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Ghapter 1] ———

EVOLUTIONARY
SHOWCASE

The best examples of evolution
have proven worthless

This chapter is based on pp. 775-793 of Other Evidence (Vol-
ume Three of our three-volume Evolution Disproved Series). Not
included in this book chapter are at least 25 statements by scien-
tists in the chapter appendix of the set. You will find them, plus
much more, on our website: evolution-facts.org.

Throughout this set of books we have been surprised at
the paucity of evidence that evolutionary theory hasto offer.
We begin to wonder just how evolutionists are able to maintain
such alock grip on the modern world.

In alater chapter (Evolution and Education, on our website,
but not in this book) we will learn that their secret of successis
actually their control of hiring and firing in the scientific world, the
collegesand universities, research centers, and scientific organiza-
tions. Also they have close connectionswith themediaand themajor
book publishing houses. No large book company would dare print
the book you are now reading under its own name. It isthe fear of
reprisal that keeps evolutionary theory at thetop.

But, to the general public, evolution presentsits showcase,
assured that they will be ignorant enough of natural history
and scientific discoveriesto gullibly absorb enough of it tokeep
them puzzled, believing, and tractable.

Let us begin by considering two of the best evolutionary
piecesin this showcase. These are “proofs’ of evolution that we
have not discussed in detail elsewherein this book. (All the other
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“best evidences” will also be mentioned in this chapter. The pep-
pered moth has been discussed in detail, in the chapter on Natural
Selection.)

In all the other “evidences of evolution” which we have
examined in this book, we have not found one indication of
any transition across species.

But, theevolutioniststell usthat, in thefossil record, there
are TWO times when one species evolved into another. These
are considered very important and have been widely publicized, so
we shall discuss each one now in some detail:

1 - THE HORSE SERIES

30 DIFFERENT HORSES—In the 1870s, *Othniel C. Marsh
claimed to have found 30 different kindsof hor sefossilsin Wyo-
ming and Nebraska. Hereconstructed and arranged thesefos-
silsin an evolutionary series, and they were put on display at
YaleUniversity. Copiesof this“ horseseries’ aretobefoundin
many museumsin the United Statesand overseas. Visualy, it looks
convincing.

“Horses are among the best-documented exampl es of evolution-
ary development.”—*World Book Encyclopedia (1982 ed.), p. 333.

“The development of the horseisallegedly one of the most con-
creteexamplesof evolution. The changesin size, type of teeth, shape
of head, number of toes, etc., arefrequently illustrated in books and
museums as an undeniable evidence of the evolution of living
things.”—Harold G. Coffin, Creation: Accident or Design? (1969),
p. 193.

FOURTEEN FLAWSIN THE SERIES—When we investigate
this so-called “horse series’ carefully, we come upon 14 dis-
tinct problemsthat negate the possibility that we have hereagenu-
ine series of evolved horses. We discover that the evolutionists
have merely selected a variety of different size animals, ar-
ranged them from small tolarge, and then called it all “ahorse
series.”

1 - Different animals in each series. In the horse-series ex-
hibit we see a small, three-toed animal that grows larger and be-
comes our single-toed horse. But the sequence varies from mu-
seum to museum (according to which non-horse smaller creatures
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EOHIPPUS AND THE HORSE SERIES—Here
is “Eohippus,” the “first horse” (actually a ro-
dent) and the horse series which is exhibited.

tors to the

#mpression on viss

HORSE SERIES

Here is that impressive horse leg and foot series which makes such an
many museums where replicas of it are on display. But the 15 evidences contradicting that claim are

not mentioned by the museums.
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have been selected to portray “early horses’). There are over 20
different fossil hor se series exhibitsin the museums—with no
two exactly alike! The experts select from bones of smaller ani-
mals and place them to the left of bones of modern horses, and,
presto! another horse series!

2 - Imaginary, not real. The sequence from small many-toed
forms to large one-toed forms is completely absent in the fossil
record. Some smaller creatures have one or two toes, some
lar ger oneshavetwo or three.

3 - Number of rib bones. The number of rib bonesdoes not
agree with the sequence. The four-toed Hyracothedum has 18
pairs of ribs; the next creature has 19; there is ajump to 15; and
finally back to 18 for Equus, the modern horse.

4 - No transitional teeth. The teeth of the “horse” animals
areeither grazingor browsingtypes. Therearenotransitional
types of teeth between these two basic types.

5 - Not from in-order strata. The “horse” creatures do not
comefrom the" proper” lower-to-upper rock strata sequence.
(Sometimesthe smallest “horse” isfound in the highest strata.)

6 - Calling a badger a horse. The first of the horses has
been called “Eohippus” (dawn horse), but experts frequently
prefer to call it Hyracotherium, sinceitislikeour modern hyrax,
or rock badger. Some museums exclude Eohippusentirely be-

EOHIPPUS

Eohippus is supposed to have been the earli-
est “‘horse,’’ but scientists have found it quite

alive in Africa. This rodentlike animal has nothing

to do with the ancestry of the horse. Shown be-
low is this shy, fox-sized creature called the da-

man.




716 Science vs. Evolution

cause it isidentical to the rabbit-like hyrax (daman) now liv-
inginAfrica. (Those expertswho cling to their “Eohippus’ theory
have to admit that it climbed trees!) The four-toed Hyracotherium
doesnot look theleast bit likeahorse. (The hyrax foot lookslikea
hoof, because it isasuction cup so thelittle animal can walk right
up vertical trees! Horses do not have suction cupson their feet!)

“Thefirst animal in the series, Hyracotherium (Eohippus), is so
different from the modern horse and so different from the next one
in the series that there is a big question concerning its right to a
place in the series .. . [It has] aslender face with the eyes midway
along the side, the presence of canine teeth, and not much of adi-
astema (space between front teeth and back teeth), arched back and
long tail.”—H.G. Coffin, Creation: Accident or Design? (1969),
pp. 194-195.

7 - Horse series exists only in museums. A complete series of
horse fossils in the correct evolutionary order has not been found
anywhere in the world. The fossil-bone horse series starts in
North America (or Africa; thereisdispute about this), jumps
to Europe, and then back again to North America. When they
are found on the same continent (as at the John Day formation in
Oregon), the three-toed and one-toed are found in the same
geological horizon (stratum). Yet, according to evol utionary theory,
it required millions of yearsfor one speciesto make the changeto
another.

8- Each one distinct from others. Thereareno transitional
forms between each of these“horses.” Aswith all the other fos-
sils, each suddenly appearsin the fossil record.

9 - Bottom found at the top. Fossils of Eohippus have been
found in the top-most strata, alongside of fossils of two mod-
ern horses: Equus nevadensls and Equus accidentalis.

10 - Gaps below as well as above. Eohippus, the earliest of
these “horses,” is completely unconnected by any supposed
link toits presumed ancestors, the condylarths.

11 - Recent ones below earlier ones. In South America, the
one-toed (“more recent”) is even found below the three-toed
(“moreancient”) creature.

12 - Never found in consecutive strata. Nowherein theworId
arethefossils of the horse seriesfound in successive strata.
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13 - Heavily keyed to size. The series shown in museum dis-
playsgenerally depict anincreasein size; and yet therangein size
of living hor ses today, from the tiny American miniature po-
niestotheenor mousshiresof England, isasgreat asthat found
inthefossl record. However, themodern onesareall solidly horses.

14 - Bones, an inadequate basis. Inreality, one cannot go by
skeletal remains. Living horsesand donkeysare obvioudly differ-
ent species, but a collection of their bones would place them all
together.

A STUDY IN CONFUSION—Inview of all the evidenceagainst
thehorse seriesasavalidlineof upward-evolving creatures (chang-
ing ribs, continental and strata locations), Britannica provides us
with an understatement:

“The evolution of the horse was never in a straight line.” —
*Encyclopaedia Britannica (1976 ed.), Vol. 7, p. 13.

Scientists protest such foolishness:

“The ancestral family tree of the horse is not what scientists
havethought it to be. Prof. T.S. Westoll, Durham University geolo-
gist, told the British Association for the Advancement of Science at
Edinburgh that the early classical evolutionary tree of the horse,
beginning in the small dog-sized Eohippus and tracing directly to
our present day Equinus, was all wrong.”—* Science News Letter,
August 25, 1951, p. 118.

“Therewasatimewhen the existing fossils of the horses seemed
to indicate a straight-lined evolution from small to large, from
dog-like to horse-like, from animals with ssmple grinding teeth to
animals with complicated cusps of modern horses. . Asmore fos-
silswereuncovered, the chain splayed out into theusual phylogenetic
net, and it was al too apparent that evolution had not been in a
straight lineat all. Unfortunately, before the picture was completely
clear, an exhibit of horses as an example . . had been set up at the
American Museum of Natural History [in New York City], photo-
graphed, and much reproduced in elementary textbooks.” —* Garrett
Hardin, Nature and Man’s Fate (1960), pp. 225-226. (Those pic-
tures are still being used in those textbooks.)

FEAR TO SPEAK—Even though scientistsmay personally doubt
evolutionary theory and the evidencefor it, yet publicly they fear
totell thefacts, lest it recoil on their own salaried positions. One
fossil expert, when cornered publicly, hedged by saying the horse
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series“wasthe best available example of atransitional sequence.”
Weagreethat it isthebest availableexample. But it isadevas-
tating fact that the best available exampleisa carefully fabri-
cated fake.

“Dr. Eldredge[curator of the Department of Invertebrates of the
American Museum of Natural History in New York City] called
the textbook characterization of the horse series ‘lamentable.’

“When scientists speak in their offices or behind closed doors,
they frequently make candid statements that sharply conflict with
statementsthey makefor public consumption before the media. For
example, after Dr. Eldredge made the statement [in 1979] about the
horse series being the best exampl e of alamentableimaginary story
being presented asthough it wereliteral truth, he then contradicted
himself.

“. . [On February 14, 1981] in California he was on a network
television program. The host asked him to comment on the creationist
claim that there were no examples of transitional formsto befound
inthefossil record. Dr. Eldredge turned to the horse series display
at the American Museum and stated that it was the best available
example of atransitional sequence.”—L.D. Sunderland, Darwin’s
Enigma (1988), p. 82.

EOHIPPUS, A “LIVING FOSSIL”—*Hitching has little to say
infavor of thisforemost model of evolutionary transition:

“Once portrayed as simple and direct, it is now so complicated
that accepting one version rather than another is more a matter of
faith than rational choice. Eohippus, supposedly the earliest horse
and said by expertsto belong extinct and known to usonly through
fossils, may in fact be alive and well and not ahorse at all—ashy,
fox-sized animal called a daman that darts about in the African
bush.”—*Francis Hitching, The Neck of the Giraffe (1982), p.
3L

NOT AHORSE AT ALL—(*#2/11 The Horse Series*) Actually
theexpertstell usthat Eohippushasnothingtodowith hor ses.
“In the first place, it is not clear that Hyracotherium was the
ancestral horse.”—* G.A. Kerkut, Implications of Evolution (1969),
p. 149.
“The supposed pedigree of the horseisadeceitful delusion, which
.. in no way enlightens us as to the paleontological origins of the
horse.”—* Charles Deperet, Transformations of the Animal World,
p. 105 [French paleontologist].

OUGHT TO DISCARD IT—*David Raup, formerly Curator of
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Geology at the Field Museum of Natural History in Chicago and
now Professor of Geology at the University of Chicago, isafore-
most expert infossil study. He made this statement:

“Well, we are now about 120 years after Darwin and the knowl-
edge of thefossil record has been greatly expanded. We now havea
quarter of amillion fossil species but the situation hasn’'t changed
much. Therecord of evolutionisstill surprisingly jerky and, ironi-
cally, we have even fewer examples of evolutionary transition than
we had in Darwin'stime.

“By this | mean that some of the classic cases of Darwinian
change in the fossil record, such as the evolution of the horse in
North America, have had to be discarded or modified as aresult of
more detailed information. What appeared to beanice, simple pro-
gression when relatively few data were available now appears to
be much more complex and much less gradualistic. So Darwin’'s
problem [with thefossil record] has not been alleviated.”—* David
M. Raup, in Field Museum of Natural History Bulletin 50 (1979),
p. 29.

“1t was widely assumed that [Eohippus] had slowly but persis-
tently turned into a more fully equine animal . . [but] the fossil
species of Eohippus show little evidence of evolutionary mo-
dification. . [Thefossil record] failsto document thefull history of
the horse family.”—*The New Evolutionary Timetable, pp. 4, 96.

NEVER HAPPENED IN NATURE—A leading 20th-century evo-
[utionist writer, * George Gaylord Simpson, gave thisepitaph to the
burial of the horse series:

“The uniform continuous transformation of Hyracotherium into
Equus, so dear to the hearts of generations of textbook writers, never
happened in nature.”—*G.G. Simpson, Life of the Past (1953), p.
1109.

Earlier, * Simpson said this:

“Horse phylogeny isthusfar from being the s mple monophyletic,
so-called orthogenetic, sequence that appears to be in most texts
and popularizations.”—* George G. Simpson, “The Principles of
Classification and a Classification of Mammals™ in Bulletin of
the American Museum of Natural History 85:1-350.

SAME GAPSAPPLY TOALL OTHERS—The same gap prob-
lem would apply to all the other species. After stating that no-
whereintheworld isthereany trace of afossil that would closethe
considerable gap between Hyracotherium (Eohippus) and its sup-
posed ancestral order Condylarthra, * Simpson then givesthe star-
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tling admission:

“This is true of al the thirty-two orders of mammals . . The
earliest and most primitive known membersof every order already
havethebasic ordinal characters, andin no caseisan approximately
continuous sequence from one order to another known. In most cases
the break is so sharp and the gap so large that the origin of the order
is speculative and much disputed.”—*G.G. Simpson, Tempo and
Mode in Evolution (1944), p. 105.

OTHER SERIES—(*#4/2 Other Series*) In addition to the Horse
(Equus) Series, there are five other primary series which have been
worked out by dedicated evolutionists, all of which are much lesswell-
known or publicized.

These are the Elephant (Proboscidean) Series, the Titanotheres
Series, the Ceratopsian dinosaur Series, the Foraminifera Series, and
the Bivalve Series.

When one views the charts and pictures of the Horse Series, acom-
mon element is noted: Various animals are placed together in the paint-
ings. The common featureisthat they all havefive characteristicsin com-
mon: longer than average legs, long body, long neck, long tail, and an
elongated head. Placing picturesof several creatureswith thesefive char-
acteristics together—and then adding a short imaginary mane to each—
gives the impression that they are all “horse-like.” All but one is avail-
able for examination only infossil form.

Then we turn to the Elephant Series, and find that the animals all
have aheavy torso with corresponding stouter legs, adrawn-out pig-like
or elephant-like nose, and possibly tusks. All but one of the eleven is
represented only in fossil imprints or bones. Here is a classic statement
by adedicated evolutionist on the non-existent “ Elephant Series.”

“Insomewaysit looksasif the pattern of horse evolution might
be even as chaotic as that proposed by Osborn for the evolution of
the Proboscidea [the elephant], where ‘in @most no instanceisany
known form considered to be a descendant from any other known
form; every subordinate grouping isassumed to have sprung, quite
separately and usually without any known intermediate stage, from
hypothetical common ancestorsin the early Eocene or Late Creta-
ceous.” "—*G.A. Kirkut, Implications of Evolution (1960), p. 149.

The Ceratopsian Series is composed of three dinosaurs with
bony armor on the back of the head whiletwo of them have hornsin
different locations.

The last two, the Foraminifera Series and the Fossil Bivalve




Evolutionary Showcase 721

(clam) Series, are simply variously shaped shellswhich ook very
much alikein size and general appearance.

On one hand, it appears that some of these seriesare simply
different animalswith similar appear ance tossed together. On
the other, the possibility of genetic variation within aspecies could
apply toanumber of them. We could get thebest seriesof all out
of dogs. Thereis a far greater number and variety of body
shapes among dogs than among any of the above series. Yet
weknow that thedogsareall ssmply dogs. Scientistsrecognize
them as belonging to a single species.

2 - ARCHAEOPTERYX

ARCHAEOPTERYX—(*#3/7 Archaeopteryx*) This is a big
name for alittle bird, and is pronounced ““Archee-opter-iks.” It
means “early wing.” If you have a hard time with it, just call the
littlefellow “ Archee.” Hewon't mind.

There are high-quality limestone deposits in Solnhofen, Ger-
many (near Eichstatt), which have been mined for over a century.
Fromtimetotime, fossils have been found in them, and the sale of
these has provided extraincomefor the owners of the Dorr quarry.

In 1861, a feather was found and it sold for a surprisingly
good price. This was due to the fact that it had purportedly
comefrom late Jurassic strata. Soon after, in the same quarry, a
fossil bird was found with the head and neck missing. The name
Archaeopteryx had been given to the feather and so the same name
was given to the bird. The Jurassic specimen was sold for ahigh
price to the British Museum. Finding unusual specimens was
becoming an excellent way to bring in good profit. In 1877, a
second specimen was said to have been discovered close to the
first,—but thisone had aneck and head. In that head were 13 teeth
in each jaw; the head itself had the elongated rounded shape of a
lizard head. This latest find made an absolute sensation, and
was sure to sell for a great amount of money. And it surely
did—going this time to the Humboldt Museum, in Berlin, as the
highest bidder.

Including that feather, there are six specimens of Archae-
opteryx in the world. All six came from that same German
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ARCHAEOPTERYX—That name surely sounds scientific. But
it covers, what many scientists consider to be yet another con-
trived hoax. Notice how carefully each “feather” is separated
from the one next to it. None overlay others, as would occur if
the bird was pressed flat by natural conditions. Instead, the art-
ist carefully scratched out separated “feathers.”

ient-

ARCHAEOPTERYX
t from the Jurassic Solnhofen limestone in Germany. Many sc

ists now consider it to be nothing more than a genuine bird: others consider it to be a carefully contrived

fake. There is evidence supporting both positions.

imprin

Here is that famous fossil
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limestone area. In addition to the feather and the first two, three
othersare quitefaint and difficult to use. It isalmost impossibleto
tell what they are. Aside from the feather, the others are located at
London, Berlin, Maxburg, Teyler, and Eichstatt—all in Germany.
They all came from the same general area.

Only thefirst fossilized skeleton (the “London specimen”)
and the second one (the “Berlin specimen”) are well-enough
defined to be useable. Evolutionists declare them to be prime
examples of a transitional species. If so, we would have here
the ONLY definitecross-speciestransitionsever found anywhere
in theworld.

“Evolutionists can produce only a single creature—one single
fossil creature—for which it is possible to produce even a sem-
blance of an argument. That creatureis, of course, Archaeopteryx,
of which about fivefossil specimens have been found in Upper Ju-
rassic rocks (assumed by evolutionary geologists to be about 150
million years in age). All have been found in the Solnhofen
Plattenkalk of Franconia (West Germany).”—Duane Gish, Evolu-
tion: the Challenge of the Fossil Record (1985), p. 110.

The evolutionists consider Archaeopteryx to be a transi-
tion between reptile and bird. But there are two other possi-
bilities.

The experts say that, if (if) it isgenuine, it isa bird, not a
transitional half-reptile/half-bird creature. But thereisstrong
evidencethat Archaeopteryx isa hoax—and not genuine. Some
favor thefirst, others (including the present writer) believethe evi-
dence favorsthe second. Here are both; take your pick.

[1]1- ARCHAEOPTERYX IS A BIRD

If the Archaeopteryx specimens really are genuine, there
are several reasons why Archaeopter yx can be considered to

be abird and not areptile:

1 - Scientists say it is only a bird and not a transitional spe-
cies. It issignificant that a special scientific meeting was held in
1982, ayear before the furor over the Hoyle-Watkins declarations
that Archaeopteryx was a hoax (which we will discuss shortly).
TheInternational Archaeopteryx Conference washeld in Eichstatt,
Germany, not far from the limestone deposits where all the speci-
menswereoriginally found. At this meeting, it was decided by the
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evolutionists that Archaeopteryx is a “bird” and not areptile, or
half-bird/half-reptile. It was also decided that Archaeopteryx
was not necessarily the ancestor of modern birds.

Therefore, the scientific community now officially declares
Archaeopteryx tobe, not atransitional species, but only abird!

2 - How could scales turn into feathers? Although zealous
evolutionists have aways claimed that this creature is adescendant
of thereptilesand the ancestor of thebirds, yet they do not explain
how the scales on areptile can changeinto feathers.

3 - Boneslike a bird, Archaeopteryx, is said to have thin,
hollow wing and leg bones—such asa bird has.

4 - Not earlier than birds. Archaeopter yx does not predate
birds, because fossils of other birds have been found in rocks of
the same period (the Jurassic) in which Archaeopteryx was found.

5 - It has modern bird feathers. The feather s on Archaeop-
teryx appear identical to modern feathers.

“But in Archaeopteryx, it isto be noted, the feathers differ in no
way from the most perfectly developed feathers known to us.” —
*A. Feduccia and *H.B. Tordoff, in Science 203 (1979), p. 1020.

6 - No intermediate feathers ever found. Transition from
scalesto feather swould require many inter mediate steps, but
none have ever been found.

7 - Well-developed wings. Thewingsof Archaeopteryx were
well-developed, and the bird probably could fly well.

8 - Wings designed for flight. Thefeather sof Archaeopteryx
areasymmetrical; that isthe shaft does not have the same amount
of feathers on both sides. Thisis the way feathers on flying birds
are designed. In contrast, feathers on ostriches, rheas, and other
flightlessbirds, or poor flyers (such as chickens) havefairly sym-
metrical feathers.

“The significance of asymmetrical featuresisthat they indicate
the capability of flying; non-flying birds such as the ostrich and
emu have symmetrical [feathered] wings.”—*E. Olson and *A.
Feduccia, “Flight Capability and the Pectoral Girdle of Archae-
opteryx,” Nature (1979), p. 248.

9- No prior transitions. There ought to betransitional species
from reptileto Archaeopteryx, but thisisnot the case. |t cannot be

a connecting link between reptile and bird, for there are no
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transitions to bridge the immense gap leading from it to the
reptile. It hasfully developed bird wing-bonesand flight feath-
ers.

10- Bird-like in most respects. Ar chaeopter yx givesevidence
of being a regular bird in every way, except that it differsin
certain features: (1) thelack of a sternum, (2) three digitson
itswings, and (3) areptile-likehead. But therear eexplanations
for all three points. Here they are:

[a] - Lack of a sternum. Archaeopteryx had no sternum. Al-
though the wings of some birdstoday attach to the sternum, others
attach to the furcula(wishbone). Archaeopteryx had alargefur-
cula, so thiswould be no problem.

“Itisobviousthat Archaeopteryx wasvery much abird, equipped
with abird-like skull, perching feet, wings, feathers, and afurcula
wish-bone. No other animal except birds possess feathers and a
furcula”—Duane Gish, Evolution: the Challenge of the Fossil
Record (1985), p. 112.

[b] - Digits on its wings. Archaeopteryx had threedigitsonits
“wings.” Other dinosaurs have this also, but so do afew modern
birds. Modern birds with wing claws include the hoatzin
(Oplsthocomus hoatzin), a South American bird which hastwowing
clawsin its juvenile stage. In addition, it is a poor flyer, with an
amazingly small sternum—such as Archaeopteryx had. The tou-
raco (Touraco corythaix), an African bird, has claws and the adult
isalsoapoor flyer. The ostrich hasthree claws on each wing. Their
claws appear even more reptilian than those of Archaeopteryx.

[c] - The shape of its skull. It has been said that the skull of
Archaeopteryx appearsmore like areptile than abird, but investi-
gation by Benton saysthe head is shaped morelike a bird.

“It has been claimed that the skull of Archaeopteryx was
reptile-like, rather than bird-like. Recently, however, the cranium
of the*London’ specimen has been removed fromitslimestone slab
by Whetstone. Studies have shown that the skull is much broader
and more bird-like than previously thought. Thishasled Bentonto
statethat ‘ Detail s of the braincase and associated bones at the back
of the skull seem to suggest that Archaeopteryx is not the ancestral
bird.”—*Duane Gish, Evolution: the Challenge of the Fossil
Record (1985), pp. 112-113.

“Most authorities have admitted that Archaeopteryx was abird
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because of the clear imprint of feathersin the fossil remains. The
zoological definition of abirdis: ‘A vertebrate with feathers.” Re-
cently, Dr. James Jenson, pal eontologist at Brigham Young Univer-
sity, discovered in western Colorado the fossil remains of a bird
thought to be as old as Archaeopteryx but much more modern in
form. Thiswould seemto give the death knell to any possible use of
Archaeopteryx by evolutionists as a transitional form.”—Marvin
Lubenow, “Report on the Racine Debate,” in Decade of Creation
(1981), p. 65.

11 - Ornithologist agrees. * F.E. Beddard, in hisimportant sci-
entific book on birds, maintained that Archaeopteryx was abird,;
and, assuch, it presented the same problem asall other birds:
How could it have evolved from reptiles since thereis such a
big gap (the wing and feather gap) between the two.

“So emphatically were al these creature birds that the actual
origin of Avesis barely hinted at in the structure of these remark-
able remains.”—*F.E. Beddard, The Structure and Classification
of Birds (1898), p. 160.

12 - Other birds had teeth. It may seem unusual for Archaeop-
teryx to have had teeth, but there are several other extinct birds
that also had teeth.

“However, other extinct ancient birds had teeth, and every other
category of vertebrates contains some organisms with teeth, and
some without (amphibians, reptiles, extinct birds, mammals,
etc.).”—*P. Moody, Introduction to Evolution (1970), pp. 196-197.

13- Could be a unique bird. Archaeopteryx could well bea
uniquecreature, just astheduckbilled platypusisunique. The
Archaeopteryx haswingslikeabird and ahead similar to alizard,
but with teeth. There areanumber of unique plantsand animalsin
theworld which, in several ways, aretotally unlike anything el se.

Theplatypusisan animal with abill likeaduck and hasfur, but
lays eggs, in spite of its egg-laying, it isamammal and nursesits
young with milk and chews its food with plates instead of with
teeth. The male has a hollow claw on its hind foot that it usesto
scratch and poison itsenemies. It hasclawslikeamole; but, likea
duck, it has webs between itstoes. It uses sonar underwater.

Theplatypusisdefinitely far stranger than theArchaeopteryx,
andthereareno transitional half-platypus creatureslinking it to any
other species.
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14 - Totally unique. Regarding the Archaeopteryx, * Romer,
thewell-known paleontologist, said this:

“This Jurassic bird [Archaeopteryx] stands in splendid isola
tion; we know no more of its presumed thecodont ancestry nor of
itsrelationtolater ‘ proper’ birdsthan before.”—*A.S. Romer, Notes
and Comments on Vertebrate Paleontology (19M), p. 144.

From his own study, * Swinton, an expert on birds and a con-
firmed evol utionist, has concluded:

“Theorigin of birdsislargely amatter of deduction. Thereisno
fossil evidence of the stages through which the remarkable change
from reptile to bird was achieved.”—*W.E. Swinton, Biology and
Comparative Physiology of Birds, Vol. 1 (1980), p. 1.

Other scientists agree. Here is an important statement by

*Ostrom:

“It is obvious that we must now |look for the ancestors of flying
birdsin aperiod of time much older than that in which Archaeop-
teryx lived.”—*J. Ostrom, Science News 112 (1977), p. 198.

“Unfortunately, the greater part of the fundamental typesin the
animal realm are disconnected [from each other] from a paleonto-
logical point of view. In spite of thefact that it isundeniably related
to thetwo classesof reptilesand birds (arelation which the anatomy
and physiology of actually living specimens demonstrates), we are
not even authorized to consider the exceptional case of theArchae-
opteryx asatruelink. By link, we mean anecessary stage of transi-
tion between classes such as reptiles and birds, or between smaller
groups. An animal displaying charactersbel onging to two different
groups cannot be treated as atrue link aslong as the intermediate
stages have not been found, and as|ong as the mechanisms of tran-
sition remain unknown.”—*L. du Nouy, Human Destiny (1947),

p. 58.

15 - Modern birds in same strata. Bones of modern birds
havebeen found in Coloradoin thesamegeologicrock strata—
the Jur assic—in which archaeopteryx wasfound in Germany (Sci-
ence 199, January 20, 1978). According to evolutionary theory,
this cannot be; for millions of years ought to be required for Ar-
chaeopteryx to change into a regular bird. If it was alive at the
sametime as modern birds, how can it betheir ancient ances-
tor ? Birds have also been found in the Jurassic limestone beds by

researchersin Utah.
16 - Modern birds below it! Not only do wefind modern birds
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in the same strata with Archaeopteryx,—but we also find birds
below it!

“Perhaps the final argument against Archaeopteryx as atransi-
tional form has come from arock quarry in Texas. Here scientists
from Texas Tech University found bird bones encased in rock lay-
ersfarther down the geologic column than Archaeopteryx fossils.”—
Richard Bliss, Origins: Creation or Evolution? (1988), p. 46 [also
see Nature 322, August 21, 1986; Science 253, July 5, 1991].

No bird bones of any type have been found below the late Ju-
rassic; but, within the Jurassic, they have been found in strata
with Archaeopteryx, and now below it: Two crow-sized birds
were discovered in the Triassic Dockum Formation in Texas. Be-
cause of the stratathey werelocated in, those birdswoul d, accord-
ing to evolutionary theory, be 75 million years ol der than Archaeop-
teryx. More information on this Texas discovery can be found in
*Nature, 322 (1986), p. 677.

[2]1 - ARCHAEOPTERYX IS A FAKE
Now we come to a totally opposite position: Archaeopteryx is

not an extinct bird, but rather a planned hoax—and there is

clear evidence to prove it!
At the sametime that mounting evidence was beginning toin-

dicateit to be a carefully contrived fake, confirmed evolutionists
had been moving toward the position that Archaeopteryx wasonly
anancient bird, and not ahalf-reptile/half-bird. By calingita“bird,”
they avoided the crisisthat struck the scientific world—and themajor
museums—when Piltdown Man was exposed as a hoax in 1953.

THREE INITIAL PROBLEM S—Before considering the* Hoyle/
*Watkinsexposg, let usfirst look at some other facets of thisover-
all problem.

You will observe, in the following discussion, that there are
some observational differences between thisand the preceding ap-
proach to the problem. For exampl e, while some expertsconsider
Archaeopteryx to have had a body like a bird, those who con-
sider it afake believethefossilized body to bethat of areptile.
Somebody took areptilefossil and carefully added wingstoit!

Here is an important analysis. You will want to read it care-
fully:
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“Like the later Piltdown man, Archaeopteryx seemed a perfect
intermediate form . . There are, however, disturbing analogies be-
tween Piltdown man and Archaeopteryx that have come to light
with careful study. Both are hodgepodges of traitsfound intheforms
they are supposed to link,—with each trait present in essentially
fully devel oped form rather thanin anintermediate state! Allowing
for aterations, Piltdown’s jaw was that of an orangutan; Archag-
opteryx’s skull was a dinosaur skull. Moreover, Piltdown man’s
cranium was aHomo sapiens skull; Archaeopteryx’sfeatherswere
ordinary feathers, differing in no significant way from those of a
strong flying bird such asafalcon . . The lack of proper and suf-
ficient bony attachments for powerful flight musclesis enough to
rule out the possihility that Archaeopteryx could even fly, feathers
notwithstanding.”—W. Frair and P. Davis, Case for Creation
(1983), pp. 58-60.

1 - A profitable business. There are those who believe that
Archaeopteryx wasacarefully contrived fake. It would have been
relatively easy to do. The nature of the hard limestone would
make it easy to carefully engrave something on it. Since the
first Archaeopteryx sold for such an exorbitant priceto the highest
bidder (the British Museum), the second, produced 16 years | ater,
had areptile-like head—and sold for a tremendous amount to the
museum in Berlin. The owner of that quarry made a small for-
tune on the sale of each of those two specimens.

2 - Feathers added to a fossil? In these specimens we find
powerful flight feathers on strong wings, shown as faint streaks
radiating out from what appears to be a small reptile body. The
head and body of Archaeopteryx is smilar to that of a small
codurosaurian dinosaur, Compsognathus; theflight feathersare
exactly like those of modern birds. If they were removed, the
creature would appear to be only asmall dinosaur. If you carefully
examine a photograph of the “London specimen,” you will note
that the flight feathers consist only of carefully drawn lines—
nothing else!

It would berelatively easy for someoneto take agenuinefossil
of a Compsognathus—and carefully scratch those lines onto the
surface of the smooth, durablelimestone. All that would beneeded
would be a second fossil of a bird as a pattern to copy the
markings from,—and then inscribe its wing pattern onto the
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reptile specimen. That isall that would be required, and theresult
would be afabul ous amount of profit. Both specimensdid produce
just that!

3 - All specimens came from the same place. Keep in mind
that all six of those specimens were found in the Solnhofen
Plattenkalk of Franconia, Germany, near the city of Eichstatt. No-
wher eelse—anywher ein theworld—haveany Ar chaeopter yx
specimens ever been discovered!

Living in Germany, at the same time that these six speci-
mens wer e found, was *Ernst Haeckel (1834-1919). He would
have been in the prime of life at the time both specimens were
brought forth. Haeckel was the most rabid Darwinist advocate on
the continent; and it iswell-known that hewasvery activeat the
timethefindswere made. Hewas continually seeking for new
“proofs’ of evolution, so he could use them in hislecturecir-
cuit meetings. He loved verbal and visual illustrations; and it
is now known that he spent time, on the side, enthusiastically
inventing them!

It is also known that *Haeckel had unusual artistic ability
that he put towork, producing pro-evolution frauds. Hewould
fraudulently touch up and redraw chartsof ape skeletonsand
embryos so that they would appear to prove evolutionary
theory. He had both the ability and the mind-set for the task.
He could also make the money he would make. You will find
moreinformation on hisfraudulent artistry in chapter 16, Vestiges
and Recapitulation. Thereisno doubt that Haeckel had the daring,
theskill, thetime, and the energy to forge those Archaeopteryx speci-
mens. In those years, he always seemed to have the money to set
aside time for anything he wanted to do in the way of lecturing or
drawing charts. He even supported amistressfor anumber of years.
Perhaps some of that money came from engraving bird feathers
onto reptilefossilsand, then, splitting the profits of Archaeopteryx
saleswith the quarry owners.

The most delicate tracery can easily be etched onto lime-
stoneblocks. About 35 years ago, the present writer had opportunity
to work for several weeks with two of the best 19th-century art
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materials: copper engraving and stonelithography. Both were used,
inthe 19th-century, in printing and ableto reproduce the most deli-
cate of marks. Thisis because both copper and high-quality lime-
stone have such a close-grained, smooth surface. Bavarian and
Franconian limestone quarries produced the best lithographic blocks.
(““Lithos™ and ““graphos’ means* stonewriting.”) Our present litho-
graphic process, which uses thin metal plates, is a descendant of
thelimestone block method (which utilized printing from aflat sur-
face because oily ink inthe markingswould not mix with thewater
on the smooth surface between the markings). The other primary
method, that of copper engraving, used the intaglio method of fine
tracery marks cut into asmooth surface. Thereisno doubt but that
any good engraver could easily superimpose the marks of outward
radiating flight feathers over an actual small dinosaur fossil. The
delicatetracery, which could be drawn onto limestone blocks, made
it possibleto print banknotes and bond certificates with them.

“The feathers of Archaeopteryx suggest that the creature was a
skillful flyer or glider, at the same time that its skeleton suggests
otherwise. Archaeopteryx isamosaic of characteristicsalmost im-
possibleto interpret, let aloneto base evolutionary theorieson!” —
W. Frair and P. Davis, Case for Creation (1983), p. 81.

THE *HOYLE/*WAT SON EXPOSE—It was not until the 1980s
that the most formidable opposition to these Solnhofen limestone
specimens developed. Here is the story of what took place:

1 - Background of the investigations. In 1983, M. Trop wrote
an article questioning the authenticity of the specimen (““Is Archae-
opteryx a Fake?”” in Creation Research Society Quarterly, Vol. 20,
pp. 121-122). Two yearslater, a seriesof four articlesappeared
in the British Journal of Photography (March-June 1985 is-
sues), declaringArchaeopteryx tobea car efully contrived hoax.

Thosearticleswereauthored by some of the leading scien-
tistsin England: *Fred Hoyle, *R.S. Watkins, *N.C. Wickrama-
singhe, *J. Watkins, * R. Rabilizirov, and *L.M. Spetner. This
brought the controversy to the attention of the scientificworld. They
declared in print that Archaeopteryx was a definite hoax, just
as much as Piltdown man had been a hoax.

Keep in mind as we discuss these specimens that, of al six,




732 Science vs. Evolution

only the London and Berlin specimens are useable; the rest are
hardly recognizable as anything. So all the evidence, pro and con,
must come from one or the other of those two specimens.

In 1983, thesesix leading British scientistswent tothel on-
don Museum and car efully studied and photogr aphed the speci-
men. The specimen iscontained in aslab and a counter slab—
thusgivingafront and back view of it. Here is what these well-known
scientists discovered:

2 - Slab mismatch. The two slabs do not appear to match. If
the specimen was genuine, the front and back slabs should be
mirror images of one another, but they are not. This one fact,
alone, isnot enough to prove the specimen afake.

A comparison of the present specimen with an 1863 drawing
indicates an alteration had been later madeto the left wing of
the specimen. The 1863 left wing was totally mismatched on the
two slabs; the later alteration brought the match closer together.

3 - Artificial feathers. *Hoyle, *Watkins, and the others de-
cided that the body skeleton and arms were genuine, but the
feather markings (those shallow linesradiating outward from the
forelimbs) had been carefully imprinted on the fossil by an
unknown hand.

4 - Cement blobs. They also found additional evidence of the
forgery: Cement blobs had been used during the etching pro-
CeSsS.

“They suggested thefollowing procedurefor creating thefeather
impressions:. 1) the forgers removed rock from around the tail and
‘wing’ (forelimb) regions, 2) they then applied a thin layer of ce-
ment, probably made from limestone of the Solnhofen quarries, to
the excavated areas, and 3) they impressed feathers on the cement
and held them in place by adhesive material (referred to as‘ chew-
ing gum’ blobs). Attempts to remove the blobs from the rock were
obvious—the slabs were scraped, brushed, and chipped. However,
an oversight remained in the cleaning process: one‘ chewing gum’
blob and fragments of otherswereleft behind.”—* Venus E. Clausen,
“Recent Debate over Archaeopteryx.”

5 - Museum withdraws specimen. After their initial examina-
tion of the London specimen, they requested permission for aneu-
tral testing center to further examine the blob areas, utilizing elec-
tron microscope, carbon-14 dating, and spectrophotometry. Three
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“Scientists have come to two
alternate conclusions, regarding
Archaeopteryx. First, it is just a
bird. Seocnd, it is just a fake.”

“There is a Horse Series and
an Elephant Series. I'm trying to
come up with a Cow Series. It will
make me famous.”
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monthslater, museum officials sent word that the specimen was
being withdrawn from further examination.

6 - History of forgeries. *Hoyle, * Watkins, and the othersthen
checked into historical sourcesand declared that they had discov-
ered that, dating back totheearly 18th century, the Solnhofen
limestone area was notorious for its fossil forgeries. Genuine
fossils, taken from the limestone quarries, had been atered and
then sold to museums. These non-Ar chaeopter yx fossilsbrought
good money because they appear ed to be strange new species.

7 - Discoveries follow prediction. *Thomas H. Huxley,
Darwin’sBritish champion, whom hecalled his* bulldog.” had
predicted that fossils of strange new species would be found.
*Hoyle, et al., believe that, thus encouraged, the forgers went to
work to produce them.

8 - The Meyer connection. Of the six Archaeopteryx fossils,
only three specimens show the obviousfeather impressions. These
three specimens were sent to *Hermann von Meyer, in Germany,
who, within a20-year period, analyzed and described them. *Hoyle
and company suggest that they camein to *Meyer asreptiles
and left with wings! It just so happens that *Meyer worked
closely with the *Haberlein family; and they acquired his two
best feathered reptile fossils—and then sold them to the museums.
It was the *Haberlein family that made the profit—not the
guarry owners. It would be relatively easy for them to split
some of it with *Meyer.

You canfind all of theabove material infour issuesof the *Brit-
ish Journal of Photography (March-June 1985). Also see *W.J.
Broad, “Authenticity of Bird Fossil Is Challenged”” in New York
Times, May 7, 1985, pp. C1, C14; *T. Nield, “Feathers Fly Over
Fossil “Fraud,” ” in New Scientist 1467:49-50; and *G. Vines,
““Strange Case of Archaeopteryx ‘Fraud’”” in New Scientist 1447:3.

9 - Aftermath. As might be expected, atorrent of wrath arose
from the evolutionary community asaresult of thesefour articles.
Defender s of evolutionary theory went into an absolute rage,
but the six scientistsheld to their position.

Thisbrought still further uproar. It had been the sameBritish
Museum that had been duped into the Piltdown Man hoax,
which had been exposed only 32 years earlier (“found” from
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1908 to 1912 only afew milesfrom Darwin’s old home, publicly
announced that same year and shown to be ahoax in 1953).

For atime, the British Museum refused to relent, but the pres-
surewas too great; so the museum arranged for aspecial commit-
tee, composed of aselect variety of scientists, to review the matter.
They examined the slabs; and, in 1986, they reported that, in their
opinion, Archaeopteryx had no blobs. With this, the British M u-
seum announced that the case was closed and the slabswould
be unavailablefor further examination. But the slab mismatch
was not denied, and it was far greater evidence than the blobs.

Is Archaeopteryx a flying reptile, just another bird, or a
fraud—areptile with wings added?

Takeyour pick; either way it isdefinitely not atransitional
species, and hasno transitions leading to or from it.

3 - OTHER PROOFS

This chapter contains the *“showcase of evolution”—the best
evidences it has to offer that evolution has actually occurred and

the theory is true.
In addition to the horse series and Archaeopteryx, there are

several other special “evidences” in favor of evolution, which
we have discussed in some detail elsewhere. These include:

1- The peppered moth (“industrial melanism’) is discussed in chapter
9, Natural Selection (*#1/7 Peppered Moth*).

2 - Darwin’s Finches are discussed in chapter 9, Natural Selection.

3 - Trilobites are discussed in chapter 12, Fossils and Strata.

4 - Mutated bacteria and sickle-cell anemia are discussed in chapter
10, Mutations.

5 - Radiodating and radiocarbon dating are discussed in chapter 6,
Inaccurate Dating Methods.

6 - The dates attributed to the rock strata are discussed in chapter 12,
Fossils and Strata.

7 - The existence of dinosaurs in the past is discussed in chapter 12,
Fossils and Strata.

8 - The existence of cavemen and the discovery of “hominid bones”
is discussed in chapter 13, Ancient Man.

9 - Sub-species changes (“microevolution”) is discussed in chapter 9,
Natural Selection.

10 - Changes in genes by mutations is discussed in chapter 10, Muta-
tions.

11 - Similarities of body parts and chemistry are discussed in chapter
15, Similarities and Divergence.

12 - “Useless organs” is discussed in chapter 16, Vestiges and Reca-
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pitulation.

13 - Embryonic similarities are discussed in chapter 16, Vestiges and
Recapitulation.

14 - The concept that evolutionary theory is not under natural laws
that would invalidate it is discussed in chapter 18, Laws of Nature.

15 - Seafloor spreading, continental drift, plate tectonics, and mag-
netic core changes are discussed in chapter 20, Tectonics and Paleomag-
netism. [Dueto alack of space, we had to omit most of this chapter; it will
be found on our website.]

16 - Geographic distribution of plants and animals is discussed in
Geographic Distribution [only available on our website].

17 - The “overwhelming support” given by scientists to evolutionary
theory is discussed throughout this book, but especially in chapters 1, His-
tory of Evolutionary Theory, and 23, Scientists Speak. [For a fuller ac-
count, go to History of Evolutionary Theory, on our website. Many, many
quotations by scientists refuting evolution, not included in this book, will
be found scattered throughout our website; especially note chapter 23, Sci-
entists Speak.]

18 - The belief that only evolution should be taught in schools is
discussed on our website in chapter 34, Evolution and Education [only
available on our website].

19 - The concept that evolution is nonrefutable and outside the realm
of falsification and rejection is discussed on our website in chapter 37,
Philosophy of Evolution [only available on our website].

20 - The idea that evolution is any kind of help to humanity or soci-

ety is discussed in chapter 19, Evolution, Morality, and Violence.

In addition, other “evidences’ and “proofs’ of evolution are
discussed elsewhere in this book. The evolutionary evidenceswe
have not discussed are of secondary, or even minuscule, impor-
tance. Some of them are so complex that they are difficult for most
peopleto grasp.

Therearedefinitescientific factsthat totally refutetheevo-
lution of matter, stars, planetoids, plants, or animals. These
power ful refutations stand as a strong rock in the midst of
angry waves beating upon them. L earn the most power ful of
these proofs and share them with others! Remember the story
of the attorney who appeared in court before the judge and said:
“There are ten reasons why my client cannot be here today. The
firstisthat heisdead.” Thejudgereplied, “ That oneisgood enough;
| do not need to hear the rest.” So emphasize afew of the strong
basic evidences against evolution, and you are more likely to win
your hearers.

THREE SPECIAL EVIDENCES AGAINST STELLAR ORI-
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GINS—Four of the powerful evidences against the chance ori-
gin of matter, stars, planets, or moonswould bethese: (1) The
impossibility of nothing making itself into something (chapter 2).
(2) Theimpossibility of gaseous matter (hydrogen gasclouds) stick-
ing together and forming itself by gravity or otherwiseinto starsor
planetoids (chapter 2). (3) Theimpossibility of random actions of
any kind in producing the intricate, interrelated, and complicated
orbitsof moons, planets, stars, galaxies, and gal actic clusters(chap-
ter 2). (4) Theimpossibility of linear, outward-flowing gasfroma
supposed Big Bang changing to orbital or rotational movements
(chapter 2).

TWO SPECIAL EVIDENCESAGAINST THE CHANCE ORIGIN
OF LIFE—Two of the powerful evidences against the chance
origin of life would be these: (1) The impossibility of random
formation of the DNA molecule, amino acids, proteins, or the cell
(chapter 8). (2) Theimpossibility of non-living matter producing
living organisms (chapter 7).

SEVEN SPECIAL EVIDENCES AGAINST THE EVOLUTION
OF LIFE—Seven of the powerful evidences against the chance
origin or_evolution of life would be these: (1) Thetotal lack of
past evidence of trans-species changes, as shown in the fossil ev-
idence (chapter 12). (2) Thetotal lack of present evidence of change
from one speciesto another (chapters 9-10). (3) Theimpossibility
of random, accidental genereshuffling (“natural selection”) to pro-
duce new species (chapter 9). (4) The impossibility of mutations,
either singly or in clusters, to produce new species (chapter 10).
(5) The fact that there is no other mechanism, other than natural
selection or mutations, which could possibly producetrans-species
changes (chapters 9-10). (6) The fact that changes within species,
arenot evolution (chapter 11). (7) Thebeauty isshowninthethings
of nature. An example of thiswould be the beauty of the flowers.
Random changeswould not produce such attractive formsand col-
ors. (8) The marvelous purposive designs of the things of nature.
(We have a special section on our website on the wonders of de-
sign in nature.)

TWO SPECIAL EVIDENCESAGAINST ALL TYPES OF EVO-
LUTION—Two of the most powerful evidences negating both
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inorganic and organic evolution, either in origin or development,
would betheFirst and Second L awsof Ther modynamics(chap-
ter 18).

We have elsewhere discussed in detail al of the above proofs
of Creationism.

4 - TEXTBOOK PROOFS

Thetextbooksgenerally haveatrite one-two-three set of evo-
[utionary “evidences,” which generally consist of thefact that there
once were dinosaurs and cavemen along with theories about
“ape-man” bones, fossils and strata dates, mutations, simi-
larities, vestiges, and recapitulation.

ALL THE PROOFS OF EVOLUTION

The book, Evolution, by *F.H.T. Rhodes (1974), lists all
theevidencesand “ proofs’ of evolution. It isafascinating book.
L ooking through these “evidences,” we find that three-fourths of
them consist of neutral biological, geological, or chemical facts—
which provide no actual evidence in favor of evolution. The
othersconsist of avariety of suggestive possibilities. Asarule, the
strongest “evidences’ for thetheory center around variations
within species.

Here is a brief overview of the well-presented material in

*Rhodes exhaustive book, covering the evidences of evolution.
You will notice that none of them constitute any real evidence in

favor of evolution. Seventy-nine proofs are listed here. It is as-
tonishing to read the following list!

Many different speciesexist. * Aristotle taught evol ution. Spontane-
ousgeneration could not beacause of theorigin of life. Ray and Linnaeus
developed plant and animal classification systems. * Lamarck’stheory of
inheritable changeswas an error. History of evolutionary thought for the
past 200 years. * Darwin’s finding of various creatures on the Galapagos
islands. *Wallace and * Malthus' search for amechanism whereby evolu-
tion could occur. * Darwin’sideaof “natural selection.” *Darwin’sinflu-
ential book.

*Darwin’stheory revised by later discovery of mutations. Mendel’s
law of genetics. * DeVriesdiscovers mutations. * M organ and * Sutton study
fruit flies. Surely, mutations must bethe cause of all evolutionary change.
General information on chromosomes. Variationsin fruit flies.

Species always appear to reproduce their own kind. Aging changes
in the lifetime of an individual is a strong proof of evolution. All living
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things have cells, protoplasm, metabolism, reproduction, and growth;
thereforethey must all have comefrom acommon source. All living things
areinterdependent, so this showsevolution.

Different birds have similarities; therefore they must have acommon
ancestor. Embryos are alike; so they must have evolved from acommon
source. Organic degeneration and “ useless organs” (vestiges) are strong
evidencesof evolution. Biochemical similaritiesindicate common ances-
try. Woodpeckers punch holes in trees; so they must have evolved this
ability. Men can selectively breed new types of dogs; therefore random
mutations can devel op new species.

Evolution must beimplied in thefact that although some birds breed
in northern climates othersbreed in warmer areas (popul ation evolution).
Drugs given to bacteriamust have caused mutationsthat damaged them.
Peppered moths come in two types, dark and light; and birds like to eat
them. Thereare different species of extinct fossils. Theremay bea*fossil
series” among Ceratopsian dinosaurs. The horse series. Archaeopteryx.
The platypus. The “earliest” organisms in the sedimentary rock strata
were smaller and slower, and the later ones were faster and larger. A
larger number of species are found in the later strata than in the earlier
strata.

Facts about genes, chromosomes, cell division, Mendelian inheri-
tance patterns, and laws of inheritance. Probahilities of accomplishing
changes within species (via Mendelian genetics). Coin tossing. XX and
XY mechanisms in reproduction. Genes control reproduction. DNA is
the key to inheritance. Protein manufacture. Popul ation genetics: Varia-
tionsexist among people (eye color, height, etc.). Genereshuffling through
recombination and crossing-over to produce changes within species.

Mutations produce new characteristics. Genetic drift and geographic
isolation aso produces changes within a species. Migration of popula-
tionsinto new areas may cause evolution. Evolution can occur through
natural selection (mating preferences, predatory killing, etc.). Owls eat
thewhitemicefirst. Ocean currentsbrought creaturesfrom South America
rather than Central and North Americato Galapagos |slands. Birds eat-
ing peppered mothsis natural selection in action. Growth differencesin
fossil bears must be dueto thefact that they hibernated in different caves.
Teeth become smaller with age. Different sub-species of the same bird
have different length bills. Flowers, insects, etc., copycat one another’s
shape, color, etc. (mimicry). Sexual preferences of animals might make
changes within species. Sickle-cell anemia proves that natural selection
occurswithin mankind.

A Devonian fish probably climbed out of the water and became an
amphibian; but, unfortunately, we do not have the missing link when this
happened. Transitional fossil forms prove evolution, and we have one: the
reptile-bird, Archaeopteryx.

Given enoughtime, evolution can occur. Rock stratatime chartsprove
long ages. Evolution is occurring now in the Solomon Islands, as the
Golden Whistler [bird] makes new sub-species|[picture of them indicates
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PROOFS OF EVOLUTION

71- ARISTOTLE TAUGHT EVOLUTION
2 - LINNAEUS CLASSIFIED PLANTS
AND ANIMALS
3 - DARWIN WROTE AN
INFLUENTIAL BOOK
4 - MORGAN STUDIED FRUIT FLIES
5 - EVERY LIVING THING HAS
CHROMOSOMES
6 - PEOPLE AGE AS THEY BECOME
OLDER
7 - ALL LIVING THINGS HAVE CELLS
8 - ALL BIRDS HAVE FEATHERS
9 - WOODPECKERS PUNCH HOLES
IN TREES
70 - BIRDS BREED IN DIFFERENT
CLIMATES
77 - THERE ARE BOTH LIGHT AND
DARK MOTHS
72 - SOME SPECIES HAVE BECOME
EXTINCT
13 - MENDEL DISCOVERED
INHERITANCE PATTERNS
74 - COIN TOSSING EXEMPLIES
EVOLUTION
15 - DNA IS THE KEY TO
INHERITANCE
16 - VARIATIONS EXIST AMONG
PEOPLE
17 - CHANGES HAVE TAKEN PLACE
WITHIN SPECIES

18 - MUTATIONS PRODUCE NEW
CHARACTERISTICS

19 - MIGRATION MAY CAUSE
EVOLUTION

20 - MATING PREFERENCES CAN
CAUSE EVOLUTION

21 - PREDATORY KILLING CAN
CAUSE EVOLUTION

22 - OWLS EAT WHITE MICE FIRST

23 - BIRDS EAT PEPPERED MOTHS

24 - DIFFERENT BEARS ARE
DIFFERENT SIZES

25 - TEETH BECOME SMALLER WITH
AGE

26 - MUTATIONS PRODUCED SICKLE-
CELL ANEMIA

27 - A FISH MUST HAVE CLIMBED
OUT OF WATER

28 - TIME CAN PRODUCE EVOLUTION

29 - EVOLUTIONARY CHARTS PROVE
LONG AGES

30 - MINKS CHANGE COLOR IN
WINTER

37 - STONE TOOLS HAVE BEEN
FOUND

32 - DINOSAURS BECAME EXTINCT

33 - SOME EARLIER PEOPLE LIVED IN
CAVES

34 - CAVE PAINTINGS HAVE BEEN
FOUND

“‘We have a number of proofs of evolution."
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they all look just about aike]. Minks change color in winter; and this
surely must have been caused by mutations at sometimein the past.

Hydrogen must have clumped together to form stars. Perhapsit only
happened in the past, but perhaps it is happening now. A cloud came
together and formed the earth. All the planets have six of the elements, so
thisisan important proof of something.

*Miller and *Urey took complicated lab equipment and produced
some dead amino acids.

There are many fossil outlines, impressions, casts, tracks, etc. Stone
artifacts [arrowheads, etc.] are the most common remains of prehistoric
man. The oldest fossils are about 2.7 billion years old. Most fossil ani-
mal s suddenly appeared about 600 million years ago. Fossilized marine
invertebrates. The oldest vertebrates [bony fish], insects, land animals,
and plants. The reptiles and dinosaurs. The mammals.

Apesand monkeys. Reconstructed “ ape-men.” Suggested evolution
of man from monkey. Stonetools. Cave paintings. “ Evolution” of human
societies. Evolutionary theory, although intrinsically separate from mo-
rality, isstill not bad for society. The“futureevolution” of manwill bein
regard to pollution control, dwindling resources, overpopul ation.

—That summarizes the evidence for evolution in an entire

recent, excellent book dedicated to the subject. Throughout it
all. did you find even one clear-cut evidence for evolution?

EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

Swiftlets are small birds that live in southwestern Asia and Aus-
tralia. They make their nests far back in dark caves. These birds have
small eyes and the caves are pitch black. With fast wings, such as
swallows have, the swiftlet flies at high speed into its cave. Rapidly it
flies directly to one tiny nest among hundreds. As soon as the bird
enters the cave, it begins making a series of high-pitched clicks. The
little bird has the ability to vary the frequency of the sounds and, as it
approaches the wall, it increases the number of clicks per second until
they are emitted at about 20 per second. The time required for the
clicks to bounce off the wall and return reveals the distance to the
wall. Scientists have tried to figure out why the clicks vary in fre-
quency asthe bird gets closer to the wall. They eventually discovered
that the tiny bird—with a brain an eighth as large as your little fin-
ger—doesthisin order to hear the return echo! The problem isthat the
click must be so short and so exactly spaced apart, that its echo is
heard by the ear of the bird—Dbefore the next click is made. Otherwise
the next click will drown the sound of the returning echo. By the way,
how did the swiftlet identify its own nest by those clicks? There are
hundreds of nests in the cave. Scientists try to solve such problems,
but they are unable to do so. Somehow, evolutionary theory does not
seem to be of any help.
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CHAPTER 17 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
EVOLUTIONARY SHOWCASE
GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1- Listten of themost foolish of the textbook proofs of evolu-
tion.

2 - Thereare 15 reasonswhy the so-called “ horse series’ could
not be correct. List eight which you consider to bethe most signifi-
cant.

3 - Archaeopteryx is either atype of bird or a carefully con-
trived fake. After reading all the evidence given in this chapter,
writeapaper onthealternativeyou prefer (bird or fake). State your
reasons and be prepared to defend them.

4 - In each of thefollowing four categories, which isthe most
powerful evidence against that type of evolution (if you consider
all equally strong, say so)? (1) the three special evidences against
stellar evolution; (2) thetwo specia proofsagainst achanceorigin
of life; (3) the seven specia evidencesagainst the evolution of life;
(4) thetwo special evidencesagainst all typesof evolution.

EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

Without a tiny white moth (the pronuba moth), the large yucca would die.
This desert plant looks like a cluster of sharp swords pointing out in al directions.
Out of its center arises the stalk of a bright, beautiful flower that 1ooks like awhite
lily.

Hiding in the ground is a small moth which never comes out during the day. It
only comes out at night—on a certain night.

The flower only blooms about every ten months—and only at night. When it
blooms, immediately the pronuba moths break out of their cocoons beneath the
sand. No one knows what brought them out. How could a tiny insect down in the
ground know that a flower had bloomed high up in a plant above ground?

Struggling up out of the sand, the hungry female moth flies to the flower, and
although hungry, ignores the nectar and carefully scrapes awad of pollen and car-
ries it to another plant. Backing down deep into the heart of its flower, the moth
pierces a hole and lays its eggs. Then it climbs to the top of that same pistil and
places the wad of pollen in a cavity just the right size.

This will cause the plant seeds to grow at the base of the flower, but some of
them will provide food for the baby insects when they are later born. But they will
not eat al of the seeds. If the moth pushed the pollen into the top of the wrong
pistil, its babies down below would die.

Two months later, the babies will spin asilk thread, drop to the ground, dig a
hole, and remain there ten monthstill the next flowering. By the way, each species
of yucca has its own specia variety of moth! This is because each type of yucca
flower is constructed differently.



