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Why is this Chapter Important?

There is no more fundamentally important debate raging
in the midst of the current global culture war of ideas
than the controversy over origins. The creation-evolution
issue is foundational to everyone’s worldview and, as such, is
a priority topic that must be regarded, wrestled with, and ulti-
mately resolved. Since ultimate origins are “one-time only”
happenings of the unobservable, non-repeatable past (referred
to as “singularities”), they must philosophically be accepted
by faith, based on what one believes about the beginning
history of the Universe, of the Earth, of life, and of mankind.
These faith-beliefs, in turn, result in predictions about the
present-day world of which we are a part. Consequently,
these expectations can be either confounded or confirmed by
observable evidence and/or scientific experimentation. This
line of reasoning can, and should, be applied to the fossil
record of the Earth’s surface rocks since these layers are
present-day evidence of past geological processes and their
fossil contents are present-day evidence of past biological
organisms. The fossil record is thus where one should look to
find scientific answers about the Earth’s early history and its
ancient life forms.
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If the reader were to objectively examine the testimony
of Earth’s surface rocks and the fossil remains contained
therein for insight regarding origins, they would find that
the fossil record does not uphold any textbook claim that
the fossils document evolutionary progression and random
change through only natural means over hundreds of millions
of years. It is this atheistic religion of naturalism (aka evolu-
tionary humanism) which is being continuously —sometimes
forcefully —promoted by our culture in an all-out attempt to
secularize our society away from the belief that the cosmos
has been created by a supernatural, eternal Being to whom
we are morally responsible and inevitably accountable since
we have been created—not evolved! —in His image. It is
only this latter, bible-based understanding (as revealed in
the early chapters of the Book of Genesis) that is instead
overwhelmingly confirmed by the fossil record’s silent
proclamation of detailed design, downward development
and diversity, and the deluge-driven death of Noah’s Flood!

In short, the fossils glaringly support the young-Earth
biblical history of the recent, special creation of our world
followed by a single Earth-covering Flood on our planet less
than 4,400 years ago. Thus, accepting the faith-claims of
evolutionary naturalism or secular humanism as the proper
perspective for interpreting the physical world (as relentlessly
encouraged by today’s public educational system and, unfor-
tunately, also increasingly so by the private-school sector as
well) is to be indoctrinated into a never-settled, anti-evidence
religious system that is neither justified by thoughtful, consis-
tent reasoning nor verified by solid, scientific evidence.

Introduction

Most scientific hypotheses describe experimentally
repeatable occurrences which are directly observable in the
present. Charles Darwin’s concept of “phyletic gradualism,”
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the belief that all phyla (i.e., complex fundamental groups of
living organisms) are biologically related to each other by
means of gradual, upward evolution from a single-celled,
ancestral form of the ancient past is, however, outside the
scope of the scientific method of objective, observed, oper-
ational science.

By contrast, an explanatory framework, not a scientific
hypothesis, deals with unique, irreversible, non-repeating,
one-time-only events of the past—referred to as “ultimate
origins” or “singularities.” These fall in the realm of ori-
gin-science, also called forensic science. As first explained
in the introduction to this book, origin-science hypotheses
are open to both the individual opinion and worldview
biases of the interpreter, and cannot be directly checked by
the observation, theorization, and experimentation of the
scientific method. Instead, their truth claims are evaluated
by either comparing similarities between present and past
causes or by considering circumstantial evidence through
a pre-supposed, faith-based (biblical or naturalistic) world-
view perspective.

Therefore, in the absence of direct observations made
over supposed “deep time” (see introduction), Darwinists
interpret the fossil record, or the remains of past life found
within the rocks of the Earth’s crust, as circumstantial evi-
dence that biological species have originated solely by means
of “natural selection” from a universal common ancestor. Do
fossils really show the evolutionary “tree of life” preserved
in stone? Thus, this Darwinian model that all life that has
ever existed on Earth is one grand, biologically-related
family would predict that this fossil record should show the
following three features:

1. Ancestral Forms: Lowest rocks contain few relatively
“simple” ancestral life forms (i.e., the less-evolved
root organisms).
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2. Intermediate Forms: Life forms gradually display
new organs and other body designs in an uninter-
rupted, increasingly advanced chain (i.e., the transi-
tional trunk).

3. Divergent Forms: Ever-increasing numbers of more
and more genetically complex diverse organisms
(i.e., the more-evolved branches) occupy the higher
geological strata.

Upon closer inspection, however, the fossil record
actually falsifies all three evolutionary model predictions.
Instead, the fossil record biologically, paleontologically, and
geologically supports all biblical creation criteria without
exception. Each of these three will be evaluated next.

Strike One! —Evolutionary ‘“Ancestral Forms”
Never Existed

Rather than phyla coming about by natural selection,
somehow adding new genes and organs to pre-existent
ancestors as Darwin’s ideas predicted, the fossil record
provides no hint in the lowest known fossil-bearing rocks
(named “Precambrian” and “Cambrian”) of single-celled
organisms morphing into the multi-celled creatures. The
“Cambrian Explosion” describes the sudden appearance of
all the radically-different blueprint types of each animal all
in one rock system. This gap—which has been confirmed
within the fossil record globally—should not even exist
locally if evolutionism is true.

Jonathan Wells, in his eye-opening book entitled Icons of
Evolution: Science or Myth? — Why Much of What We Teach
about Evolution Is Wrong wrote:

...in Darwin’s theory, there is no way phylum-level
differences could have appeared right at the start.
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Yet that is what the fossil record shows... In other
words, the highest levels of the biological hierarchy
appeared right at the start. Darwin was aware of this,
and considered it a major difficulty for his theory...
Darwin was convinced, however, that the difficulty
was only apparent.... Many paleontologists are now
convinced that the major groups of animals really
did appear abruptly in the early Cambrian. The fossil
evidence is so strong, and the event so dramatic, that
it has become known as “the Cambrian explosion,”
or “biology’s big bang”*® (emphasis added).

This sudden appearance of all the major, complex body-
plans of biology in the lowest of the sedimentary rock layers
without any clear-cut, “simpler” forms gradually leading up
to them argues against evolution. This same evidence, how-
ever, can easily be interpreted as scientific support for the
biblical teaching of an Earth-covering Flood rapidly burying
the God-designed creatures of the pre-Flood ocean bottom at
the very beginning of this catastrophe! Mr. Van Wingerden
describes this Flood in Chapter 2.

Strike Two! —Evolutionary ‘“Transitional Forms”
Never Existed

If all living things are indeed related to each other
through a gradual development of pre-existing organisms as
Charles Darwin said, and as is often illustrated by so-called
branching “evolutionary tree” diagrams known as “phyloge-
netic charts,” then we would expect to find countless inter-
mediate species or transitional forms (i.e., one animal kind
turning into another) between major biological groupings
like phyla. Transitional creatures, supposedly exemplified
by such headliners as ape-to-man “hominids,” the coelacanth
fish,*” and Archaeopteryx (an extinct bird that evolutionists
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believe possesses some reptilian-like features causing it
to be classified as an evolutionary transitional form®) are
supposed to bridge classification boundaries by possessing
transitional features.

However, even Archaeopteryx —promoted by evolution-
ists at one time as the prime example of an intermediate form
or “missing link” candidate between reptiles and birds—
would not qualify as a transitional fossil since its socketed
teeth, long bony tail, and wing-claws are all fully-formed
structures of its alleged fossil representatives, showing no
signs of partial evolutionary development. Without true
transitional structures, does the fossil record support or
upsettingly contradict the Darwinian view of phyletic grad-
ualism? Percival Davis and Dean H. Kenyon ask in their
book, Of Pandas and People (1989):

Does Darwin’s theory match the story told by the
fossils? To find out, we must first ask, what kind of
story would it match? His theory posited that living
things formed a continuous chain back to one or a
few original cells. If the theory is true, the fossils
should show a continuous chain of creatures, each
taxon leading smoothly to the next. In other words,
there should be a vast number of transitional forms
connecting each taxon with the one that follows. The
differences separating major groups in taxonomy
[such as invertebrates and the first fish] are so great
that they must have been bridged by a huge number
of transitional forms. As Darwin himself noted in
The Origin of Species (1859), “The number of inter-
mediate varieties, which formerly existed on earth
[must] be truly enormous.” Yet this immense number
of intermediates simply does not exist in the fossil
record. The fossils do not reveal a string of creatures
leading up to fish, or to reptiles, or to birds. Darwin
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conceded this fact: “Why then is not every geological
formation and every stratum full of such intermediate
links? Geology assuredly does not reveal any such
finely graduated organic chain.” Indeed, this is, in
Darwin’s own words, “the most obvious and gravest
objection which can be urged against my theory”*
(emphasis added).

If evolutionary gradualism were true, then every organ-
ism’s genetics would be evolving out of its inferior/past/
ancestral code into a superior/future/descendant form. In
short, every life-form would be transitional between what
it once was and what it is evolving into. However, the fossil
record does not match this idea. The origin of every distinct,
self-bounded biological body plan is not connected by evo-
lutionary intermediates with transitioning structures at all,
either to the supposed “universal common ancestor” or to
the plentiful variety within its own bounded phylum!

Instead, all preserved and present phyla demonstrate
stasis—the dominant fossil trend of maintaining anatomical
sameness. They show essentially no change in appearance
over time, though some show a decrease in size. In addition,
95% of the fossil record phyla are comprised of marine
invertebrates, some of which are found throughout its entire
vertical span of rocks.” Thus, the completeness of the
fossil record is being finally recognized after more than 150
years of fossil collecting and more than 200,000,000 fossils
found. Newsweek’s 1980 admission of Darwin’s elusive
intermediate species being only imaginative is still embar-
rassingly accurate:

The missing link between man and apes... is merely
the most glamorous of a whole hierarchy of phantom
creatures. In the fossil record, missing links are the
rule... The more scientists have searched for the
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transitional forms between species, the more they
have been frustrated.”’ (emphasis added)

In their journal disclosure, evolutionists Stephen Jay Gould
and Niles Eldridge have honestly admitted the pseudo-scien-
tific, philosophical origin of Darwin’s view by their candid
confession that “Phyletic gradualism [gradual evolution]...
was never ‘seen’ in the rocks ... It [gradualism] expressed
the cultural and political biases of 19" century liberalism”
(emphasis added).”” Thus, the “onward and upward” notion
of evolutionary progress involving innovation and integration
was a product of various social prejudices, not science.

Darwin had every hope that future research would reveal
numerous transitional forms in the fossil record.”” Now, after
150+ years of digging and millions of additional fossils
identified and catalogued, do we have enough evidence to
conclude whether transitional forms exist? Remember, if
evolution is true, it would take numerous “prior versions” to
move between forms—e.g., from a mouse to a bat.

To investigate this issue, Dr. Carl Werner and his wife
Debbie invested over 14 years of their lives investigating
“the best museums and dig sites around the globe [and]
photographing thousands of original fossils and the actual
fossil layers where they were found.”**

After visiting hundreds of museums and interviewing
hundreds of paleontologists, scientists, and museum curators,
Dr. Werner concluded: “Now, 150 years after Darwin wrote
his book, this problem still persists. Overall, the fossil record
is rich—200 million fossils in museums—but the predicted
evolutionary ancestors are missing, seemingly contradicting
evolution.”” He continues with a series of examples:

e Museums have collected the fossil remains of
100,000 individual dinosaurs, but have not found a
single direct ancestor for any dinosaur species.
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e Approximately 200,000 fossil birds have been
found, but ancestors of the oldest birds have yet to be
discovered.

¢ The remains of 100,000 fossilized turtles have been
collected by museums, yet the direct ancestors of
turtles are missing.

e Nearly 1,000 flying reptiles (pterosaurs) have been
collected, but no ancestors showing ground reptiles
evolving into flying reptiles have been found.

e Over 1,000 fossil bats have been collected by
museums, but no ancestors have been found
showing a ground mammal slowly evolving into a
flying mammal.

e Approximately 500,000 fossil fish have been col-
lected, and 100,000,000 invertebrates have been col-
lected, but ancestors for the theoretical first fish—a
series of fossils showing an invertebrate changing
into a fish—are unknown.

e Over 1,000 fossil sea lions have been collected, but
not a single ancestor of sea lions has been found.

e Nearly 5,000 fossilized seals have been collected,
but not a single ancestor has been found.

If this was not enough, one more key consideration
should clearly convince. What if, after countless millions
of hours spent by researchers mining the crust of the Earth
for fossil evidence, the fossil record is essentially complete?
That is, it stands to reason that the millions of fossils we
have collected over the last 150 years exhaustively record all
basic life forms that ever lived, with only a few additional
“big surprises” to be found. Given this, can we say that the
question of transitional forms has been asked and answered?

One way to find out is to “calculate the percentage of
those animals living today that have also been found as
fossils. In other words, if the fossil record is comprised
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of a high percentage of animals that are living today, then
the fossil record could be viewed as being fairly complete;
that is, most animals that have lived on the Earth have been
fossilized and discovered.”® Carl Werner provides a chart
demonstrating the results of such an investigation:®’

e Of the 43 living land animal orders, such as carni-
vores, rodents, bats, and apes, nearly all, or 97.7%
have been found as fossils. This means that at least
one example from each animal order has been col-
lected as a fossil.

e Of the 178 living land animal families, such as dogs,
bears, hyenas, and cats, 87.8% have been found
in fossils.

Evolution has had its chance—over 150 years and mil-
lions of fossils—to prove itself, and it has come up wanting.
The theory has been weighed, tested, measured, and falsi-
fied. Aren’t 200 million opportunities and one and one-half
centuries enough time to answer the issue that confounded
Darwin himself?

Why, if species have descended from other species
by fine gradations, do we not everywhere see innu-
merable transitional forms? Why is not all nature in
confusion, instead of the species being, as we see
them, well defined?...But, as by this theory innumer-
able transitional forms must have existed, why do we
not find them embedded in countless numbers in the
crust of the earth?...But in the intermediate region,
having intermediate conditions of life, why do we not
now find closely-linking intermediate varieties? This
difficulty for a long time quite confounded me. *®
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Strike Three! —Evolutionary “Divergent Forms”
Never Existed

Darwinian evolution predicts that as phyla continue to
diverge or branch out from their ancestral, evolutionary
stock, their numbers should increase just as tree limbs
radiate from a central trunk and then multiply outward
from each other. According to Wells, “Some biologists have
described this in terms of ‘bottom-up’ versus ‘top-down’
evolution. Darwinian evolution is ‘bottom-up,’ referring to
its prediction that lower levels in the biological hierarchy
should emerge before higher ones. But the Cambrian explo-
sion shows the opposite” (emphasis added).” The fossil
record evidence indicates that the number of phyla in fact
decreases from about 50-60 at the “Cambrian Explosion” to
approximately 37 living phyla. Extinction—the opposite of
evolution’s required new phyla—have certainly occurred.'®
“Clearly the Cambrian fossil record explosion is not what
one would expect from Darwin’s theory. Since higher levels
of the biological hierarchy appear first, one could even say
that the Cambrian explosion stands Darwin’s tree of life on
its head” (emphasis added).'”!

Rather than a “bottom-up” continuum of ever-morphing
divergent forms, the fossil record clearly reveals definite
gaps between, and “top-down” hierarchical variation within,
phyla. In fact, these anatomical differences separating major
design themes make biological classification of organisms
(taxonomy) possible!'” Without these clear-cut gaps between
organism kinds, biologists would not be able to divide plants
and animals into their respective kingdoms, phyla, classes,
orders, families, genera, and species.

Those familiar with the Bible will recognize that one
would expect these gaps between biological kinds if all ter-
restrial life reproduced “after its own kind,” a truth that the
Scriptures declares fen times in its first chapter (Genesis 1:11,
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12,21, 24,25). In fact, even the New Testament affirms that
“All flesh is not the same flesh, but there is one kind of flesh
of men, another flesh of beasts, another of fish, and another
of birds” (1 Corinthians 15:39). Obviously, since God’s
written Word lists different creature groupings as separate
kinds with anatomically unique “flesh,” biological classifi-
cation ultimately describes “a created arboretum” of various
types of trees, and not a single “evolutionary tree of life” that
connects all organisms as Charles Darwin proposed.

With No Fossil Evidence to Support It, Gradualism
Strikes Out!

Those who have scientifically examined the fossil record
firsthand are justifiably adamant that it completely falsifies
all three of the essential evolutionary elements needed to
substantiate the concept of an integrated “tree of life.” The
fossil record bears witness that there are (1) no ancestral
roots—no “primitive” organisms between microfossils and
visible life, (2) no transitional trunk—no anatomically-in-
termediate creatures with structurally-transitional features
(e.g., partially-evolved organs, limbs, etc.), and (3) no diver-
gent branches—no new phyla being genetically descended
from less-evolved “common ancestors.”

Explaining the Fossil Record— A Creation
Model Homerun!

Well, if the fossil record does not support the evolu-
tionary predictions of ancestral roots, transitional trunk, and
divergent branches with regard to the major categories of
life, what does it show? To summarize thus far, the fossil
record clearly reveals the following about the major classifi-
cation divisions of organisms:
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. Separation from other phyla by definite, unbridgeable

gaps with no ancestor-descendant/bottom-to-top
transitional-relationship;

. All forms suddenly appear as unique body plans

with fully-formed characteristic structures;

. All phyla are represented from the beginning by

fossil forms, thus demonstrating fossil-record
completeness;

. All are complex, functional, and were or still are

able to survive;

. All show no innovative change in their basic ana-

tomical form after they first appear as fossils—only
minor, top-down variation within a blueprint design;
Nearly all (95%) are phyla of marine invertebrates;

. Many of these are found throughout the fossil record,

not restricted to a certain vertical range of rock; and

. Extinction has decreased the number of sub-kingdom

plant and animal classification divisions from 50—60
phyla to nearly 37 phyla—the opposite direction of
evolution.

In addition, the fossil record confirms biblical creation/
global Flood predictions by showing the following:

9.

10.
11.
12.

13.

Polystrate fossils cutting across multiple rock layers,
supporting rapid sedimentation and catastrophic
burial of life-forms;

Fossil graveyard deposits;

Mass killing and the violent death of creatures;
Mixed groupings of organisms from various ecolog-
ical zones of different habitat and elevation;

Highly energetic, destructive processes capable of
burying organisms alive, ripping creatures apart,
and/or transporting their carcasses great distances;
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14. Rock formations with mostly ocean-dwelling crea-
tures catastrophically fossilized;

15. All fossils in continental rocks, not ocean-bottom
sediments;

16. Some geologic deposits covering hundreds of
thousands of square miles and spanning several
continents.

With this being the case, it should therefore be quite
obvious that the fossil record is not at all like Charles Darwin’s
interpretation of an evolutionary “tree of life” preserved in
stone. The fossil record has indeed had the last word!
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