
Dinosaur Grass
or

The Problems with Revisions in Science
by Steven King

Have you ever heard of the dinosaur-grass problem? See, evolutionists used to say that
grasses evolved after dinosaurs became extinct. To be a little more specific, they used 
to believe that dinosaurs became extinct 65 million years ago and that grasses only 
evolved 55 million years ago, leaving a millions of years gap between the two 
organisms. Notice I said "used to believe." The reason is that fossils have been found 
showing that dinosaurs and grasses coexisted.

Now, I am going to quote extensively from two articles. I want to assure you that I am 
not doing this in bad taste or to copy another person's work. These two articles are short
(8 and 11 paragraphs, respectively), so they will not take a lot of space. I could link to 
them, but I want to make sure my readers read both articles in full. See, there are a 
number of points about creationism and science in general that I want to make from 
these articles, and these points may be lost if my readers do not understand the context
of these comments. So, here is the first article, by David Catchpoole, published in 
Creation 29(2): 22-23:

Evolution textbooks have long taught that fossil evidence shows grasses evolved
around 55 million years ago, after the extinction of the dinosaurs (around 65 
million years go). Woe betide any illustrator who drew dinosaurs and grass in the 
same picture!

But new evidence leaves the evolution textbooks with a dramatic grassy 'time-
travel' conundrum. Researchers have discovered fossilized dinosaur droppings 
that contain the remains of at least five types of grasses. This means that not 
only did grass already exist at the same time as dinosaurs, but (at least some) 
dinosaurs also ate it. But how could they have eaten something that supposedly 
hadn't even evolved yet?

As one of the researchers commented, the discovery of grass phytoliths (silica 
bodies found in plants) in dinosaur coprolites (fossil dung) 'was a complete 
shock'. So the new evidence will force a dramatic revision of evolutionary theory 
about the origin of grasses.

Reporting on the new find, New Scientist highlighted the dramatic turnaround by 
explaining that illustrators who had previously made the 'mistake' of drawing 
dinosaurs alongside grass actually had it right, after all:



'Artists' impressions of dinosaurs grazing on grassy plains were considered as 
bad as depictions of them cavorting with cavemen, but an examination of 
fossilised dung has shown that the prehistoric beasts did indeed eat grass.'

As we have commented many times, wrongly interpreting the 'fossil record' as an
evolutionary progression over millions (and billions) of years will always raise 
conundrums for evolutionists. But from a biblical perspective, sedimentary rock 
layers and the embedded fossils are a logical legacy of the global Flood of 
Noah's day (around 4,500 years ago) and its aftermath...

It's the Bible, not the 'fossil record', which tells us the order of appearance of 
organisms on this planet. Thus the grasses were created on Day 3 of Creation 
Week, so they actually preceded the dinosaurs, which were created along with 
the other land animals and man on Day 6.

So it's quite okay for illustrators to depict grass, man, dinosaurs and other 
animals and plants as co-existing on this planet at the same time. There is no 
'time-travel' problem when you start from the Bible. and dinosaurs are not 
'prehistoric' since they lived after the beginning of written history, which starts, by 
the way, at the very beginning of time itself (Gen. 1:1).i

Part of the reason I wanted to quote this article in full it because there is something that 
David Catchpoole says without actually saying it. He never actually says that the 
discovery of grass in dinosaur coprolites is a devastating blow to the theory of evolution.
There is no single quote anywhere in his article that makes such a statement. However, 
the seeming breathlessness in which he reported about these grasses ("Woe betide any
illustrator who drew dinosaurs and grass in the same picture!," "This means that not 
only did grass already exist at the same time as dinosaurs, but... dinosaurs also ate it," 
and "Thus the grasses were created on Day 3 of Creation Week, so they actually 
preceded the dinosaurs") gives the impression that evolutionists were left reeling from 
the discovery and scrambling to save their beloved theory from these new facts.

I know: by saying that David Catchpoole is implying that the theory of evolution is in 
crisis from grass remains found dinosaur coprolites, I am reading into what he actually 
said. Nevertheless, the implication or the tone of an article sometimes leaves a stronger
impression on the reader than the actual words. I grew up reading creationist literature 
and attending creationist conferences, and I remember, in my early teen years, thinking 
that evolutionists must be the most oblivious, stubborn, stiff-necked people in the world. 
How could they possibly hold to a theory that has been disproven time and time again? 
Of course, nothing I read or heard actually claimed that the theory of evolution had been
disproven, but the tone of things I heard and read certainly implied it. When I entered 
my college years and began pursuing a degree in biology, I began to learn that 
evolutionists aren't blind, not to the facts anyway. Rather, there are huge swaths of 



unknown details and difficult-to-reconcile pieces of information that can be fit into a 
multitude of interpretations.

Such is the case of the grass found in dinosaur coprolites. While David Catchpoole 
leaves the impression that evolutionists were in complete agreement that dinosaurs had
nothing to do with grass, the evidence, even before the discovery of the dinosaur 
coprolites, was equivocal. The article that first published the discovery of the grass in 
dinosaur coprolites noted that

Presumed grass pollen (Monoporites) in the Maastrichtian to Paleocene [70 to 60
million years ago (Ma)] of South America, India, and North Africa marks the 
earliest fossil record of Poaceae, and unequivocal macrofossils of crown-group 
Poaceae appear no earlier than the Late Paleocene ( 55 Ma)... In contrast, ⁓
recent molecular clock estimates provide substantially older dates for the origin 
of both crown-group Poaceae (⁓85 Ma) and of the BEP and PACCAD subclades
(⁓55 Ma).ii

Note how there were fossils of grasses known from Cretaceous rocks (the Maastrichtian
is the last layer of rocks at the top of the Cretaceous), they were just limited to generic 
pollen, generic in the sense that they looked like grasses but might have belonged to 
other, similar types of plants.iii While these pollen were not treated as definitive 
examples of grass alongside dinosaurs, they do show that the coprolites with grass did 
not appear out of the blue. Moreover, there was a disagreement between 
paleontologists, who only found definitive grass dating back to 55 million years, and 
biologists who use molecular clocks to predict the events of evolution, who predicted 
that grasses could go as far back as 85 million years. The discovery of the grass in 
dinosaur coprolites verified the latter prediction.iv In other words, while the grass in 
coprolites may have been a surprise, it was not completely unexpected. 

Now, one may wonder, "But Catchpoole quoted the evolutionists. They themselves 
claimed that this discovery 'was a complete shock' and that grass alongside dinosaurs 
is as bad as showing cavemen alongside dinosaurs. Don't those quotes show that the 
discovery of grass in dinosaur coprolites was baffling to evolutionists?" Not necessarily. 
For these quotes, Catchpoole cited a New Scientist article.v I found the article on-line, 
but could only access the first two paragraphs.vi However, I was able to find another 
article written by the same author about a week prior which was also published in New 
Scientist,vii and it contains one quote directly and provides a paraphrase of the other. 
The point is, I have no doubt that the quotes Catchpoole gave are real quotes from real 
evolutionists. What I am doubting is that those quotes are representative of all 
evolutionists.

Keep in mind, New Scientist is not an academic journal. Rather, it is a popular 
magazine. Popular magazines will almost always dramatize reports. Something that is a



"surprise" in an academic journal becomes a "stunning discovery" in the popular 
magazine. Something that "causes us to reconsider" in an academic journal becomes 
"revolutionizes all our ideas" in the popular magazine. I have seen a similar example of 
hype in my own career. I used to work at the Museum of World Treasures, which has 
two tyrannosaurs on display: Tyrannosaurus rex itself and Daspletosaurus. Years ago, 
the museum had a tyrannosaur expert, Thomas Carr, come to the museum to see the 
tyrannosaurs on display. Thomas Carr called it a magnificent and scientifically important
display. He even predicted that scientists would come to the Museum in order to see 
these two different tyannosaurs displayed side-by-side, since no other place has them 
displayed like that. Now, I was not present for Thomas Carr's visit, but I did see the e-
mail in which he made these claims. Since that time, only one other paleontologist has 
ever come to see the tyrannosaurs, and he did so casually and at the request of a 
museum volunteer. In other words, Thomas Carr made it sound like scientists would 
flock to the Museum to see and study a unique display, but it never happened.

Was Thomas Carr lying to the Museum of World Treasures? I do not think so. Rather, 
his e-mail was a public relations piece. "Of course you have a terrific display and I felt 
honored to see it," as opposed to "Neat, I enjoyed seeing it." Like it or not, there is just a
difference in the way people talk to the public versus the way they talk among 
themselves. Too often, we see their "made for public" comments and think that they 
represent the way they think, when in fact, it is the talk among each other (the academic
journal articles) that gives a better idea of the significance of a particular discovery. If we
look at the actual academic article, we certainly learn that the grass in coprolites was a 
surprise, but it didn't knock anyone off his feet.

By the way, to be slightly untactful, Creation magazine is a popular magazine, not an 
academic journal. When you read Creation, you are not reading the latest thoughts from
experts in the field, you are reading public relations articles designed to make 
creationism look good and evolution look bad. I must quickly add, I do not think that 
Creation is a bad magazine, not at all. It does a terrific job keeping its readers informed 
and educating them about topics related to origins. However, it should always be 
recognized that its articles are all written with a particular objective, which is to bolster 
creationism and defeat evolutionism.

There is another piece of information about the grass in dinosaur coprolites that blunts 
its impact as a "surprising discovery." The discovery of grass in Cretaceous rocks 
actually helped "solve" a problem. See, there were fossil mammals known from 
Cretaceous rocks whose teeth made it look like they could eat grass. However, with no 
confirmed fossils of grass from Cretaceous rocks, what they actually ate was a bit of a 
mystery. The researchers who found grass in dinosaur coprolites suggested that 
perhaps these mammals were indeed eating grass, just as their teeth indicated.viii In 
other words, the discovery of grass in dinosaur coprolites did not only surprise 
paleontologists, it also helped resolve a different problem. ix 



It should be clear by this point, but science is a very messy discipline. I hate to be the 
one to say it, but it has to be said. Science is not neat, simple, and tidy. Whatever 
theory or framework you espouse, it will always include some unexplained facts and be 
subject to revision. Yes, the same goes for creationism. This is another "tone" that I 
often pick up on in popular creationist articles: creationists have everything figured out 
while the evolutionists keep changing their minds. The truth is, science is considered to 
be strongest when it adapts to fit new information. We laud Newton for his work on 
physics, even though Newtonian physics was shown to be inaccurate by Einstein. We 
praise John Dalton for his atomic theory even though important tenants of his theory 
were wrong. For a theory to progress, it is inevitable that changes will be made as new 
information challenges some of the ideas associated with a theory. What really matters 
is the core of the theory. Even though Einstein changed Newton's theory, Newton still 
brought the universal nature of gravity to people's attention and helped explain the 
orbits of the planets in terms of gravity. No matter what is revised about Newton's 
theory, those core ideas will remain. A theory really cannot be discarded completely 
unless its core concept is demonstrated to be wrong or unless a new theory explains all 
available facts better.

Take the idea that grass and dinosaurs did not coexist. Where did this idea come from? 
It came from the fact that, until 2005, no conclusive fossils of grasses had been found 
alongside dinosaurs. It did not come from the theory of evolution itself. There was 
nothing in the core of the theory of evolution that required dinosaurs to become extinct 
before grasses evolved. If you want to know what the core of the theory of evolution is, 
it is that all life on Earth descended from a common ancestor. That is it. How and when 
specific groups of organisms evolved is not predicted by the theory of evolution (except 
perhaps for a "generalized to specialized" pattern, but even that is a general pattern 
rather than a hard and fast rule). Thus, when it was found that grasses were eaten by 
dinosaurs, the theory of evolution remained unchanged. The only thing that had to 
change was the rather insignificant act of bumping the origin of grasses from after the 
Cretaceous to during the Cretaceous. Grasses now evolved 25 million years earlier than
previously thought. So what? That doesn't change the idea that grasses evolved in the 
first place. 

By the way, creationist ideas change with time, too. This is a dirty little secret, but 
creationist ideas and models change in light of new information. A favorite example of 
mine is the critique of radioisotope dating. Prior to 2005, creationists were pretty sure 
that radioisotope dating was inaccurate because long age geologists were making false 
assumptions about parent and daughter isotopes existing in a closed system. See, it 
was long recognized that in order to rely on radioisotope dating, you have to make 
certain assumptions. Among these assumptions are the idea that the isotopes 
(chemicals) remained in a closed system, that is, that nothing impacted the abundance 
of each isotope except for the radioactive decay. Another assumption is that the rate of 



radioisotope decay was constant over time. While creationists pointed out that both 
assumptions have to be made, many believed that the former assumption was 
inaccurate while the latter was more likely to be valid.x Then the RATE (Radioisotopes 
And the Age of the Earth) project published their findings in 2005. It turns out that the 
assumption of initial conditions and closed system were the accurate assumptions.xi 
Rather, it was the assumption about a constant rate of decay that was wrong.xii 

Do you understand what I am saying? Creationists had their arguments about 
radioisotope dating completely backwards. In this case, we want creationists to change 
their ideas about radioisotope dating so that they can be as accurate as possible. 
Changing ideas with new information is not a bad thing, it is a crucial aspect of science.

Another example is the prospect of living dinosaurs. During the 1990's and earlier, it 
was pretty common for creationists to talk and write about the prospect of dinosaurs 
living in remote parts of the world.xiii The possibility of living dinosaurs clung on in 
creationist circles through the early 2000's,xiv but the tide is finally changing. It is 
becoming much more widely accepted by creationists that, in the continued absence of 
any solid evidence, dinosaurs are almost certainly extinct today.xv Should we resist this 
change and continue to speculate about the possibility of living dinosaurs? Many would 
argue that we are simply wasting time and resources on such arguments and 
expeditions to find living dinosaurs. These time and resources can be better spent on 
other, more profitable creationist endeavors. Again, changing ideas to fit current data is 
not a bad thing: it is often quite necessary. Thus, we should not catch evolutionists in 
minor alterations of their theories and proclaim that "wrongly interpreting the 'fossil 
record' as an evolutionary progression over millions (and billions) of years will always 
raise conundrums for evolutionists,"xvi as if it was the theory of evolution itself that was 
the source of the error.

Now, I want to be clear. Yes, I agree that the theory of evolution is false. I believe that, 
as it is based on the false premise that natural processes are solely responsible for the 
creation of the modern world, that it will inevitably reach false conclusions. However, the
theory of evolution is still a science. It is based on a false premise, yes, but it still 
attempts to account for observable facts. Adapting to account for those facts is not 
evidence of the false premise, but evidence of scientific inquiry, just as changing ideas 
among creationists is not evidence of a false premise, but of keeping up with current 
data. We have to be careful how we present these changes in evolutionary thought lest 
we indirectly indict ourselves. 

Which leads me to the second article that I want to quote in full. This is by Tas Walker, 
published in Creation 29(4):



'How is it possible that among the thousands upon thousands of plant fossils 
from the age of dinosaurs, there has not been found even a single blade of 
grass?' That is the way a sceptic once challenged me about Noah's Flood.

It was conventionally taught that grass only evolved about 55 million years ago, 
after the dinosaurs went extinct, and that it diversified into different types of 
grasses over tens of millions of years.

In this sceptic's thinking, grass fossils had not been found 'earlier' because grass 
had not yet evolved. He argued that Noah's Flood could not have produced that 
arrangement of fossils. If grass existed in the pre-Flood world, how could the 
Flood have delayed burying any trace of it until towards the end?

Of course, there are many possible answers, including different environments 
being buried at different times, and different sorting pressures on all the 
vegetable matter and dead (and dying) animals in the water.

But, even though the bible describes the Flood, we can only speculate about 
many of the details because we did not see it.

But as more fossils are discovered we are finding that the evolutionary stories 
are not as clear-cut as my friend imagined.

Recently it was announced that scientists in India discovered grass inside some 
fossilized dinosaur dung, found near the remains of a titanosaur sauropod 
dinosaur.

This was astonishing to evolutionists because how could dinosaurs have eaten 
something that wasn't supposed to have existed yet?

Evolutionists were also surprised to find at least five types of grasses--i.e. from 
their perspective grass has 'already diversified'. Some were just like grasses we 
find living today.

The long ages claimed by evolutionists for the fossils are imaginary. The 
estimated age ranges are continually being revised. The fact that certain fossils 
have not been found together does not mean that the animals or plants did not 
exist together. We simply may not have discovered the fossil yet, or the way the 
waters flowed during the Flood may have prevented it being buried.

My sceptic friend's objection that Noah's Flood couldn't explain the fossils 
because not grass fossils have been found with dinosaurs has been ruined by a 
piece of (fossilized) dung!xvii



Tas Walker's article is a little different from that of David Catchpoole's. Rather than 
focusing on a blanket "This cannot be explained by evolutionists" argument, Walker 
focuses on an encounter with a particular skeptic. The skeptic is the one who cited 
grass being absent in Cretaceous rocks as evidence against creation, and Walker was 
able to respond (in the article) with, "But grasses have been found with dinosaurs".

Walker's article illustrates that, while grass found in dinosaur coprolites may not be a 
crushing blow to evolutionists, the information can be important for creationists to know. 
Note the context of the information, however. Rather than bringing up grasses in 
coprolites as an attack against evolution, it can be brought up as a defense against the 
arguments of evolutionists. Granted, Walker's skeptic probably did not change his view 
on origins after learning about grass found in dinosaur coprolites. As discussed 
previously, the theory of evolution does not hinge on dinosaurs and grasses existing at 
separate times. However, being able to respond to criticisms with accurate, relevant 
information testifies, at the very least, that creationists take science seriously. We are 
not merely obfuscationists, throwing roadblock after roadblock in front of the 
progression of science. Instead, we are actively working to understand the world around
us. In other words, we take science and facts seriously, too.

That is why I find creationists theories about the progression of the Flood, kinds of 
animals, and distribution of animals after the Flood much more interesting than 
arguments designed to "take down" the theory evolution. I would much rather explain to 
evolutionists and long agers how the world works according to creationism, 
demonstrating the viability of creationism as a workable presumption, rather than 
pointing out a litany of evolutionary "inconsistencies" expecting to win the argument by 
brute fact. 

Considering that perspective, Tas Walker steers into another important observation, 
namely, that the order of fossils can be explained by creationists. He notes that "The 
fact that certain fossils have not been found together does not mean that the animals or 
plants did not exist together. We simply may not have discovered the fossil yet, or the 
way the waters flowed during the Flood may have prevented it being buried."xviii There is
something here that creationists can work to explain. Is it possible that the Flood 
ordered the fossil record, with density of organisms, shape of organisms, and 
turbulence of Flood waters playing a role in the resulting sequence? Or do fossil layers 
represent different environments? Do we never find Tyrannosaurus and Diplodocus 
together because they were separated from one another by the floodwaters, or did they 
live in separate habitats and regions and were thus buried separately? Creationists 
have tackled these questions, which is where ideas like the Dinosaur Peninsula comes 
from. 



"Dinosaur Peninsula" is the name given to a hypothetical highland region that existed 
during the Flood. This peninsula existed over the middle of North America, with the 
lower parts of the highland in the south and the elevation rising toward the north. This 
concept is proposed to explain the abundance and distribution of dinosaur fossils in 
North America. The idea is that as the floodwater rose, dinosaurs fled up the highlands. 
The rising waters made the highlands a temporary peninsula during the Flood. Some 
dinosaurs were caught earlier in the Flood in the lower parts of the highlands (Triassic 
rocks, whose exposures are found in places like Arizona), others were caught a little 
higher up on the peninsula (Jurassic rocks, whose exposures are found in places like 
Utah, and Wyoming), and the last dinosaurs were overwhelmed at the top of the 
highlands (Cretaceous rocks, exposed in places like Montana and Alberta).xix 

Now, you don't have to agree with the idea of Dinosaur Peninsula. I don't. I think it does 
not explain how whole sequences of dinosaur life stages are found in one rock layer. 
For example, juvenile and adult Tyrannosaurus specimens are found in the same 
formations and apparently lived different lifestyles.xx Wouldn't we expect the smaller, 
more agile juvenile tyrannosaurs to be found at the top of Dinosaur Peninsula while the 
larger, heavier tyrannosaurs would be found lower? Now, I have no way of confirming 
that Dinosaur Peninsula is an inaccurate idea: I am just one person who writes on a 
blog. However, learning about how creationists explain the order of fossils is fascinating 
and can be used to demonstrate to skeptics that creationists do, in fact, practice 
science.

Once again, science is messy. Ideas change. People disagree about interpretations. 
We need to recognize that scientific theories, both creationist theories and evolutionist 
theories, are prone to revision. Finding discrepancies in evolutionary thinking will not 
demolish the theory of evolution unless such discrepancies exist in their core 
assumptions. Similarly, creationists should be willing to give up cherished theories if the 
evidence fails to support them. The one thing we should never give up, however, is the 
text of Genesis 1-11. We should always return to the text of scripture and use it as a 
foundation for interpreting science.

Thoughts from Steven
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