Introduction
Science has always been at the heart of the living world. It explains the processes of life, the principles of
forces and defines every organism. But no matter how some men of science have tried, science and belief go
hand in hand. Whether a person believes life began from nothing into something or a divine being designed the
cosmos, we all believe in something. Science in its purest form doesn't rely on personal opinion, but on an
examination of facts and evidences. By looking at things from this perspective, sound theories can be proposed
to explain unknown things. But when we choose to make science conform to our preconceived ideas, even
when evidence suggests otherwise, we're walking on dangerous ground. By choosing this path we overlook the
truth and pursue endless paths with no solid scientific basis.
That is why different views, opinions and theories must be presented. Then when the evidence is examined, a
“most true” example can be accepted. Irregardless of the choice a person makes though, the truth still remains.
If we jump off a building the Law of Gravity pulls us down; but if we understand another Law of Physics that
keeps us a loft, we can utilize it to float. The Law of Gravity still remains the same, but we have a more defined
understanding of its principles. So even if we choose not to believe in the Law of Gravity, because we float, it
doesn't nullify the fact that it exists.
The main purpose of this page is to compare two of the main conflicting theories in the history of science
concerning our beginnings. Although evolution is taught in most public and private schools, it is not the only
theory that deals with the origin of life. There are also various "flavors" of evolution, design and creation
theories as well. Every variation will not be defined since the theories that separate them are included in one of
the other original types. The primary alternative scientifically based theories will be presented juxtaposition.
This will allow a closer examination of the differences in order to have a better understanding of the
conundrums. The real issues become more evident when considering that science is based upon facts, not
personal opinion.
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1. Evolution vs Intelligent Design (including Creation) Theories
This is a comparator of the opposing theories and gives a basic, cross-platform view of their differences. (Note:
Additional information on Creation time lines is covered in the Faunal Timeline section.)

2. Geological Science
In this section we'll cover the some of the principles of Geological Science. Additional information that can be applied
to the Creation Faunal Timeline is included. (Note: The Ice Age is covered quite well in the Faunal Timeline section and
will not be extensively covered here.)
3. Faunal Carbonic Graph
The amount of carbon in the environment has changed throughout history. This chapter assembles a viable C-14 as
well as general carbon graph from a Creation Faunal perspective.

4. A Faunal Timeline
Creation science is lacking in one key feature. It doesn't have a faunal timeline. The link below will take you to a
section presenting a possible timeline. Since the evolutionary version is so well covered in scientific literature, it won't be
included in this comparison.
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Chapter 1

Evolution vs. Design Theories

The origins of life and the formation of the cosmos have always been on the mind of mankind. From the
earliest records, there is always a story, a tale, an idea, concept or theory that supposedly described the events
that formed this universe we live in. Unlike many scholars of the past, we rely on science to help us understand
and formulate theories to define these historical events that took place long before we wrote our ideas down.
Today, there are three main schools of thought concerning the origins of the universe. They are summed up in
the concepts "Evolution", “Creation” and "Intelligent Design". Evolution, which is the most widely propagated,
is taught in schools and colleges around the world. It is often presented in the media as the only scientific option
to the origins of life. In stark contrast, Creation is often banned from public classrooms and referred to as
religion. This is a bogus argument though since everyone believes in something (therefore their religion). In
Creation there is one Creator (the God of the Holy Bible) that is the Originator of all things. Intelligent Design,
on the other hand, is a new theory that accommodates a broad range of concepts that may or may not involve a
creator, whether divine or not so divine. It is the divisive focus of these three theories that will be examined.
“In the beginning...” and “…so the world began” are common descriptions used when defining the origins of
the cosmos. Each school of thought has a basic layout of the formation of life on earth. Some are in startling
contrast to the others, where some have similar concepts that are sometimes along different paths. One may
assume a time period of 15 billion (at present) years, while the other a mere 7 days at the hand of an omnipotent
creator (views of Intelligent Design are not used for this comparison since a logical time table has not been laid
out at the time of this writing). In Table 1 is a comparison of the Days of Creation versus the Millions of Years
of Evolution theories. The basics of the Intelligent Design Theory as well as an as yet undefined theory (termed
here as the Eternate Theory) are compared as well. In order to try and compare them equally; a chronological
correlation between notable events in each theory is presented.

Time
Day 1
Day 2
Day 3
Day 4
Day 5
Day 6
Day 7
Time
Unclear,
none
established

TABLE 1.
General Comparative Table of Theories
Creation Theory
Time
Evolution
Created Heaven and Earth.
15 bya
Big bang and gradual positioning of celestial objects.
Created Sky and Seas.
4 bya
First microorganisms.
Created Dry land and Plant life.
1.5 bya
First Plants.
Created Cosmos (space, sun, moon, stars, etc.).
550 mya First Animate life.
Created Flying and Swimming animate life forms.
400 mya First Land Animate life.
Created Land dwelling animate life forms (including man).
325 mya Reptiles rise to dominate the world.
Creator rested (enjoyed His creation).
65 mya
Mammals rise to dominate the world.
Intelligent Design Theory
Life is too complex to have just happened.
The source designer, creator or originator is unclear.
Where everything originated is unclear.
The order in which things arose is either similar to the
Evolutionary model or unclear.
Evolution may or may not have played a part.

Time
since
forever
till
forever

Eternate Theory
Everything has always existed this way in one form or
another.
The source designer, creator or originator is unclear.
Where everything originated is unclear.
The order in which things arose is either similar to the
Evolutionary model or unclear.
The life is too complex concept may be utilized here also.

Looking beyond these basic timelines, we must delve into the real heart of the theories and the conflict that
rages within. To do this, let us start with basic Evolutionary mechanics.
According to Evolution, life began when a drop of chemicals accidentally became trapped in a bubble
(possibly sea foam) and some how formed the first cell. This cell may not have been the only one that
accidentally was formed, but it was the (or one of the) original catalysts that reproduced other cells. How these

inanimate compounds actually obtained "life" is still unknown. The fact they did is generally assumed. Once
these cells finally reached a certain stage, they decided to bond together and form more complex things. This
development continued until "primitive" life forms began to populate the planet. These ancient forms gave way
to more advanced forms as they continued to rise up the evolutionary ladder of development. This continued
until the most advanced forms of life, which now rule the planet, developed.
An alternative theory being propagated now suggests that life began on another planet. How it began is
unclear, but it was transported here by unclear means and life has evolved to its present state since that time.
Creation Science is based on a Biblical perspective of how the cosmos began. It is very simple and
straightforward. God did it and that is the way it was done. He "spoke" creation into being with the word of His
mouth. Being an omnipotent being, He can do that. Since there is no reference that anything existed prior to this
act, He literally made something out of nothing. After the initial act of creation, he continued to create and
design; from making the foundations of physics, to designing every form of life that He chose. All things were
created by Him. It is not cited whether all faunal and floral creations were made from "dust of the earth", but it
clearly states that of mankind Thereby it can be assumed that the former were also, but this is obviously not
"written in stone". After all, an omnipotent being is not limited by the same issues as we mortals. The fact that
all life is constructed from elements that are found in "dust" is an interesting note though. He also breathed life
into man. This may have been how life was given to all animate life forms. It is ironic, that this being that had
no beginning, was the beginning for all that exists.
In considering Intelligent Design, I have no knowledge of a theoretical work that deals with it. So my
meanderings on this theory is gathered from a wide array of observations and sources that would be difficult at
best to catalog, let alone give a proper citation. Even though this is the case, the fundamentals are rather simple
to equate and expand upon. According to this theory an advanced being(s) or divine being(s) created life as we
know it. Who created them, is unknown. How they created life is also unknown. If they created it or simply
relocated it to our planet is also another theory postulated. It is generally assumed that life was created
somewhere out in the vast cosmos though and brought here by some known or unknown source. Some
Intelligent Design theorists also include evolution in their theory of how life developed beyond the initial
creation of it. Irregardless of this posture, the core of the belief is that life did not just happen. Due to the
complexity of living things, there had to be a designer that formulated and gave life, even if it was only to some
original forms.
The Eternate Theory is one I decided to include with the others simply because it sums up another school of
thought that has been around for some time, but not defined. Since it was undefined, this is the first definitive
example that I can present. The key element of this theory is that everything has always existed since forever. In
other words, everything was always here in one form or another and it will continue here in one form or
another. Aside from this important concept, many of the theories accepted by Intelligent Design can also be
infused here as well. Just the same, Evolutionary Theory can be included too.
It is now time to go one step further in examining the mechanics of these theories. This is where some of the
real problems in theory surface and become more obvious. That is why it is important that all viewpoints be
shown so that the truth can be more easily seen. Here is where the how's and whys are given in a more
straightforward manner.

Defining the Theories
Evolution:
Origin of the Cosmos
Everything began as a huge lump of matter in the vastness of space. That lump exploded and propelled
debris throughout the universe, eventually forming stars, planets, moons, etc.
Origin of Life
Life came from inanimate material by accidentally trapping chemicals in bubbles.
These bubbles eventually formed the necessary components to become cells.
These cells eventually multiplied and bonded into more complex organisms.
Alternative view: Life began on another planet and was transported here.
Mechanics of Life
This is best summed up by the saying, “Life will find a way.”(Crichton 1990)
Organs and other advanced body parts were randomly formed as the creature decided it needed that
feature.
Life is continually evolving; this is evident through the change in various types of creatures as they
transition from type to type.
The various appendages and features on some creatures that are of no value are evidence of evolution.
The various parasitic and symbiotic relationships of many life forms were developed over time through
evolution.
Various breeds of a species (animal or plant) can be seen evolving either through controlled or
uncontrolled management.
Natural selection removes unwanted, unneeded or non-adaptable life forms or abilities.
Anatomical similarities between creatures are a sign of their evolutionary background.
There is ample fossil evidence to support transitionary forms from one kind to another over millions of
years.
Convergent evolution (similar features developing at different locations) is a sign of the genetic validity
of evolution.
Mutations are the catalyst for change that allows for larger transitions of kinds.
Mechanics of the Metaphysical
Various behaviors whether innate or learned are evidence of evolution that is genetically hardwired in to
the creature.
Deities, angels, devils and other spiritual beings are often not addressed but typically considered to not
exist because they can not be measured by science.
Creation:
Origin of the Cosmos
Jehovah (God of the Bible)created all things as listed on a daily outline in the book of Genesis.
He placed everything as He chose to place it within the cosmos. It was created complete and fully
functional at this time.
All things were created from nothing by His omnipotent power. Being omnipotent, this would not be a
problem.
Jehovah is an eternal being, He always existed.
Origin of Life
Life is too complex to have accidentally occurred; thereby a supreme deity (God) created it.
The various living things were created on days listed in the Bible.
He breathed life into all animate things and gave life to the remaining living things.
Mechanics of Life

Cells are very complex organisms; even single-celled creatures have an intricate degree of complexity to
the extent of even exhibiting simple intelligence. They could not have randomly formed themselves.
Multi-cellular organisms are too complex to have randomly organized themselves.
Organs and other body parts are too complex to have randomly organized themselves.
Each life form was created after its own kind; this is evident in the fact that elephants and zebras can not
produce viable offspring.
Symbiotic relationships were either designed that way by God or the result of the fall from grace with
God (when mankind sinned).
Mundane appendages are either genetic anomalies or organs that we have yet to discover their real
purpose.
The fact that the genetic pool is broad enough so that creatures of varying traits exist, is not evolution or
changing from one kind to another. It is simply the parameters permitted by their genetic coding, which
selective breeding and isolation help to bring out. Different kinds of creatures can not be bred to produce
viable offspring (i.e. a horse and a cat).
Natural selection can not cause anything to create features or abilities that are not already included in its
preset genetic pool. Even then, it does not allow a creature to pick and choose features, but requires that the
organism learn to adapt to the environment it exists with the characteristics it has inherited. In this way,
natural selection can favor one refined kind over another.
Anatomical similarity is simply a sign of a similar creator. Life is still limited within certain parameters,
which denote our actual kind. It is our differences that define us, not our similarities.
Fossil evidence can not support the validity of transitionary forms. This is because some kinds are totally
extinct and we lack enough information to give a valid judgment as to their true affinities. An example
would be if the platypus was known only from skeletal material, the fact it lays eggs or has a duck-like bill
could be unknown. Many creatures presently ascertained as missing-links are actually either one kind of
animal or another, rather than in between examples.
“Convergent evolution", which should be termed “convergent similarities", is once again a sign of one
creator using a general design.
Mutations are due to a loss of genetic material, and they never produce a new species or kind. They
usually result in the creature’s pre-mature death or other impairment.
Mechanics of the Metaphysical
All behaviors, that are not learned, are the result of either endowment by the Creator, or developed as a
result of the fall of man from perfection.
There is one supreme deity (Jehovah/God). Also, there are angels and other spiritual beings.
Intelligent Design:
Origin of the Cosmos
This is not clearly defined. It could have been an omnipotent being, advanced race or the big bang, but
there isn’t enough information to validate any.
Origin of Life
Life is too complex to have happened randomly. Therefore, it needed to be acted upon by an intelligent
source (a designer). This designer could have been a deity or just an advanced race. There is also the
possibility that life began elsewhere and was brought to this planet.
Mechanics of Life
This definition for the Mechanics of Life is very similar to the Creation view. Some also incorporate
small, medium or large amounts of Evolutionary theory as well. There is apparently no universal standard.
Mechanics of the Metaphysical
Although this area is never talked about in relation to Intelligent Design theory, it would probably
fall somewhere in between Creation and Evolutionary theories. The key element would be how can it be
proven that these things really exist?
Eternate Theory

Origin of the Cosmos
It has no origin; it always was in some form or another.
Origin of Life
Probably falls into the Intelligent Design group with large helpings of Evolutionary theory and maintains
the “always was” mentality.
Mechanics of Life
This definition is likely a repeat of the Origin of Life description given for this theory.
Mechanics of the Metaphysical
Once again, this is likely a pick and chose grouping of definitions from the three prominent theories.
The key always being that whatever it is “always was” and “always will be” in some form or other.

Problems in Theory

Just as with any theory until it is proven to be unequivocally true, there are problems. Even if it is a known
fact, problems may arise from unknown or misinterpreted data. The same is the case with these theories. In
order to give a fuller representation, issues in the above theories will be presented below.
Evolutionary Theory
The biggest problem with evolutionary theory is that life forms do not evolve from lower forms to higher
forms of life. All organisms have a “genetic barrier” that prevents them from becoming something outside of
their determined range. It is impossible for an animal to “wish” itself into something else. By the time the
desired benefit manifested itself, the creature would have died. “Wishful thinking” apparently is not hereditary
on a genetic level. In other words, if a pig wished it could grow wings so it could fly, it wouldn’t. Neither would
its offspring (at least not just because the original animal desired that ability). Now if wings were a part of the
pigs’ pool of genetic coding, that trait may manifest itself eventually through isolation or genetic manipulation.
In recent years this ability, which I have termed “Genetic Diversity”, has been heralded as evidence for
Evolution. This is rather unfortunate, because it confuses the actual definition of the theory of Evolution. In
reality, it does not support it.
Another issue immensely troublesome to Evolutionary Theory is how do you get from an innate form of
matter to life through natural processes? So far science has not been able to prove that this is even possible.
An issue that is at present impossible to validate scientifically, the metaphysical is not addressed in
Evolutionary Theory. The fact it is not explored may be because of the difficulty in scientific validation.
Other issues that are not properly resolved include:
Why we are the only beings on earth that seek to worship a deity? Just saying that it’s a chemical
reaction does not properly define the cause and effect needed for scientific validation. When does a
chemical reaction become deific awareness?
Why and when did ethics become part of human culture when no other creatures exhibit this trait?
Ethics are not typically beneficial to the immediate survival of a creature, so why do we have them?
Why and when did we develop a conscience? Whether you admit it or not, everyone has that little
twinge when they do something they know is really wrong. Some people have just conditioned themselves
to more readily accept and ignore it. How do you get from chemical reactions to consciousness?
How did different languages arise when most creatures appear to utilize somewhat universally
understood languages?

Until all or most of these questions are answered, Evolution still has an immense hurdle to overcome before
it can be determined to be the most valid theory of origins.
Creation Theory
One of the key issues cited against Creation Theory is “How can you prove there is a Creator?” The defense
given is that the complexity of nature points to the need for a creator. In this case, the defense can rest easy
since science can not answer through evolution the key problems listed above. The fact that Intelligent Design
theorists also support this concept is an additional bonus.
Some scientists are eager to point out, that from a scientific standpoint it is difficult at best to validate who
the “Creator” is, let alone define that being. Since Creation Theory is rooted in Biblical theology as well as
general science, things that can not be validated directly by science are often substantiated through the Bible, or
vice versa. From a scientific perspective, unless that “Being” was to reveal themselves in a personal and
objective way, it can not be fully supported. Even if that were to happen, science would want to validate that
this “Being” could actually do what He claimed He could accomplish. If we look at the “absent God”
perspective from a Biblical viewpoint, it becomes clearer. To summarize the Bible, this is what it essentially
says. God created all things perfect. An angel that had rejected God’s authority tempted the first two people to
rebel against God. They believed the angel and fell from grace with God. Anything that rebels against God must
be judged, punished and separated from Him. So this world was compromised and we now have death, disease
and all other forms of corruption. The Bible says that the reward for rebellion against God is death. So this
world is in a constant struggle to exist because it is continually dying. God loved people and did not want that to
happen so He came in a physical human form and was crucified as payment before God for the sin of mankind.
After His burial He rose from the dead to prove His power and authority over death. So, all who put their faith
in God’s payment for their rebellion will be spared eternal judgment and separation. From a logical standpoint,
this does make sense. If the fall from grace was by a lack of faith, God offered His creation a second chance so
that only by faith can grace be regained. This would explain the “Hidden God” scenario quite well. The
question of having concrete objective evidence may still be problematic to some extent. But it all falls back on
the faith issue in the end.
Another issue attributed to the Creation Theory is “How do you validate the metaphysical?” From a
scientific standpoint, there is not enough information at present to accomplish that task.
One of the most common problems cited against creation scientists is, “How do you know that since you
weren’t there?” This same argument can be applied to any of the theories listed here. Whether it was six
thousand or sixty billion years, there is no way we can presently validate what happened from scientific
analysis. That leaves only two things; Human theory and the Bible. Whether you believe the Bible or not, the
argument has been made that since we weren’t there, it would make more sense to take the Word (Bible) of an
eye witness to the event (God).

Intelligent Design
A lot of the issues that the Evolutionary Theory has concerning the origins of life are shed through
Intelligent Design. Although it does not claim to be able to answer all the questions science may pose, it does
try to maintain a level perspective when making scientific observation. The fact it offers no clear alternative
(concerning Cosmic Origins, etc.) is probably its main issue.
A secondary issue that is accepted only in some cases is the fact that Evolutionary theories are incorporated
here as well. It becomes more evident when dealing with how different groups of flora and fauna arose to their
present state. In those cases, the problems that Evolution has are transferred here also.
Eternate Theory
Although this theory is for most practical reasons an offshoot of Intelligent Design, they are not the same
thing. The biggest issue this theory has is by nature its main theory. All things have always been in one form or
another and will always be in one form or another. This does not hold well when placed against the Third Law
of Thermodynamics (Entropy). This Law says that all things go from a higher state to a lower state. If

everything is become abased, how can it maintain an even or “eternal” form? This is probably why this theory
has never been scientifically proposed. It is clear from scientific evidence that all things eventually wear down
or break. The concept that all things break down to a molecular, or even atomic level, could be considered, but
how would those things become re-animated or organized? With out a catalyst, there is no way to support this
theory.

Conclusion
So which theory is right, or are any of them? Once again we are struggling with what we believe, or want to
believe, and what is fact (science). If the genetic codes we contain limit us to our kind, then evolution does not
work. The reason being, how do you get from a single-celled life form to a complex being like ourselves? Life
almost cries for a creator or designer, a source that originates the very essence of our beings. But, irregardless of
what we want to believe, from convenience or mad desire, the truth remains. Science is based upon definable
laws and rules. If what is called science does not support science, how can it be called science? And if what is
called religion is based upon valid science, how can it be called religion? In either case, science is the neutral
arbiter of what is and what is not. It can not be swayed by prejudice, deceit or blind ambition. Neither will it
bow to anything other than whoever is strong enough to submit it. Here lies the dilemma. If we believe that a
creator does not exist, when he does, will he cease to be? Or will he continue to exist despite our ignorance? In
either case, the choice is simple; we all choose to believe what we will. Our beliefs are composed of our
analysis of information or the input we have received from any number of sources until we come to a definable
understanding of reality. In the end, we all believe something. So based on the opinions and facts presented
above, what do you believe? If you are still undecided, there are more than enough resources on the web and
elsewhere to aid you on your quest. A few of them are listed in my references section. Amidst all of this, I hope
you find the truth that you seek.
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Chapter 2

Creation Faunal Geology

Types of Rocks
Metamorphic:
This type of rock is already present when forces, thermal or oppressive, alter it.
Igneous:
These rocks are created by volcanic eruptions or other events that force magma onto the surface of the earth.
Of all the different types of rocks these are the most plenteous. They compose 95% of the earths crust.
Sedimentary:
Although this type of rock covers most of the earth’s surface, it is only a small portion of the entire earths
crust. It is created by sediment from any rock form that is changed by natural forces, deposited by natural forces
and hardened. Sandstone is probably the most well known type of fossil sedimentary rock.

Stratigraphic Layers

The faunal history of this world is written in various stratigraphic layers that are found worldwide. In this
paper the definition of a stratigraphic layer may be different than typical geological terminology and for that
purpose will be referred to here as Faunal Stratigraphic Layers. A Faunal Stratigraphic Layer (FSL) is a
location, region or area where fossil animate material is found that maintains a uniform material type.
Stereotypical formations would be any sedimentary or igneous rock layer that contains fossil animals. The other
areas, regions or locations included here are; Tar pits, sink holes, natural animal traps, caves, peat preservations,
and coal seams. Each of these FSL’s are more clearly defined below.

Igneogenic FSL’s
These are regions that were covered by volcanic material. When a volcano erupted, it spewed ash or magma
over a region and buried much of the fauna that was found at that site.
Sedimenogenic FSL’s
The other major rock layer is sedimentary. These are typically sandstone, clay, silt or similar layers or
combinations there of that include faunal material. In most if not all cases it is from catastrophic burial of the
organism.
Tarenogenic FSL’s
Fauna that are found in tar pits comprise this type of layer. Unlike many faunal layers, fossils found in these
layers may (at least to some extent) be dated chronologically from the top down. Obviously, the oldest fossils
are found on the bottom. Determining a precise dating method (actual years) may be problematic though.
Sinkenogenic FSL’s
Similar to Tarenogenic FSL’s, these layers are where the ground has collapsed to create a sink hole.
Sometimes animals will see water at the bottom of these and try to get a drink, then fall in and die.

Trapenogenic FSL’s
Although Tarenogenic, Sinkenogenic and Cavenogenic could fall into this category, as they are or can be
natural traps, the usage here is to cover only those types not included in those definitions. Therefore, animals
that were trapped by mud (not buried at the time of death), quicksand, broke through an ice covered water
source and drowned, fell off cliffs or other types of natural causes of death that on rare occasion may have led to
fossilization belong in this specification.
Cavenogenic FSL’s
When faunal material is found in a cave, whether it be from predation, terminal location (place the animal
went to die) or accidental death (a type of natural trap scenario), it is included in this definition.
Peatenogenic FSL’s
This type of layering is when fossils are found in peat or loess. The actual reason for death of an animal may
not be determinable, but if the fact the remains are of a prehistoric nature is valid, then it falls into the general
definition of fossil material included in this paper.
Coalenogenic FSL’s
Coal is the remains of vast swampy forests. This type of layering was put down by catastrophic events where
the entire forest was buried, including much of the faunal material contained with in it. Once time and pressure
were applied, coal was formed.

Stratigraphic Layering correlation in the Creation Faunal Timeline
Stratigraphic Layer
Faunal Timeline Periodic Estimation
Igneogenic FSL
This is a problematic type of stratigraphic layering, when trying to determine age.
At best it may only be determined through Fossil Faunal Indexing (see below),
unless other factors are present to justify association.
Sedimenogenic FSL
A large portion of this material was probably formed during the Diluvianic Period.
Due to the possibility for alternative sequencing to other periodic ranges, it is
necessary for a more specific classification of these forms of stratigraphic layering.
For a clearer clarification it may be necessary to use Fossil Formation Sequencing
and Fossil Faunal Indexing (see below).
Tarenogenic FSL
Sinkenogenic FSL
Due to the nature of this type of stratigraphic layering it is difficult to definitively
quantify a general time period for this material, but most were probably postTrapenogenic FSL
Diluvianic. This may be validated through Fossil Faunal Indexing (see below).
Cavenogenic FSL
Peatenogenic FSL
Coalenogenic FSL
It is most likely that all of these stratigraphic layers were formed during the
Diluvianic Period, and represent pre-Diluvian faunal elements. For a more specific
clarification of this determination see Fossil Formation Sequencing and Fossil
Faunal Indexing (see below).

Fossil Formation Sequencing
As previously defined, a Faunal Stratigraphic Layers (FSL) is a location, region or area where fossil animate
material is found that maintains a uniform material type. These FSL’s can be grouped into larger assemblages
called Faunal Stratigraphic Sequences (FSS). An FSS is a grouping of one or more FSL’s that are over-laid,
inter-lapped, parallel, perpendicular or intersect or contact in any way. FSS’s are broken down into various
types as defined below:
Multi-layer FSS
This type of FSS is the most typically exampled form. In a Muti-layer FSS the various FSL’s are stacked on
top of each other (“pancaking”). Each layer is roughly parallel to the horizontal underlying topography of the
area. The formation of this type of FSS requires catastrophic events. Typically, this would be a very large flood.
In most cases where more than two FSL’s are multi-layered it is the result of the world-wide flood of Noah. The
reasoning behind this concept is that very few historical events could have produced an FSS of such magnitude.
This simplifies the faunal historic range estimated for these types of stratigraphic material. Since they were
created during the Diluvian period, the faunal elements they contain were all pre-flood environments and fauna.

Slanted-layer FSS
This is a type of FSS that almost exclusively was created during the Diluvian period. In this form, a multilayered FSS has been tilted so that it is no longer parallel to the underlying topography of the region. In many
cases the angularity (slant) is so great that the FSL layers are at a slope that is greater than 45 degrees.
Obviously, the orientation of these layers was altered during the Diluvian period (they shifted to their present
perspective).

Skew FSS
When a horizontal multi-layer formation meets a slanted-layer formation it is referred to here as “Skew
Pancaking” or a Skew FSS. Typically the Slanted-layer FSS is under the Multi-layer FSS. For this to happen
catastrophic events must be in play and once again only the Diluvian period (time of the Noahic flood) fulfills
that requirement. It becomes more obvious when you consider that one huge stratigraphic layer is shifted in its
angularity and then another slid over top of it.

Interlayered FSS
All the previously defined FSS’s are grouped as Primary FSS’s. Secondary FSS’s have the characteristics of
a primary FSS but include an additional defining element. A good example of a secondary type is the
Interlayered FSS. This type of layering can be found often inserted in Multi-layered FSS’s. It is probably best
envisioned if you would take a deck of cards and shuffle them so the edges are interwoven. In some cases the
inter-weaving can be extreme (as in the illustration below) or rather minor (when inter-woven sections are
perhaps only a few meters wide). This type of FSS is more problematic when estimating a faunal historic range.
It is most likely that they were formed during the Diluvian period, but it would not be beyond reason to assume
they were formed in post-Diluvian flooding during the collapse of the Ice Age or during the Diluvian abation
event (flood run-off). In those cases it could be determined that the layers above were formed after the
interlayered FSS, or that the interlayered FSS was formed after the Diluvian abation had damaged some of the
present multi-layered FSS. As previously mentioned, that creates a problem when assessing a valid date
estimation. In cases like that, it would most likely be necessary to utilize Fossil Faunal Indexing and Fossil
Floral Indexing (see below).

Overlayered FSS
This is also a secondary type of FSS. It is quite similar to the Inter-layered variety but has one significant
difference. In this type the layers are not interwoven but are found atop other layers. These layers can be either
over a previous FSS or filling in a crater or gap in a previous FSS. Because of the way it is formed, it has the
same problem when assessing a faunal historic range as the Interlayered FSS. In both of these types it would
probably be best to use a combination of Fossil Formation Sequencing and Fossil Indexing. These could be
coupled with Fossil Floral Indexing (not covered in this paper but basically similar to Fossil Faunal Indexing) to
further validate a realistic estimation of the faunal historic range.

As can be seen above, perspective is the key. All these layers that often are assumed to be millions of years
old can fit quite well into a flood scenario. Keeping this in mind is becomes obvious that these stratigraphic
sequences can be used to define or estimate faunal geography (their location in respect to other faunal systems),
eco-system composition (types and forms present in that system), and faunal historic range (when these systems
existed).

Fossil Faunal Indexing
It is ironic that index fossils have been used for centuries in paleontology, and when correlated properly can
be used to estimate a time period from a Creation oriented time perspective. The basic structure of the Fossil
Indexing process is the assumption that certain kinds of life forms would have existed at the same time. Using
this type of correlative classification can result in generally accurate estimations. Although, if a specifically
accurate method to better refine this estimation is not included, it will only remain a rough or general
calculation. That is how it has been used in the scientific community since the 1800’s. Utilizing the
methodology explained in Fossil Formation Sequencing and then supplementing that data with Fossil Faunal
Indexing, it is possible to create a more clearly defined approximation of faunal history.
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Chapter 3

A Faunal Carbonic Graph

Carbon 14 is one of the more common radioactive dating methods used in paleontology today. It is based on
the decay rate of that element, which is 5730 years. C-14 is breathed in or absorbed by all forms of life on this
planet. The amount of C-14 in the atmosphere is assumed by many to be uniform but scientific evidence
disproves that concept. Actually, the ratio can vary greatly depending on any number of factors. Issues that
could alter it during fossilization include: Volcanic activity, Electricity, Industrial Pollution, Solar Activity
(such as solar flares and sunspots) and Cosmic Radiation (such as supernovas, meteors and comets) (1990
Peterson). Some of these catalysts can also affect the organism while it is still alive. Volcanoes can spew large
amounts of carbon (not C-14) into the environment and reduce the C-14 ratio. Regions around hot vents in
Iceland have lower C-14 levels (2010 Brown). Also, temperatures can alter it as well (2009 Hieb). In spite of
these problems, the possible range of C-14 levels through out history will be examined.
Across history, scientists have tried to assemble an accurate chart of C-14 levels in time. Some have used
methods like dendrochronology (using tree rings) to try to attempt a valid history. Unfortunately that method
has multiple issues such as the fact that different trees can have varied ring patterns in the same year due to
environmental variations, trees can grow more than one ring per year and when multiple tree ring sets are overlapped they can sometimes be shifted into more than one configuration (2009 Woodmorappe). The use of
dendrochronology will not be included when assessing possible C-14 ranges through out history.
A more recent assessment of C-14 over time has been done by Doctor Raymond Berner. He is a well known
scientist who has done a great deal of work in paleontological research. His recent work is called GEOCARB
III, which is an attempt to chronologically categorize C-14 ratios through out history. It is definitely a noble
work, although there are issues. Unfortunately, “he has not released the details and parameter estimates for
GEOCARB for other researchers to confirm his results.”(Watkins) After examining his paper on GEOCARB III
there are issues that definitely need to be addressed. One of the most notable is the input of t = time in the
equation. If you assume how old something is and then use that number in your formula to get a desired result,
the process becomes circular reasoning. That would nullify the validity of the result. Also, there are other
elements used in the formulas that can also be cited for issues.
After looking at the estimations it becomes clear that many possibilities are available. Since we do not know:
if the material sample gathered was marine, aquatic or terrestrial; if it was corrupted by the environment and not
an accurate representation of the actual specimen carbon intake; the actual source material; it is not realistic to
try and create a comparative table to formulate how things actually were at that period in time. In spite of these
short comings, I have included a revised view based on that information in one of the graphs below. Following
in Berner’s methodology, I will not offer the techniques used to come to that conclusion since the source
material is still in question.
Another interesting piece of information is if we look at present carbon trends. The NOAA has tracked the
increase of carbon levels from 338.70 in 1980 to 386.28 in 2009. This is a 14% increase in 30 years. Although
the source reading is one location and that location is near a volcano, it shows how easily carbon levels can rise
and fall. Although most C-14 graphs show steady lines, the real levels would have varied through out time and
may have only represented a constant linear path for short periods (such as several centuries). There is also
evidence that Ice Age mammals (i.e. mammoths) contained a lower level of C-14 than the surrounding peat.
(2010 Brown) This gives the impression that C-14 levels were actually still climbing during the Ice Age and
may not have peaked until some time afterward. Another idea that may support this conclusion is that the large
amounts of volcanic carbon in the atmosphere would have diluted the C-14 ratio absorbed by the indigenous
fauna. It may also have kept C-14 concentrations at higher elevations or even in the upper atmosphere until such
activity became reduced, but this is conjecture. Estimations based on the peat (previously mentioned) come
back with interesting results. The peat, which was living, was dated at 5610 years old. Actual growth rates for

the amount of peat found there suggest that it would have taken only 500 to 2000 years. (2010 Brown) As with
all things, actual growth rate may vary greatly from an assumed average. Also, there are other factors that may
need to be taken in to consideration (especially environmental issues) concerning plants. In any case we can
clearly estimate that it was probably at least 2000 years old. If we take the actual rated date and divide it by the
half-life of C-14 we get a value of 97.9%. So we could estimate that at that point the amount of C-14 in the
atmosphere was the remaining half-life quantity + 1.047% of another half-life. In other words, the actual
amount of C-14 at that time was probably 51.05% of the max amount at the time of testing. In contrast the
mammoth, according to C-14 dating, was 26,000 years old. Based on the previous formulation, the mammoth
was at a level of 4.5 half-lives or 4.57% of the max amount of the testing time. The table below takes a closer
look at these variations cited.
Formulas used to calculate actual percentage of C-14 vs test date:
C14 date/half-life of C-14 = K.D
K = whole number & D = decimal portion
(100/K) = F which is the farthest the actual amount of C-14 can be reduced by whole numbers
(F/2)*D = P which is a portion of the next half life
(F/2-P) + (F/2) = % C-14 vs test date (the % in the year the sample was tested)
C-14 Level Estimations
C-14 date
% C-14 vs test date
1
Peat
5610
51.05% vs 180%
Chekurovka Mammoth (RU)
26,0001
4.57% vs 180%
2
Wood Fragments
5000
56.37% vs 180%
Union Pacific Mammoth (WY)
11,3002
25.7% vs 180%
3
Ferguson Farm Mastodon
8,900
36.18% vs 160%
3
Organics in Skull (ON,Canada)
6,200
47.95% vs 160%
Fairbanks Musk Ox (AK)
24,0004
5.663% vs 154%
4
Fairbanks Musk Ox hair
17,000
12.92% vs 154%
Actual Soil Sample Results
New Zealand Soil Sample 15
9,900
31.81%
New Zealand Soil Sample 25
12,000
23.83%
5
New Zealand Soil Sample 3
27,200
3.92%
5
New Zealand Soil Sample 4
17,300
12.38%
New Zealand Soil Sample 55
15,560
16.06%
Actual Carbon Levels (CO2)
Mauna Loa in 1980
338.70
Mauna Loa in 1990
353.83
Mauna Loa in 2000
368.77
Mauna Loa in 2009
386.28
Material

1) same source 2) same source 3) same source 4) same source 5) successive soil sample with 1 being from the top layer and 5 the bottom

Another source gave interesting additional data. As cited in the Creation-Evolution Encyclopedia; In 600
B.C. the C-14 activity level was about -10%, but by 2000 B.C. it had decreased by the order of +50%. Based on
the above information, a graph (below) has been created that gives an approximate view of how C-14 and
general carbon levels may have changed over time.

In the above graph; Overall Carbon Levels represent the amount of carbon present in the environment. This
may be due to any number of sources, but one of the largest contributors is volcanoes. If you follow the brown
line through the Edenic period you see a solid consistent global average level of carbon. This does not take into
consideration variations due to specific environments but is an overall estimation. Once the flood occurred,
volcanic activity increased injecting huge amounts of carbon into the atmosphere. It took some time for the
sheer volume to decrease to more normal levels. As it was beginning to stabilize, another catastrophe occurred.
Numerous asteroid impacts hit the northern hemisphere, including one stray that landed in Arizona. This
probably contributed to the mass extinctions of many types of Ice Age fauna. So, carbon levels increased
greatly again. Since the magnitude was on a smaller scale than the global flood, it did not reach the same
catastrophic levels and probably decreased more rapidly. Since the levels have lowered and stabilized, there
have probably been various degrees of fluctuation (that will not be addressed here due to lack of information).
More recently, the testing at Mauna Loa proves that carbon levels are slowly rising again (due to volcanic
activity).
Unlike overall carbon levels, C-14 levels would probably be reduced if large amounts of carbon were
introduced into an environment (thereby diluting the already small sample). This is in contrast to direct contact
with magma which can alter fossilization and increase C-14 levels. If we look at the red line, we see a different
estimation of carbon levels, this is for C-14 levels. The first graph shows an increase during the Edenic period.
This is based upon Berner’s material and as previously mentioned should be clarified better before a definitive
projection can be properly calculated. Once the flood overwhelmed the earth, C-14 levels dropped
catastrophically. They remained extremely low for some time as the Ice Age grew to full strength. As the
overall carbon levels dropped, C-14 levels began to rise. Then when the Extinatian catastrophe occurred, they
plummeted again. Then slowly grew until they spiked severely in the 1950’s and 1960’s when considerable
nuclear testing was done. Only more recently have C-14 levels dropped to more normal levels. It is of note that
the baseline C-14 reading for 1956 was chosen as the standard 100% for this graph. In order to present an
alternative view, the traditional creationist graph of C-14 levels through time is included in blue. An alternative
graph excluding conclusions based from Berner’s work is shown below. The traditional C-14 level commonly
accepted by many creationists is utilized instead.
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