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ARCHAEOPTERYX,ARCHAEORAPTOR,ANDTHE“DINOSAURS-TO-BIRDS”THEORY—[PART I]
Brad Harrub, Ph.D. and Bert Thompson, Ph.D.

[EDITOR’S NOTE: Coauthoring this month’s
article with me is our new Director of Scien-
tific Information, Dr. Brad Harrub, who has
just joined us as of this month. Please see my
“Note from the Editor” on the back page for
an introduction to this talented young man.]

Evolutionary scientistswouldhaveus
believe that dinosaurs actually still
exist onEarth. In fact, these same sci-

entists will provide testimonials about the
presenceof thesemodern-daydinosaurs in
your very own backyard! But don’t worry.
These dinosaurs are not scaly reptilian crea-
tureswith long, sharp teeth that standready
to devour your family pet. These modern-
day “dinosaurs”weighonly a fewounces and
are quite harmless. In fact, there may be 10-
20 gathered aroundyourbird feeder even as
youread thisparagraph.

“Birds are dinosaurs!” This is the pro-
vocativebeginning to thechapterontheor-
iginofbirds ina1996book,TheEvolutionand
Extinction of the Dinosaurs, by D.E. Fastov-
sky andD.B.Weishampel.Thenotion that
birds evolved from dinosaurs has become
the dominant evolutionary theory since its
introductionover 20 years agoby JohnOs-
trom of Yale University, one of the world’s
leadingauthoritiesontheoriginofbirds (see
Ostrom, 1975, 1976, 1991). The results of his
doggedpersistence inpromotingthis theory
can be seen in most textbooks of vertebrate
zoologytoday. Granted,theideaofdinosaurs
evolving intobirds, if true,wouldhelp ex-
plain one of the most serious problems fac-
ing evolutionists today—the origin of birds.

The key words here, of course, are “if true.”
Actually, the theory leaves evolutionists with
theproblemofexplaining justhowthose ear-
ly reptiles got off the ground and into the
air—and then stayed there!

Most evolutionists today contend that
the scales of ancient dinosaurs evolved over
millions of years into the feathers of mod-
ern-daybirds, butno fossil evidence exists for
this type of transformation. Considering the
complex embryonic origin and subsequent
development of feathers, this hardly is sur-
prising. Scales are flat hornyplates. Feathers,
on theotherhand, arevery intricate in struc-
ture,consistingofacentral shaft fromwhich
radiatebarbsandbarbules.Thebarbules are
equippedwith tinyhooks that lockonto the
barbs andbind the feather surface intoa flat,
strong, flexiblevane.Also,wenowknowthat
feathers and scales arise fromdifferent layers
of the skin. Furthermore, the development
of a feather is not only a complicated pro-
cess,butalsois fundamentallydifferentfrom
thatof a scale—in that feathers, likehairs, de-
velop fromfollicles.Ahair, however, turns
out to be a much simpler structure than a
feather. The developing feather is protected
byasheath,andformsaroundabloody,con-
ical, inductive dermal core. The developing
feather not only is sandwiched between the
sheathanddermalcore,butalso isquitecom-
plex in its design.Developmentof the cells
that eventuallywill become themature feath-
er involves several complicated physiologi-
calprocesses.Cells form, thenmigrate and
split apart inhighly specificpatterns to form

the complex arrangement of barbs and bar-
bules (see Lucas and Slettenhein, 1972). And
so,withouta true intermediate formatwhich
to point, biologists are left on their own to
invent speculative and imaginative theories
about how “lizard-size” dinosaurs ever got
off the ground.One cannothelpbut be re-
minded of the comments of evolutionist
Richard Dickerson, writing in a special issue
ofScientificAmerican someyears agoon the
topicof the spontaneous generationof liv-
ingorganisms fromnonliving antecedents.
After noting that there was little to no ac-
tual evidence for anything of the sort, he
indicated that this was not necessarily bad
since it left one free to “speculate endlessly,
unfettered by inconvenient facts” (1978, 239
[3]:85). The same might be said today of the
dinosaur-to-bird theoriesof evolutionists.

Over forty years ago, in the chapter he
authored on “The Origin of Birds” for the
book, Biology and Comparative Physiology of
Birds, evolutionist W.E. Swinton lamented:
“Theoriginofbirds is largelyamatterofde-
duction. There is no fossil evidence of the
stages throughwhich the remarkable change
fromreptile tobirdwasachieved” (1960, 1:1).
Very little has changed in the four decades
since Swinton’s statement, as we will show
in this article. In fact, the lack of fossil sup-
port for evolution has been a thorn in the
side of evolutionists since the timeofCharles
Darwin,whowrote inTheOrigin of Species:

...[T]he number of intermediate vari-
etieswhichhave formerly existed [must]
be truly enormous. Why then is not
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every geological formation and every
stratumfullof such intermediate links?
Geology assuredly does not reveal any
such finely graduated organic chain;
and this, perhaps, is the most obvious
and gravest objection which can be
urgedagainst the theory (1859,p. 292).

Although a strong advocate of evolution,
Darwinnevertheless recognized the lackof
true intermediates in the fossil record, aswell
as the impact their absencehadonthatcon-
cept. Once again—but this time more than
a century later—very little has changed, as
Harvard’s eminentpaleontologist (and inde-
fatigable crusader for evolution) Stephen Jay
Gould repeatedly has made clear in his vo-
luminous writings.

The absence of fossil evidence for in-
termediary stages between major tran-
sitions in organic design, indeed our
inability, even in our imagination, to
construct functional intermediates in
many cases, has been a persistent and
nagging problem for gradualistic ac-
counts of evolution (1980, 6[1]:127).

Gould has no trouble admitting that the lack
of true“intermediates” still is aprevalent fea-
ture intherecordof therocks.Threeyearsear-
lierhehadwritten, in fact:

The fossil recordwith its abrupt tran-
sitions offers no support for gradual
change. All paleontologists know that
the fossil record contains precious lit-
tle in the way of intermediate forms;
transitions between major groups are
characteristicallyabrupt(1977,86:22,24).

And so, without any foundation of inter-
mediate species to substantiate their theory,
evolutionists are leftmerely to imaginehow
those first landanimals ever couldhave tak-
en flight.

Twomajor theories for the evolutionof
flight exist today. First, there is the cursorial
theory (also called the “ground-up” theory)
in which small animals trying to capture in-
sects with their forelimbs occasionally would
leapup into the air after them. JohnOstrom
speculatedthat thefront limbsof thefirst fos-
silizedbirdsbecamespecialized toallowthe
creatures to glide through the air inorder to
trap insects (1974, 1976, 1979). In 1982, theBrit-
ishMuseumofNaturalHistory inLondon
included Ostrom’s “insect-catching” expla-
nation in its displayon theoriginofbirds.
However, this particular theory does not ex-
plain how the insects got off the ground in

thefirstplace.Werethey“leaping”after some-
thing, too?Evolutionistshaveanequallydif-
ficult timedescribing the separate andcom-
plex evolutionof insect flight.

The second theory is the arboreal or “tree-
down” theory, in which animals that had
climbed into the trees suddenlyhad to jump
downtoevadepredators (Eaton,1984,pp.1-
11; Bennett, 1997). This theorypostulates that
eventually these jumping animals evolved
wings in aneffort tobetter escapepredators.
[We suppose it would have been much too
difficult for these tree-climbinganimals sim-
ply to find a safer environment.] No matter
whether you examine the problem via the
“ground-up” theoryor the“tree-down” the-
ory, it was imperative that evolutionists un-
cover some type of intermediate species so
they couldweavebirds into the composition
of their evolutionary tree.

A MATTER OF PERFECT TIMING

According to evolutionists, toward the
endof theJurassicperiod(allegedly155

million years ago) awarm, shallow sea stud-
dedwithsmall islandscoveredmuchofwhat
is known today as southern Germany. En-
circling these islandswerewarm, isolated la-
goons that exhibited increased salinity and
thatprobablywere anoxic (depletedofoxy-
gen). Thus, scientists have speculated that
there were no scavengers present to eat what-
ever creatureshappened todie andbewashed
into the lagoons. That, they believe, made
this climate ideal for the preservation of ful-
ly intact bodies in the soft carbonate mud.
Thiscarbonatemudthenreportedly formed
a fine-grained, flat, cleaving limestone known
today as the Solnhofen Limestone (named
after the small town of Solnhofen). Fossils
fromtheSolnhofenLimestoneare famous
for the exquisite detail they represent, even
incasesof verydelicateorganisms.

In 1860, a single refined, asymmetrical
featherwasdiscovered in theSolnhofenLime-
stone. Discovery of this feather came just
one year after the publication of Darwin’s
Origin of Species, and therefore the discussion
of the origins of birds already was underway.
Aboutonemonthlater, the first “bird”skele-
tonwas foundnearLangenaltheim, and thus
the evolutionists quickly gatheredup their
needles andbeganweaving theyarnofhow
birds fit into the evolutionary tree.However,
weknow that increased salinityhelps objects
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float,not sink (e.g., as in theDeadSea).And
weknow that the bones ofmost birds have
hollow air sacs that likewise would render
themmore susceptible to floating thansink-
ing.Thereforeone is left towonderwhy it is
that these “birds” of long ago sank gently
into the carbonate mud of Solnhofen. All
the scientific evidence thatwepossess indi-
cates that these creatures, had they actually
been birds in the first place, would instead
have floated to the surface anddecayed, rath-
er thanbeingpreserved.OnSeptember 30,
1861, G erman paleontologist Herman
von Meyer wrote regarding the Soln-
hofen discoveries.

Additional to my writing of the fif-
teenth of last month, I can notify you
that I have inspected the feather from
Solnhofen closely from all directions,
and that I have come to the conclusion
that this is a veritable fossilisation in
the lithographic stone that fully cor-
responds with a bird’s feather. Simul-
taneously, I heard from Mr. Oberger-
ichtsrath Witte, that the almost com-
plete skeletonof a feather-clad animal
had been found in the lithographic
stone. It is reported to show many dif-
ferences with living birds. I will pub-
lish a report of the feather I inspected,
along with a detailed illustration. As a
denomination for the animal I con-
sider Archaeopteryx lithographica to be
a fittingname... (pp. 678-679).

Thus, froma single fossilized featherArchae-
opteryx lithographica wasborn. [Archaeopteryx
(ark-ee-OP-ta-riks) means ancient (Greek ar-
chae)wing (pteryx).]

ARCHAEOPTERYX—THE MISSING LINK?

This discovery at Solnhofen provided
the ultimate gift of the evolutionary

gods to scientistsof thedaywhowere search-
ingdiligently for something (anything!) in
the fossil record thatportrayed the combined
traits of two distinct classes of animals. Ar-
chaeopteryx lithographica musthavehadacon-
siderable impact on a society that already was
discussingDarwin’s recentproposals regard-
ing the theory of evolution. This “missing
link”was the first real evidence thatDarwin-
ists felt supported their position of a tran-
sition from land-dwelling animals into birds.
For over 100 years, evolutionists have con-
sidered Archaeopteryx the transitional form
that allowed land-dwelling animals finally
to get off the ground. Today, practically all
evolution-based science textbooks contain
a breathtaking photographic reproduction
anddescriptionofArchaeopteryx, withgenea-
logical lines showing the descent of modern
birds fromthis ancient “intermediate.”

However, this one “missing link”—which
wassupposedtorevolutionizemankind’sun-
derstanding of bird evolution—ultimately
createdmoreproblems for evolutionists than
solutions. An ongoing debate as to wheth-
er or not this animal was merely a bird or a
true intermediate has been continuing non-
stop for over a century. And to add to the
controversy, somescientistshave raisedques-
tions publicly as to whether or not Archae-
opteryx mayevenbea fraud.Anexamination
into the history surrounding this creature
provides an interestingcase study inhowevo-
lutionary science works. Consider the fol-
lowing:

Archaeopteryx—Specimens,
Features, and Feathers
According topaleontologists, the available
fossils of Archaeopteryx reveal that it was a
crow-sized animal that may have been able
to fly, but probably not very far. Archaeop-
teryx had a wingspan of about 1.5 feet, was
approximately 1 foot long from beak to tail,
and likely weighed around 11 to 18 ounces.
Compare the features of Archaeopteryx with
modern-daybirds (see tablebelow).

To date, there have been 7 specimens of
Archaeopteryx found (not including the sin-
gle feather). The following is a chronologi-
caldescriptionof each find:

The Feather
Found in 1860 near Solnhofen, the orig-

inal Archaeopteryx feather was described by
von Meyer in 1861. The surprise was the ex-
actingdetail ofpreservation in the fossil.

The London Specimen
Found in 1861 near Langenaltheim, this

fossil of Archaeopteryx was announced the
same year by von Meyer. This and the Ber-
lin specimen are the best known of all the
Archaeopteryx fossils. Eventually Carl Haber-
lein, an amateur fossilologist and localmed-
icaldoctor, sold it to theBritishMuseum.

The Berlin Specimen
Originallyuncovered in1877nearBlu-

menburg, thisArchaeopteryx findwasdescribed
by W. Dames in 1884. This is considered a
better specimen than theLondon specimen,
principallybecause ithadacomplete (albeit
badly crushed)head.CarlHaberlein’s son,
Ernst,eventuallysoldittotheBerlinMuseum.

Similarities Differences

Feathers Toothed jaw

Furcula or
wishbone

Long bony tail

Hollow bones Three claws on
each wing

Pectoral girdle
was similar

Abdominal ribs
(gastrula)

Pelvis and legs
like a modern bird

Flat sternum
(breastbone)

Less fusion of
hand bones

Small cranium

Comparison of Archaeopteryx features
with those of modern-day birds

Artist’s rendition of
Archaeopteryx lithographica
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The Maxburg Specimen
Found in 1958 near Langenaltheim (like

the London specimen), it was described in
1959 by Heller. The specimen is composed
solely of the torso; currently, its whereabouts
is unknown (it is thought to have been sold
secretly after the death of its finder and own-
er,EduardOpitsch).

The Haarlem or Teyler Specimen
This specimenactuallywas foundnear

Reidenburg in 1855, five years prior to the
feather. However it remained in a museum,
classifiedasPterodactylus crassipesbyvonMey-
er.A re-examinationof the fossil in1970by
Ostrom revealed feathers and its true iden-
tity (1970, 170:537).

The Eichstatt Specimen
This specimen was found by Workerszell

in 1951, and then described by Peter Welln-
hoferof thePaleontologicalMuseumofMu-
nich in Germany. This is the smallest of the
specimens, being about two-thirds the size
of the others. Although it has many differ-
ences from other Archaeopteryx specimens,
it still resideswithinA. lithographica.

The Solnhofen Specimen
Found in the1960snearEichstatt andde-

scribedbyWellnhofer in 1988, initially this
specimen was identified as Compsognathus,
but laterwas reclassified asA. lithographica
(see:Ostrom,1975, 3:61;Gee, 1999,p. 180).

The Solnhofen-Aktein-Verein Specimen
In 1993, Wellnhofer described anew spec-

imen, but thedescription is inGermanand
theinformationis limited.Thisspecimenhas
beenclassifiedasanewspecies,Archaeopteryx
bavarica, and is reported tohave a small, os-
sified sternum as well as distinct feather im-
pressions.

The Strange Case of the
“Famous Forged Feathers”

Many evolutionists have regarded Archaeop-
teryx lithographica as one of the most impor-
tant fossils ever discovered, and as a result it
hasbeentoutedas theperfect exampleofevo-
lution inaction.However, toothers the fos-
sil is a perfect example of fraud in action,
notevolution.Onecontroversyswirlsaround
the fact thatmanyof the specimensdonot
showany feather impressions at all, and the
two thathave impressionsbothwere sold to

museums by the Haberlein family (who ap-
parently alsohandled the single fossil feath-
er).KarlHaberlein soldhis fossil in1861 to
theBritishMuseumfor600pounds,andhis
son Ernst sold the second one to the Berlin
Museumin1877for36,000goldmarks.Some
have suggested that this fossil find isnothing
more than a small dinosaur that had feather
imprints placed on it after it was discovered.
In speaking of Archaeopteryx in 1975, John
Ostrom wrote:

…these specimens are not particularly
like modern birds at all. If feather im-
pressions had not been preserved in
the London and Berlin specimens, they
[the other specimens—BH/BT] never
would have been identified as birds.
Instead, they would unquestionably
havebeen labeledas coelurosauriandi-
nosaurs [such as Compsognathus—BH/
BT]. Notice that the last three speci-
mens to be recognized were all mis-
identified at first, and the Eichstatt
specimen for 20 years was thought to
be a small specimen of the dinosaur
Compsognathus (3:61).

Even a modern-day dinosaur encyclopedia
addsdoubt as to thevalidityof this species.
“Apart fromtheproportionsof itswings, the
skeleton of Archaeopteryx is strikingly simi-
lar to thatof a small, lightlybuilt, runningdi-
nosaur, such as the coelurosaur Compsogna-
thus” (Dixon, et al., 1988,p. 172).

Whilecontroversyhas surroundedArchae-
opteryx for well over 100 years, only within
the last fifteen have some scientists begun to
question the actual genuineness of some of
the fossil finds. Lee Spetner, a respected Is-
raeli scientist,wasoneof the first toquestion
the validity of certain Archaeopteryx fossils
at a meeting of Jewish scientists held in Je-
rusalemin July1980. Spetnerhad studied the
British Museum specimen in June 1978, and
hadpointedoutcertaindiscrepancies toAl-
an Charig, chief curator of fossil amphibi-
ans, reptiles, andbirds at theMuseum.Dr.
Spetnerwentontopublishabrief itemtitled
“Is theArchaeopteryx aFake?” (1983), and later
stated: “Our contention is that the feather
impressions were forged onto a fossil of a
flying reptile” (1988,p. 15). In1985, renowned
British astrophysicist Sir Fred Hoyle joined
Spetner to reiterate the allegations that the
feather impressions of Archaeopteryx were, in
fact, a forgery—the result of chicken feathers
havingbeen pressed into a cement matrix

that then was applied to two authentic fos-
sils of a small dinosaur. In his assessment,
Hoyle suggested that “the only undeniable
featherlike impressions are therefore those
on the single feather of 1860, on theBritish
Museum specimen of 1961 and the Berlin
specimen of 1877,” each of which had been
handledbytheHaberleinfamily (1985,p.694).
After examining the specimen in the Brit-
ish Museum (in addition to numerous pho-
tographs), Hoyle argued that the impressions
of the feathers in the stone were fakes. The
evidenceof fossil forgery came fromthe fol-
lowing:

1. The “double-struck” appearanceof
the feather imprints, which alleg-
edly resulted from a botched forg-
ing job rather thannatural preser-
vation.

2. The poor fit of the main slab and
counterslab of the London speci-
men, indicating that the forger
had tampered with the fossil lay-
ers after the rock had been split
open in the quarry.

3. The finer-grained nature of the
sediment bearing the feather im-
pressions, in comparison to the
coarser sediment embedding the
bones (Krishtalka, 1989, p. 98).

HoyleandSpetner, alongwithseveraloth-
er well-known scientists, including Hoyle’s
colleague N.C. Wickramasinghe, eventually
published several papers and a small book
documenting the evidence that they believed
substantiated the fraud (see Hoyle, et al., 1985;
Spetneretal.,1988;Watkins,etal.,1985).Hoyle
andSpetnerpresentedwhat appeared tobe
a strong case for the fabrication of the “Pilt-
downBird,” asmany started calling it (a ref-
erence to the famous Piltdown Man hoax of
scientific fame).But, asonewriternoted:

As might be expected, however, this
charge against such a key “proof ” of
evolutioncouldnotbeallowedtostand,
and evolutionists everywhere were in-
dignant.Anumberof papers purport-
edly refuting the fraud allegation were
published, andthe furorhasdieddown
now, with Archaeopteryx still offered
in proof of evolution by most evolu-
tionists. Unfortunately, these fossils
now have been locked away in the base-
ment of the British Museum of Nat-
ural History, no longer accessible to
public view or further research (Mor-
ris andMorris, 1996, 2:67-68).



APRIL 2001 REASON & REVELATION 21(4):29

© COPYRIGHT, APOLOGETICS PRESS, INC., 2001, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

Additionallythefossils fromArchaeopteryx
have fallenunder suspicionas a resultof re-
ported instances in which the matching faces
of the fossil (themainslabandcounterslab)
do not match. The feather impressions are
primarilyon themain slab,while in several
places the counterslab has raised areas that
havenocorresponding indentationon the
main slab. These raised areas, nicknamed
“chewing gum blobs,” are made of the same
fine-grainedmaterial that is foundonlyun-
der the feather impressions. The rest of the
fossil is composedof a courser-grained lime-
stone.Somehavespeculatedthat thesechew-
inggumblobsprobablyare theresultof small
dropsofwet cement that fell on the surface
but went undetected by the forger (Wick-
ramasinghe and Hoyle, 1986). In 1986 a “de-
finitive” test was performed on the British
specimen that cast serious doubt on its au-
thenticity.An X-ray resonance spectrograph
of twosamples (one fromthe feather region
and a control sample from the non-feathered
region) showed that the material containing
the feather impressions differed significantly
from the rest of the fossil slab. The chemistry
of this “amorphouspaste” alsodiffered from
the crystalline rock that normally is found
in the quarry (Wickramasinghe and Hoyle,
1986). Inotherwords, thematerial that com-
poses the feathered region does not match
the restof the fossil!

The British Museum “contends that the
amorphous nature of the feathered material
is an artifact explainable by preservatives that

theyhaveputon the fossil” (Spetner, 1990,p.
289). However, if this excuse were correct,
then the“preservatives” shouldhave shown
upon the control sample aswell. TheBritish
Museum has refused further testing, which
seemstosomearather shockingpositionfor
ascientificorganizationtotake,andonethat
unnecessarily feeds further suspicion. Alan
Charighaswrittena response titled“Archae-
opteryx isnotaForgery,” inwhichhe andhis
colleaguesattempted toexplain thesediscrep-
ancies (1986).Thedata inhisarticle,however,
are not sufficient to answer the questions
raisedabove. [For additional informationon
both sidesof theArchaeopteryx controversy,
seeTaylor, 1990,pp. 279-291.]

The readermay find itof interest to learn
thatonSeptember11-15,1984,anInternation-
al Archaeopteryx Conferencewasheld inEich-
statt, Bavaria to evaluate the official status
of Archaeopteryx. In describing the consen-
sus of the evolutionary scientists who at-
tended the conference, Peter Dodson wrote
in the Journal ofVertebratePaleontology:

At the end of the three days of presen-
tations, [Alan] Charig [chief curator
of fossil amphibians, reptiles, andbirds
at theBritishMuseum—BH/BT]orches-
trated a concerted effort to summarize
the ideas for which consensus exists.
The general credo runs as follows: Ar-
chaeopteryx was a bird that could fly, but
it was not necessarily the direct ances-
tor of modern birds…. A communiqué
expressing the unanimous belief of all
participants in the evolutionary ori-
gin and significance of Archaeopteryx

was adopted, in order to forestall pos-
sible misuse by creationists of appar-
ent discord among scientists (1985, 5:
179).

It is interesting, to say the least, that the
scientists at themeeting felt constrained to
adopt a unanimous resolution concerning
the “evolutionary origin and significance
of Archaeopteryx” solely because of a desire
toprevent creationists fromexpressingwhat
some of their own colleagues already had
pointed out—that Archaeopteryx just might
notbe everything it has been crackedup to
be. But, after everything was said and done,
the efforts of those attending the1984con-
ference to save Archaeopteryx appear to have
failedanyway.Readon to findoutwhy.

Archaeopteryx—Missing
Link or True Bird?

The famousAmericandinosaurhunterOth-
niel C. Marsh once said: “He is certainly a
wise man who today can tell a bird from a
reptile,withonly the fragmentsofanancient
formbeforehim” (1890).Twoyears after von
MeyerpublishedhisdescriptionofArchae-
opteryx, Sir Richard Owen, the eminent cu-
rator of theBritishMuseumofNaturalHis-
tory, published his own description. As far
as Owen was concerned, Archaeopteryx was
unequivocally abird—apeculiar anddistinc-
tivebird, but abirdnevertheless. Sowhat is
it about this famous fossil that has somepeo-
pleseeingbirdsandothersseeingdinosaurs?

Theurgencyofneedingtofindsomesort
of “intermediate” caused evolutionists to
concentrate on as many features of Archae-
opteryx aspossible inorder todiscover “com-
bined” traits. According to Niles Eldredge
of the American Museum of Natural His-
tory, Archaeopteryx had “advanced character-
istics of birds and retained a tremendous
amount of ‘primitive’ characteristics, like
teeth” (asquoted inSunderland,1988,p. 78).
However, some fishhave teeth, somedonot.
Some amphibians have teeth, and some do
not. How can a scientist look at the presence
of teethandsimplyassume that this animal
evolved fromsomethingelse? Somehave sug-
gested that Archaeopteryx evolved from the
crocodile. However, even the main propo-
nent of the crocodile-to-bird hypothesis, Al-
lanWalker,hasstatedthat thehypothesis“has
becomeso tenuous that it is verydifficult to
sustain” (1985,p. 133).
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Manyscientistspointout things like an
opposablehallux (big toe), the furcula (wish-
bone),which is formedby twoclavicles that
have fused in themidline, andanelongated
pubis directed backwards—and see nothing
but a bird. Evolutionist Alan Feduccia stated:
“Paleontologists have tried to turn Archaeop-
teryx into an earth-bound, feathered dino-
saur. But it’s not. It is a bird, a perching bird.
Andnoamountof ‘paleobabble’ is going to
change that” (asquoted inMorell, 1993,259:
764). A more recent fossil bird from Mon-
golia—Mononychus—hadhandsandarms like
those of digging animals (as well as teeth),
and is dated at only half as old as Archaeop-
teryx.WritingforScienceNews,RichardMona-
stersky observed:

Mongolian and U.S. researchers have
found a 75-million-year-old, bird-like
creature with a hand so strange it has
left paleontologists grasping for an ex-
planation…. Paul Sereno of the Univer-
sity of Chicago notes that Mononychus
had arms built much like those of dig-
ging animals. Because moles and other
diggershavekeeled sternumsandwrists
reminiscent of birds, the classification
of Mononychus becomes difficult, he
says (1993, 143:245).

Thus, evolutionists now are faced with
the possibility that birds may have evolved
frommoles insteadof reptiles!Consequently,
many scientists are trying todiscernhow it
is that animals which normally burrow in
the ground suddenly decided to abandon
their usual environment and “just fly away.”
[We imagine that a goodlynumberof farm-
ers would be interested in learning how to
get these pesky creatures to abandon their
fields and“just fly away”!]

Sowhat is the truth aboutArchaeopteryx?
Perhaps the late Colin Patterson, while serv-
ing as senior paleontologist at the British
MuseumofNaturalHistory, summed itup
bestwhenhe stated thatArchaeopteryx

has simply become a patsy for wish-
ful thinking. Is Archaeopteryx the an-
cestor of all birds? Perhaps yes, per-
haps no: there is no way of answering
the question. It is easy enough tomake
up stories of how one form gave rise
to another, and to find reasons why
the stages should be favoured by nat-
ural selection.But such stories arenot
a part of science, for there is no way of
putting them to the test (as quoted in
Sunderland, 1988, p. 102).

In an article published several years ago in
Paleobiology,Stephen Jay Gould of Harvard,
andNilesEldredgeof theAmericanMuse-
um of Natural History, wrote concerning
Archaeopteryx:

Smooth intermediates between Bau-
pläne [the German word meaning ba-
sic morphological designs or differ-
ent types of creatures—BH/BT] are al-
most impossible to construct, even in
thought experiments. There is certain-
ly no evidence for them in the fossil
record (curious mosaics like Archaeop-
teryx do not count)” [Gould and El-
dredge, 1977, 3:147, parenthetical com-
ment inorig.].
The story surroundingArchaeopteryx has

been complicatedby anotherpaleontolog-
ical discovery that has left many evolution-
ists scratching theirheads in regard towhere,
exactly, the creature actually fits in the evo-
lutionary scheme of things. The fossil re-
mains of two crow-sized birds 75 million
yearsolder thanArchaeopteryx (i.e., approx-
imately 225 million years old according to
evolutionary dating schemes) were found
near Post, Texas by Sankar Chatterjee and
colleaguesfromTexasTechUniversityinLub-
bock, Texas (see Beardsley, 1986). This new
find, designated Protoavis, has been contro-
versial since its announcement for several
reasons. First, five years passed between its
discovery and the publication of Chatter-
jee’s scientificpaper inthePhilosophicalTrans-
actions of the Royal Society (see Chatterjee, 1991).
Second, the fossils were badly crushed and
jumbled, and no feathers of any kind were
visible. Somepaleontologistswhohaveseen
the fossils areunconvinced that theyare the
remains of birds. Yet as Dr. Chatterjee (who
has goneon theoffensive todefendhis po-
sition) has pointed out, the skull of Proto-
avishas 23 features that are fundamentally
bird-like, as are the forelimbs, the shoulders,
and the hip girdle. In commenting on this,
one author wrote in Science: “His [Chatter-
jee’s—BH/BT] reconstruction also shows a
flexibleneck, largebrain, binocular vision,
and, crucially, portals running from the rear
of the skull to the eye socket—a feature seen
inmodernbirds butnot dinosaurs” (Ander-
son, 1991, 253:35). Chatterjee has named the
find Protoavis texensis(first bird from Texas).
In1997,heauthoredabeautifully illustrated
book on the evolution of birds (The Rise of
Birds), inwhichProtoaviswasdisplayedprom-
inently as being the forerunner of modern
birds.

All of this, needless to say, has caused ev-
olutionists severe problems because Proto-
avis appeared at the time of the earliest di-
nosaurs, which means that if it is accepted
as genuine, then birds certainly could not
have evolved from dinosaurs and Archaeop-
teryx could not be the ancestor of modern
birds.After lookingat the evidence forProto-
avis, Kansas University paleontologist Larry
Martin suggested: “There’s going to be a lot
of people with Archaeopteryx eggs on their
face” (asquoted inAnderson,1991, 253:35).

RegardlessofwhereArchaeopteryx isplaced,
evolutionists stillwill be leftwitha lotof ex-
plaining to do. How is it that flying could
have evolved in four different species: in-
sects, birds, reptiles, and mammals? Did
each have a transitional form? Did all fly-
ing animals evolve fromone intermediate,
and then continue evolving further into
mammal form (e.g., bats) and/or insects? As
PeterWellnhofer, theexpertonArchaeopteryx
at thePaleontologicalMuseumofMunich,
pointed out: “It is unlikely that a feature as
unusualas feathersevolvedtwice” (asquoted
inGibbons,1996,274:720).Unlikely indeed!

Archaeopteryx—Flying Capability

Thedebate concerning the flying ability of
Archaeopteryx lithographica begannot long af-
ter the initial fossil discovery. Scientists ar-
gued long and hard about whether the pro-
posedbodysizeandwingstrengthwouldper-
mit this creature to get off the ground (see,
for example, Yalden, 1971). So if it were the
bird fromwhich allmodernbirdsdescended,
whatdoes the evolutionary trail look like?
Inanarticle inScienceon“TheEvolutionof
Dinosaurs,” evolutionist Paul Sereno stated
that “within10millionyears after theappear-
ance of Archaeopteryx, the body size shrank
to thatof a sparrow” (1999,284:2143).Thear-
ticle went on to suggest that modifications
in the feathers and tail structureduring this
interval had a significant impact on flight
and perching performance. Additional stud-
ies have suggested a dramatic rise in atmo-
sphericoxygen levels (possibly yieldingcon-
centrations reaching levels as high as 35%,
compared to today’s 21%) that might have
“physiologically facilitated the initial evo-
lution of insect flight metabolism” (Dudley,
2000, 62:135).

The insect-catching scenario postulates
that a population of dinosaurs gradually
frayedouttheir forelegsandtail scales, some-
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howgetting flight featherswith a rigid cen-
tral shaft and hundreds of delicate parallel
barbs running down along it. These barbs
containedhundredsof tinybarbules tohook
them together, making an effective air seal.
Modern feathers are composed of a long,
tapering, central rachis, with closely spaced
side barbs. The barbs on either side of the
rachis form a surface called the vane. The
twovanes on the feathermaybe symmetri-
cal or asymmetrical (in which case the ra-
chis appears closer to one edge of the feath-
er than the other). The flight feathers of
modern birds typically are asymmetrical,
whilebodycontour (down) feathers are sym-
metrical. In modern birds, remiges (wing
feathers) arehighlymodified to sustain flight,
primarily in that the rachis is shifted toward
the leading edgeof the feather (i.e. the lead-
ing vane is thinner than the trailing vane),
resulting in a true asymmetrical feather (see
McFarland, 1985). All of this—just to trap
insectsmore efficiently!

Researchers compared the asymmetry of
some of the flight feathers of Archaeopteryx
with thoseofmodern flying and flightless
birds, as well as with the Solnhofen feather
(see Speakman, et al., 1994). They discovered
that theaverageasymmetry forArchaeopteryx
feathers was 1.25, which was lower than that
of modern flying birds but overlapping that
ofmodern flightless birds. The isolated feath-
er exhibitedanasymmetryof2.2—justwith-
in the range of modern flying birds. In addi-
tion, Archaeopteryx’s claw was compared with
the claws of more than 500 species of mod-
ernbirds.Thestudyfoundthat thepes (hind
foot) of theArchaeopteryx fell within the av-
erage range of perching birds, whereas the
middle claws of the manus (front hand) fell
within the upper range of the claws of the
strongestperchingbirdsandcompletelywith-
in the range of the claws of trunk climbers
(Feduccia, 1993, 259:791). The authors of the
study thus concluded that in all likelihood,
Archaeopteryx wasaperchingbird.

[to be continued]
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INTRODUCING: OUR NEW DIRECTOR OF SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION
In my “Note from the Editor” in January 2000, I intro-

duced you to Kyle Butt, who had just begun working with us
as our new Director of Biblical Research. Kyle has become a
tremendous asset to our work. This past January—one year to
the day after he joined us—he became the editor of Discovery,
our monthly paper on scripture and science for children. In
addition, we have just received from our printer the new 10-
lesson Christian Evidences Correspondence Course that he and I
co-authored (see my “Note from the Editor” in last month’s
R&R, advertising the new course). On April
1, we sent to the printer Kyle’s new book on
Christian evidences for young people, Out With
Doubt. And currently he is putting the finish-
ing touches on another new book for youn-
ger children about how we got the Bible. Since
coming on board, Kyle has distinguished him-
self in anumberofways.

In this space in January 2001, I introduced
you to Eric Lyons, our new Director of Re-
search. And it is safe to say that Eric quickly is
becoming a valuable asset in his own right. In
the short timehehas beenhere, Eric alreadyhas
written his first issue of R&R, has begun an-
swering huge numbers of inquiries, and has
exhibited anuncanny talent inperforming the
massive amount of in-depth research that is re-
quired for us to publish two major journals.
Currently, Eric and I are co-authoring a second, intermediate-
level Christian Evidences Correspondence Course, which we hope
to release by late summer. And, last but certainly not least, Eric
is distinguishing himself in the position of associate editor of
Discovery as he works with Kyle to make the paper the best it
can be for the 10,000+ children who receive it each month.
Both of these talented young men are receiving frequent speak-
ing requests—and rightly so, because they both are knowledge-
able in their subject areas and are outstanding speakers.

This month, I would like to introduce you to our newest
staff member, Dr. Brad Harrub. Brad came to my attention
late last year. Upon receiving a copy of his résumé (sent to
me by a friend of our work), I corresponded with him by let-
ter, and then met with him in person, to discuss the possibil-
ity of his future employment (as our Director of Scientific
Information). Brad, who is 30, holds an earned B.S. degree in
biology from Kentucky Wesleyan College, and at the time
was a candidate for the Ph.D. degree in neurobiology from the

University of Tennessee in Memphis. In ad-
dition to being a faithful Christian, he is listed
in the 2000 edition of Who’s Who Among Scien-
tists and Researchers, is a member of the Society
for Neuroscience, and is the author of several
articles published in refereed science journals.
During his graduate studies, he also worked
withyoungpeople, spoke at youth rallies, etc.

On April 4, Brad successfully defended his
doctoral dissertation, and five days later, on
April 9, joined us with a freshly minted Ph.D.
inneurobiology.His research skills andknowl-
edge base, I am convinced, will make him just
as valuable a part of our work as Kyle and Eric
—which is why, effective with this issue of Rea-
son & Revelation, you will find Brad listed on
the masthead as the new associate editor. He
and I will handle issues related to R&R, while

Kyle and Eric willhandle issues related toDiscovery. Fromaper-
sonal viewpoint, it will be nice to have a coworker with Brad’s
training in science to fill in for me whenever I have to turn
down requests for speaking engagements (as I frequently do,
since I am gone 40+ weekends each year, do not have any open-
ings for 2001 or 2002, and have 2003 over half filled). Please join
us in welcoming Brad, his wife, Melinda, and their 15-month-
old son,Will.Andexpectmoregreat things yet to come!
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