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Abstract

The end of the twen ti eth cen tury saw a sub stan tial
in crease in the o ries at tempt ing to ex plain nat u ral
his tory within a Bib li cal frame work. The pro lif er a -
tion of di ver gent mod els has opened the door to
healthy de bate, but sug gests that more clar ity in the
foun da tional is sues of nat u ral his tory would be ben -
e fi cial for creationism. In the arena of stra tig ra phy,
one of these is sues is the role of the global uni -
formitarian strati graphic col umn (here af ter re ferred
to as “the col umn”): is it a spring board to ac cel er -

ated prog ress or a quag mire? If the for mer, then it al -
lows for the im me di ate de vel op ment of ma ture
Flood mod els. But we as sert the in sep a ra bil ity be -
tween the col umn and evo lu tion, uniformitarian -
ism, and deep time. There fore logic de mands its
sep a ra tion from any Flood mod els. This cau tion is
re in forced by the care less use of the col umn in some 
creationist mod els. Al ter na tive ap proaches to de fin -
ing stratigraphy within the Christian Worldview are
needed and that work is underway.

Introduction

Cre ation sci ence has come a long way since its mod ern re -
vival with the is su ance of The Gen e sis Flood (Whitcomb
and Mor ris, 1961). Sev eral creationist mod els and nu mer -
ous less-in te grated in ter pre ta tions have been pro posed, ad -
dress ing the ar eas of tec ton ics and stra tig ra phy (Ta ble I).
But once the Bib li cal ba sics of Cre ation and the Flood are
ac knowl edged, creationist mod els and in ter pre ta tions
tend to di verge sig nif i cantly. This raises ques tions about
the struc ture of creationist nat u ral his tory and sug gests that 
a con sen sus is needed on de fin ing the ques tions, even if
there is disagreement over the answers. 

Of course, the pres ent “fron tier” na ture of creationist re -
search may be one rea son for this di ver sity of thought.
How ever, we be lieve that an other rea son is the pau city of
thought about fun da men tal ques tions of nat u ral his tory
and stra tig ra phy. In ves ti ga tion in this di rec tion could fos -
ter agree ment well be yond the Bib li cal text. At the root of
the is sue is the re la tion ship be tween the lim ited de tail pro -
vided in the Bi ble and em pir i cal data that will pre sum ably
sup ply that de fi ciency. The fit be tween em pir i cal data and
Bib li cal truth is not sim ple, and the im por tant ques tion of
how they fit is often unexplored and cannot be answered
scientifically. 

As sump tions and meth ods are al ways worth ex am in ing,
and ques tions about them are never closed. If uni for -
mitarian work is to be used, how much and what kind of
mod i fi ca tion is first needed? Do we use data only, or data
and in ter pre ta tion? If in ter pre ta tion, how much? How can
the two be dis tin guished? How do we deal with data se lec -
tion forced by pre sup po si tions or in ter pre ta tion bias? What 
serves as an in te grat ing frame work for nat u ral his tory mod -
els? Un til sound an swers to these ques tions are con sis tently 
ap plied, we are con vinced that creationist mod els us ing
uniformitarian in ter pre ta tion will en joy lim ited suc cess.
Why? One rea son is that these mod els of earth his tory are
de vel oped within the con text of the Nat u ral ist worldview
and are thus at odds with Chris tian ity on many lev els. We
be lieve there are sig nif i cant dif fer ences be tween a rad i cal
ap proach of eval u at ing and re in ter pret ing data col lected,
an a lyzed, and pub lished over many years by the uni for -
mitarian es tab lish ment and in tro duc ing a “Flood ex -
planation” on top of an essentially uni for mitarian
interpretation.

Nat u ral his tory is first and fore most his tory. It must be
un der girded and framed by theo log i cal and philo soph i cal
jus ti fi ca tions. Sci ence, in a fo ren sic sense, plays a sec ond -
ary role, and must func tion in a mixed ques tion ap proach
(Reed, 2001). This is quite dis tinct from Nat u ral ism,
where sci ence and nat u ral his tory are con sid ered syn on y -
mous (Cleland, 2001). But creationists should un der stand
that con fi dence in his tor i cal re con struc tions is quite dif fer -
ent from that de rived from ex per i men tal sci ence. Apart
from the con sid er ation of spe cific his tor i cal events de -
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scribed in Gen e sis, creationist nat u ral his tory, and the na -
ture and role of stra tig ra phy will dif fer in sig nif i cant
fash ion from that prac ticed by Naturalism by virtue of
profound differences in presuppositions and methods.

Thus, creationist strati graphic mod els can fail by not
dis cern ing the “interbedding” of uniformitarian in ter pre -
ta tion with data. The dif fi culty of sep a rat ing the “data”
from the “story” is en hanced by their merger in cur rent
tech ni cal lit er a ture—a sit u a tion prob a bly re lated to the
 undue con fi dence Nat u ral ists place in their his tor i cal re -
con struc tions. Where creationists are not dil i gent to dis tin -
guish be tween data and in ter pre ta tion, we leave our selves
open to be ing duped. When we seek to use uniformitarian
data, we must be ware of em bed ded as sump tions and hid -
den lay ers of in ter pre ta tion in the fi nal pre sen ta tion. It is
eas ier to dis cern be tween data and in ter pre ta tion if we are
aware of the role of uniformitarianism as the historio -
graphic framework of the Naturalist world view. 

In stra tig ra phy, a ma jor is sue is the use of the uni -
formitarian geo logic col umn in creationist mod els. We
 believe that creationists in cor po rat ing the col umn will in ev -
i ta bly fail; but other creationists dis agree. We pro pose an ob -
jec tive so lu tion. If it can be shown that the col umn rests, even 
in its sup pos edly em pir i cal as pects, on pre sup po si tions of evo -
lu tion, uniformitarianism, and deep time, all in im i cal to
creationism, then its role in creationist mod els should be dis -
con tin ued. If em pir i cal as pects of the col umn are in de pend -
ent of those fun da men tal theo log i cal er rors, then its use can
pro vide a sig nif i cant short cut to fruit ful work by creationists. 
We will ex am ine the ar gu ments, pro and con, for the role of
the col umn in crea tionist stra tig ra phy; ex am ine is sues raised 
by its var ied ap pli ca tion in two creationist models, and
discuss reasonable alternatives.

The Rock Record versus
the Geologic Column

Be fore a dis cus sion of the use of the col -
umn can be prof it able, a dis tinc tion
must be drawn be tween the “rock re -
cord” and the “geo logic col umn.”
Many treat them as syn onyms, when in
fact they are not. “Rock re cord” is a de -
scrip tive term for those por tions of the
earth’s crust open to hu man per cep -
tion. Even the term car ries historio gra -
phic bag gage. Em bed ded within is the
as sump tion that his tor i cal truth can be
de rived from ex am i na tion of the rocks.
Creationists and Nat u ral ists agree that
this is pos si ble, but the meth ods and
con clu sions dif fer, be cause Nat u ral ists
1) re ject rev e la tion, 2) do not man age
un cer tainty well, and 3) do lit tle to dis -

tin guish be tween the per cep tual rock re cord and the con -
cep tual geo logic col umn. Most ge ol o gists are so
ac cus tomed to over lay ing the con struct on lo cal data, that
little thought is given to its testing. It is simply applied.

How ever, the geo logic col umn is more than just a de -
scrip tive com pi la tion; it is an ide al ized rep re sen ta tion of
the crust as it would be ab sent ero sion and nondeposition.
It in cludes a his tor i cal frame work not found in the phys i -
cal de scrip tion of the rocks them selves; a def i nite, lin ear
his tor i cal se quence, ab so lute ages, tec tonic his tory, paleo -
environmental in ter pre ta tion, and even an ac count of geo -
mag netic fluc tu a tions through time. The dis tinc tion
be tween the rock re cord and the col umn is cru cial for
creationists pars ing the uniformitarian lit er a ture. Any
state ment that con tains his tor i cal prop o si tions is by
definition interpretive to some degree (Reed, 2001).

The Role of Stratigraphy

The def i ni tion of stra tig ra phy reads as fol lows:
The sci ence of rock strata. It is con cerned not only 

with the orig i nal suc ces sion and age re la tions of rock
strata but also with their form, dis tri bu tion, lith o logic 
com po si tion [lithostratigraphy], fos sil con tent [bio -
stratigraphy], geo phys i cal and geo chem i cal prop er -
ties – in deed, with all char ac ters and at trib utes of
rock as strata; and their in ter pre ta tion in terms of en -
vi ron ment or mode of or i gin, and geo logic his tory
(Bates and Jackson, 1987, p. 649). [Brackets added]

The def i ni tion of lithostratigraphy reads as fol lows:
The el e ment of stra tig ra phy that deals with the li -

thol ogy of strata and with their or ga ni za tion into
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units based on lith o logic char ac ter (Bates and Jack -
son, 1987, p. 385).

How ever, lithostratigraphy de pends on the as sump tion of
su per po si tion (i.e., one layer stacked over an other) and
con ti nu ity to de fine age re la tions be tween strata. Re cent
work has shown that even those as sump tions can be ques -
tioned em pir i cally (Berthault, 2000). Lithostratigraphy
can not pro vide ac cu rate or wide spread age re la tions be -
tween rocks. The def i ni tion of biostratigraphy reads as
follows:

Stra tig ra phy based on the paleontologic as pects of 
rocks, or stra tig ra phy with paleontologic meth ods;
specif. the sep a ra tion and dif fer en ti a tion of rock
units on the ba sis of the de scrip tion and study of the
fos sils they con tain (Bates and Jack son, 1987, p. 71).

Biostratigraphy sim ply fol lows the evo lu tion ary model,
which as sumes that fos sils were not trans ported great dis -
tances and that the sed i ment which en closes them is of the
same age as the fos sil. Nei ther of these as sump tions is
likely in any Flood model. Con ven tional biostratigraphy
would ar gue that a com par i son of sim i lar clam fos sils in
the south east ern United States with those found in Great
Brit ain would re quire both sim i lar paleoenvironment and
age. But out side of evo lu tion, there is no mean ing ful way,
in the con text of the Flood, for fos sil com par i sons to
provide global correlative ages. 

The in com pat i bil ity of con ven tional stra tig ra phy with
any Flood sce nario and the nec es sary dis tinc tion be tween
the rock re cord and the geo logic col umn il lus trate the ex -
tent to which mod ern stra tig ra phy re quires re eval u a tion.
Klevberg (1999; 2000a) pro vided a good in tro duc tion to
both philo soph i cal and sci en tific chal lenges fac ing crea -
tionist stra tig ra phy. Since stra tig ra phy is at the heart of
mod ern nat u ral his tory, it will be dif fi cult to re place stra -
tig ra phy with out re build ing most of nat u ral his tory. If
creationist an swers to these ba sic is sues force in ter pre ta -
tion sharply away from pres ent uniformitarian dogma on a
broad front, then we must ac cept that and move for ward
into the un charted ter ri tory of a com pre hen sive and self-
con sis tent creationist stratigraphy. But not everyone agrees 
with this assessment.

Adopt Portions of the Column: Pro

Fol low ing a meet ing held at Bolney House, Sus sex, Eng -
land in Au gust 1996, sev eral young-earth geoscientists is -
sued a state ment out lin ing their po si tion re gard ing the use
of the global uniformitarian strati graphic col umn in nat u -
ral his tory (Snelling, Ernst, Scheven, Aus tin, Wise, Gar -
ner, Garton, and Ty ler, 1996). The group stated that while
the en tire con struct of the col umn was un ac cept able, por -
tions could be ex tracted (spe cif i cally the biostratigraphic
and lithostratigraphic com po nents) to pro vide a ready-

made frame work for nat u ral his tory mod els in creationism. 
They as serted that the col umn was an em pir i cal com pen -
dium of out crops and subsurface data and that its time pe -
ri ods could be trans posed in the same se quence to form a
creationist frame work. Ob vi ously the absolute time scale
would be dramatically compressed. 

Pub li ca tion of this po si tion post dates its ap pli ca tion. It
re flects the po si tion of work con ducted in the Grand Can -
yon (Aus tin, 1994) and the East ern Mojave Desert (Aus tin
and Wise, 1994). The biostratigraphic and litho stra ti gra -
phic por tions of the uniformitarian strati graphic col umn
were used to de fine the Flood/pre-Flood bound ary. Other
creationists have also fol lowed the gen eral frame work of
the uniformitarian col umn in an ef fort to adopt their con -
cepts of the Flood to the global strati graphic con struct
(e.g., Holt, 1996; Morris, 1996). 

Sev eral in di vid u als from the Bolney House group
 presented their strati graphic con cepts us ing the bio- and
litho stratigraphic por tions of the col umn in a spe cial
 symposium of the Cre ation Ex Nihilo Tech ni cal Jour nal
(Gar ner, 1996a, 1996b; Garton, 1996; Rob in son, 1996;
Snel ling, 1997; Ty ler, 1996). Their adop tion of the col -
umn co in cided with a de sire to drive “golden spikes” at the 
pre- and post-Flood bound aries. How ever, to pre serve the
in teg rity of the “stripped down” col umn, they had to in -
voke mul ti ple global ca tas tro phes apart from the Flood to
ex plain the var i ous “Pe ri ods” and “Eras” that did not fit the 
tra di tional un der stand ing of the Flood having caused most 
of the rock record.

Use of the col umn as a creationist strati graphic frame -
work was ad vo cated by this group be cause: 1) it sup pos edly 
rep re sents an em pir i cally-de rived ideal rel a tive age scale of 
crustal li thol ogy, 2) it al lows the global cor re la tion of
strata, and 3) it pro vides a tre men dous short cut to de riv ing
creationist al ter na tives based on ex haus tive lo cal stud ies
and sub se quent in te gra tion. Given the size of the crea -
tionist geo log i cal com mu nity, tak ing leaps for ward in stead 
of small steps ap pears as an at trac tive al ter na tive to the
work in volved otherwise. But is it a leap forward or back?

Adopt Portions of the Column: Con

Fol low ing the spe cial Flood/post-Flood sym po sium and
the Bolney House state ment, sev eral ar ti cles were pre -
sented by in di vid u als who op posed us ing the col umn to
de fine Flood ge ol ogy (Oard, 1996; Woodmorappe, 1996,
1999a; Froede, 1997). Woodmorappe’s con tri bu tion must
be seen in the con text of his ear lier work (Woodmorappe,
1981) ar gu ing against the ex is tence of the col umn at all
(an ar gu ment that re mains compelling in our opinion). 

The spate of pub li ca tions dis cuss ing the place ment of
pre-Flood and post-Flood strati graphic bound aries in the
new, com pressed “creationist” col umn sparked a neg a tive
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test of its ef fec tive ness in de fin ing a Flood/post-Flood
bound ary in the Gulf of Mex ico Ba sin (Froede and Reed,
1999). Af ter test ing sev eral pro posed bound aries in the col -
umn, we de ter mined that none ap peared ap pro pri ate, and
fur ther con cluded the fail ure to iden tify any fea si ble
bound ary (co in cid ing isochronally with the col umn) sug -
gested that the adop tion of the col umn was it self the prob -
lem. Ty ler and Gar ner (2000) pro tested that con clu sion,
but we re it er ated that the col umn did not aid Flood in ter -
pre ta tion of the Gulf of Mex ico ge ol ogy (Reed and Froede, 
2000). We leave it to the in ter ested reader to draw his own
conclusions from our work and subsequent comment.

That ex change is rel e vant be cause it raised sev eral key
ar gu ments against the use of the col umn in creationist stra -
tig ra phy. These can be sum ma rized as: 1) evo lu tion is a
nec es sary con di tion of the col umn, 2) uniformitarianism
is a foun da tion of the col umn, and 3) ab so lute time com -
pres sion is not as sim ple as it first ap pears, and does not re -
solve the dif fer ences be tween the old-earth and young-
earth frameworks.

The re la tion ship be tween evo lu tion and the col umn is
stated un am big u ously by the North Amer i can Strati gra -
phic Code. The code states (1983, p. 849): 

Bi o logic re mains con tained in, or form ing, strata
are uniquely im por tant in strati graphic prac tice.
First, they pro vide the means of de fin ing and rec og -
niz ing ma te rial units based on fos sil con tent (bio -
stratigraphic units). Sec ond, the ir re vers ibil ity of
or ganic evo lu tion makes it pos si ble to par ti tion en -
clos ing strata tem po rally. Third, bi o logic re mains
pro vide im por tant data for the re con struc tion of
ancient environments of deposition. 

Ste phen Jay Gould (1997, pp. 157–158) ex panded on the
prob lem ad dressed by the writ ers of the strati graphic code:

A chro nom e ter of his tory has one, and only one,
rigid re quire ment—some thing must be found that
changes in a rec og niz able and ir re vers ible way
through time, so that each his tor i cal mo ment bears a
dis tinc tive sig na ture. Ge ol o gists have long ap pre ci -
ated this prin ci ple in the ab stract, but had not found
a work able cri te rion… More over, rocks are sim ple
phys i cal ob jects formed by chem i cal laws and, as
such, do not bear dis tinc tive tem po ral sig na tures.
Quartz is quartz—con joined tet ra he dra with a sil i -
con ion in the cen ter, sur rounded by four ox y gen
ions, each shared with a neigh bor ing tet ra he dron. So 
it was in the be gin ning and is now, and ever shall be
so long as na ture’s laws pre vail. Cambrian quartz is
not different from Pleistocene quartz.

But life is com plex enough to change through a
se ries of unrepeated states. To day we at trib ute this ir -
re vers ible se quence to the work ings of evo lu tion…
[em pha sis added]

The es sence of nat u ral his tory, cap tured by the col umn, 
is the work ing of evo lu tion that pro vides a strand to fol low
events in ferred from the rock re cord. Al though some ar gue 
that Dar win’s pub li ca tion of his the ory of evo lu tion post -
dates the geo logic col umn, it is clear that evo lu tion has a
much lon ger his tory (Mor ris, 2000), es pe cially in the
 Enlightenment con text that pro duced its 19th Cen tury
pro po nents. For ex am ple, Diderot (1713–1784), the in flu -
en tial French thinker, ac cepted “Trans form ism,” and
Lamarck (1744–1829) heavily in flu enced Lyell (Barzun,
2000). Gould (1997) also ad mits that 19th cen tury ge ol -
ogy, dom i nated by the views of Hutton and Lyell, in cluded 
bi o logic views of prog ress, com mon when Lyell pub lished
his Prin ci ples be tween 1830 and 1833. So evolution is part
and parcel of the column.

Evo lu tion di rects the erect ing of the walls, but the foun -
da tion is uniformitarianism. The as sump tion that the rock
re cord rep re sents a global, time-cor re la tive, rep re sen ta tive
snap shot of nat u ral his tory de mands it. Oth er wise, global
cor re la tion of “same age” rocks would be im pos si ble, since 
dif fer ent depositional pro cesses are ex pected to ex ist at the
same time at dif fer ent places around the globe. Uniform -
itarianism’s ne ces sity is clearly seen in the as sump tion that
an cient en vi ron ments of de po si tion can be re con structed
us ing mod ern analogs. Since we un der stand uniform i -
tarianism to be the historiographic pre sup po si tion of Nat u -
ral ism (Reed, 2001), it is only proper to con sider it in
op po si tion to a Bib li cal un der stand ing of his tory. The later 
part of the 20th Cen tury saw the vic tory of a new, “di lute”
ver sion of uniformitarianism, quite dif fer ent from Lyell’s
orig i nal. Al though the new ver sion al lows more flex i bil ity
in in ter pret ing depositional en vi ron ments and pro cesses, it 
only does so at a hid den price. Con sider that uni for mi tar -
ians uni ver sally ac knowl edge the ab sence of the vast ma -
jor ity of the rock re cord. With so much of the em pir i cal
ev i dence gone, logic de mands an in versely strict uniform -
itarianism to further restrict uncertainty and provide some
confidence in historical interpretation. 

The claim that the col umn can be “fixed” by shrink ing
the ab so lute time scale is quite at trac tive, and that at trac tion 
may help mask the com plex i ties of do ing so. It is thought
that the only mod i fi ca tion needed is a “sim ple” com pres -
sion of the ab so lute time scale from 4,500,000,000 years to
less than 10,000 years. But is this change quite so sim ple? If I 
take a new car and run it through a hy drau lic press I can
com press it. It may then be a car and it may be com pressed,
but will it work? Com press ing the timescale of the geo logic
col umn is not as sim ple as it might ap pear be cause the time-
rock-en vi ron ment in ter pre ta tive frame work is de signed for
uniformitarian depositional con di tions. Thus, the is sue is
not time per se, but the mode of de po si tion (uniform -
itarianism ver sus ca tas trophism) and preservation
(evolution versus extinc tion).
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Be cause of these dif fer ent modes (i.e., catastrophism vs. 
uniformitarianism), the pro posed time com pres sion can -
not be uni form. There can be no one-to-one cor re la tion of
X mil lion years on the col umn to X thou sand years on its
creationist an a log. There is no cor re spon dence be tween
the vast ma jor ity of the rock re cord be ing de pos ited by pro -
cesses op er at ing to day over in cred i bly vast pe ri ods of time,
and a much shorter “uni form” his tory punc tu ated by a
one-year ca tas tro phe. In the for mer, there is uni for mity in
the pro cesses pro duc ing the rock record; in the latter there
is not. 

So, as we ar gued ear lier (Reed et al., 1996), time is not
even an ap pro pri ate in te grat ing fac tor in Flood stra tig ra -
phy at all. Con sider; the mass of the rock re cord was de pos -
ited rap idly and prob a bly at vary ing rates in dif fer ent
lo ca tions. How then can strata be con sid ered glob ally cor -
re la tive in a time-strati graphic sense? Diachronous sed i -
men ta tion, not a prob lem when the time scale is in
mil lions of years, is a tre men dous chal lenge for Flood ge -
ol o gists in tent on a time-strati graphic in ter pre ta tion. In -
stead of try ing to parse hours and days of depositional
pro cesses in a Flood set ting, we ad vo cate the aban don -
ment of time as the heart of stra tig ra phy. We be lieve that
depositional pro cesses and their rel a tive en ergy lev els are a 
better key to in ter pre ta tion. How ever, we rec og nize that
other fac tors may be equally valid or even su pe rior, and
that question is worthy of further debate among crea -
tionists.

In spite of these dif fi cul ties, the will ing ness of young-
earth creationists to uti lize the col umn in their mod els re -
mains un di min ished. If the ar gu ments in fa vor of the col -
umn are dem on strated to be su pe rior, then those mod els
can pro ceed to be tested in other ways. How ever, if not,
then the mod els will have been proven to have failed at
their points of con tact with the col umn even prior to other
tests. 

Models Incorporating the Column

Two mod els, the re cently-in tro duced Cre ation/Curse/Ca -
tas tro phe (CCC) model and the Cat a strophic Plate Tec -
ton ics (CPT) model, dem on strate pit falls in creationists’
use of the col umn. CPT has been ex tant since at least
1994, but has been the fo cus of a re cent di a logue in the
Cre ation Ex Nihilo Tech ni cal Jour nal. In con trast to the ef -
forts of the Bolney House Group, nei ther model ap pears to 
have care fully con sid ered their adop tion of the col umn.
The CCC model evis cer ates its es sen tial time-strati gra -
phic func tion, while keep ing the shell, pre sum ably for its
rep u ta tion as an in ter pre tive frame work. The CPT model
re lies on the col umn to jus tify lines of ev i dence bor rowed
from its uniformitarian par ent with out care fully iden ti fy -
ing or sort ing those as pects of the col umn and ev i dences

for plate tec ton ics that are de rived from and up held by
uniformitarian in ter pre ta tion. Nei ther model ad dresses
the evo lu tion ary and uniformitarian links in the col umn,
nor do they pres ent arguments demonstrating how the
column can be used in a creationist framework. 

The Creation/Curse/Catastrophe Model

The CCC model (Gentet, 2000a; 2000b) pro poses that
most of the geo logic re cord is a re sult of ex tra-Flood ca tas -
tro phes as so ci ated with the di vine curse of Gen e sis 3. The
model ap pears to ac cept the col umn as a frame work of cor -
re la tion and de scrip tion of the global rock re cord, but
closer eval u a tion re veals that the es sen tial time-strati gra -
phic struc ture of the col umn has been over turned in fa vor
of a paleoenvironmental in ter pre ta tion. In stead of the geo -
logic pe ri ods rep re sent ing time-strati graphic di vi sions, the
Phanerozoic eras are said to rep re sent pre served dis tinct
eco sys tems, re sult ing from the work of the 3rd, 5th, and
6th days of creation. 

The in tro duc tion of this model has raised many ques -
tions (Akridge, 2000a; Froede, 2000a; Klevberg, 2000b;
Reed, 2000a; Woodmorappe, 2000). An is sue com mon to
all was the cu ri os ity over the sud den dis ap pear ance of the
Flood from “Flood ge ol ogy.” Gentet’s re ply (2000b) and
sub se quent let ters by sup port ers (Aufdemberge, 2001;
Lain, 2001) failed to ad dress this rev o lu tion ary change.
Crit ics lik ened the CCC model to the “tran quil Flood”
the ory, not be cause it ex plic itly ad vo cated a tran quil
Flood, but be cause the con ten tion that the Flood would
not have left sig nif i cant geo logic ev i dence above and be -
yond an ero sion sur face seemed iden ti cal in terms of field
in ves ti ga tion. The con ti nu ity of the “cre ation eco sys tems”
be fore and af ter the Flood also needs to be rec on ciled with
tex tural ev i dence re gard ing the al ter ation of the earth’s sur -
face by the destructive power of the Flood (Genesis 6:13, II 
Peter 3:6). 

Al though the CCC model is cor rect in its in sis tence on
an ex plicit Bib li cal foun da tion, we be lieve that it em ploys
im proper ex e ge sis and goes well be yond the bounds of the
Bib li cal text. We find no tex tural rea son for as sum ing that
the curse of Gen e sis 3, with spe cific pen al ties de scribed in
that chap ter, pro vides a ba sis for global nat u ral ca tas tro -
phes prior to the Flood. We in vite Bib li cal schol ars and
theo lo gians to care fully ex am ine these as pects and pub lish 
their find ings in the Quar terly. 

How ever, our im me di ate in ter est with CCC model is
its unique uti li za tion of the col umn. It is in ter est ing that
the CCC model aban dons the fun da men tal time-strati -
graphic na ture of the col umn with out se ri ously ques tion -
ing its re la tion ship to evo lu tion, uniformitarianism, and
deep time. It sim ply seems to au to mat i cally as sume that
the col umn ac cu rately cap tures a rock re cord that ac cu -
rately re flects the three paleoenvironments (Pa leo zoic,
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Me so zoic, and Ce no zoic) bur ied be fore the global Flood,
but ne glects to dis cuss why there is any need to re tain any
of the col umn af ter jet ti son ing its ba sic struc ture. Uni -
form itarian geoscientists clearly un der stand the lim ited
na ture of the col umn in ac cu rately de fin ing past paleo -
environments (Ager, 1993a; 1993b; Braunstein, 1974; Hal -
lam, 1981; Read ing, 1996; Selley, 1985; Walker and
James, 1992). It is puz zling that the ad vo cates of the CCC
model do not see this con flict. We hope that fur ther ex pla -
na tion of the handling of the column in the CCC model
will be forthcoming.

The Catastrophic Plate Tectonic Model

Cat a strophic Plate Tec ton ics (Aus tin et al., 1994) grew out 
of dis cus sions about the role of plate tec tonic the ory in cre -
ation ge ol ogy. The cen tral con cept of run away subduction 
and sub se quent ac cel er ated plate mo tion arose from com -
puter mod el ing stud ies (Baumgardner, 1986, 1990, 1994a, 
1994b). It was deemed that a sim ple time com pres sion
(sim i lar to the mod i fi ca tion of the col umn) was suf fi cient
to al low CPT to pig gy back onto the ev i dence for its
uniformitarian par ent (Snelling, 1995). Ques tions about
this ar range ment were raised (Reed et al., 1996; Reed,
2000c), but have been ig nored un til a di a log spon sored by
the Cre ation Ex Nihilo Tech ni cal Jour nal (TJ Ed i tors,
2002; Oard, 2002a; 2002b; 2002c; Baumgardner, 2002a;
2002b; 2002c). Many is sues re lated to both cat a strophic
and uniformitarian plate tec ton ics were dis cussed, but the
is sue that at tracts our at ten tion here is the man ner in
which CPT uti lizes the col umn. It il lus trates con cerns
mentioned earlier about distinguishing between data and
interpretation. 

CPT re lies on the col umn to val i date in ter pre ta tions
that are in turn pre sented as data. For ex am ple, Baum -
gardner (2002) states that the reg u larly de creas ing age of
the seafloor from the midocean ridges to the con ti nents is a 
key piece of ev i dence for CPT. How ever, the con clu sion
of this age dis tri bu tion rests in part on the ap pli ca tion of
the col umn and its dat ing scheme to seafloor sed i ments.
Baumgardner (2002) ap plies rel a tive dat ing com par i sons
based on microfossil as sem blages. But these as sem blages
are as signed their rel a tive ages based on their evolutionary
succession! 

Plate tec tonic the ory il lus trates why the “sim ple” com -
pres sion of the ab so lute time scale of the col umn does not
re solve prob lems in mi grat ing from an old-earth uni form -
itarian frame work to a young-earth cat a strophic al ter na -
tive. One prob lem is the in abil ity to re solve even the
rel a tive tim ing of uniformitarian plate tec tonic events with
the se quence de manded by the Gen e sis Flood. For ex am -
ple, uniformitarian plate tec ton ics is an on go ing pro cess
with re peated con ti nen tal join ing and sep a ra tion (Froede,
2000b; Hoffman, 1988; Rog ers, 1996; Windley, 1993).

CPT ap pears to in clude only one cat a strophic ep i sode of
plate mo tion and subduction, fol lowed by quiescence
(Baum gardner, 2002a; 2002b; 2002c). 

Alternate Approaches to
Creationist Stratigraphy

While the de sire to in cor po rate the col umn into crea -
tionist stra tig ra phy is pres ent, the ne ces sity is not. Crea -
tionists have pro posed other strati graphic ap proaches. An
early, ex haus tive eval u a tion of the dis tri bu tion of fos sils by
Woodmorappe (1983) led to the de vel op ment of his
“TAB” model—TAB stand ing for “tec toni cally-as so ci ated
bi o log i cal prov inces.” In 1994, Walker pre sented a strati -
graphic model at the Third In ter na tional Cre ation Con -
fer ence. His model pro posed a frame work for de fin ing
strata on a timeline ex tracted from the Bi ble. He ap plied
his model at lo ca tions in Aus tra lia (1996a; 1996b) and
New Zea land (2001). Froede (1995) pub lished a sim i lar
timescale, based on events de scribed in Gen e sis and Job.
This timescale was used for com par i son in an eval u a tion of 
the col umn in the Gulf of Mex ico ba sin (1999). Reed,
Froede, and Bennett (1996) ad vo cated geologic energy as
the integrating factor in creationist stratigraphy. 

The o ret i cal al ter na tives have been com ple mented by
field stud ies that have ig nored the col umn. Akridge (1998;
2000b) and Akridge and Froede (2000) de scribed and in -
ter preted strata found in the area around Look out Moun -
tain (NE Al a bama-NW Geor gia bor der) with ref er ence to
the Gen e sis Flood with out re ly ing on the col umn. In ter -
pre ta tion out side the col umn was also ap plied to gravel de -
pos its found in Montana and sec tions of Can ada
(Klev berg, 1998; Klevberg and Oard, 1998; Oard and
Klevberg, 1998). Reed (2000b) de scribed and in ter preted
strata as so ci ated with the North Amer i can Midcontinent
Rift Sys tem with re spect to depositional en ergy lev els
rather than the col umn. Reed (2002) ap plied the same
method at the Palo Duro Basin, Texas. 

Conclusion

The uniformitarian strati graphic col umn en cap su lates the 
mod ern geo logic in ter pre ta tion of the earth’s crust. Un for -
tu nately, that in ter pre ta tion in cludes the re jec tion of the
Chris tian worldview in fa vor of Nat u ral ism—a worldview
that re places a re al ity founded on God’s Cre ation and gov -
er nance of the uni verse with an im per sonal, un car ing
mech a nism. It also sub sti tutes Chris tian ity’s con fi dence in 
a truth granted by God’s rev e la tion with an un sta ble pos i -
tiv ism that suc ceeds only when it pil fers Chris tian doc -
trine. Fi nally, it ster il izes a mean ing ful and rich his tory,
sub sti tut ing a timeframe de signed to dis miss the im ma -
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nent pres ence of the Cre ator, and fills its end less ages with
pseudo-sci en tific “just-so” sto ries. When we con sider the
vast chasm that lies be tween Nat u ral ism and Chris tian ity,
we do not see how creationists can es cape the ne ces sity of
raz ing that worldview un til no two stones are left stand ing,
and then rebuilding natural history and its derivative strati -
graphy from the ground up. 

Creationist pro po nents of adopt ing the strati graphic
col umn be lieve that they are sim ply in cor po rat ing an em -
pir i cal con struct with out any stain of Nat u ral ism. We are
con fi dent that they de cry any in flu ence of Nat u ral ism in
creationism and gladly es chew its ten ets. How ever, we fear
that they are miss ing con nec tions be tween the col umn
and that worldview and we chal lenge them to ex am ine
more closely the as sump tions, meth ods, and con clu sions
that sur round the col umn. We hope that they come to see
the dif fer ence be tween the per cep tual and conceptual. If it 
quacks like a duck…
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