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local correlation of fossil-bearing 
rocks (pp. 106–107) to the many as-
sumptions and nuances involved in 
cross-continental and intercontinental 
biostratigraphic correlation.  He would 
have us believe that they are essentially 
the same, which they are not.  Inter-
continental correlation involves, for 
instance, a complex assumption-driven 
match-up of zone fossils and index 
fossils, all of which are presumed to 
have evolved and persisted for a nar-
row interval of time.11,14  

Eldredge also tells us that Sedg-
wick and Murchison described the 
Lower Paleozoic systems strictly as a 
result of applying the Law of Superpo-
sition (pp. 104–106).  Not quite.  The 
ad hoc nature of the geologic column 
is proved by the fact that the Cambrian 
and Silurian systems had been named, 
based on local outcrops, before their 
respective subcontinental stratigraphic 
relationship had been established: had 
they been found overlapping, instead 
of superposed, the Cambrian would 
have been considered a facies of the 
Silurian.15

In common with many others, 
Eldredge claims that the geologic 
column was founded by creationists.  
Of course, this depends upon one’s 
definition of creationism.  One can 
contend that a willingness to accept 
an old Earth and/or reject a global 
Flood nullifies one’s profession to be a 
creationist (i.e. the so-called old-Earth 
creationists, of past and present, were 
and are actually semi-creationists).

Eldredge would have us believe 
that: ‘Rocks predicted to be nearly the 
same age on the basis of their fossil 
content always turn out to be nearly the 
same age when radiometric dates are 
obtained’ (p. 108).  One wonders what 
planet Eldredge is referring to, because 
it certainly cannot be planet Earth.  
Fact is, one can document hundreds, if 
not thousands, of serious discrepancies 
between paleontologically-inferred 
dates and isotopic dates.16  The lat-
ter usually take the fall, and there is 
available an elaborate series of ration-
alizations for coping with discrepant 
isotopic dates.

There is little point in going on with 
further examples in this book. It should 

be obvious that this book is hardly 
worth the paper that it is printed on.  It 
is inaccurate, outdated, and superficial.  
If you are looking for a critical analysis 
of creationism, don’t waste your time 
with this book.
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Anything out of nothing?

It is absurd for the Evolution­
ist to complain that it is un­
thinkable for an admittedly 
unthinkable God to make eve­
rything out of nothing, and then 
pretend that it is more think­
able that nothing should turn 
itself into anything.

Gilbert Keith Chesterton
http://www.princeton.edu/~gcu/quotes.htm
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