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The overthrusting paradox: a challenge to
uniformitarian geology and evolution

John D. Matthews

Overthrusting is regarded as a paradox by the geological community. The concept of overthrusting has been defined by
secular motives rather than physics. However, the paradox disappears if geologists recognize that they have treated the
geological column as immutable rather than empirical and therefore open to questioning. Since the geological column
is a key pillar supporting evolution, Christians ought to actively re-engage in discussion about the column's validity.

Many geologists believe that overthrusting' has
occurred in places where large blocks of ‘older’
rock overlie ‘younger’ rock. This unusual positioning of
the older rock is therefore interpreted, not by a sedimentary
event, but through massive physical movements, all of
which are then judged to be paradoxical.? To unravel the
paradox we need to:
1. examine the rationale for identifying overthrusting,
2. recheck the physics behind the proposed movement, and
3. show that a reasonable explanation for the origin of the
overthrust rock and its pathway to its new location
(palaeo-reconstruction) can be provided.

Little effort has gone into item 1. Most of the effort by
uniformitarian geologists to resolve the paradox has focused
on item 2, the physics. Many of the examples considered by
uniformitarians merely reaffirm the paradox that the physical
aspect of the overthrusting movement is impossible. In other
cases, elaborate and often imaginative geochemical physical
models, which will be shown to contain fundamental flaws,
have been offered as explanations. Therefore, these do not
make the overthrust paradox disappear. Item 3 has rarely
been tackled. Our study shows that there is no effective way
to achieve palaeo-reconstruction. Thus dilemmas with items
2 and 3 point to item 1 as the key to resolving the paradox.
Identification of the ‘overthrust’ as a movement depends
critically on the robustness of the geological column. Thus
there are two key reasons to reject the column—the deep
questions about the assumptions and motives behind its
construction and the problem of overthrusting. We end with
a call for Christians to engage more actively on discussions
about the column because of its direct links to evolution.

The rationale for identifying overthrusting

There are many places in the world where large blocks
of ‘older’ rock overlie ‘younger’ strata. The belief that
older rocks overlie younger rocks is based on the observed
inconsistency with the expected stratigraphic order of either

rock facies or their fossils from the geological column,?
metamorphic rock overlying ‘country rock’, or radiometric
dates. This implies that the older rock was emplaced over
the younger by a sliding movement.

There may be an interface layer between the lower
younger layer and the upper older one which has rheological
properties that could have aided overthrusting. However, it is
circular reasoning to use this as proof of overthrusting. Such
layers can exist within vertical sequences of rocks deemed to
be undisturbed because they replicate the geological column.

Instances where a thrust is identified by metamorphic rock
overlying country rocks are limited. And while creationists
have suggested that radiometric dating can at least provide
relative dating,* there are serious doubts.> There are instances
where overthrusting has been identified by seismic sections
and well-bore core analysis. In this short paper, the focus has
to be on visible overthrusts. Mechanisms and explanations are
not likely to be different elsewhere.

The geological column

The history of the development of the geological column
is complex,® but for convenience we identify three key
stages. Giovanne Arduino, in 1759, proposed three divisions
of Earth’s rocks based primarily on rock type.” Later, the
focus moved to identification by fossils with the geological
mapping in the UK by William Smith.? In coal mining and
canal construction (1795 onwards) he found what appeared
to be similar vertical sequences of fossils across wide areas.
Geologists in continental Europe were noting the same
thing, so Arduino’s classification of Primary—Secondary—
Tertiary strata developed into a more sophisticated column.
The column is now tightly defined with respect to fossils
and radiometric dating by international committees of
uniformitarians.” While some realise that it is shaky in
places, there is a distinct unwillingness to undertake
fundamental reviews.'
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While localized correlations, as Smith noticed, may
accurately demonstrate portions of the geological column,
the worldwide correlation is purely hypothetical.'! Our
historical study of overthrusting shows that the column
(and its template, which correlates the strata with the time
of original deposition) is intimately bound up with the
effects and attitudes, even on scientists, of the 18®-century
‘Enlightenment’. Dominated by French philosophers, but
with support from countries like Germany and Scotland,
their aims may be summarized by Charles Lyell’s words:
“A class of writers ... had been laboring industriously for
many years, to diminish the influence of the clergy, by
sapping the foundations of the Christian faith.”'? In private
letters published after his death, we learn that he wanted to
subvert the idea that the Mosaic texts had anything useful to
say about geology.!> Much the same attitude to the biblical
Flood is shown by Arthur Holmes a century later—that the
belief in the Noachian “Deluge ... obstruct[ed] the progress
of geology”."* But his suggestion that Biblicalism obstructs
geology is wrong."> Secular motives are not a good starting
point for finding truth.

The paradox

Attempts to explain the mechanics of ‘thrusting’ are
legion.'*"" However, many overthrusts remain paradoxical
because “for a thrust sheet to overcome the shear resistance
when moving along its base, higher stresses are required
than the sheet can withstand”.?* A solution is no nearer
today than in 1991, when Price and Cosgrove wrote that
studies are “openly or tacitly critical and contradictory”.!”
Tentative explanations have been offered for cases where
the ‘overthrust’ block (apparently) slid downhill under
gravitational forces, but these are a minor fraction of cases.?”!

T
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Figure 1. Ballard Down Cliffs, showing the supposed ‘overthrust’ (Author's photo, May 2002)

Horizontal and uphill overthrusting becomes more difficult
to explain, since tractive effort is needed. Gravitational
spreading, ‘caterpillaring’, and base contraction have been
suggested, but there are doubts about these, and they only apply
to a very limited class of overthrusts.®

A specific overthrust, physics, and motives

As geological mapping moved from the eighteenth
century to the nineteenth, contradictions appeared with
the ‘Enlightenment’ desire to demonstrate a consistent
worldwide ‘geological column’. Thomas Webster, said to
have been a competent geologist,? spotted an unconformity
at Ballard Down, Dorset, UK, in the chalk in 1812.

The curvilinear form of the rock ‘layering’ dies out to the
north (figure 1, right side), and there is no change in fossil
assemblages across the interface. The logic for identifying
it as an unconformity is illustrated in the schematic
(figure 2). The flint bands have been used to define a series
of depositional layers since they follow the trends of other
lithostrata outside the photographed area.

The interpretation is that ‘Cretaceous’ chalk was
deposited in the south as a series of layers (1 to 8 (figure 2),
and possibly others obscured beneath sea level) roughly
horizontally over local ‘Jurassic’ strata. Subsequent
progressive folding to the North while chalk sedimentation
was still taking place resulted in new chalk layers (i to v
(figure 2) eroding the hatched area and being distorted into
that curvilinear shape while still in an unconsolidated state.
It is therefore an unconformity because chalk layer i, which
is younger than layers 1 to 8, progressively oversteps those
older layers 8 back to 1.

This assessment of Ballard Down occurred at the time
‘The Enlightenment’ was making serious inroads into
people’s attitudes to biblical history® and
the feature was as much a battleground
as it was an outcrop.® To avoid retreating
from this new ‘enlightened’ worldview
with its emerging geological column,
Ballard Down was proclaimed a thrust in
1822.22 If it had not been, unformitarians
would have had to admit that there was
an unconformity in ‘Cretaceous’ deposits
caused by a ‘Tertiary’ timed event which
tilted layers 1 to 8 to the vertical.

Almost ten different rock mechanics
and structural geological studies have
appeared since 1822 trying to explain the
feature as an ‘overthrust’. The latest was
a discussion between those supporting
a southern overthrust®*?* and others
supporting a northern underthrust.> There
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was no reconciliation. Furthermore, the thrust interpretation
implies a lateral movement of at least 100 m, implying a
visible brecciation zone at least a metre thick.? Like other
physical issues, its absence (see figure 1) seems to matter
less than the preservation of the paradox. To uniformitarians,
Ballard Down is a puzzle, whereas creationists have no
reason to reject Webster’s original interpretation of it being
an unconformity.

Creationists challenge overthrusting

By 1926, George McCready Price?” had documented
his view that overthrusting remained a paradox because
of uniformitarian assumptions in their identification—our
item 1. Davis Young, though a Christian and a geology
professor, criticized Price and his argument.”® He noted
that Price was a self-taught geologist who wrote and
communicated with sufficient sophistication to deceive
many untrained in uniformitarian geology with his view that
“the whole idea of overthrusting was devised by geologists
simply to salvage the dogma of fossil succession”, and thus
link it intimately with evolution.

But Young’s critique falls short. Morris noted that Price
was well trained in science and engineering.” Furthermore,
Young’s description of Price as an amateur geologist and
good communicator could equally describe Sir Charles
Lyell, who had launched the questionable uniformitarianism
as part of his personal contribution to ‘The Enlightenment’,
ridding science of its original Mosaic/biblical anchor."
Price objected to evolution and uniformitarian geology for
many reasons, not just overthrusting. Young, an igneous
petrologist, is not a stratigrapher either, and his attack on
Price is essentially ad hominem.

In 1931, Byron Nelson addressed

this is due to the failure to consider that sediments were
sourced directly from the fountains of the great deep in
an episodic manner (as Genesis 7:11 implies) rather than
to only consider them as erosional products from
topographic highs as part of a Davisian cycle;

2. No mechanical solution for such movements has been
demonstrated.

Uniformitarian geologists have attempted to explain
large movements, like that of Heart Mountain, which Young?®
used, to oppose the Flood paradigm. But even assuming
that the Heart Mountain block slid downhill (discussed and
rebutted below), there are other serious problems. Even
those geologists not willing to use the word ‘paradox’ still
recognize its problematic nature.!3

Many more overthrusts have been described by both
creationist authors** and uniformitarian Murrell,'® the latter
of whom mentions the well-known Glarus and Lewis thrusts.
He notes the significant distances moved and the dimensions
of the blocks. Movements have exceeded 80 km, and block
sizes have exceed 170 km. So if ‘older’ rock came to rest on
‘younger’ rock, explaining how is not trivial.

The reluctance to challenge the geological column

We can understand the motives of uniformitarians not to
challenge the geological column—the theory of evolution
is at stake. But what is the problem for Christians? Some
creationists accept the column as an observational fact (e.g.
Garner,* Snelling,*® and Tyler®”). They accept the same
fossil order as evolutionists do, but they do not believe the
fossil order substantiates evolution. An appeal is typically
made to a concept called the ‘Law of Faunal Succession’

the overthrusting paradox,*® as did
John Whitcomb and Henry Morris
(1961) in The Genesis Flood,* using
the examples of the Heart Mountain
and Lewis overthrusts. Photographs
of the planes along which the rocks
supposedly moved showed no
significant breccia, which should be
present.?® But they also noted two
significant problems:

1. Failure to provide a plausible palaeo-
reconstruction. This is a significant
problem for uniformitarian geology
in the oil industry.”® Chemical sig-
natures are often used to suggest how

‘Jurassic’ strata almost vertical

Cliff top /

Chalk forms a gentle

syncline topped further
to the north by 'Tertiary'
strata —>

different masses of rocks had a
common origin,* but typically ignore
palaeo-reconstruction. Potentially

Sea level

Figure 2. The layering of the chalk deposits across the unconformity
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One, two or even three bricks can be pushed without fracturing
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—>[

| —| | I |

but there comes a limit to the the number that we can move without

fracturing the rear brick

Figure 3. An lllustration of the problems of overthrusting using household bricks

to explain localized correlations. But against observational
challenges to the geological column, such as in this paper
and elsewhere, such creationists will always struggle to
explain the law in its local and the more problematical
continent-wide correlation. We have no independent record
of the number or the locations of the Fountains of the Great
Deep, which caused the burial environments for the pre-
Flood ecological distribution of living creatures that ended
up as fossils. Only those would provide a starting point to
justify further discussion on the subject, so the ‘law’ remains
merely an en passant idea.

Aside from numerous creationists who accept the
column, there are many influential Christians who insist
that evolution is true because of the geological column.
These include Dr Denis Alexander, a biologist and past
editor of Science and Christian Belief. He is a prolific
author’®* and believes that evolution is demonstrated by
the rocks. He claims that any examples of out-of-order
fossils would appear in ‘mainstream’ journals,* but ignores
the explicit embargo on such material, like that of the 2008
statement by The Geological Society, London* or the Royal
Society that insists the earth is very old, evolution took
place, and is supported by the fossil record. They affirm
Gould’s NOMA solution, separating religion and science,*!
in contradistinction to St Paul’s claim (Romans 1:20) that
they cannot be put into separate compartments. But debate
on the subject is not the Society’s forte.* One of Alexander’s
books, with co-author Professor Bob White,* is cited by the
Society in support of this deliberate separation.

Other Christians taking the same position include
Professor R.J. (Sam) Berry,* who insists that “fossils
demonstrate that the earth goes through major changes and
long ages”. He and others do not engage with published
critiques of his arguments which have long been discussed
in Journal of Creation.* Professor Simon Conway Morris
(evolutionary palaeobiologist) stated that “the fact of organic
evolution itself is not in dispute. ... the fossil record ... seems

to be unanswerably correct”.*® There are many others.*’=!

The physics offered to explain thrusting

If there is reluctance to re-examine the geological
column, we need to look more closely at the physics of the
movements—our item 2. Readers are referred to classic
papers for the detailed mathematics.'”~"

Mechanical problems with large thrust blocks can be
illustrated by using common bricks. If we place one brick
on a flat surface, we can move it with ease (figure 3). If we
place a second brick in front of the first, the force needed
to move both doubles. Adding more bricks increases the
necessary force proportionately. When the line of bricks
is 10 km long (and depending on the quality of bricks,
coefficient of friction, etc.), the rearmost bricks will begin
to undergo micro-fracturing. With more bricks added up
front, the rear bricks will eventually fail, with fractures at
about 40° to the horizon.

Figure 4 explains this phenomenon. The upper curve (the
Coulomb failure curve) represents the strength (bearable
shear) of the brick and increases with the vertical (lateral)
compression applied. The internal forces in the brick are
represented by the hemispheres (Mohr’s curves). When
only a few bricks are being pushed, the hemisphere is small
(curve A). With more bricks, it grows in size (curves B and
C). With even more bricks, the hemisphere intersects the
failure curve, and the back brick fractures.

Substituting a large block of rock for the bricks, we find
that only a relatively short length of rock (compared to
observed overthrust dimensions quoted above) can be moved
without internal failure. This was known over 100 years ago
by uniformitarian geologists.? The tractive force needed to
overcome friction was judged to be the main restraining
factor, and little attention was paid to cohesion. If we cement
a single brick to the surface, the force needed to move the
brick increases enormously. Under enough force, the brick
and cement fracture in an erratic fashion. But strata do
not usually merely rest on each other. Rocks are bound by
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cements. Overcoming both friction and cohesion requires
a smooth, clean sliding surface to avoid erratic fracturing.

We can use the equations developed by Jaeger et al.*
to calculate the maximum lengths of overthrusts. Using
common parameters, strength (C ) = 200 MPa, internal
sliding friction (p) = 0.1, cohesion (S) = 50 MPa, friction
(1) = 0.6, and density 2,800 kg/m?, those lengths are shown
in table 1. If cohesion is not a factor, it is possible to explain
how overthrust-rocks may have been pushed moderate
distances, but these are fractions of ‘reality’. When cohesion
is factored in, the distances are insignificant.

Many ideas have been floated to explain the ‘observed’
greater movement by thrust blocks. These focus on
decreasing the frictional coefficient at the sliding surface,

Failure Curve

Effective C
Shear (tau) Mohr's
~~Circles
A
£ >

Normal Stress (Sigma)

Figure 4. The Coulomb-Mohr representation of a rock under stress and
shear

Table 1. Lengths of blocks that could be moved without fracturing

typically using lubrication by water. But none applies on a
wide scale in the field.

Alleviation by overpressure?

Overpressured strata, found when drilling for
hydrocarbons, are an observational fact. Instead of following
a normal pressure gradient with depth (~10 MPa/km or
~0.44 psi/ft), overpressured rocks exhibit sharp increases
in pressure.’? The maximum is 2.3 times that of normal,
which is equivalent to supporting the lithostatic load back
to surface. Hubbert and Rubey' suggested that such an
overpressured porous rock could effectively ‘float’ above
the substrate, enabling large-scale thrusting. There are ten
major problems which they did not address, and after another
65 years, uniformitarian comments on these are still absent.

First, although observed overpressure values in the
field range as high as 92% of the maximum, they are more
typically around 60%,* so even granting an overpressured
block, significant force is still needed.

Second, overpressure situations affect the rock
mechanics. The strain hemisphere (cf. circle C in figure 4)
moves to the left and increases in radius, bringing it closer
to the failure curve.®

Third, geologists cannot explain how an overpressured

condition at the sliding surface could
be maintained once the block detaches
from the location where it was deposited.
Uniformitarian Murrell® recognizes

Height (m) Ho;?:t: \d 1 10 100 1,000 the problem and wraps the block that is

(0.06m) supposed to be moving with impervious

Without cohesion roc':k (h'is ﬁgure 1). This is showr} in figure

Length horizontal 1207km  1217km  127km  122km  12.2km > in SImpllﬁed f.orm. .HOW (,hd Suc.h a

Length (15 degrees uphill) 8.4 km 8.4 km 8.4 km 8.4 km 8.4 km convenient wrappmg arise? Itis Certamly

not a characteristic of overpressured

With cohesion regions in the North Sea. The largest

Length horizontal 0.24m 4m 40m 385 m 3.0km regions are small compared with what

Length (15 degrees uphill) 4m 40m 380 m 2.7km we have to explain.® It is another ignored
aspect of palaeo-reconstruction.

0 d . Fourth, the amount of impervious

ver-pressured portion rock needed has not been assessed, nor

Additonal Impervious its effects. That requires an assessment

force containment of the strength of the cuboid container,

~ / with the weakest part being at the edges.

Finite element methods could be used,

but as an alternative we can simplify the

(;\fl)gvvl‘?rsr}ggz mathematical challenge by changing the

Weak part of
containment

geometry.

Suppose we consider the sliding of
an upright cylinder of overpressured
rock surrounded by an annulus of strong

Figure 5. Murrell's illustration for overthrusting of an overpressured block

impervious rock. We now have a one-
dimensional tractable problem. Other
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Sliding surfaces are a double décollement.

Horizontal

The Primary Block of length
L, and the Secondary Block
both move a distance L
from the dashed positions
to the solid line positions.

In the process, the front of
the overthrust block has
moved from A to B.

Primary Block

Connecting
Block

Figure 6. Palaeo-reconstruction of overthrusting

equations in Jaeger et al.* allow us to compute the amount
of impervious rock needed to meet the hoop stresses from
the overpressure (and a cylindrical shape minimizes the
amount of extra rock). The result is a 16-fold increase in
mass using the listed rock properties. This extra mass does
not ‘float’ on the substrate. It is ‘dead-weight’ and moving
it without fracturing is impossible. Murrell’s'” more realistic
admission shown in figure 5 must require an even greater
ratio of impervious rock than in our minimal example.

Fifth, even if the duplex block ever existed, how did the
wrapper disappear without a trace being left?

Sixth, toe and heel effects have been ignored.? Figure 1
shows the ‘toe-problem’ at Ballard Down—the bending of
the strata. This typically quadruples the force needed for
movement, and decreases the amount of motion.? In the
case of Ballard Down, plastic deformation of strata would
have been possible if the chalk were not lithified, but if 30
million years had passed before the movement took place,
it would by then have been lithified, and deformation would
be a problem.

Seventh, reservoirs that are overpressured are generally
weaker because they were buried rapidly and were not able
to expel sufficient pore fluids to dewater completely. If it is
hard to push a solid block of rock, how is it possible to push
one that can plastically deform internally rather than slide
across a décollement?

Eighth, non-porous rocks have been overthrusted.

Secondary
Block

Furthermore, the necessary
physical properties of the
connecting block bear

no resemblance to

any known rock.

Ninth, studies have shown that overpressured conditions
could not persist in crustal materials for more than 10,000
years.>*

Tenth, how did the overpressures arise? Mainstream
literature suggests that they arise from hydrocarbon
generation.” But there is evidence that hydrocarbons cannot
be formed under such suggested conditions and must have
existed before the sedimentary events.”” A uniformitarian
fall-back suggestion is that of rapid sedimentation and
loading, but such geologists won’t acknowledge that as
evidence for The Flood.

Palaeo-reconstruction—our item 3)

Thrusts require a base, a block to be moved—the primary
block—and often another block to push the primary block—
the secondary block. To move the primary block horizontally
or uphill requires a push from the secondary block moving
under the force of gravity and in contact with the primary
block. To maintain contact between the two blocks during
thrusting, a third block connecting them is required,
length of which must be at least that of the translation of
the primary block (figure 6). If the initial movement of the
secondary block is downhill, then its ability to push is lost
once it reaches a horizontal plane or uphill slope, and it will
add to the frictional resistance of any movement.

Figure 6 shows that a primary block of length L_sits on
the substrate with an assumed angle 6. During overthrusting
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Many tens of kilometres

A few metres
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Late extension on Moine thrust

Figure 7. Trewin's explanation for the Moine overthrust

it moves a distance L, so that the leading face moves from
position A to position B. The secondary block, aligned in
a downward direction (angle 6*), also must move a similar
distance.

As the primary block moves, the space vacated by its
rear edge must be replaced by other rock, otherwise the
force of the secondary block can no longer be transferred,
and sliding will stop. Also, the compressive strength of all
blocks must be greater than their failure force. The effective
distance of thrusting is controlled by these factors. Any
palaeo-reconstruction of thrusting must account for all of
these factors. They limit both the size of the blocks and the
distances that can be moved compared with the results in
table 1; both are fractions of field interpretations.

There are two other problems in performing a viable
palaeo-reconstruction. The required height of the secondary
block is greater than observed field data. Based on angles
(6%) of 30°—60° and linear lengths of 200 km, the secondary
block would require a height between 100 and 200 km.
Mount Everest is only 8.8 km high! Some uniformitarians
recognize this problem."” In addition, any connecting block
would have to behave in a plastic manner to accommodate
the slope change, yet such consistency would prevent it
from translating force. Furthermore, no such rock has been
observed near thrusts.

Other 'overthrust’ examples

Glarus, Switzerland

The out-of-order strata at Glarus was probably the first
major documented ‘overthrust’. In 1840, Arnold Escher
noted that Permo-Triassic strata overlay Cretaceous and
Jurassic rocks. But, clearly unsure of his interpretation,
did not publish his findings until 1849, and even then only

after consulting Roderick Murchison.> In the conflict
between physical field data and the template of the emerging
geological column, they chose the latter, and inferred that
the Permo-Triassic strata (which, because it is a double-
barrelled term, is a euphemism since the rocks are strictly
‘undifferentiated’) had been moved over the Jurassic and
Cretaceous strata. Like Ballard Down, motives dominated
and the desired explanation trumped data.

Moine, Scotland, UK

Northwest Scotland possesses a wide range of
overthrusts.*® The most significant is that at Moine, which is
considered by many geologists to be similar to thrusts found
in the Appalachians and Canadian Rockies. Many of these
are not outcrops, but inferred from seismic and oil wells.

Moine illustrates uphill movement (about 15°), and shows
metamorphic rock overlying unmetamorphosed strata.
Metamorphic rock is thought to be former ‘country rock’
exposed to extremes of heat and/or pressure. The thrust is
also identified by biostratigraphy and radiometric dating.
Geologists propose that the metamorphic rock slid from a
distant location since any metamorphism afterwards would
have affected the underlying rock. This interpretation was
introduced in 1861.

Like Ballard Down, there have been numerous studies of
the mechanics of the Moine thrust. Johnson and Mykura®’
note that this (paradoxical) overthrust “still presents
considerable problems”. These include the uphill motion
and the presence of additional strata on top of the primary
block. Worse, some of these piggy-backed strata are also
out of order.

Trewin® offers a simple diagram (his fig. 4.48), redrawn
as figure 7, to show how the Moine overthrust occurred. In
his illustration, a bulldozer pushes the overthrust block up
the slope. This misrepresents the force required. The block
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would require the force of a million bulldozers behind each
other every two metres. As noted earlier, such forces are
difficult to generate and must still be lower than the failure
strength of the rocks. Figure 7 reinforces the paradigm
of sliding/overthrusting in a dishonest way. Furthermore,
the ‘overthrust’ is said to have moved the visible block by
100 km.>® Our mechanical analysis shows that this is not
possible, even if we reduce the cohesion and friction to zero,
since the maximum length of the block and its displacement
cannot exceed 27 km for any practical thickness known in
the area.

Other field data suggest Moine is no overthrust
because the sequence of strata there is not a simple case
of metamorphic rock overlying unmetamorphosed rock.
Geological maps of the area show that a complex mixture
of erosion, non-deposition and overthrusting would have
been required to achieve the present configuration as
interpreted by the geological column. Keeping the column
violates Occam’s razor. We prefer to believe that minimizing
assumptions yields a better approach, since basic faulting
during emplacement could explain the data when the
timing constraints associated with the geological column
are removed. In addition, this suggests that metamorphic
rock can form apart from heat.

Heart Mountain

The Heart Mountain thrust (or detachment) is significant
because of its size. It has been the subject of many studies
in the past 50 years, perhaps impelled by its use in The
Genesis Flood and the desire to rebut the Flood paradigm
and continue to live in the secular ‘Enlightenment’.

Recent theories propose that the release of carbon dioxide
at the detachment surface provided a cushion, allowing the
blocks to ‘float” down a two-degree slope, even though the
natural coefficient of friction at ~0.6 would still be much in
excess of tan 2°(0.03). Some creationists have accepted the
explanation, and focused on its catastrophic nature—a high
speed detachment.**%° But note serious objections to this.
The physics of the gas ‘cushion’, pressures, sustainability,
etc., which supposedly allowed the block to ‘float’, have not
been evaluated. In particular, since heat would be needed to
release the CO, from the underlying strata, abrasive friction
is needed first. It is physically impossible to have the effect
happen before the cause. Furthermore, if the ‘slide’ achieved
the proposed velocity, perhaps 200 km/h,* what happened
when the cushion was exhausted? With the surfaces now
back in grinding contact, the block would have taken at least
~1,000 m to skid to a halt, thereby leaving a 1-10 m layer of
breccia along the interface.?® It isn’t there.

Without a viable mechanism, there is no reason to
accept the thrust explanation, leaving it a well-documented
glaring exception to the geological column. Otherwise

‘Enlightenment’ motives again usurp even the simple laws
of motion developed by Newton.

Summary and recommendations

We have traced how overthrusting has been identified,
and attempts made to explain the general principles
within the uniformitarian paradigm over the last 200
years. It remains paradoxical, both because of the physical
problems explaining the movements and inability to palaeo-
reconstruct. Obviously the overthrusting paradox disappears
if we are freed from the template of the geological column.
Taking into account the technical issues discussed above
and the subverting motives which still persist from the
days of ‘The Enlightenment’, everything points firmly to
the fallibility of the geological column.

Therefore we can still say that Price’s dictum: “that
the whole idea of overthrusting was devised by geologists
simply to salvage the dogma of fossil sequence” is true and
Young’s criticism of him is wrong. If the column is not a
reliable template to Earth’s strata, then an edifice of secular
natural history is wrong.

Sadly, Christians and even young-earth creationists are
divided about the geological column. There have been
calls for all interested parties to participate more actively
in forums to explore the differences as the number of
challenges to the column increases, rather than stay in
their own corners. The prize is enormous—nothing other
than a full-fronted challenge to a world that swung away
from truth.
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