的男人的想法，我们还是应该相信谁是他所创造的目击者的一个完美的神的帐户？让我们的看更详细的突变，看看他们提供必要的信息支持池塘败类到人的进化，或者如果他们确认上帝在创世纪的话语。
突变主要是在DNA链的永久性变化。 DNA（脱氧核糖核酸）是所有生物，包括人类，猫，狗的信息存储单元。在人类中，由约30亿个碱基对的DNA。 DNA是由两股，形成了一个双螺旋。在有性繁殖中，来自一组来自父亲和母亲的染色体（DNA的大片段）。无性繁殖的DNA复制整个然后通过沿时分割的有机体。
双螺旋结构是由四种类型称为核苷酸的氮基地。这些类型的鸟嘌呤，胞嘧啶，腺嘌呤，和胸腺嘧啶。他们是由字母G，C，A，和T.每个碱基对，或表示“字母”，代码，头发的颜色，身高，眼睛的形状，等基地对存储信息的一部分如下：腺嘌呤，胸腺嘧啶和鸟嘌呤，以胞嘧啶。
A• - 

N - •

0 -----
B - · 

O --- 

1•----
C- • - •

P• - •

3••---
D - ••

Q - • - 

••• - 
Ë•

R• - •

4•••• - 
F•• - •

S ·••••

5•••
G - •

T - 

6 - ••••
H ·•••

U•• - 

7- •••
I••

V••• - 

8- ••
J•---

K• - 

9 ----•
K - • - 

X - •• - 
句号• - • - • - 
L• - ••

Y - • - 

逗号 - •• - 
M - 

Z - ••

查询•• - ••
你可以把它像莫尔斯电码。莫尔斯电码是一个字母代表破折号和点（如果发声，那么它是一个长音，短音）系统。当你把不同的点和线，就可以拼出字母和单词。下面是莫尔斯电码的副本：
如果有人想打电话使用莫尔斯电码的帮助，例如，他或她将发送字母SOS（这是国际求救信号）。莫尔斯电码SOS救援中心是：
S是点点点[•••]或三个短的声音。
O是破折号破折号破折号[ - - - ]或三长的声音。
S是点点点[•••]或三个短的声音。
因此，这将是••• - - - •••]，或三短三长三短的声音的声音，随后声音。
A突变会像一个点改变了几许在莫尔斯电码。如果我们试图在莫尔斯电码SOS拼写，但改变了第一个点到一个破折号，它会不小心读：
- •• - - - •••]
破折号，点点是对D的顺序，不是S;所以现在阅读：
D [ - ••]
O [ - - - ]
S [•••]
因此，由于错误（突变），我们现在读的DOS，而不是SOS的。如果你发出这样的，没有人会认为你需要帮助。这种突变是显著的，因为它做了两件事给您留言：
1。失去了原来的那个字。
2。失去了这样做的目的/意义。
DNA链类似，但更复杂的比，莫尔斯电码。它使用四个字母（G，A，T，C），而不是虚线和点，单词和短语。莫尔斯电码一样，突变可以影响有机体的DNA链，并会造成问题。这些DNA的错误，被称为基因突变。
•理论上，基因突变（即不是静态的），可能会导致两件事情之一：
1。出售的信息1
2。新的信息增益
几乎所有观察到的突变类信息丢失。这是从不同功能的损失或收益。一些突变可以导致一个有机体失去的遗传信息，还获得某些类型的功能。这是罕见的，但已经发生了。这些类型的突变产生有益的结果。例如，如果一只甲虫失去了信息，使多风的岛屿上的一翼，突变是有利的，因为甲虫不吹出来的对海和杀害。基因突变引起的信息丢失，但有助于甲虫。因此，这是一个有利的结果。
除了突变，导致信息丢失，在理论上有可能也可以突变，导致新的信息增益。有这种突变只有少数案件。但是，如果一个突变的DNA链被建立了一组碱基对的，什么也没做，这股不会是有用的。因此，要有用的一个有机体，一个基因突变，有新的信息增益也必须引起新功能的增益。
基因突变的类型
DNA链含有如何制造蛋白质的指令。每三个“信”代码为特定的氨基酸，如TGC，ATC，GAT，豪和CTC。许多共同的氨基酸组成的蛋白质。为了简单起见，说明DNA链的概念，我们将使用英语的例子。这里是一个段说明三个字母的单词的DNA：
这款车是红色的。红旗轿车的一个关键。
关键有一只眼睛和一个提示。
点突变
点突变基因突变的DNA序列上的一个字母的变化。在我们的例子中的一个点突变可能会导致在第二句“车”读“猫”：
这款车是红色的。红猫的一个关键。
关键有一只眼睛和一个提示。
这一点突变，我们失去了一个字，以及改变句子的意思（汽车）的信息。我们没有获得一个字（CAT），但我们失去了一个字（车），并失去了一个词组的意义。因此，总的结果是信息丢失。
但是许多时候，点突变会不会产生另一个字。例如，以另一种点突变，从而改变“车”不“猫”，但“民航局”：
这款车是红色的。红色CAA的一个关键。
关键有一只眼睛和一个提示。
这一点突变，我们失去了一个字（车）以及意义的信息。我们没有获得任何新的话，我们失去了一个字，失去了一个词组的意义。如此反复，这点突变的总体结果是信息的损失，但这个时候更是如此。
点突变可以很严重。有儿童的疾病称为哈钦森Gilford早衰综合症（HGPS），或者干脆早衰。这是最近联系到一个单点突变。一个突变导致儿童的皮肤年龄，他们以走在一个非常早期的年龄（学前班）秃的头，他们的骨骼发展通常与老人相关的问题，和他们的身体尺寸，以保持很短（约二分之一到正常身高的三分之二）。他们的身体部位，包括机关，迅速老化，这通常会导致死亡的平均年龄13 years.2
并非所有的点突变是毁灭性的，但他们仍然会导致信息丢失。根据生物物理学家李Spetner，“所有的点突变已在分子水平上研究转出，以减少遗传信息，而不是增加。”
反转突变
一个反转突变的DNA扭转自己在一个特定的链段。一个反转突变会像我们的例子中的第二句和拼写向后：
这款车是红色的。 Yek ENO大新RAC DER EHT。
关键有一只眼睛和一个提示。
反转突变，我们可以失去相当多的信息。我们失去了几个单词，第二句的含义。这些突变可导致严重问题的有机体。 A型血友病的出血性疾病是由在第八因子（F8）基因的倒置。
插入突变
插入突变的DNA片段，无论是单一碱基对的或广泛的长度，插入到DNA链。对于这个例子，让我们的复制从第二句的词，并插入到第三句：
这款车是红色的。红旗轿车的一个关键。
关键一只眼睛和一个提示。
此插入真的没有什么帮助。事实上，插入是不利的，它使得第三句毫无意义的第三句。因此，这在第三句的复制字摧毁在第三句合并八个字的含义。插入通常会导致一种蛋白质，失去功能.4
缺失突变
一个缺失突变的DNA片段，无论是一个碱基对或广泛的长度，即从链中删除。这将是一个明显的损失。在这种情况下，第二句将被删除。
这款车是红色的。关键有一只眼睛和一个提示。
整个第二句已丢失。因此，我们已经失去了它的意义，以及在句子中的单词。缺失突变的某些疾病，面肩肱型肌营养不良症（FSHD）和脊髓性肌atrophy.5
移码突变
有两种基本类型的移码突变：由于删除，插入和帧移，由于帧移。这些突变可以导致三个插入或删除一个或多个字母，不能整除，从而导致在读的“字母”的DNA中的偏移量。
如果突变发生在一个或多个字母插入，那么整个句子可以被关闭。如果在插入第二句开头，它会是这样的：
这款车是红色的。 TTH ERE DCA RHA唐EKE YTH
EKE YHA儿子eey EAN唐ETI页
4个新词产生的（其中两个两次）：ERE，唐，勉强维持和儿子。这4个字是不是原用语的一部分。但是，我们失去了14个字。我们不仅失去了这些话，但我们也失去了后面的话的含义。我们失去了14个字，而只获得4个新的。
因此，即使DNA链变长，通过一个单一的插入4个字，就失去了其他14个字。整体效果是一个信息丢失。
字母的“字母”。一个帧移码突变也可以删除一个或多个发生，如果在第二个句子的第一个T是删除，转移到左侧，我们得到：
这款车是红色的。她的EDC ARH ADO NEK EYT HEK
麻生太郎NEE YEA EYH NDO网IP。
共生产了5个新词：她，A​​DO，NEE，是啊，净。然而，再一次，我们失去了14个字。如此反复，整体效果的信息损失，成为较小，由于这种突变和DNA链。
移码突变通常导致产生的蛋白质，非功能性的有机体不利。
这仅仅是基础的突变在遗传level.6
进化有关的突变教什么？
 
池塘浮渣，对人民的演变教导，随着时间的推移，自然原因，没有生命的化学物质产生了一个活细胞。然后，这个单细胞生命形式，给人们带来更先进的生命形式。从本质上讲，在数百万年中，增加由基因突变，加上自然选择造成的信息开发，我们今天所看到的地球上所有的生命形式。
分子到人的进化发生在生物体的遗传物质，需要有一个新的信息增益。例如，对于一个单细胞生物如变形虫，演变成象牛一样的东西，，新的信息（不随机碱基对，但复杂而有序的DNA）将需要发展，随着时间的推移，将代码耳朵，肺，脑，腿等
如果阿米巴做出这样的改变，需要的DNA变异的新信息。 （目前，变形虫有限的遗传信息，如原生质信息。）这种新的信息增长需要继续下去，以便为心脏，肾脏等，制定。如果一个DNA链获得大的突变，但序列不为任何代码（例如，它不包含信息工作的肺部，心脏等），然后加入适量的DNA是无用的，将超过一个帮助一个障碍。
已经有一个信息获得的突变，但进化是真实的，就需要十亿美元，其中的一些值得商榷的情况下。事实是，我们不遵守的性质这一点，而是我们看到对面的信息丢失。生物体都在变化，但变化是在错误的方向！怎能信息的损失加起来增益？
什么是“圣经”教？
 
 
从圣经的角度来看，我们知道，亚当和夏娃完美的DNA，因为上帝宣布，所有，他“非常好”（创世记1:31）。这也同样适用于原种动物和植物。他们原本没有失误或突变的DNA链完善。
然而，当人对神犯了罪（创3），神诅咒了地面和动物，和他被判刑人死亡（创世记2:17; 3:19）。这时，上帝似乎撤回他的底气不再完全坚持在一个完美的状态的一切。
从那时起，我们希望发生突变，DNA的缺陷积累。令人难以置信的大量的信息，最初是在DNA已被过滤掉，并在许多情况下丢失，由于突变和自然选择。
在挪亚洪水时，有一种遗传性的瓶颈，失去了许多陆地动物和人类之间的信息。唯一幸存的遗传信息来自土地住宅，呼吸空气的动物和人类的方舟代表。
 
 
随着时间的推移，增加地球上的人，神知道的突变在人类人口不断上升，并宣布不再与近亲通婚（利未记18）。他为什么这样做呢？近亲通婚的结果类似的基因突变，出现在孩子由于继承了来自父亲和母亲共同突变的可能性。如果父母双方继承相同的基因突变，从一个共同的祖先（如祖父母），这将增加了两个这种突变基因传递到他们的孩子家长的可能性。
是不是近亲结婚的人减少了，都将具有相同的基因突变的机会。如果从母亲的DNA段有一个突变，它会掩盖由父亲的基因没有突变。如果段从父亲的DNA突变，它会掩盖由母亲的基因没有突变。如果父母双方的基因突变，突变会显示在我们的所有认识神孩子.7显然知道会发生这种情况，并在利未记命令不结婚了密切的关系。
结论
在万物变化的圣经观点，并不需要新的信息添加到池塘浮渣到人的进化并不基因组。事实上，我们希望看到相反（遗传信息的损失）由于在创世记3的诅咒。圣经，我们所期望的突变产生的基因组中的缺陷和不希望突变增加多少，如果有的话，新的信息。
观察结果证实，突变绝大多数会导致信息丢失，而不是净收益，作为发展要求。
突变时，正确的理解，是一个很好的例子证实“圣经”的科学。当人们看到的突变造成的灾难性后果，没有人可以帮助，但在创世记3诅咒提醒。一代又一代的突变的积累是由于人的罪。但是那些把他们的信仰基督，我们的造物主，期待一个新的天地里会有更多的痛苦，死亡或疾病。
脚注
1。对于信息的定义，是根据科学规律，见W. Gitt，信息（绿色森林，AR：硕士，2006年）开始。
2。 B. Hodge的，“任何一个微小的缺陷和50岁的失落，”创作27（1）（2004）：33。
3。 L. Spetner，不是偶然的（纽约：犹太文物出版社，1997），第138。
4。 DNA Direct网站，www.dnadirect.com。
5。雅典娜诊断网站，www.athenadiagnostics.com /内容/诊断ED /遗传学引物。
6。有关特定的突变和更复杂的例子，请visitwww.AnswersInGenesis.org /突变。
7。这是唯一的真像一个隐性突变会导致囊性纤维化。有一些显性突变，将出现在孩子无论从父母一方有一个正常的基因拷贝。
Did Humans Really Evolve from Apelike Creatures?
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Perhaps the most bitter pill to swallow for any Christian who attempts to “make peace” with Darwin is the presumed ape ancestry of man. Even many Christians who uncritically accept evolution as “God’s way of creating” try to somehow elevate the origin of man, or at least his soul, above that of the beasts. Evolutionists attempt to soften the blow by assuring us that man didn’t exactly evolve from apes (tailless monkeys) but rather from apelike creatures. This is mere semantics, however, as many of the presumed apelike ancestors of man are apes and have scientific names, which include the word pithecus (derived from the Greek meaning “ape”). The much-touted “human ancestor” commonly known as “Lucy,” for example, has the scientific name Australopithecus afarensis (meaning “southern ape from the Afar triangle of Ethiopia”). But what does the Bible say about the origin of man, and what exactly is the scientific evidence that evolutionists claim for our ape ancestry?

Biblical Starting Assumptions

God tells us that on the same day He made all animals that walk on the earth (the sixth day), He created man separately in His own image with the intent that man would have dominion over every other living thing on earth (Genesis 1:26–28). From this it is clear that there is no animal that is man’s equal, and certainly none his ancestor.

Thus, when God paraded the animals by Adam for him to name, He observed that “for Adam there was not found an help meet for him” (Genesis 2:20). Jesus confirmed this uniqueness of men and women when He declared that marriage is to be between a man and a woman because “from the beginning of the creation God made them male and female” (Mark 10:6). This leaves no room for prehumans or for billions of years of cosmic evolution prior to man’s appearance on the earth. Adam chose the very name “Eve” for his wife because he recognized that she would be “the mother of all living” (Genesis 3:20). The apostle Paul stated clearly that man is not an animal: “All flesh is not the same flesh: but there is one kind of flesh of men, another flesh of beasts, another of fishes, and another of birds” (1 Corinthians 15:39).

Evolutionary Starting Assumptions

While Bible-believing Christians begin with the assumption that God’s Word is true and that man’s ancestry goes back only to a fully human Adam and Eve, evolutionists begin with the assumption that man has, in fact, evolved from apes. No paleoanthropologists (those who study the fossil evidence for man’s origin) would dare to seriously raise the question, “Did man evolve from apes?” The only permissible question is, “From which apes did man evolve?”

Since evolutionists generally do not believe that man evolved from any ape that is now living, they look to fossils of humans and apes to provide them with their desired evidence. Specifically, they look for any anatomical feature that looks “intermediate” (between that of apes and man). Fossil apes having such features are declared to be ancestral to man (or at least collateral relatives) and are called hominids. Living apes, on the other hand, are not considered to be hominids, but rather are called hominoids because they are only similar to humans but did not evolve into them. Nonetheless, evolutionists are willing to accept mere similarities between the fossilized bones of extinct apes and the bones of living men as “proof ” of our ape ancestry.

What Is the Evidence for Human Evolution?

Though many similarities may be cited between living apes and humans, the only historical evidence that could support the ape ancestry of man must come from fossils. Unfortunately, the fossil record of man and apes is very sparse. Approximately 95 percent of all known fossils are marine invertebrates, about 4.7 percent are algae and plants, about 0.2 percent are insects and other invertebrates, and only about 0.1 percent are vertebrates (animals with bones). Finally, only the smallest imaginable fraction of vertebrate fossils consists of primates (humans, apes, monkeys, and lemurs).
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Because of the rarity of fossil hominids, even many of those who specialize in the evolution of man have never actually seen an original hominid fossil, and far fewer have ever had the opportunity to handle or study one. Most scientific papers on human evolution are based on casts of original specimens (or even on published photos, measurements, and descriptions of them). Access to original fossil hominids is strictly limited by those who discovered them and is often confined to a few favored evolutionists who agree with the discoverers’ interpretation of the fossil.

Since there is much more prestige in finding an ancestor of man than an ancestor of living apes (or worse yet, merely an extinct ape), there is immense pressure on paleoanthropologists to declare almost any ape fossil to be a “hominid.” As a result, the living apes have pretty much been left to find their own ancestors.

Many students in our schools are taught human evolution (often in the social studies class!) by teachers having little knowledge of human anatomy, to say nothing of ape anatomy. But it is useless to consider the fossil evidence for the evolution of man from apes without first understanding the basic anatomical and functional differences between human and ape skeletons.

Jaws and Teeth

Because of their relative hardness, teeth and jaw fragments are the most frequently found primate fossils. Thus, much of the evidence for the ape ancestry of man is based on similarities of teeth and jaws.

In contrast to man, apes tend to have incisor and canine teeth that are relatively larger than their molars. Ape teeth usually have thin enamel (the hardest surface layer of the tooth), while humans generally have thicker enamel. Finally, the jaws tend to be more U-shaped in apes and more parabolic in man.

The problem in declaring a fossil ape to be a human ancestor (i.e., a hominid) on the basis of certain humanlike features of the teeth is that some living apes have these same features and they are not considered to be ancestors of man. Some species of modern baboons, for example, have relatively small canines and incisors and relatively large molars. While most apes do have thin enamel, some apes, such as the orangutans, have relatively thick enamel. Clearly, teeth tell us more about an animal’s diet and feeding habits than its supposed evolution. Nonetheless, thick enamel is one of the most commonly cited criteria for declaring an ape fossil to be a hominid.
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Artistic imagination has been used to illustrate entire “apemen” from nothing more than a single tooth. In the early 1920s, the “apeman” Hesperopithecus (which consisted of a single tooth) was pictured in the London Illustrated News complete with the tooth’s wife, children, domestic animals, and cave! Experts used this tooth, known as “Nebraska man,” as proof for human evolution during the Scopes trial in 1925. In 1927, parts of the skeleton were discovered together with the teeth, and Nebraska man was found to really be an extinct peccary (wild pig)!

Skulls
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Orangutan Skull
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Human Skull

Skulls are perhaps the most interesting primate fossils because they house the brain and give us an opportunity, with the help of imaginative artists, to look our presumed ancestors in the face. The human skull is easily distinguished from all living apes, though there are, of course, similarities.

The vault of the skull is large in humans because of their relatively large brain compared to apes. Even so, the size of the normal adult human brain varies over nearly a threefold range. These differences in size in the human brain do not correlate with intelligence. Adult apes have brains that are generally smaller than even the smallest of adult human brains, and of course they are not even remotely comparable in intelligence.

Perhaps the best way to distinguish an ape skull from a human skull is to examine it from a side view. From this perspective, the face of the human is nearly vertical, while that of the ape slopes forward from its upper face to its chin.

From a side view, the bony socket of the eye (the orbit) of an ape is obscured by its broad, flat upper face. Humans, on the other hand, have a more curved upper face and forehead, clearly revealing the orbit of the eye from a side view.

Another distinctive feature of the human skull is the nose bone that our glasses rest on. Apes do not have protruding nasal bones and would have great difficulty wearing glasses.

Leg Bones

The most eagerly sought-after evidence in fossil hominids is any anatomical feature that might suggest bipedality (the ability to walk on two legs). Since humans walk on two legs, any evidence of bipedality in fossil apes is considered by evolutionists to be compelling evidence for human ancestry. But we should bear in mind that the way an ape walks on two legs is entirely different from the way man walks on two legs. The distinctive human gait requires the complex integration of many skeletal and muscular features in our hips, legs, and feet. Thus, evolutionists closely examine the hipbones (pelvis), thighbones (femur), leg bones (tibia and fibula), and foot bones of fossil apes in an effort to detect any anatomical features that might suggest bipedality.

Evolutionists are particularly interested in the angle at which the femur and the tibia meet at the knee (called the carrying angle). Humans are able to keep their weight over their feet while walking because their femurs converge toward the knees, forming a carrying angle of approximately nine degrees with the tibia (in other words, we’re sort of knock-kneed). In contrast, chimps and gorillas have widely separated, straight legs with a carrying angle of essentially zero degrees. These animals manage to keep their weight over their feet when walking by swinging their body from side to side in the familiar “ape walk.”

Evolutionists assume that fossil apes with a high carrying angle (humanlike) were bipedal and thus evolved into man. Certain australopithecines (apelike creatures) are considered to have walked like us and thus to be our ancestors largely because they had a high carrying angle. But high carrying angles are not confined to humans—they are also found on some modern apes that walk gracefully on tree limbs and only clumsily on the ground.

Living apes with a high carrying angle (values comparable to man) include such apes as the orangutan and spider monkey—both adept tree climbers and capable of only an apelike bipedal gait on the ground. The point is that there are living tree-dwelling apes and monkeys with some of the same anatomical features that evolutionists consider to be definitive evidence for bipedality, yet none of these animals walks like man and no one suggests they are our ancestors or descendants.

Foot Bones

The human foot is unique and not even close to the appearance or function of the ape foot. The big toe of the human foot is in-line with the foot and does not jut out to the side like an ape’s. Human toe bones are relatively straight, rather than curved and grasping like ape toes.

While walking, the heel of the human foot hits the ground first and then the weight distribution spreads from the heel along the outer margin of the foot up to the base of the little toe. From the little toe it spreads inward across the base of the toes and finally pushes off from the big toe. No ape has a foot or push-off like that of a human, and thus, no ape is capable of walking with our distinctive human stride or making human footprints.

Hipbones

The pelvis (hipbones) plays a critically important role in walking, and the characteristic human gait requires a pelvis that is distinctly different from that of the apes. Indeed, one only has to examine the pelvis to determine if an ape has the ability to walk like a man.

The part of the hipbones that we can feel just under our belt is called the iliac blade. Viewed from above, these blades are curved forward like the handles of a steering yolk on an airplane. The iliac blades of the ape, in contrast, project straight out to the side like the handlebars of a scooter. It is simply not possible to walk like a human with an apelike pelvis. On this feature alone one can easily distinguish apes from humans.

Only Three Ways to Make an “Apeman”

Knowing from Scripture that God didn’t create any apemen, there are only three ways for the evolutionist to create one:
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1. Combine ape fossil bones with human fossil bones and declare the two to be one individual—a real “apeman.”

2. Emphasize certain humanlike qualities of fossilized ape bones, and with imagination upgrade apes to be more humanlike.

3. Emphasize certain apelike qualities of fossilized human bones, and with imagination downgrade humans to be more apelike.

These three approaches account for all of the attempts by evolutionists to fill the unbridgeable gap between apes and men with fossil apemen.

Combining Men and Apes

The most famous example of an apeman proven to be a combination of ape and human bones is Piltdown man. In 1912, Charles Dawson, a medical doctor and an amateur paleontologist, discovered a mandible (lower jawbone) and part of a skull in a gravel pit near Piltdown, England. The jawbone was apelike, but had teeth that showed wear similar to the human pattern. The skull, on the other hand, was very humanlike. These two specimens were combined to form what was called “Dawn man,” which was calculated to be 500,000 years old.

The whole thing turned out to be an elaborate hoax. The skull was indeed human (about 500 years old), while the jaw was that of a modern female orangutan whose teeth had been obviously filed to crudely resemble the human wear pattern. Indeed, the long ape canine tooth was filed down so far that it exposed the pulp chamber, which was then filled in to hide the mischief. It would seem that any competent scientist examining this tooth would have concluded that it was either a hoax or the world’s first root canal! The success of this hoax for over 50 years, in spite of the careful scrutiny of the best authorities in the world, led the human evolutionist Sir Solly Zuckerman to declare: “It is doubtful if there is any science at all in the search for man’s fossil ancestry.”1
Making Man out of Apes

Many apemen are merely apes that evolutionists have attempted to upscale to fill the gap between apes and men. These include all the australopithecines, as well as a host of other extinct apes such as Ardipithecus, Orrorin, Sahelanthropus, and Kenyanthropus. All have obviously ape skulls, ape pelvises, and ape hands and feet. Nevertheless, australopithecines(especially Australopithecus afarensis) are often portrayed as having hands and feet identical to modern man; a ramrod-straight, upright posture; and a human gait.

The best-known specimen of A. afarensis is the fossil commonly known as “Lucy.” A life-like mannequin of “Lucy” in the Living World exhibit at the St. Louis Zoo shows a hairy, humanlike female body with human hands and feet but with an obviously apelike head. The three-foot-tall Lucy stands erect in a deeply pensive pose with her right forefinger curled under her chin, her eyes gazing off into the distance as if she were contemplating the mind of Newton.

Few visitors are aware that this is a gross misrepresentation of what is known about the fossil ape Australopithecus afarensis. These apes are known to be long-armed knuckle-walkers with locking wrists. Both the hands and feet of this creature are clearly apelike. Paleoanthropologists Jack Stern and Randall Sussman2 have reported that the hands of this species are “surprisingly similar to hands found in the small end of the pygmy chimpanzee–common chimpanzee range.” They report that the feet, like the hands, are “long, curved and heavily muscled” much like those of living tree-dwelling primates. The authors conclude that no living primate has such hands and feet “for any purpose other than to meet the demands of full or part-time arboreal (tree-dwelling) life.”

Despite evidence to the contrary, evolutionists and museums continue to portray Lucy (A. afarensis) with virtually human feet (though some are finally showing the hands with long, curved fingers).

Making Apes out of Man

In an effort to fill the gap between apes and men, certain fossil men have been declared to be “apelike” and thus, ancestral to at least “modern” man. You might say this latter effort seeks to make a “monkey” out of man! Human fossils that are claimed to be “apemen” are generally classified under the genus Homo (meaning “self ”). These include Homo erectus, Homo heidelbergensis, and Homo neanderthalensis.

The best-known human fossils are of Cro-Magnon man (whose marvelous paintings are found on the walls of caves in France) and Neanderthal man. Both are clearly human and have long been classified as Homo sapiens. In recent years, however, Neanderthal man has been downgraded to a different species—Homo neanderthalensis. The story of how Neanderthal man was demoted to an apeman provides much insight into the methods of evolutionists.

Neanderthal man was first discovered in 1856 by workmen digging in a limestone cave in the Neander valley near Dusseldorf, Germany. The fossil bones were examined by an anatomist (Professor Schaafhausen) who concluded that they were human.

At first, not much attention was given to these finds, but with the publication of Darwin’s Origin of Species in 1859, the search began for the imagined “apelike ancestors” of man. Darwinians argued that Neanderthal man was an apelike creature, while many critical of Darwin (like the great anatomist Rudolph Virchow) argued that Neanderthals were human in every respect, though some appeared to be suffering from rickets or arthritis.

Over 300 Neanderthal specimens have now been found scattered throughout most of the world, including Belgium, China, Central and North Africa, Iraq, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Greece, northwestern Europe, and the Middle East. This group of people was characterized by prominent eyebrow ridges (like modern Australian Aborigines), a low forehead, a long, narrow skull, a protruding upper jaw, and a strong lower jaw with a short chin. They were deep-chested, large-boned individuals with a powerful build. It should be emphasized, however, that none of these features fall outside the range of normal human anatomy. Interestingly, the brain size (based on cranial capacity) of Neanderthal man was actually larger than average for that of modern man, though this is rarely emphasized.

Most of the misconceptions about Neanderthal man resulted from the claims of the Frenchman Marcelin Boule who, in 1908, studied two Neanderthal skeletons that were found in France (LeMoustier and La Chapelle-aux- Saints). Boule declared Neanderthal men to be anatomically and intellectually inferior brutes who were more closely related to apes than humans. He asserted that they had a slumped posture, a “monkey-like” arrangement of certain spinal vertebrae, and he even claimed that their feet were of a “grasping type” (like those of gorillas and chimpanzees). Boule concluded that Neanderthal man could not have walked erectly, but rather must have walked in a clumsy fashion. These highly biased and inaccurate views prevailed and were even expanded by many other evolutionists up to the mid-1950s.

In 1957, the anatomists William Straus and A.J. Cave examined one of the French Neanderthals (La Chapelle-aux-Saints) and determined that the individual suffered from severe arthritis (as suggested by Virchow nearly 100 years earlier), which had affected the vertebrae and bent the posture. The jaw also had been affected. These observations are consistent with the Ice Age climate in which Neanderthals had lived. They may well have sought shelter in caves, and this, together with poor diet and lack of sunlight, could easily have led to diseases that affect the bones, such as rickets.

In addition to anatomical evidence, there is a growing body of cultural evidence for the fully human status of Neanderthals. They buried their dead and had elaborate funeral customs that included arranging the body and covering it with flowers. They made a variety of stone tools and worked with skins and leather. A wood flute was recently discovered among Neanderthal remains. There is even evidence that suggests that Neanderthals engaged in medical care. Some Neanderthal specimens show evidence of survival to old age despite numerous wounds, broken bones, blindness, and disease. This suggests that these individuals were cared for and nurtured by others who showed human compassion.

Still, efforts continue to be made to somehow dehumanize Neanderthal man. Many evolutionists now even insist that Neanderthal man is not even directly related to modern man because of some differences in a small fragment of DNA! There is, in fact, nothing about Neanderthals that is in any way inferior to modern man. One of the world’s foremost authorities on Neanderthal man, Erik Trinkaus, concludes: “Detailed comparisons of Neandertal skeletal remains with those of modern humans have shown that there is nothing in Neandertal anatomy that conclusively indicates locomotor, manipulative, intellectual, or linguistic abilities inferior to those of modern humans.”3
Conclusion

Why then are there continued efforts to make apes out of man and man out of apes? In one of the most remarkably frank and candid assessments of the whole subject and the methodology of paleoanthropology, Dr. David Pilbeam (a distinguished professor of anthropology) suggested the following:

Perhaps generations of students of human evolution, including myself, have been flailing about in the dark; that our data base is too sparse, too slippery, for it to be able to mold our theories. Rather the theories are more statements about us and ideology than about the past. Paleoanthropology reveals more about how humans view themselves than it does about how humans came about. But that is heresy.4
Oh, that these heretical words were printed as a warning on every textbook, magazine, newspaper article, and statue that presumes to deal with the bestial origin of man!

No, we are not descended from apes. Rather, God created man as the crown of His creation on Day 6. We are a special creation of God, made in His image, to bring Him glory. What a revolution this truth would make if our evolutionized culture truly understood it!

Footnotes

1. S. Zuckerman, Beyond the Ivory Tower (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1970), p. 64. 
2. American Journal of Physical Anthropology 60:279–317, 1983. 
3. Natural History 87:10, 1978. 
4. American Scientist 66:379, 1978. 
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难道人类真的从猿类动物的进化？
大卫门顿博士
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门外汉

也许最苦果吞下任何人企图以“和平”与达尔文的基督教是人的假定的类人猿的祖先。甚至许多基督徒不加批判地接受“上帝的创造方式的演变”试图以某种方式提升人的起源，或者至少是他的灵魂，上述野兽。进化论者试图软化保证我们那个男人不正是从猿（无尾猴）的演变，而是从类动物猿的打击。然而，这仅仅是语义，许多人的推定apelike祖先是类人猿和科学的名称，其中包括字pithecus（来自希腊，意思是“猿”派生）。备受吹捧的“人文始祖”，俗称为“露西”，例如，有科学的名称古猿afarensis（意思是“来自埃塞俄比亚的阿法尔三角的南猿”）。但什么是“圣经”说，有关​​人类起源和进化论者声称我们的猿类祖先的科学证据表明，究竟是什么？
圣经开始假设
神告诉我们，在同一天，他做了所有的动物在地球上（第六天）步行，他创造了男子分别在他的意图自己的形象，人类将拥有统治地球上的每一个活物（创1： 26日至28日）。从这个很显然是没有的动物，是人的平等，当然没有他的祖先。
因此，当神游行由亚当动物为他的名字时，他指出：“亚当有没有发现一个帮助满足他”（创世记2:20）。耶稣证实了这一点的男性和女性的独特性，当他宣称，婚姻是一个男人和一个女人之间，因为“从开始创造神造男造女”（马可福音10:6）。这使得房间没有前人类或宇宙演化的数十亿年之前，人类对地球的外观。亚当选择了这个名字，他的妻子“夏娃”，因为他认识到，她将所有生活“母亲”（创世记3:20）。使徒保罗说得很清楚，人是不是动物：“所有的肉是不一样的的肉：但有一种男性的肉体，另一个野兽，另一种鱼类的肉，和鸟”（哥林多前书15： 39）。
进化开始假设
虽然圣经信仰的基督徒假设开始，神的话语是真实的，那人的祖先可以追溯到只有一个完整的人的亚当和夏娃，进化论者开始与男子的假设，事实上，从猿进化。无古人类学家（那些研究人类的起源的化石证据）谁敢认真地提出这个问题，“没有人从猿进化吗？”唯一允许的问题是，“从哪些猿男子演变？”
由于进化论者一般不认为，现在生活从任何猿进化而来的人，他们看人类和类人猿化石，向他们提供其所需的证据。具体来说，他们寻找任何解剖特征，看起来“中间”（猿和人之间）。具有这种特征的化石类人猿被宣布为人类祖（或至少旁系亲属），被称为原始人。生活类人猿，另一方面，不认为是原始人，而是被称为古猿，因为他们只类似于人类，但并没有演变成他们。然而，进化论者都愿意接受“证明”我们的猿类祖先之间灭绝的类人猿和活人的骨头化石仅仅相似之处。
对人类进化的证据是什么？
虽然有许多相似之处，可引生活类人猿和人类之间，唯一的历史证据可以支持人的类人猿的祖先来自化石。不幸的是，人类和类人猿的化石记录是很稀疏。所有已知的化石中，大约95％的海洋无脊椎动物，约4.7％，藻类和植物，约0.2％的昆虫和其他无脊椎动物，只有约0.1％的脊椎动物（带骨头的动物）。最后，只有最小的脊椎动物化石，发挥自己的想像部分组成的灵长类动物（人类，猿，猴子，和狐猴）。
 
由于稀有化石的原始人，甚至那些专门在人类进化的许多从未真正看到了原来的原始人类化石，并要少得多曾经有机会处理或研究之一。人类进化的科学论文都是基于原始标本的类型转换（甚至上公布的照片，测量，以及他们的描述）。是谁发现了他们，往往局限于几个人同意的发现者“的化石的解释青睐进化论者访问原始化石原始人是严格限制。
由于是在寻找一个人比生活类人猿的祖先（或者更糟的是，仅仅是一种灭绝的猿）的祖先的威信，有对古人类学家申报几乎所有的猿化石，是一个“原始人的巨大压力。”作为一个结果，居住类人猿几乎被留下来找到自己的祖先。
在我们学校的许多学生都教教师有一点人体解剖学的知识，说猴体解剖的了人类的进化（往往在社会课！）。但它是无用的考虑，不先了解的基本解剖和功能的人类和猿的骨骼之间的差异为人类从猿进化的化石证据。
下颚和牙齿
由于其相对硬度，牙齿和下颚碎片是最经常发现的灵长类动物化石。因此，大部分人的猿祖先的证据是基于对牙齿和颌骨的相似之处。
在人类，类人猿往往有比他们的磨牙相对较大的门齿和犬齿。类人猿牙齿通常有薄釉质（牙齿最难的面层），而人类通常有较厚的珐琅。最后，颌骨往往是U形类人猿和男子抛物线。
在声明一个化石猿到某些类​​似人类的牙齿功能的基础上，人类的祖先（即原始人）问题是，一些生活类人猿这些相同的功能，他们不被视为人的祖先。现代狒狒有些物种，例如，有比较小的犬齿和门齿和比较大臼齿的。虽然大多数类人猿有釉质薄，如一些猿，猩猩，有比较厚的珐琅质。显然，牙齿告诉我们更多有关动物的饮食和喂养习惯比其应该演变。然而，厚厚的珐琅声明猿化石是原始人最常被引用的标准之一。
 
已使用的艺术想象力，来说明整个“猿男人”只是一个单齿。在20世纪20年代初，“猿男人”Hesperopithecus（其中包括一个单齿）图为在伦敦画报新闻，完成牙的妻子，孩子，家养动物，和洞穴！专家们在1925年的范围试验证明对人类进化用作齿，被称为“内布拉斯加人”。 1927年，被发现的骨架的一部分连同牙齿，和内布拉斯加州男子被发现，真正成为一个灭绝的野猪（野猪）！
头骨
 
人猿头骨
 
人类头骨
头骨也许是最有趣的灵长类动物化石，因为他们的房子大脑，给我们一个机会与富有想象力的艺术家的帮助下，正视我们假定祖先。人类头骨很容易区别开来，虽然有相似之处，当然，所有生活类人猿。
是因为其相对较大的脑颅骨拱顶到类人猿相比，人类大。即便如此，人类大脑的正常成人的大小不等的近三倍范围。在人脑中的这些大小差异不相关情报。成人类人猿的大脑一般，甚至比最小的成年人类大脑小，当然，他们甚至没有在智能远程相媲美。
以区别于猿头骨人类头骨，也许最好的办法是检查它从一个侧面视图。从这个角度来看，人类面对的是几乎垂直的，而猿的斜坡从上面对它的下巴。
从侧面看，骨猿的眼睛（轨道）插座是其广阔，平坦的上表面所遮蔽。人类，另一方面，更弯曲的上脸部及前额，清楚地揭示了眼，从一个侧面视图的轨道。
人类头骨的另一个显着特点是，我们的眼镜休息的鼻梁骨。类人猿做没有突出的鼻甲骨，将有很大的难度，戴眼镜的。
腿骨
化石的原始人最急切寻求证据的是任何可能建议双向踏板（两条腿走路的能力）的解剖特征。由于人类对两条腿走路，任何化石类人猿双向踏板的证据被认为是进化论者，以令人信服的证据表明人类祖先。但是，我们应该牢记，猿两条腿走的方式是从人两条腿走的方式完全不同。独特的人体步态，需要复杂的集成了许多在我们的臀部，腿部和脚的骨骼和肌肉的功能。因此，进化论者仔细检查，在努力发现任何可能建议双向踏板的解剖特点，髋骨（骨盆），thighbones（股骨），腿骨（胫骨和腓骨），足部骨骼的化石类人猿。
进化论者特别感兴趣的角度，在股骨和胫骨膝盖满足（称为提携角）。人类是能够保持自己的体重超过自己的脚，一边走，因为他们的股骨收敛膝盖，形成了约9度与胫骨（换句话说，我们kneed敲排序）的账面角度的。相比之下，黑猩猩和大猩猩广泛分离的，基本上是零度与提携角直腿。这些动物的管理，以保持对他们的脚走摆动自己的身体从一边到另一边在熟悉的“猿步行时，他们的体重。”
进化论者假设，化石类人猿具有高承载角（像人一样）双足，进而演变成男子。某些南方古猿（猿像生物）被认为有像我们这样走，从而得到我们的祖先主要是因为他们有一个高的提携角。但高承载角度并不局限于人类，他们也发现在一些现代类人猿，走路优雅的树枝上，地面上只笨拙。
具有高承载角（相当于人类的价值观）的生活类人猿包括如猿，猩猩和蜘蛛猴既善于爬树，并能够在地面上只有一个猿像双足步态。点是有生活居住在树的猿和猴子与一些相同双向踏板确切的证据，进化论者认为的解剖特点，但这些动物没有走像人，没有人表明，他们是我们的祖先或后代。
脚骨
人类的脚是独一无二的，甚至还没有接近猿脚的外观或功能。人脚的大脚趾脚行并没有突出部分像猿的侧面。人类脚趾骨都比较直，而不是弯曲的，像类人猿的脚趾抓。
行走时，人脚的鞋跟撞击地面，然后再重量分布遍及从脚跟沿外缘的脚小脚趾基地。从“小趾传播整个基地的脚趾向内，最后使大脚趾。没有猿像一个人步行或推客，因此，没有猿是能够与我们独特的人类大步走或使人类的足迹的。
花剑
骨盆（髋骨）扮演一个极为重要的作用，在行走步态特征的人类需要，是从猿截然不同的骨盆。事实上，只有检查，以确定是否猿喜欢一个人行走能力的骨盆。
的花剑，我们可以感受到只是根据我们的皮带被称为髂刀片。从上面看，这些刀片弯曲像一个在飞机上的转向蛋黄处理。猿髂叶片，相反，项目直出侧像一辆摩托车的车把。这是根本不可能走像一个人类与猿像骨盆。单就这一功能可以很容易地区别于人类的类人猿。
只有三个办法，使“猿男人”
从圣经知道，上帝没有创造任何猿男人，只有三种方式创建一个进化论者：
 
1。结合类人猿与人类骨骼化石骨骼化石，并宣布这两个是一个个人，一个真正的“猿男人的。”
2。强调猿的骨骼化石的某些类似人类的素质，并与想象力升级猿更像人一样。
3。强调人类化石骨骼的某些猿像素质，和想象降级人类更猿像。
这三种方法占所有进化论者试图填补猿和男子化石猿男人之间​​不可逾越的鸿沟。
结合男性和猿类
猿和人骨的组合被证明是一个猿男人最有名的例子是皮尔当的人。 1912年，一个医生和一个业余古生物学家查尔斯道森，发现了一个头骨的下颌骨（下颌骨）与部分在附近，英国皮尔当的砾石坑。 颚骨的猿像，但牙齿呈穿类似人类的模式。颅骨，另一方面，是非常类似人类。这两个标本相结合，形成被称为“黎明人”，这是计算为500,000岁。
整个事情变成了一个精心的骗局。头骨确实是人类（约500岁），而下巴是一个现代女性的牙齿明显已提交粗制滥造类似于人类的磨损模式的猩猩。事实上，长期的类人猿犬齿提交到目前为止，它暴露的牙髓腔，这是当时填补了隐藏在作怪。这似乎已经结束，这是一个骗局，世界上第一个根管，任何主管科学家研究这个齿！尽管在世界上的最佳当局仔细推敲，这个骗局的成功为50岁以上，主导的人类进化论的爵士Solly朱克曼来宣布：“这是令人怀疑，如果有是任何科学寻找男人的所有化石的祖先。“
制作人猿
许多猿男人只是进化论者试图高档，以填补猿和男子之间的差距的类人猿。这些措施包括所有的南方古猿，以及作为主机的Ardipithecus，Orrorin，Sahelanthropus和Kenyanthropus，如其他灭绝的类人猿。都明显猿的头骨，猿骨盆，与猿的手和脚。不过，南方古猿（尤其是南方古猿afarensis）往往被描绘成具有与现代人相同的手和脚;笔挺笔直，挺拔的身姿;和人类的步态。
答afarensis最知名的标本，是俗称的化石“露西”的“露西”在圣路易斯动物园的生活世界展示栩栩如生的人体模型显示一个毛茸茸的，类似人类的女性身体与人的手和一个明显apelike的头脚，但。 3英尺高的露西站竖立在一个深深沉思的姿势与她的右卷曲食指在她的下巴，她的眼睛凝视着远方，仿佛她正在考虑牛顿的头脑。
很少有游客都知道，这是毛的是什么样的猿化石古猿afarensis的失实陈述。这些类人猿被称为是锁定手腕关节长期武装，步行者。这种动物的手和脚是清楚猿像的。古人类学家杰克斯特恩和兰德尔Sussman2报道说，这一物种的手“在俾格米黑猩猩的共同黑猩猩范围较小的一端发现手中惊人的相似。”他们报告说，喜欢动手脚，“长而弯曲的和严重的肌肉“很像活树居住的灵长类动物。作者的结论，没有生活的灵长类动物有这样的手和脚“以外的任何目的，以满足全部或部分时间树栖（居住在树）生活的需求。”
尽管有相反的证据，进化论者和博物馆继续描绘几乎人脚露（A afarensis）（虽然有些长，弯曲的手指终于露出手）。
制作类人猿的人
在努力填补猿和男子之间的差距，某些化石的男子已被宣布为“猿像”，因此，祖传的人至少是“现代”。你可能会说这方面的努力，旨在使“猴子”的男子！一般归入属智人（意思是“自我”），自称是“猿男人”的人类化石。这些措施包括直立人，海德堡人，智人neanderthalensis。
克罗马农人（其在法国洞穴的墙壁上发现的奇妙画）和尼安德特人是最有名的人类化石。两个明显的人力和长期被归类为智人。然而，近年来，尼安德特人已被降级到不同的物种智人neanderthalensis。尼安德特人是如何被贬到一个猿人的故事提供了进化论者的方法很大的启示。
尼安德特人是最早发现于1856年在德国杜塞尔多夫附近的尼安德谷的一个石灰岩溶洞挖掘工人。由解剖学家（教授Schaafhausen）的结论是，他们是人类骨骼化石进行了检查。
起初，这些发现没有太大的关注，但与达尔文在1859年的物种的起源的出版物，想象的“猿像祖先”的男子开始搜索。 达尔文认为，尼安德特人是猿像生物，而许多达尔文的关键（如伟大的解剖学家鲁道夫魏尔啸）认为，尼安德特人是人类在各个方面，尽管一些患有佝偻病或关节炎。
超过300尼安德特人的标本目前已发现散落整个世界的大部分，包括：比利时，中国，非洲中部和北部，伊拉克，捷克共和国，匈牙利，希腊，欧洲西北部，和中东。这一群人的特点是突出的眉脊（如现代澳洲原住民），低额头，一个狭长的头骨，一个突出的上颚，和强大的用短下巴的颚。他们胸部深，大骨与一个强大的构建的个人。应当强调，但是，这些功能都属于正常的人体解剖学的范围。有趣的是，尼安德特人的大脑的大小（根据颅容量）实际平均比现代人大，虽然这是很少强调。
关于尼安德特人的误解，大多数从法国Marcelin众议院索赔人，于1908年，研究了两个在法国发现的尼安德特人（LeMoustier拉沙佩勒AUX圣人）的骨骼。众议院宣布，尼安德特人的男子解剖学和智力伪劣野兽更密切相关，比人类的类人猿。他声称，他们有一个大跌的姿态，“猴子”安排一定的椎骨，他甚至声称，他们的脚“抓类型”（如大猩猩和黑猩猩的）。众议院得出的结论是尼安德特人不能直立地走了，而是必须有一个笨拙的时尚走。这些高度偏见和不正确的意见占了上风，甚至扩大到20世纪50年代中期的许多其他进化论者。
1957年，解剖学家威廉斯特劳斯和A.J.洞穴研究法国的尼安德特人（拉沙佩勒AUX圣人）和个人遭受了严重的关节炎（魏尔啸建议近100年前），这影响了椎骨和弯曲的姿势。下巴也受到了影响。这些意见与尼安德特人曾住在冰期气候一致。他们很可能是在山洞里寻求庇护，并连同不良饮食习惯和缺乏阳光，可以很容易地导致疾病的影响，如佝偻病的骨骼，。
除了解剖学证据，是一个文化的尼安德特人的完整的人的状态证据越来越多。他们埋葬他们的死者，并精心制作的丧葬习俗，其中包括安排身体覆盖着鲜花。他们提出了各种石器，与皮肤和皮革。木楞是最近发现的尼安德特人遗骸中。甚至有证据表明，尼安德特人从事医疗保健。一些尼安德特人的标本显示，尽管无数的伤口，断骨，失明和疾病的老年生存的证据。这表明，这些人的其他人表现出人类的同情心，关心和培育。
尽管如此，继续作出努力，以某种非人化尼安德特人。现在许多进化论者甚至坚持甚至没有直接关系，尼安德特人是现代人因为一些小的DNA片段差异！有，事实上，对尼安德特人以任何方式不亚于现代人一无所知。尼安德特人的人，埃里克Trinkaus，世界上最重要的机关之一，得出结论：“与现代人类的尼安德特人的骨骼遗骸的详细比较已经表明，尼安德特人的解剖无关，得出结论表明的运动，操控，智力，或语言能力不如现代人类的。“
结论
那么，为什么有继续努力使猿，猿，人和人呢？在整个主体与古人类研究所，博士大卫Pilbeam（特聘教授的人类学）的方法最显着的坦率和坦诚的评估建议如下：
也许几代人类进化的学生，包括我在内，已经挥舞约在黑暗中，我们的数据的基础上过于稀疏，太滑，它能够陶冶我们的理论。相反理论是我们和意识形态的报表，而不是过去。古人类揭示了人类如何看待自己比人类如何出现。但是，这是异端.4
哦，这些邪教的话，作为每一个教科书上的警告印刷，杂志，报纸文章，雕像，擅自处理与人的兽性的起源！
不，我们没有从猿的后裔。相反，上帝创造了人作为他创作于6天冠。我们是上帝的特殊创造，在他的形象，给他带来荣耀。一场革命，如果我们进化的文化真正理解这个道理！

脚注
1。 S.朱克曼，超越象牙塔（伦敦：Weidenfeld尼科尔森，1970年），第64。
2。美国体质人类学杂志60:279-317，1983。
3。自然历史博物馆87:10，1978年。
4。 66:379，1978年美国科学家。
