
Letters to the Editor

mids, the Babylonian and Mexican ziggurats, the Stone 
Men of Easter Island, the fantastic structures around Lake 
Titicaca, the enigmatic lines of Nazca Valley, Stonehenge, 
the temple at Baalbek, etc., all of whose construction is still 
a mystery.

The giant dinosaurs are a case in point. The flight of the 
Pterosaurs, with wingspans of up to 50 feet, has long 
perplexed aeronautical engineers, as with today’s lift-to- 
drag ratios, no such creature could even get off the ground. 
But a higher c would greatly increase that ratio, so that flight 
would easily be possible. In order to explain the almost 
1000mm Hg of blood pressure that would be required to 
maintain the blood supply to the brain of the 45 foot tall 
Brachosaur, some researchers (The Lancet, August 29, 
1992) have been forced to go to the rather absurd length of 
assuming that the dinosaur had five hearts, which is totally 
unnecessary if one postulates a higher c. And what about 
the 100 foot long Diplodocus and Chronosaurus, let alone 
the Tannin, Leviathan, Re’em and Behemoth of the Bible? 
A higher c in the past would explain much of the ability of 
such creatures to exist, and a detailed study predicting its 
far-reaching effects presents a scope of vast and fruitful 
study, as according to most researchers the statistical 
debate on c decay appears to have reached an equivocal 
impasse for the moment.

Is anyone today even measuring the current c, using old 
methods but with new instruments (but not the atomic clock 
method)?

Amnon Goldberg,
London,
UNITED KINGDOM 

The Editor comments ...

Yes, see Dr Jay Wile’s measurement of c technique, 
pp. 88–92.

CREATIONIST GEOLOGY

Dear Editor,

Dr A. A. Snelling1,2 and Dr K. P. Wise3,4 discussed 
some very real difficulties they have encountered in fitting 
geological observations to the creationist, young-earth 
model. These difficulties include:
(a)  the cooling rates for large igneous bodies, for example, 

batholiths tens of kilometres across;
(b)  sedimentary sequences up to several tens of kilometres 

thick and covering thousands of square kilometres;
(c)  criteria for distinguishing rock units of different ages 

within the model, for example, Day 3, pre-Flood, 
Flood; and

(d)  evidence of climate and seasons in fossil tree rings.

In addition to the above I challenge Dr Snelling and Dr
Wise and the wider creationist community to consider the
following:
(1) How was the erosion, transport and deposition of the 

vast quantity of sedimentary rocks now extant, effected 
within the constraints of the creationist model? It is self 
evident that for there to have been an event there must 
have been a mechanism.
The settling behaviour of particles in water today is 
described by two laws; Stokes’ Law and Newton’s 
Law for slow and fast settling particles, respectively. 
As a result, modern sediments are highly environment- 
specific. Each environment has characteristic grain- 
size distributions, particle mineralogy, particle shapes 
and surface features, sedimentary structures and facies 
relationships.
From Snelling,2 prior to the end of the Flood year 
climatic conditions (and therefore depositional envi
ronments) were substantially different from those cur
rently applying. If this were so, sediments formed then 
should differ from modern sediments. If Stokes’ and 
Newton’s Laws did not apply, this too should be 
reflected by the sedimentary rocks.
Alternatively, if the mechanisms and environments of 
deposition were similar, ancient and modern sediments 
should share similar characteristics.
Which is the case?

(2) From Snelling,2 vast thicknesses of sediments (several 
tens of kilometres in places) accumulated within com
paratively brief time periods, for example, the Day 3 
regression, the Flood year.
By what mechanisms could these accumulations of 
presumably initially soft sediments have been achieved 
and dewatered within these time periods without pro
found rheotropic effects?

(3) Some sedimentary rocks show features denoting sedi
ment/water or sediment/atmosphere interfaces. These 
features include rain-drop impressions, desiccation 
cracks, animal tracks and burrows and bioturbated 
sediments. Other features of the stratigraphic record, 
such as unconformities, palaeo (and modern) soil and 
weathering profiles, require substantial energy input or 
chemical activity.
How does the creationist model account for features 
such as these?

(4) Dr K.P. Wise4 should expand his studies of fossil tree 
rings and seasons to include fossil corals, stromatolites 
and varve sediments. This would extend the studies 
into pre-Devonian times for which, as Dr Wise ac
knowledges, little information is provided by dendro
chronology. His studies should also include modern 
corals, ice-cores and tree rings. If the earth is only a few 
thousand years old, should not Dr Wise aspire to 
locating sufficient ‘overlapping’ specimens and so 
derive a continuous record of all seasons from ‘Day 1’ 
to the present?
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In the first decades of the 19th century creationist geologists 
were confronted by the same predicament now apparently 
being acknowledged by Dr Snelling and Dr Wise; the 
stratigraphic record and the creationist model cannot be 
reconciled. Some 19th century creationists recognised the 
absurdity of their position and recanted. Will Dr Snelling 
and Dr Wise follow their lead?

P. A. Burger,
Ipswich, Queensland,
AUSTRALIA.
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The Editor replies ...

As a uniformitarian geologist Mr Burger clearly has 
problems grappling with the geological evidence of the rock 
record within the Creation/Flood framework. Neither Dr 
Wise nor I are glossing over apparent difficulties, as Mr 
Burger has acknowledged, but our basic unswerving com
mitment to the Scriptural account of earth history means 
that some difficulties have to be held in tension while 
solutions are grappled with. This journal is open to such 
open, honest discussion. However, Mr Burger has raised 
so many issues that space here obviously precludes them 
each being dealt with right now.

Furthermore, Mr Burger is obviously not aware that 
some of his difficulties have already been dealt with by 
creationists and resolved positively. For example, the 
subject of ice-cores and ice-core dating has been well 
researched by Dr Vardiman at the Institute for Creation 
Research,1 while meteorologist Michael Oard has tackled 
the issues of the Ice Age2 and varve sediments.3,4 Dr 
Aardsma has dealt with radiocarbon dating and discussed 
dendrochronology,5 while research on the latter by other 
investigators continues.

None of us are suggesting the suspension of natural 
law, but we are insisting on catastrophic processes, not now 
generally operating and therefore not easily amenable to 
observation and research, being responsible for massive 
erosion and sedimentation during the Flood. One exception 
where the results of catastrophic processes can be studied 
is Mt St Helens,6 while sound and logical application of 
recognized geological principles has been used to explain 
the strata and formation of the Grand Canyon (Arizona).7 
Indeed, specific examples of so-called ‘desiccation’ cracks 
and animal tracks and burrows found in Grand Canyon 
strata have also been dealt with. As for a mechanism for the

Flood, the work of Dr Baumgardner at Los Alamos Na
tional Laboratory (New Mexico)8,9 lends itself to explain
ing how the onset of rapid plate tectonics could have 
initiated the Flood and then continued operating through the 
Flood,10 resulting in thick sequences of fossiliferous strata 
and many geological features that uniformitarians like Mr 
Burger would insist take millions of years to occur.

We invite Mr Burger to read more widely in the 
creationist literature and to await further developments in 
future publications and conferences. Meanwhile, we will 
continue working towards the positive resolution of the 
remaining apparent difficulties in the Creation/Flood scien
tific model of earth history. As well, we will continue to 
address some of the inconsistencies/problems of the evolu
tionary/uniformitarian model, which would occupy a con
siderable space if listed too.

Andrew A. Snelling,
Brisbane, Queensland,
AUSTRALIA.
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