WOODPECKERS drill holes in trees to search for grubs.

They do this by hammeri

bills. They can do this for six hours at a time at a rate of
8-10 beats a second! They will even attack concrete. Why
don’t woodpeckers suffer serious brain damage from this

ng at tree trunks with their sharp

constant hammering? People who operate pneumatic drills

or jack-hammers need special protection and these
machines are fitted with shock absorbers.

Woodpeckers have special shock
absorbers, which are better than those
designed by humans. Firstly, unlike most
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Woodpeckers also have other special design
features, including two toes pointing
backwards, and extra stiff tail feathers, which
provide extra support when they are pecking at
trees. They also have an extra long tongue that
produces a sticky glue for catching insects from
the holes they drill. This glue is dissolved when
the tongue is drawn back into the mouth.

* origin for the woodpecker. Without that
special protection for their brains before
they ever started hammering at trees,
woodpeckers would never have survived. It
is much more reasonable to believe that
these unique birds are the work of a wise
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decide which explanation best fits the evidence.

UT THE FACTS

M o Evolutionists say that amph.ibians
Although we can't prove either evolution or creation, itis | « <t have” evolved from fish.

evidence is pointing, and then

lieve the evidence clearly points to creation,
ax\(ljetggt the Creator has revealed Himself to us In
the Bible, and also in the life of Jesus Christ, who |ﬁ
“the image of the invisible qu....For by him a1_
things were created.” (The Bible, Colossians i
15-16). Millions of people have discovered that God
is real through faith in Jesus, and have foul_ri\.
forgiveness and a new beginning because of |si
death and resurrection. How about you? Check oul
the facts about Jesus at www.the-real-

thing.org.uk
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What do you call a boomerang
that doesn't work? A stick.

What do you get when you
cross a snowman with a
vampire? Frostbite.

Teacher: John, T hope I didn't
see you looking at Dan's exam
paper.

1. http://tidepool.st.usm.edu/

(Tohn: T hope you didn't eifher)
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Evolutionists believe that life started out
“simple”, but over many millions of years things
, gradually changed from single-celled organisms,
b ¥ through invertebrates, fish, amphibians and
reptiles, to birds, mammals, and human beings.
The evolutionary “tree” on the left pictures

»H4 " this idea. If this really happened, there must

have been lots of creatures that were in
transition from one kind to another, and this is

where the problems begin for evolution. Firstly, these links are
missing in the fossil record. Secondly, “half-and-half” creatures

would be unlikely to survive, because natural selection would get rid
of them. Thirdly, new genetic information would have been needed,
and no-one has yet been able to explain how this could happen. So
these “must-have-beens” are really “couldn't-have-beens”.
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A “batly” idea

Bats are the only mammals which can fly. The evolution theory tells us
that they evolved from some non-flying ancestor — something like a
shrew. The oldest bat fossils are 100% bat, and fossils of partly-evolved
bats have ever been found. So evolutionists have to imagine that,
millions of years ago, shrew-like animals - designed to walk on the
ground - slowly changed into bats. How or why this process could ever
begin is a puzzle, but since they have no fossil evidence, evolutionists
have to imagine that these “missing links” did exist. But this idea is no
more than a fantasy, since all that we know about the process of
natural selection tells us that a creature which could neither walk nor
fly properly could never have survived. The evidence shows that bats

have always been bats!

For a shrew-like animal (below) to evolve into
a bat, it’s finger bones would have to grow
uch, much longer to support the flaps of skin

hich would have had to develop at the same
time. But what use would partially-evolved
wings be? They would only be a nuisance!

A4 A “proto-bat” would be unable to
Bat skeleton, showing long walk or fly properly, so it would

finger bones never have survived.

NOT A BIT LIKE A WHALE!

Whales are mammals, and because evolutionists believe that
mammals evolved from ancestors which lived in the sea, they have to
believe that whales went back to the sea. Some evolutionists believe &
that the ancestor of whales was a wolf-like creature, while others ==
believe it was something like a bear, or even a deer. No fossils have
been found of any link between land animals and whales, although
about 25 years ago some scientists claimed that a few fossil teeth
and bits of a skull found in Pakistan belonged to a “walking whale”.
They named it Pakicetus, and pictures like the one at centre left,

appeared in some science magazines.
Some years later, more complete fossils were found (bottom left), and scientists now know that Pakicetus was not

a bitlike a whale, but more like a wolf (bottom right). Those earlier drawings were a fantasy.

Really, it would be impossible for a land animal to gradually evolve into a whale, because so many changes would
have had to happen at the same time. Whales have their

nostrils on the top of their head. They have special
underwater ears and eyes. Baby whales are born fail
| firstto preventthem drowning, and when they drink their
mother’s milk, she actually pumps milk into their mouths
| to prevent them taking in sea-water. Any animal not fully
adapted to life in the water would never have survived
anyway; natural selection would have weeded it out.

3 Since scientists found

more complete fossils of
Pakicetus (left) they were
able to draw an accurate

&
N picture (right).
! N\
) ‘} .

lllustrations by Carl Buell, and
taken from http://www.neoucom.edu/
Depts/Anat/Pakicetid.html.
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Problems with fins and wings [ ="

SOME LUNGS ToO !

There are a lot of problems with the theory that fish left the sea and became
amphibians. One is the lack of transitional fossils (see Original View No. 45). ||
Fish are desighed to take oxygen from the water through gills, and a fish taken
from the water will soon “drown”. Also, fish have fins in which the bones are |
not joined to the skeleton, so can’t bear any weight. Evolutionists believe that
the fins of fish evolved into legs suitable for walking on land, even though they
can’t agree which fish were their ancestors. The fact is that all fish have fins
and all amphibians have legs. The idea that, some time in the past, some fish
began to haul themselves on to the land and became amphibians, belongs to

ficamoffantasy. The theory that reptiles such as dinosaurs evolved into birds also
involves believing in fantasy creatures, such as “pro-avis” (meaning pre-
bird) pictured left. Some evolutionists suggest that the scales of some
reptiles began to fray and they tried using their front limbs as a kind of
“butterfly net”. Gradually, as they hopped along trying to catch insects,
their frayed scales turned into feathers, and their front limbs evolved
into wings, enabling them to take off. This idea is pure fantasy. To be of
any use, an insect net needs to let air through, but the opposite is true for
a wing. So if some reptiles did use their front limbs to catch insects —
and there is no evidence they ever did — they could never have been

able to use them to fly. s

x “Pro-avis”

B.NEWTON




