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The ALTERNATIVE [ecns 't
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he ‘knight in shining armour’ among mammals \ .
is the Armadillo. It’s body is covered with hard, Armadillos are unique in that they give birth to identical
bony plates. The name means ‘little armoured quads.o.f the same sex. This is because a single fertilised
one’, and was first used by Spanish people who €99 divides into four. Another unique feature of these
visited South America. In the last 150 years one ar?'mtals 'S_”E.he'r abb||||ty tt?\ ho'dt their breath fotr) up to |6
species—the nine-banded armadillo—has moved i1 015’ ine bottor! They can also suck air into their
into No_rth _Amerlca, wh_ere it is quite COMMON.  giomach and make themselves float. Armadillos feed
FVQIU_t'_on',StS sometimes call armadillos ;iny on insects, and, like ant-eaters, they have sticky . ey ’ . _
primitive’, but they are actually very tongues as well as an excellent sense of smell. There are millions of fossils in the world’s oy
sophisticated and superbly designed. - - B ) d th d bei e
Armadillos belong to a group of mammals called | possils show that some members of this group, such O OUSaN ST O 2%2
edentates, which includes sloths and ant-eaters. The fossil | 4¢ the extinct Glyptodons, were up fo 3 metres (10 dug up every year. Lots of evidence for 508
record shows there were once 30 members of this group, feet) lon Today. the Iér est armadillos are 1.5 E ” . SE%
but now only these three remain. These animals are unique | g Y rge it evolution? That’s what many people 528
in that they have extra | metres (5 feet) long. Evolutionists say that armadillos believe. But they couldn’t be more wrong' .:Eog
moveable parts between | haye not changed for more than ‘50 .million years'. o : g . gg <
their vertelbrae. and lower | :rhIS meaps there has b?en no evolution! And there Ever since Charles DarWIn fl rst made %é E
back. This gives extra | is no evidence of their bony armour gradually 0 c c $E2
support to their hips, and | evolving over time, either. Armadillos are strange evolution pOpUIﬂT evolutionists have found
extra flexibility while | animals, but also wonderfully designed. Creation i
digging, and an armadillo | seems the best explanation for their origin. the fossil record to be an embarrassment.
= can disappear into the -
The extinct Glyptodon grrqtur;ﬁ_fastirttman|ttookto & In 1859 Charles Darwin admitted that the transitional fossils
write this sentence. Two websites worth a d.% demanded by his theory of ev‘olu_tlon had not been found, and in
L_ k visit:- ? N [ -4 ) The Origin of Species wrote, ‘This, perhaps, is the most serious
REAL Miss|ng in www.c-r-t.co.uk % ﬂ —A /(\q' objection which can be urged against my theory.” Darwin did hope
The _ _ 4.19th www.the-real-thina.ora.uk ; that these ‘missing links’ would turn up, as more and more fossils
c e Charles Darwin made the theory of evolutlolr_l E",px:f&énu}rfu?%tgin g.org \‘ﬁ/g\\;‘) @ were unearthed, but they have not been found. The late Professor
ver s 2 : ‘missing links 1Up- 2 - ioni 3
century, evolutionists have been hoping thatr ;rc\jear:és ca?alogue 4 ihere is not one = S ~\ % Stephen J Gould, a well-known evolutionist, wrote, The
spite of millions of fossils being c_hscove ted claims that ‘apes are our close B e cic ND Dhak hie pa e evolutionary trees that adorn our textbooks have data only at the
convincing transitional form. DeSEo rlefpfrﬁgalink humans with ape-like ancestors, B arkhives, " THE IMAGINARY tips and nodes of their branches; the rest is based on inference,
relatives’, no-one has found atransmoqgsg) “The more scientists have searched for i TREE OF however, reasonable, not the evidence of fossils.” (Natural History,
To quote Newsweek (3rd. Novembeeéies the more they have been frustrated.” The Why e};et;legﬁgr?e”&%?sm'ths - o Vol. 86, (5), May 1977, p. 14). So when you see a diagram of
flolar et goiwihze}g:;{; Sapnd the living world strongly suppo_r:rs‘ ’:Ee B'ebr:'ect?é Because they all have phones. evolution’s ‘tree of life’, remember it is based on faith not fact!
i [0) L ’ wi i e
ewd?'ncenf{g(;?al' the creation of separate ‘kinds’ of living thmg;ﬂtvl\gts of‘bu%hes’- Why can't a man living in the
B lo-n . iati ithin limits. Not the ‘tree’ of evolution, USA be buried in Canada?
pOtentlalforWIdevananon' Wlt link us with the animal kingdom is mistaken and doomed to Because you can't bury people
The frantic search for fossils to lInK us .

k who are living. )

Scriptures taken from the HOLY BIBLE NEW
INTERNATIONAL VERSION © 1973, 1978, 1984 by
the International Bible Society. Used by permission
of Hodder & Stoughton. All right reserved.

ISN'T IT SAD THAT
CONCORDE'S DONE HER

LAST FLIGHT, GEN?
D

;HE’S JUST LIKE A BEAUTIFUL
BIRD SOARING IN
THE SKY

ilure. But there is a ‘missing link’ we all need—a |
{'ﬁ:::lgeetween ourselves and God. There 1s aazl;gg
gulf between ourselves and our Creator, tC oy
by our sin and rebellion. But {esus Chns S
Son, came to bridge that gulf. ‘There IS o?: mar’1
and one mediator between God and men, efor o
Christ Jesus, who gave himself as a ransom

1
. HER DESIGNERS MUST
HAVE BEEN
SIMPLY BRILLIANT!
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WHY DON'T YOU SA
¢y THAT ABOUT THE REAL
BIRDS THAT FLY, EV? j

i io with Him. Surely it's better to
rmanent relationship with H_|m Sur _
ﬁ:ve faith in a living God than in missing fossils?
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WHAT FOSSIL PROG RESS'ON ? ‘The number
Evolutionists often claim that we can frace a progression through inte,,g: diate
time from simple to complex in the fossil record. This claim does not varieties
stand up to scientific examination. The fact is, there are huge gaps which have
just where the evolutionists need to find evidence of transitions. So formerly
their theory depends on their faith that these links did once exist, e’,‘,'s‘ed st

i ave been

and, hopefully, will turn up one day. On the left of the photos below enormous.’
you can read the facts as they relate to each supposed stage of —Charles
evolution. On the right you can read quotes from evolutionists Darwin

admitting the lack of fossil evidence.

at Evoliltion

The Origin of Feathers

Mammals:
the 3 classes
-monotremes, Marsu-
ials and placentals-
ﬁave no fossil links wit
any reptilian ancest

All reptiles-
including the
dinosaurs-appear
without any fossil
evidence that they
evolved from
amphibians

Amphibians
such as frogs
appear abruptly in
the fossil record, with
no sign of ‘50 million
ears’ of evolution
rom fish.

All the classes
of true fish
(vertebrates)
appear fully formed,
with no evidence
they evolved from
invertebrates

Invertebrates
(and some

vertebrates) appear
suddenly and in
great profusion

in the Cambrian
rocks

‘The transition to the first mammal, which probably
happened in just one, or at most, two lineages, is
still an enigma.” —Roger Lewin, “Bones of Mammals’
Ancestors Fleshed Out”, Science 212, 1981, p. 1492.
‘Nor is there any fossil evidence of any
consequence about their [the monotremes]
ancestors. So we have virtually nothing to link

these creatures to any group of fossil reptiles’
—David Attenborough, Life on Earth, Fontana/Collins,

1979, p. 207.

The reptiles arose from amphibians of some kind,
but the details of their early history are not clearly
understood.” —Angus d’A. Bellairs, Encyclopedia of
Reptiles & Amphibians, Equinox, Oxford, 1986, p. 60).
‘Not a single specimen of an appropriate reptilian
ancestor is known, prior to the appearance of true
reptiles.” —Robert L Carroll, “Problems of the Origin of
Reptiles”, Biological Review of Cambridge Philosophical
Society, 1969. p. 393

‘Although this transition [from fish to amphibian]
doubtless occurred over a period of millions of
years, there is no known fossil record of these
stages.” —Dr. Kraig Adler, Encyclopedia of Reptiles &
Amphibians, Equinox, Oxford, 1986, p. 4.

‘There are no intermediate forms between finned
and limbed creatures in the fossil collections of
the world. —Gordon Rattray Taylor, The Great
Evolution Mystery, Harper & Row, 1983, p. 60.

‘All three subdivisions of the bony fishes first appear
in the fossil record at approximately the same time...
Why is there no trace of earlier, intermediate forms?’
2—28‘erald Todd, American Zoologist, Vol. 26 (4) 1980, p.
‘The very first fishes undoubtedly arose from
invertebrate protochordates..... However, the first
fishes left no fossil record and their form and
relationships are a mystery.” —Hickman, C.P., L.S.
Roberts and A. Larson. Integrated Principles of Zoology,

2001, p. 151.

‘In a geological moment, near the beginning of
the Cambrian. nearly all modern phyla make their
appearance.” —Dr Stephen J Gould, Wonderful Life,
Penguin Books, 1989, p. 64.

‘It is as though they [Cambrian invertebrates]
were just planted there, without any evolutionary
history.”—Dr Richard Dawkins, The Blind

Watchmaker, W. W. Norton, New York, 1987, p. 229.

Photos of fossils from the Smithsonian, and Denver and Colorado Museums, courtesy Paul Abramson www.creationism.org

h that birds evolved from reptiles is very
\ gggt}laer?%ere are many problems with this theory,

i i tiles and birds.
[ ing the different respiratory systems of rep _
glgthgdr:negvénegreater problem is tgg grlgm of Leir?;h’gsé ;Vargcc)gkas"
birds, from hawks to humming-birds, peng| R websité
" Los Angeles Museum of Natural History :
Fs)t(‘)e\?zesz's‘SFeathers gre unique to birds: all birds angi only‘_kl)_;:ds
have them.‘ So far, so good, but the statement continues, ey

evolved from the scales of birds' reptilian ancestors. ‘
Compare the feathers of a peacock

‘ ED SCALES’? _ 1 _
E“\flo%tli)cjrﬁs't Dr Richard Dawkins has written ‘Feathers are mod|ﬂ_ed rgptlllan (above) with the s cales of a rept_lle '
scales.” We would say, ‘Some modification!” Reptiles’ scales are qL|J|tetd|ﬁe{r?nt (below). There is really no comparison!

. irc i it loses all its scales togetner
from the feathers of birds. When a reptile mogl’gs, i s

i i hers individually. Each feather grows iro
as a single sheet, but blr_ds moult feat D e
inale follicle—rather like the hairs of a mammal. [hiS y

?e?)lt?lgse’ scales. What is more, each feather rlTjaﬁ; have as gwrl]nsyij ?aii?)g m'Al\Js],c(éIaet?1 2:
i _Feathers are designed for both lightness and | .
Irtr?agﬁi?‘iet}ad (see picture at bottom right) reveals its mtncacy.A network of hooks
and barbules locks neatly together to form a strong, yetlight surface.

Photos © Planet-Medien-AG

FRAYED SCALES?
Some evolutionists have
suggested that _fegthers
originated when reptiles scales
became frayed. Just how frayed f
scales could evolve into intricate feathers
with individual follicles they don't explain.
Neither do they tell us what advantage frayed
scales would be to a reptile. The Musgurq
website mentioned above descrlbed,bwds
feathers as ‘an engineering m_arvel. Wg
agree with this, but an ‘engineering marve|t
o K’s feather | requires an engineer! Feathers are bes
on.apeacor ‘Frayed explained by creation, not evolution.

gnified (f:;gnh(:i)woﬁ(y; 1. Climbing Mount Improbable, Penguin1996, p. 113.
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The hooks and barbul(_as_ ofa
feather, highly magnified

The eye pattern
(left), highly ma ¢
scales’ —or a Creator

Dr Duane Gish
(left) has written
an in-depth study
of fossils (below).
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ONE of the most detailed critiques of the fossil record is the book ‘Evolution: the
Fossils still say No!”* by Dr. Duane T Gish. Dr Gish is a much-travelled lecturer and
speaker on the creation-evolution issue, and has taken part in numerous debates
with evolutionists. In his book, he compares the evidence of fossils found all over
the world with the claim that all forms of life have evolved from a single-celled ancestor
over many millions of years. Dr Gish considers the odd few fossils which evolutionists
claim to be transitional forms, and demonstrates that they are totally unconvincing. And he

kinds of living organisms—there ought to be thousands of these links if changes really took
place slowly over millions of years. Dr Gish’s book contains lots of references and quotes

by evolutionists. If you want to find out what the fossils really say, we recommend it!
*Paperback, 391 pages. £8.50 (+ £1.25 P & P) from address on back page)



