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and closing of oceanic basins over ex-
tended periods of geologic time).  He 
stated that jets of water emanating from 
the sea-floor spreading ridges enable 
Wilson cycles by cooling the newly 
created oceanic basaltic crust, allow-
ing for repeated subduction.  Finally, 
contrary to public perception, he states 
that his confidence in CPT is not based 
in extensive computer modeling; rather 
it is ‘anchored in a wealth of observa-
tional data concerning the Earth’.1

Timing of continental 
breakup(s)

One of the confusing aspects 
of CPT is the timing of the breakup 
of the pre-Flood Earth.  It is said to 
have begun with ‘the beginning of the 
metazoan fossil record’.2  This sounds 
straightforward, but implies that all 
oceanic crust should be Paleozoic in 
age.3  CPT theory follows its parent 
model (i.e. PT theory) and advocates 
a Mesozoic age for the world’s oceanic 
basins.  Where is the Paleozoic oceanic 
crust?  How could the breaking up 
of the continents (at the onset of the 
Flood) have begun at the start of the 
Paleozoic and not leave any observa-
tional data of this age?  If all oceanic 
crust is Mesozoic, is CPT only able to 
offer a partial model of the Flood?

Proposing that the beginning of 
the Flood occurred at or before the 
Precambrian/Cambrian boundary 
does not explain uniformitarian da-
tasets that reflect a number of earlier 
supercontinents, ice ages, large igne-
ous provinces, and orogenies.4  How 
can CPT ignore these PT datasets that 
indicate continental plate movement 
has occurred almost as early as the 
Earth’s origin 4.5 billion years ago?  
How can young-earth creationists 
know how to differentiate between 
uniformitarian and catastrophic plate 
tectonic models?

A CPT mechanism for Wilson 
cycles?

Earlier publications suggested that 
runaway subduction occurred only 
once in association with the Flood 

and that it involved the breakup of 
old, thick, pre-Flood oceanic crust that 
was subducted into the Earth.2,5  Plate 
motion was limited to the distance that 
the old oceanic crust plunged into the 
Earth.  However, Baumgardner’s let-
ter indicates otherwise.  CPT invokes 
supersonic jets of water that transfer 
heat, from the newly formed oceanic 
crust and exposed mantle at spreading 
centers, into outer space.  New oceanic 
crust apparently cooled rapidly enough 
to form a thick crustal layer which itself 
was able to subduct and create the nec-
essary plate motions to accomplish one 
or more Wilson cycles.  It is difficult 
to envision the physical basis for this 
hypothesis.6

Data versus interpretation

The concept that CPT is ‘anchored 
in a wealth of observational data con-
cerning the Earth’1 is based on the 
unchallenged interpretation of a history 
told by uniformitarians.  I believe there 
is a distinction between uniformitar-
ian data and its interpretation.  Must 
not young-earth creationists reject 
the uniformitarian constructs such as 
the evolution-based uniformitarian 
stratigraphic column?  This question 
has been asked and never answered.7  
CPT claims the PT dataset has all the 
support necessary to make it a viable 
model of Earth history.  Why does CPT 
ignore the PT observational evidence 
of earlier plate motions and multiple 
supercontinents?  How does CPT ex-
plain today’s plate motions as defined 
by PT theory?  Where do young-earth 
creationists draw the line in relation 
to accepting a uniformitarian-based 
version of Earth history?

Conclusions

Megamodels like PT and evolution 
appear to be able to explain a broad 
spectrum of historical unobservable 
events and yet they are unable to 
produce conclusive evidence.  In this 
context, does CPT definitively provide 
evidence of the Genesis Flood?  If so, 
we would hope to see interpretations of 
data within the CPT framework.  One 

specific area requiring clarification is 
the water jet-heat transfer-repeated 
subduction aspect of the model.  I ap-
preciate Dr Baumgardner’s willingness 
to discuss and provide further clarifica-
tion about CPT.
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Green River fossils

On the subject of fossil preserva-
tion, D.A. Woolley’s article on the 
Green River Formation,1 would have to 
be one of the best articles I have read 
thus far.  It makes me realize how one 
article can spark in an individual the in-
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to let mistakes pass.  
An utterance like: 
‘… sadly, as people in a fallen 
world began to began to use [Pro-
to-Indo-European], it slowly began 
to lose some its consistency [sic], 
as grammatical mistakes became 
fashionable’ (p. 31).

is somewhat naïve.  Popular opinion 
notwithstanding, it is scientifically 
clear that language change is morally 
neutral, and I know of no scriptural 
reason to discount the scientific view in 
this case.  A reconstructed prehistoric 
language such as Proto-Indo-European 
may appear to have fewer grammatical 
irregularities than recorded languages, 
but any such effect is far more likely 
to be an artefact of the reconstruction 
methodology than a reality.

Duursma’s abstract says ‘few ge-
netic links have been observed between 
[language] families.  This is a problem 
for secular linguists’.  His text says 

‘all words in a language should be 
replaced within a period of about 
10,000 years.  That would make 
any research beyond that period 
of time impossible.  This, in turn, 
makes it impossible to prove that 
all language families are … re-
lated’ (p. 29).  
 In this implicit contradiction, 

the abstract is wrong and the text is 
right.  Secular comparative-historical 
linguistics predicts that language rela-
tionships will fade into invisibility a few 
thousand years in the past, and modern 
language families will appear to be 
unrelated.  The Babel account also 
predicts that modern language families 
will appear to be unrelated (at least on 
its most obvious interpretation).  Du-
ursma is right to say that there is no 
serious problem from comparative-his-
torical linguistics for creationism, but 
wrong to claim that there is such a 
problem for secular uniformitarian 
thinkers.

It is intriguing that Ruhlen has 
postulated a possible relationship 
between a Siberian language and Am-
erindian languages.  If the evidence 
for this relationship is convincing, 
this would indeed as Duursma argues 
be something of a problem for any 

uniformitarian approach.  However, in 
the next paragraph Duursma correctly 
details the doubts that professional 
historical linguists have about Ruhlen’s 
rigour in handling evidence.  If Ruh-
len’s evidence for a Siberian-Amerin-
dian relationship is of the same, low 
standard as his evidence for a single 
ancestral language for all humanity, 
then this idea will be a false friend to 
creationism.

Discussing the Babel miracle, 
Duursma says ‘It is unlikely to have 
been acceleration of normal language 
changes’ (p. 30).  So many processes 
go on in normal language change that 
it is quite easy to conjecture that one or 
more of them may have played a part 
in the mechanics of the Babel miracle.  
Personally, I find it hard to envisage 
a Babel mechanism that could not be 
described as ‘acceleration of normal 
language changes’.

My own opinion, for what it is 
worth, is that comparative-historical 
linguistics is an unpromising field for 
creationists, and certainly much less 
promising than the evolutionary psy-
chology of language.

The majority of academic linguists 
believe, with Chomsky, that the hu-
man language faculty is a genetically-
specified, specialist, species-specific 
cerebral organ.  Reconciling this belief 
with evolutionary orthodoxy has led 
to considerable intellectual contor-
tions, and it is clear that evolution is 
functioning as a dogma rather than as 
a scientific theory in this field.

Chomsky’s own appeal to the laws 
of physics, to explain the emergence 
of the genetically-specified cerebral 
organ in the foetus, is notorious, and 
only Chomsky’s unique standing in 
present-day academic life prevents it 
from being universally dismissed as 
scatty.2  Pinker’s widely-read book 
attempts to explain away the ‘missing 
link’ aspects of the problem along the 
lines that the language faculty presents 
no more difficulty for evolution than 
the elephant’s trunk.3  No less difficulty 
would be a more honest perspective.  
Uriagereka attempts to explain the 
language faculty as a so-called span-
drel: a by-product of some unspecified 

terest and love for a particular subject, 
whether it is paleontology, ecology, etc.  
The research performed is thorough, 
and the integrity in which the author 
approached the work, coupled with the 
exercising of a critical mind, is excel-
lent.  And by such a young author no 
less!  Very impressed; good job.

In all my time of researching crea-
tionist material on the fossil record, I 
always had in the back of my mind 
the knowledge of well articulated fos-
sils (or any fossils for that matter) as 
being signposts to a rapid burial due 
to a global flood.  It has now, because 
of Mr Woolley’s article, become such 
a prominent subject in my thought 
stream that I can hold up a picture 
of any sort of fish fossil and say to 
whomever:  ‘Look, how can a fossil 
as delicate and well preserved as this, 
in a naturally aquatic environment no 
less, not be caused by anything other 
than a flood scenario?’  Woolley’s ar-
ticle brought that back to the forefront 
for me.  

Kyle Shockley
Santa Maria, California 
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The tower of Babel 
account affirmed by 
linguistics

I am concerned about Duursma’s 
article ‘The tower of Babel account 
affirmed by linguistics’.1  I hope Du-
ursma and readers can see that I am 
raising these concerns in a brotherly 
spirit.  To see a young man so full of 
faith is a joy, and I agree with Duursma 
that the Babel account is historical.  
However, when one sees a mistaken 
brother it is not in the long run a service 


