
Figure 1. McDonnell Douglas F-15 Eagle.

Figure 2. McDonnell Douglas F-4 Phantom 
II.

Figure 3. Mikoyan MiG-21 ‘Fishbed’.

Figure 4. Mikoyan MiG-23S ‘Flogger B’/‘E’ 
‘G’/‘K’.

Dear Editor,

In the article ‘Dinosaurs and Drag- 
ons’ in CEN Tech. J., 8(1), page 91, 
Figure 9 are silhouettes of two jet planes 
labelled ‘F-15 Eagle’ and ‘MiG-21’. 
Figures 1, 2, 3 and 4 are silhouettes from 
William Green’s Observers Book of 
Aircraft, 1978 edition, which show the 

aircraft in your journal are the F-4 Phan- 
tom and Mikoyan MiG-23S (swing- 
wing). I hope this resolves any confu- 
sion.

Paul J. Smelter,
Springfield, Illinois,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

Our thanks to the above two sharp-eyed 
subscribers for picking up this error. 
Because we missed this, we obviously 
are not aircraft enthusiasts like these 
two, nor is the author in question who 
was responsible for this inadvertent 
mistake.

— Editor

NOAH’S ARK

Dear Editor,

Further to the article on Noah’s Ark 
in CEN Tech. J., 8(1),1 it is interesting 
to note that both Brunei’s 1844 ‘Great 
Britain’ and the 1935 ‘USS Oregon’ 
were built to exactly the same propor- 
tions as the Ark, that is, length ten times 
the height, six times the width. They 
are considered to have been the most 
stable ships ever constructed, having the 
optimum dimensions for riding storm- 
waves, being virtually uncapsizeable.

According to Torah tradition, Noah 
spent 120 years building the Ark, and 
God told him personally to plant trees 
in advance in order to grow to the cor- 
rect size. The main beams were 300 
cubit (at least 450 feet) unitary lengths 
which had grown to precisely the re- 
quired size. Remarkably, the oldest liv- 
ing things today are the 4,500 year old 
pines of California and Canada, which 
even today can reach 400 feet in height. 
This would tie in with the opinion that 
the ‘gopher’ wood (Genesis 6:14) re- 
fers to pine. Some researchers hold that 
the speed of light was much faster in 
the past, and that floral and faunal 
growth was faster, larger and more effi- 
cient, due to lower fluid viscosities, 
faster diffusion, ion transfers, electron 
movements, etc.

Noah’s Ark had a degree of holi- 
ness comparable to the sanctity of the 
Tabernacle in the Wilderness. Both their 
dimensions are not arbitrary, but relate 
to fundamental aspects of the meta- 
physical structure and dynamics of 
God’s universe.2

REFERENCES

1.     Hong, S. W., et al., 1994. Safety investigation 
of Noah’s Ark in a seaway. CEN 
Tech. J., 8(l):26–36.

2.      Zimmerman, C., 1984. Torah and Reason.

Amnon Goldberg,
London,
UNITED KINGDOM.

The pines in California referred to are 
of course the bristlecone pines, and our 
information is that they rarely grow 
more than a few feet in height.

— Editor

THE SPEED OF LIGHT — 
A CRITIQUE OF 

BOUNDS’ METHODOLOGY

Dear Editor,

I read with interest Bounds’ criti- 
cism1 of Setterfield’s work on the de- 
crease in the speed of light and the lat- 
ter’s very adequate reply.2 Bounds’ sec- 
ond article3 I considered to be extremely 
poor and in need of a rebuttal. My con- 
cern sprang not from the fact that he was 
critical of the proposition that the speed 
of light was faster in the past, but the 
one-sided and unobjective way in which 
he argued his case. For truly objective 
scientists, surely the aim is to discover 
the truth, wherever it may lead. It seems 
to me that Bounds’ arguments failed to 
reach this criterion.

Since then, his papers have been re- 
ferred to by others as being a reason- 
able critique, but the authors seem to 
be unaware of the weakness of Bounds’ 
arguments that need to be demonstrated 
and his ignorance of certain facts that 
need to be publicised.


