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Abstract

The end of the twentieth century saw a substantial
increase in theories attempting to explain natural
history within a Biblical framework. The prolifera-
tion of divergent models has opened the door to
healthy debate, but suggests that more clarity in the
foundational issues of natural history would be ben-
eficial for creationism. In the arena of stratigraphy,
one of these issues is the role of the global uni-
formitarian stratigraphic column (hereafter referred
to as “the column”): is it a springboard to acceler-

ated progress or a quagmire? If the former, then it al-
lows for the immediate development of mature
Flood models. But we assert the inseparability be-
tween the column and evolution, uniformitarian-
ism, and deep time. Therefore logic demands its
separation from any Flood models. This caution is
reinforced by the careless use of the column in some
creationist models. Alternative approaches to defin-
ing stratigraphy within the Christian Worldview are
needed and that work is underway.

Introduction

Creation science has come a long way since its modern re-
vival with the issuance of The Genesis Flood (Whitcomb
and Morris, 1961). Several creationist models and numer-
ous less-integrated interpretations have been proposed, ad-
dressing the areas of tectonics and stratigraphy (Table I).
But once the Biblical basics of Creation and the Flood are
acknowledged, creationist models and interpretations
tend to diverge significantly. This raises questions about
the structure of creationist natural history and suggests that
a consensus is needed on defining the questions, even if
there is disagreement over the answers.

Of course, the present “frontier” nature of creationist re-
search may be one reason for this diversity of thought.
However, we believe that another reason is the paucity of
thought about fundamental questions of natural history
and stratigraphy. Investigation in this direction could fos-
ter agreement well beyond the Biblical text. At the root of
the issue is the relationship between the limited detail pro-
vided in the Bible and empirical data that will presumably
supply that deficiency. The fit between empirical data and
Biblical truth is not simple, and the important question of
how they fit is often unexplored and cannot be answered
scientifically.
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Assumptions and methods are always worth examining,
and questions about them are never closed. If unifor-
mitarian work is to be used, how much and what kind of
modification is first needed? Do we use data only, or data
and interpretation? If interpretation, how much? How can
the two be distinguished? How do we deal with data selec-
tion forced by presuppositions or interpretation bias? What
serves as an integrating framework for natural history mod-
els? Until sound answers to these questions are consistently
applied, we are convinced that creationist models using
uniformitarian interpretation will enjoy limited success.
Why? One reason is that these models of earth history are
developed within the context of the Naturalist worldview
and are thus at odds with Christianity on many levels. We
believe there are significant differences between a radical
approach of evaluating and reinterpreting data collected,
analyzed, and published over many years by the unifor-
mitarian establishment and introducing a “Flood ex-
planation” on top of an essentially uniformitarian
interpretation.

Natural history is first and foremost history. It must be
undergirded and framed by theological and philosophical
justifications. Science, in a forensic sense, plays a second-
ary role, and must function in a mixed question approach
(Reed, 2001). This is quite distinct from Naturalism,
where science and natural history are considered synony-
mous (Cleland, 2001). But creationists should understand
that confidence in historical reconstructions is quite differ-
ent from that derived from experimental science. Apart
from the consideration of specific historical events de-
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Table 1. Creationist Models Addressing Global Tectonism and Stratigraphy

Originator and Date

Model or Development

Whitcomb and Morris, 1961

Brown, 1980
Woodmorappe, 1983

Austin, 1994; Austin and Wise, 1994

Walker, 1994A

Austin et al., 1994; Baumgardner,
1986, 1990, 1994a, 1994b

Froede, 1995, 1998A

Reed et al., 1996

Robinson, 1996
Holt, 1996

Gentet, 2000a
Oard, 2001a, 2001b

Posited Genesis Flood as cause of
majority of rock record
Hydroplate Theory
TAB—Tectonically-Associated
Biological Provinces
Integrated compressed Column
Bible-based Stratigraphic Timescale
Catastrophic Plate Tectonics

Bible-based Stratigraphic Timescale

Proposed energy instead of time as
stratigraphic key

Advocated compressed column

Advocated compressed column

Creation, Curse, Catastrophe Model

Vertical Tectonics

The Rock Record versus
the Geologic Column

Before a discussion of the use of the col-
umn can be profitable, a distinction
must be drawn between the “rock re-
cord” and the *“geologic column.”
Many treat them as synonyms, when in
fact they are not. “Rock record” is a de-
scriptive term for those portions of the
earth’s crust open to human percep-
tion. Even the term carries historiogra-
phic baggage. Embedded within is the
assumption that historical truth can be
derived from examination of the rocks.
Creationists and Naturalists agree that
this is possible, but the methods and
conclusions differ, because Naturalists

1) reject revelation, 2) do not manage

scribed in Genesis, creationist natural history, and the na-
ture and role of stratigraphy will differ in significant
fashion from that practiced by Naturalism by virtue of
profound differences in presuppositions and methods.

Thus, creationist stratigraphic models can fail by not
discerning the “interbedding” of uniformitarian interpre-
tation with data. The difficulty of separating the “data”
from the “story” is enhanced by their merger in current
technical literature—a situation probably related to the
undue confidence Naturalists place in their historical re-
constructions. Where creationists are not diligent to distin-
guish between data and interpretation, we leave ourselves
open to being duped. When we seek to use uniformitarian
data, we must beware of embedded assumptions and hid-
den layers of interpretation in the final presentation. It is
easier to discern between data and interpretation if we are
aware of the role of uniformitarianism as the historio-
graphic framework of the Naturalist worldview.

In stratigraphy, a major issue is the use of the uni-
formitarian geologic column in creationist models. We
believe that creationists incorporating the column will inev-
itably fail; but other creationists disagree. We propose an ob-
jective solution. If it can be shown that the column rests, even
in its supposedly empirical aspects, on presuppositions of evo-
lution, uniformitarianism, and deep time, all inimical to
creationism, then its role in creationist models should be dis-
continued. If empirical aspects of the column are independ-
ent of those fundamental theological errors, then its use can
provide a significant shortcut to fruitful work by creationists.
We will examine the arguments, pro and con, for the role of
the column in creationist stratigraphy; examine issues raised
by its varied application in two creationist models, and
discuss reasonable alternatives.

uncertainty well, and 3) do little to dis-
tinguish between the perceptual rock record and the con-
ceptual geologic column. Most geologists are so
accustomed to overlaying the construct on local data, that
little thought is given to its testing. It is simply applied.
However, the geologic column is more than just a de-
scriptive compilation; it is an idealized representation of
the crust as it would be absent erosion and nondeposition.
It includes a historical framework not found in the physi-
cal description of the rocks themselves; a definite, linear
historical sequence, absolute ages, tectonic history, paleo-
environmental interpretation, and even an account of geo-
magnetic fluctuations through time. The distinction
between the rock record and the column is crucial for
creationists parsing the uniformitarian literature. Any
statement that contains historical propositions is by
definition interpretive to some degree (Reed, 2001).

The Role of Stratigraphy

The definition of stratigraphy reads as follows:

The science of rock strata. It is concerned not only
with the original succession and age relations of rock
strata but also with their form, distribution, lithologic
composition [lithostratigraphy], fossil content [bio-
stratigraphy], geophysical and geochemical proper-
ties — indeed, with all characters and attributes of
rock as strata; and their interpretation in terms of en-
vironment or mode of origin, and geologic history
(Bates and Jackson, 1987, p. 649). [Brackets added]

The definition of lithostratigraphy reads as follows:

The element of stratigraphy that deals with the li-

thology of strata and with their organization into
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units based on lithologic character (Bates and Jack-

son, 1987, p. 385).
However, lithostratigraphy depends on the assumption of
superposition (i.e., one layer stacked over another) and
continuity to define age relations between strata. Recent
work has shown that even those assumptions can be ques-
tioned empirically (Berthault, 2000). Lithostratigraphy
cannot provide accurate or widespread age relations be-
tween rocks. The definition of biostratigraphy reads as
follows:

Stratigraphy based on the paleontologic aspects of
rocks, or stratigraphy with paleontologic methods;
specif. the separation and differentiation of rock
units on the basis of the description and study of the
fossils they contain (Bates and Jackson, 1987, p. 71).

Biostratigraphy simply follows the evolutionary model,
which assumes that fossils were not transported great dis-
tances and that the sediment which encloses them is of the
same age as the fossil. Neither of these assumptions is
likely in any Flood model. Conventional biostratigraphy
would argue that a comparison of similar clam fossils in
the southeastern United States with those found in Great
Britain would require both similar paleoenvironment and
age. But outside of evolution, there is no meaningful way,
in the context of the Flood, for fossil comparisons to
provide global correlative ages.

The incompatibility of conventional stratigraphy with
any Flood scenario and the necessary distinction between
the rock record and the geologic column illustrate the ex-
tent to which modern stratigraphy requires reevaluation.
Klevberg (1999; 2000a) provided a good introduction to
both philosophical and scientific challenges facing crea-
tionist stratigraphy. Since stratigraphy is at the heart of
modern natural history, it will be difficult to replace stra-
tigraphy without rebuilding most of natural history. If
creationist answers to these basic issues force interpreta-
tion sharply away from present uniformitarian dogma on a
broad front, then we must accept that and move forward
into the uncharted territory of a comprehensive and self-
consistent creationist stratigraphy. But not everyone agrees
with this assessment.

Adopt Portions of the Column: Pro

Following a meeting held at Bolney House, Sussex, Eng-
land in August 1996, several young-earth geoscientists is-
sued a statement outlining their position regarding the use
of the global uniformitarian stratigraphic column in natu-
ral history (Snelling, Ernst, Scheven, Austin, Wise, Gar-
ner, Garton, and Tyler, 1996). The group stated that while
the entire construct of the column was unacceptable, por-
tions could be extracted (specifically the biostratigraphic
and lithostratigraphic components) to provide a ready-

made framework for natural history models in creationism.
They asserted that the column was an empirical compen-
dium of outcrops and subsurface data and that its time pe-
riods could be transposed in the same sequence to form a
creationist framework. Obviously the absolute time scale
would be dramatically compressed.

Publication of this position postdates its application. It
reflects the position of work conducted in the Grand Can-
yon (Austin, 1994) and the Eastern Mojave Desert (Austin
and Wise, 1994). The biostratigraphic and lithostratigra-
phic portions of the uniformitarian stratigraphic column
were used to define the Flood/pre-Flood boundary. Other
creationists have also followed the general framework of
the uniformitarian column in an effort to adopt their con-
cepts of the Flood to the global stratigraphic construct
(e.g., Holt, 1996; Morris, 1996).

Several individuals from the Bolney House group
presented their stratigraphic concepts using the bio- and
lithostratigraphic portions of the column in a special
symposium of the Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal
(Garner, 1996a, 1996b; Garton, 1996; Robinson, 1996;
Snelling, 1997; Tyler, 1996). Their adoption of the col-
umn coincided with a desire to drive “golden spikes” at the
pre- and post-Flood boundaries. However, to preserve the
integrity of the “stripped down” column, they had to in-
voke multiple global catastrophes apart from the Flood to
explain the various “Periods” and “Eras” that did not fit the
traditional understanding of the Flood having caused most
of the rock record.

Use of the column as a creationist stratigraphic frame-
work was advocated by this group because: 1) it supposedly
represents an empirically-derived ideal relative age scale of
crustal lithology, 2) it allows the global correlation of
strata, and 3) it provides a tremendous shortcut to deriving
creationist alternatives based on exhaustive local studies
and subsequent integration. Given the size of the crea-
tionist geological community, taking leaps forward instead
of small steps appears as an attractive alternative to the
work involved otherwise. But is it a leap forward or back?

Adopt Portions of the Column: Con

Following the special Flood/post-Flood symposium and
the Bolney House statement, several articles were pre-
sented by individuals who opposed using the column to
define Flood geology (Oard, 1996; Woodmorappe, 1996,
1999a; Froede, 1997). Woodmorappe’s contribution must
be seen in the context of his earlier work (Woodmorappe,
1981) arguing against the existence of the column at all
(an argument that remains compelling in our opinion).
The spate of publications discussing the placement of
pre-Flood and post-Flood stratigraphic boundaries in the
new, compressed “creationist” column sparked a negative
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test of its effectiveness in defining a Flood/post-Flood
boundary in the Gulf of Mexico Basin (Froede and Reed,
1999). After testing several proposed boundaries in the col-
umn, we determined that none appeared appropriate, and
further concluded the failure to identify any feasible
boundary (coinciding isochronally with the column) sug-
gested that the adoption of the column was itself the prob-
lem. Tyler and Garner (2000) protested that conclusion,
but we reiterated that the column did not aid Flood inter-
pretation of the Gulf of Mexico geology (Reed and Froede,
2000). We leave it to the interested reader to draw his own
conclusions from our work and subsequent comment.

That exchange is relevant because it raised several key
arguments against the use of the column in creationist stra-
tigraphy. These can be summarized as: 1) evolution is a
necessary condition of the column, 2) uniformitarianism
is a foundation of the column, and 3) absolute time com-
pression is not as simple as it first appears, and does not re-
solve the differences between the old-earth and young-
earth frameworks.

The relationship between evolution and the column is
stated unambiguously by the North American Stratigra-
phic Code. The code states (1983, p. 849):

Biologic remains contained in, or forming, strata
are uniquely important in stratigraphic practice.
First, they provide the means of defining and recog-
nizing material units based on fossil content (bio-
stratigraphic units). Second, the irreversibility of
organic evolution makes it possible to partition en-
closing strata temporally. Third, biologic remains
provide important data for the reconstruction of
ancient environments of deposition.

Stephen Jay Gould (1997, pp. 157-158) expanded on the
problem addressed by the writers of the stratigraphic code:

A chronometer of history has one, and only one,
rigid requirement—something must be found that
changes in a recognizable and irreversible way
through time, so that each historical moment bears a
distinctive signature. Geologists have long appreci-
ated this principle in the abstract, but had not found
a workable criterion... Moreover, rocks are simple
physical objects formed by chemical laws and, as
such, do not bear distinctive temporal signatures.
Quiartz is quartz—conjoined tetrahedra with a sili-
con ion in the center, surrounded by four oxygen
ions, each shared with a neighboring tetrahedron. So
it was in the beginning and is now, and ever shall be
so long as nature’s laws prevail. Cambrian quartz is
not different from Pleistocene quartz.

But life is complex enough to change through a
series of unrepeated states. Today we attribute this ir-
reversible sequence to the workings of evolution...
[emphasis added]

The essence of natural history, captured by the column,
is the working of evolution that provides a strand to follow
events inferred from the rock record. Although some argue
that Darwin’s publication of his theory of evolution post-
dates the geologic column, it is clear that evolution has a
much longer history (Morris, 2000), especially in the
Enlightenment context that produced its 19th Century
proponents. For example, Diderot (1713-1784), the influ-
ential French thinker, accepted “Transformism,” and
Lamarck (1744-1829) heavily influenced Lyell (Barzun,
2000). Gould (1997) also admits that 19th century geol-
ogy, dominated by the views of Hutton and Lyell, included
biologic views of progress, common when Lyell published
his Principles between 1830 and 1833. So evolution is part
and parcel of the column.

Evolution directs the erecting of the walls, but the foun-
dation is uniformitarianism. The assumption that the rock
record represents a global, time-correlative, representative
snapshot of natural history demands it. Otherwise, global
correlation of “same age” rocks would be impossible, since
different depositional processes are expected to exist at the
same time at different places around the globe. Uniform-
itarianism’s necessity is clearly seen in the assumption that
ancient environments of deposition can be reconstructed
using modern analogs. Since we understand uniformi-
tarianism to be the historiographic presupposition of Natu-
ralism (Reed, 2001), it is only proper to consider it in
opposition to a Biblical understanding of history. The later
part of the 20th Century saw the victory of a new, “dilute”
version of uniformitarianism, quite different from Lyell’s
original. Although the new version allows more flexibility
in interpreting depositional environments and processes, it
only does so at a hidden price. Consider that uniformitar-
ians universally acknowledge the absence of the vast ma-
jority of the rock record. With so much of the empirical
evidence gone, logic demands an inversely strict uniform-
itarianism to further restrict uncertainty and provide some
confidence in historical interpretation.

The claim that the column can be “fixed” by shrinking
the absolute time scale is quite attractive, and that attraction
may help mask the complexities of doing so. It is thought
that the only modification needed is a “simple” compres-
sion of the absolute time scale from 4,500,000,000 years to
less than 10,000 years. But is this change quite so simple? If |
take a new car and run it through a hydraulic press | can
compress it. It may then be a car and it may be compressed,
but will it work? Compressing the timescale of the geologic
column is not as simple as it might appear because the time-
rock-environment interpretative framework is designed for
uniformitarian depositional conditions. Thus, the issue is
not time per se, but the mode of deposition (uniform-
itarianism  versus  catastrophism) and preservation
(evolution versus extinction).
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Because of these different modes (i.e., catastrophism vs.
uniformitarianism), the proposed time compression can-
not be uniform. There can be no one-to-one correlation of
X million years on the column to X thousand years on its
creationist analog. There is no correspondence between
the vast majority of the rock record being deposited by pro-
cesses operating today over incredibly vast periods of time,
and a much shorter “uniform” history punctuated by a
one-year catastrophe. In the former, there is uniformity in
the processes producing the rock record; in the latter there
is not.

So, as we argued earlier (Reed et al., 1996), time is not
even an appropriate integrating factor in Flood stratigra-
phy at all. Consider; the mass of the rock record was depos-
ited rapidly and probably at varying rates in different
locations. How then can strata be considered globally cor-
relative in a time-stratigraphic sense? Diachronous sedi-
mentation, not a problem when the time scale is in
millions of years, is a tremendous challenge for Flood ge-
ologists intent on a time-stratigraphic interpretation. In-
stead of trying to parse hours and days of depositional
processes in a Flood setting, we advocate the abandon-
ment of time as the heart of stratigraphy. We believe that
depositional processes and their relative energy levels are a
better key to interpretation. However, we recognize that
other factors may be equally valid or even superior, and
that question is worthy of further debate among crea-
tionists.

In spite of these difficulties, the willingness of young-
earth creationists to utilize the column in their models re-
mains undiminished. If the arguments in favor of the col-
umn are demonstrated to be superior, then those models
can proceed to be tested in other ways. However, if not,
then the models will have been proven to have failed at
their points of contact with the column even prior to other
tests.

Models Incorporating the Column

Two models, the recently-introduced Creation/Curse/Ca-
tastrophe (CCC) model and the Catastrophic Plate Tec-
tonics (CPT) model, demonstrate pitfalls in creationists’
use of the column. CPT has been extant since at least
1994, but has been the focus of a recent dialogue in the
Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal. In contrast to the ef-
forts of the Bolney House Group, neither model appears to
have carefully considered their adoption of the column.
The CCC model eviscerates its essential time-stratigra-
phic function, while keeping the shell, presumably for its
reputation as an interpretive framework. The CPT model
relies on the column to justify lines of evidence borrowed
from its uniformitarian parent without carefully identify-
ing or sorting those aspects of the column and evidences

for plate tectonics that are derived from and upheld by
uniformitarian interpretation. Neither model addresses
the evolutionary and uniformitarian links in the column,
nor do they present arguments demonstrating how the
column can be used in a creationist framework.

The Creation/Curse/Catastrophe Model

The CCC model (Gentet, 2000a; 2000b) proposes that
most of the geologic record is a result of extra-Flood catas-
trophes associated with the divine curse of Genesis 3. The
model appears to accept the column as a framework of cor-
relation and description of the global rock record, but
closer evaluation reveals that the essential time-stratigra-
phic structure of the column has been overturned in favor
of a paleoenvironmental interpretation. Instead of the geo-
logic periods representing time-stratigraphic divisions, the
Phanerozoic eras are said to represent preserved distinct
ecosystems, resulting from the work of the 3rd, 5th, and
6th days of creation.

The introduction of this model has raised many ques-
tions (Akridge, 2000a; Froede, 2000a; Klevberg, 2000b;
Reed, 2000a; Woodmaorappe, 2000). An issue common to
all was the curiosity over the sudden disappearance of the
Flood from “Flood geology.” Gentet’s reply (2000b) and
subsequent letters by supporters (Aufdemberge, 2001;
Lain, 2001) failed to address this revolutionary change.
Critics likened the CCC model to the “tranquil Flood”
theory, not because it explicitly advocated a tranquil
Flood, but because the contention that the Flood would
not have left significant geologic evidence above and be-
yond an erosion surface seemed identical in terms of field
investigation. The continuity of the “creation ecosystems”
before and after the Flood also needs to be reconciled with
textural evidence regarding the alteration of the earth’s sur-
face by the destructive power of the Flood (Genesis 6:13, 11
Peter 3:6).

Although the CCC model is correct in its insistence on
an explicit Biblical foundation, we believe that it employs
improper exegesis and goes well beyond the bounds of the
Biblical text. We find no textural reason for assuming that
the curse of Genesis 3, with specific penalties described in
that chapter, provides a basis for global natural catastro-
phes prior to the Flood. We invite Biblical scholars and
theologians to carefully examine these aspects and publish
their findings in the Quarterly.

However, our immediate interest with CCC model is
its unique utilization of the column. It is interesting that
the CCC model abandons the fundamental time-strati-
graphic nature of the column without seriously question-
ing its relationship to evolution, uniformitarianism, and
deep time. It simply seems to automatically assume that
the column accurately captures a rock record that accu-
rately reflects the three paleoenvironments (Paleozoic,
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Mesozoic, and Cenozoic) buried before the global Flood,
but neglects to discuss why there is any need to retain any
of the column after jettisoning its basic structure. Uni-
formitarian geoscientists clearly understand the limited
nature of the column in accurately defining past paleo-
environments (Ager, 1993a; 1993b; Braunstein, 1974; Hal-
lam, 1981; Reading, 1996; Selley, 1985; Walker and
James, 1992). It is puzzling that the advocates of the CCC
model do not see this conflict. We hope that further expla-
nation of the handling of the column in the CCC model
will be forthcoming.

The Catastrophic Plate Tectonic Model

Catastrophic Plate Tectonics (Austin et al., 1994) grew out
of discussions about the role of plate tectonic theory in cre-
ation geology. The central concept of runaway subduction
and subsequent accelerated plate motion arose from com-
puter modeling studies (Baumgardner, 1986, 1990, 1994a,
1994b). It was deemed that a simple time compression
(similar to the modification of the column) was sufficient
to allow CPT to piggyback onto the evidence for its
uniformitarian parent (Snelling, 1995). Questions about
this arrangement were raised (Reed et al., 1996; Reed,
2000c), but have been ignored until a dialog sponsored by
the Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal (TJ Editors,
2002; Oard, 2002a; 2002b; 2002c; Baumgardner, 2002g;
2002b; 2002c). Many issues related to both catastrophic
and uniformitarian plate tectonics were discussed, but the
issue that attracts our attention here is the manner in
which CPT utilizes the column. It illustrates concerns
mentioned earlier about distinguishing between data and
interpretation.

CPT relies on the column to validate interpretations
that are in turn presented as data. For example, Baum-
gardner (2002) states that the regularly decreasing age of
the seafloor from the midocean ridges to the continents is a
key piece of evidence for CPT. However, the conclusion
of this age distribution rests in part on the application of
the column and its dating scheme to seafloor sediments.
Baumgardner (2002) applies relative dating comparisons
based on microfossil assemblages. But these assemblages
are assigned their relative ages based on their evolutionary
succession!

Plate tectonic theory illustrates why the “simple” com-
pression of the absolute time scale of the column does not
resolve problems in migrating from an old-earth uniform-
itarian framework to a young-earth catastrophic alterna-
tive. One problem is the inability to resolve even the
relative timing of uniformitarian plate tectonic events with
the sequence demanded by the Genesis Flood. For exam-
ple, uniformitarian plate tectonics is an ongoing process
with repeated continental joining and separation (Froede,
2000b; Hoffman, 1988; Rogers, 1996; Windley, 1993).

CPT appears to include only one catastrophic episode of
plate motion and subduction, followed by quiescence
(Baumgardner, 2002a; 2002b; 2002c).

Alternate Approaches to
Creationist Stratigraphy

While the desire to incorporate the column into crea-
tionist stratigraphy is present, the necessity is not. Crea-
tionists have proposed other stratigraphic approaches. An
early, exhaustive evaluation of the distribution of fossils by
Woodmorappe (1983) led to the development of his
“TAB” model—TAB standing for “tectonically-associated
biological provinces.” In 1994, Walker presented a strati-
graphic model at the Third International Creation Con-
ference. His model proposed a framework for defining
strata on a timeline extracted from the Bible. He applied
his model at locations in Australia (1996a; 1996b) and
New Zealand (2001). Froede (1995) published a similar
timescale, based on events described in Genesis and Job.
This timescale was used for comparison in an evaluation of
the column in the Gulf of Mexico basin (1999). Reed,
Froede, and Bennett (1996) advocated geologic energy as
the integrating factor in creationist stratigraphy.

Theoretical alternatives have been complemented by
field studies that have ignored the column. Akridge (1998;
2000b) and Akridge and Froede (2000) described and in-
terpreted strata found in the area around Lookout Moun-
tain (NE Alabama-NW Georgia border) with reference to
the Genesis Flood without relying on the column. Inter-
pretation outside the column was also applied to gravel de-
posits found in Montana and sections of Canada
(Klevberg, 1998; Klevberg and Oard, 1998; Oard and
Klevberg, 1998). Reed (2000b) described and interpreted
strata associated with the North American Midcontinent
Rift System with respect to depositional energy levels
rather than the column. Reed (2002) applied the same
method at the Palo Duro Basin, Texas.

Conclusion

The uniformitarian stratigraphic column encapsulates the
modern geologic interpretation of the earth’s crust. Unfor-
tunately, that interpretation includes the rejection of the
Christian worldview in favor of Naturalism—a worldview
that replaces a reality founded on God’s Creation and gov-
ernance of the universe with an impersonal, uncaring
mechanism. It also substitutes Christianity’s confidence in
a truth granted by God’s revelation with an unstable posi-
tivism that succeeds only when it pilfers Christian doc-
trine. Finally, it sterilizes a meaningful and rich history,
substituting a timeframe designed to dismiss the imma-
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nent presence of the Creator, and fills its endless ages with
pseudo-scientific “just-so” stories. When we consider the
vast chasm that lies between Naturalism and Christianity,
we do not see how creationists can escape the necessity of
razing that worldview until no two stones are left standing,
and then rebuilding natural history and its derivative strati-
graphy from the ground up.

Creationist proponents of adopting the stratigraphic
column believe that they are simply incorporating an em-
pirical construct without any stain of Naturalism. We are
confident that they decry any influence of Naturalism in
creationism and gladly eschew its tenets. However, we fear
that they are missing connections between the column
and that worldview and we challenge them to examine
more closely the assumptions, methods, and conclusions
that surround the column. We hope that they come to see
the difference between the perceptual and conceptual. If it
quacks like a duck...

Acknowledgments

We thank our spouses for allowing us the time and oppor-
tunity to research and write this article. We also thank Dr.
Emmett Williams and Mr. Jerry Akridge for their helpful
comments. Any mistakes that remain are our own. Glory
to God in the highest! (Prov. 3:5-6).

References

CRSQ: Creation Research Society Quarterly

CENTJ: Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal

Ager, D.V. 1993a. The nature of the stratigraphical record.
Third edition. John Wiley and Sons, New York.

__.1993b. The new catastrophism: The importance of the
rare event in geological history. Cambridge University
Press, New York.

Akridge, A.J. 1998. A Flood-based origin of Little River
Canyon near Ft. Payne, Alabama. In Walsh, R.E. (Edi-
tor). Proceedings of the Fourth International Conference
on Creationism. Technical Symposium Sessions. pp. 9-
20. Creation Science Fellowship, Pittsburgh, PA.

.. 2000a. CCC issues. CRSQ 37:202-203.

. 2000b. DeSoto Falls in DeSoto State Park, Ala-
bama: Evidence for recent formation? CRSQ 36:170-
176.

Akridge, AJ., and C.R. Froede, Jr. 2000. Rock spires
(pseudo-hoodoos) on the Lookout Mountain Syncline.
CRSQ 36:216-220.

Aufdemberge, T. 2001. CCC model—An opinion. CRSQ
38:110.

Austin, S.A. (Editor). 1994. Grand Canyon: Monument to
catastrophe. Institute for Creation Research, Santee,
CA.

Austin, S.A., J.R. Baumgardner, D.R. Humphreys, A.A.
Snelling, L. Vardiman, and K.P. Wise. 1994. Cata-
strophic plate tectonics: A global Flood model of Earth
history. In Walsh, R.E. (editor). Proceedings of the Third
International Conference on Creationism. Technical
Symposium Sessions. pp. 609-621. Creation Science
Fellowship, Pittsburgh, PA.

Austin, S.A. and K.P. Wise. 1994. The pre-Flood/Flood
boundary: As defined in Grand Canyon, Arizona and
Eastern Mojave Desert, California. In Walsh, R.E. (edi-
tor). Proceedings of the Third International Conference
on Creationism. Technical Symposium Sessions. pp.
37-47. Creation Science Fellowship, Pittsburgh, PA.

Barzun, J. 2000. From dawn to decadence: 500 years of
western cultural life. Harper Collins, New York.

Bates, R.L. and J.A. Jackson. 1987. (Editors). Glossary of
geology. Third edition. American Geological Institute,
Alexandria, VA.

Baumgardner, J. R. 1986. Numerical simulation of the
large-scale tectonic changes accompanying the Flood.
In Walsh, R.E., C.L. Brooks, and R.S. Crowell (edi-
tors). Proceedings of the First International Conference
on Creationism. Volume I1. Technical Symposium Ses-
sions and Additional Topics. pp. 17-30. Creation Sci-
ence Fellowship, Pittsburgh, PA.

. 1990. 3-D finite element simulation of the global

tectonic changes accompanying Noah's Flood. In

Walsh, R.E. and C.L. Brooks (editors). Proceedings of

the Second International Conference on Creationism.

Volume Il. Technical Symposium Sessions and Addi-

tional Topics. pp. 35-45. Creation Science Fellowship,

Pittsburgh, PA.

.. 1994a. Computer modeling of the large-scale

tectonics associated with the Genesis Flood. In Walsh,

R.E. (editor). Proceedings of the Third International

Conference on Creationism. Technical Symposium Ses-

sions. pp. 49-62. Creation Science Fellowship,

Pittsburgh, PA.

. 1994b. Runaway subduction as the driving mech-

anism for the Genesis Flood. In Walsh, R.E. (editor).

Proceedings of the Third International Conference on

Creationism. Technical Symposium Sessions. pp. 63-

75. Creation Science Fellowship, Pittsburgh, PA.

. 2002a. Catastrophic plate tectonics: the geophysi-

cal context of the Genesis Flood. CENTJ 16(1):58-63.

. 2002b. Dealing carefully with the data. CENTJ

16(1):68-72.

. 2002c. A constructive quest for truth. CENTJ

16(1):78-81.




Volume 40, September 2003

97

Berthault, G. 2000. Geological dating principles ques-
tioned. English translation from Fusion 81, mai-juin
2000, Editions Alcuin, Paris.

Braunstein, J. (Compiler). 1974. Facies and the reconstruc-
tion of environments. American Association of Petro-
leum Geologists Reprint Series Number 10. American
Association of Petroleum Geologists, Tulsa, OK.

Brown, W. 2001. In the beginning: Compelling evidence
for Creation and the Flood. Seventh edition. Center for
Scientific Creation, Phoenix, AZ.

Cleland, C.E. 2001. Historical science, experimental sci-
ence, and the scientific method. Geology 29(11):987-
990.

Coffin, H. 1983. Origin by design. Review and Herald
Publishing Association, Washington, D.C.

Froede, C.R., Jr. 1995. A proposal for a creationist geologi-
cal timescale. CRSQ 32:90-94.

. 1997. The global stratigraphic record. CENTJ

11(1):40-43.

. 1998. Field studies in catastrophic geology. Cre-

ation Research Society Books, St. Joseph, MO.

. 2000a. CCC issues. CRSQ 37:199-200.

. 2000b. Questions regarding the Wilson cycle in
Plate Tectonics and Catastrophic Plate Tectonics. In
Reed, J.K. (Editor). Plate Tectonics: A different view. pp.
147-157. Creation Research Society Books, St. Joseph,
MO.

Froede, C.R., Jr, and JK. Reed. 1999. Assessing
creationist stratigraphy with evidence from the Gulf of
Mexico. CRSQ 36:51-60.

Garner, P. 1996a. Where is the Flood/post-Flood bound-
ary? Implications of dinosaur nests in the Mesozoic.
CENT)J 10(1):101-106.

. 1996b. Continental flood basalts indicate a pre-
Mesozoic Flood/post-Flood boundary. CENTJ 10(1):
114-127.

Garton, M. 1996. The pattern of fossil tracks in the geolog-
ical record. CENTJ 10(1):82-100.

Gentet, R.E. 2000a. The CCC model and its geologic im-
plications. CRSQ 37:10-21.

. 2000b. The CCC model: A reply to Froede,
Reed, Akridge, Woodmorappe, Klevberg. CRSQ 37:
207.

Gould, S.J. 1997. Time’s arrow time’s cycle: Myth and met-
aphor in the discovery of deep geological time. Harvard
University Press, Cambridge MA.

Hallam, A. 1981. Facies interpretation and the strati-
graphic record. W.H. Freeman, San Francisco, CA.
Hoffman, P.F. 1988. United plates of America, the birth of
a craton: Early Proterozoic assembly and growth of
Laurentia. Annual Review of Earth and Planetary Sci-

ences 16:543-603.

Holt, R.D. 1996. Evidence for a late Cainozoic Flood/

post-Flood boundary. CENTJ 10(1):128-167.

Klevberg, P. 2000a. The philosophy of sequence stratigra-
phy Part 1l — application to stratigraphy. CRSQ 37(1):
36-46.

. 2000b. CCC issues. CRSQ 37:204-206.

. 1999. The philosophy of sequence stratigraphy

Part I-philosophic background. CRSQ 36(2):72-80.

. 1998. The Big Sky Paving Gravel Deposit, Cas-
cade County, Montana. CRSQ 34:225-235.

Klevberg, P., and M.J. Oard. 1998. Paleohydrology of the
Cypress Hills Formation and Flaxville Gravel. In
Walsh, R.E. (Editor). Proceedings of the Fourth Interna-
tional Conference on Creationism. Technical Sympo-
sium Sessions. pp. 361-378. Creation Science
Fellowship, Pittsburgh, PA.

Lain, E.C. 2001. Defense of CCC model. CRSQ 38:165-
168.

Morris, H.M. 1996. The geologic column and the Flood
of Genesis. CRSQ 33:49-57.

. 2000. The long war against God: the history and
impact of the creation/evolution conflict. Master Books,
Green Forrest, AR.

North American Commission on Stratigraphic Nomen-
clature. 1983. North American Stratigraphic Code.
American Association of Petroleum Geologists Bulletin
67(5):841-875.

Oard, M.J. 1996. Where is the Flood/post-Flood boundary
in the rock record? CENTJ 10(2):258-278.

. 2002a. Is catastrophic plate tectonics part of earth

history? CENTJ 16(1):64-68.

. 2002b. Does the catastrophic plate tectonics

model assume too much uniformitarianism? CENTJ

16(1):73-77.

. 2002c. Dealing carefully with the data. CENTJ
16(1):82-85.

Oard, M.J., and P. Klevberg. 1998. A diluvial interpreta-
tion of the Cypress Hills Formation, Flaxville Gravel,
and related deposits. In Walsh, R.E. (Editor). Proceed-
ings of the Fourth International Conference on
Creationism. Technical Symposium Sessions. pp. 421-
436. Creation Science Fellowship, Pittsburgh, PA.

Reading, H.G. 1996. (Editor). Sedimentary environments:
Processes, facies, and stratigraphy. Third edition.
Blackwell Science, Cambridge, MA.

Reed, J.K.. 2000a. CCC issues - letter to the editor. CRSQ
37:200-202.

. 2000b. The North American Midcontinent Rift

System: An interpretation Within the Biblical

Worldview. Creation Research Society Books, St. Jo-

seph, MO.

. Editor. 2000c. Plate tectonics: a different view.

Creation Research Society Books, St. Joseph, MO.

. 2001. Natural history in the Christian worldview:

Foundation and framework. Creation Research Society

Books, St. Joseph, MO.



98

Creation Research Society Quarterly

. 2002. Reinventing stratigraphy at the Palo Duro
Basin. CRSQ 39:25-39.

Reed, J.K., and C.R. Froede, Jr. 2000. Bible-based Flood
geology: Two different approaches to resolving Earth
history—A reply to Tyler and Garner. CRSQ 37:61-66.

Reed, J.K., C.R. Froede, Jr., and C.B. Bennett. 1996. The
role of geologic energy in interpreting the stratigraphic
record. CRSQ 33:97-101.

Reed, J.K., C.B. Bennett, C.R. Froede, Jr., M.J. Oard, J.
Woodmorappe. 1996. An introduction to modern
uniformitarian and catastrophic plate tectonic con-
cepts. CRSQ 33:202-210.

Robinson, S.J. 1996. Can Flood geology explain the fossil
record? CENJT 10(1):32-609.

Rogers, J.J.W. 1996. A history of continents in the past
three billion years. Journal of Geology 104:91-107.

Selley, R.C. 1985. Ancient sedimentary environments.
Third edition. Cornell University Press, Ithaca, N.Y.

Snelling, A.A. 1995. Plate tectonics: Have the continents
really moved apart? CENTJ 9(1)12-20.

__.1997. The editor comments... CENTJ 11(1):44-45.

Snelling, A.A., M. Ernst, E. Scheven, J. Scheven, S.A. Aus-
tin, K.P. Wise, P. Garner, M. Garton, and D. Tyler.
1996. The geological record. CENTJ 10(3):333-334.

TJ Editors. 2002. Forum on catastrophic plate tectonics.
CENTJ 16(1):57.

Tyler, D.J. 1996. A post-Flood solution to the chalk prob-
lem. CENTJ 10(1):107-113.

Tyler, D.J., and P. Garner. 2000. The uniformitarian col-
umn and Flood geology: A reply to Froede and Reed
(1999, CRSQ 36:51-60). CRSQ 37:60-61.

o—&—

Walker, R.G., and N.P. James. 1992. (Editors). Facies
models: Response to sea level change. Geological Associ-
ation of Canada, St. John’s, Newfoundland, Canada.

Walker, T. 1994. A Biblical geologic model. In Walsh,
R.E. (Editor). Proceedings of the Third International
Conference on Creationism. Technical Symposium Ses-
sions. pp. 581-592. Creation Science Fellowship,
Pittsburgh, PA.

. 1996a. The basement rocks of the Brisbane area,

Australia: Where do they fit in the creation model?

CENTJ 10(2):241-257.

. 1996b. The Great Artesian Basin, Australian.

CENTJ 10(3):379-390.

. 2001. Post-Flood volcanism on the Banks Penin-
sula, New Zealand. CENTJ 15(1):96-104.

Whitcomb, J.C., and H.M. Morris. 1961. The Genesis
Flood. Baker Book House, Grand Rapids, Ml.

Windley, B.F. 1993. Uniformitarianism today: Plate tec-
tonics is the key to the past. Journal of the Geological So-
ciety of London 150:7-19.

Woodmorappe, J. 1981. The essential nonexistence of the
evolutionary-uniformitarian geologic column: A quan-
titative assessment. CRSQ 18:46-71.

. 1983. A Diluviological treatise on the strati-

graphic separation of fossils. CRSQ 20:1133-185.

. 1996. Studies in Flood geology: Clarifications re-

lated to the “reality” of the geological column. CENT)J

10(2):279-290.

. 1999. The geologic column: Does it exist?

CENTJ 13(2):77-82.

. 2000. CCC issues. CRSQ 37:203-204.

o

Advertisement
Science and Creation

Here is a new book that will help answer the following questions plus more.

» What is science?

« Does God fit into a scientific picture?

e How important is faith in science and m theology?
» Where did modem science originate?

« Of what importance is the work of Francis Bacon?
« What is the meaning of creation and of evolution?
« Why should all these subjects be important to me?

Author Wayne Frair earned undergraduate science degrees from Houghton and
Wheaton Colleges. His MA. is in embryology from the University of Massachu-
setts, and his Ph.D. in biochemical taxonomy is from Rutgers University. He is a
fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science and a past pres-
ident of the Creation Research Society. Having spent more than forty years in re-
search and teaching, his current status is Professor Emeritus of Biology at The

King’s College in New York City.

-9

Available for $6 from Creation Research Society Books. See the inside back

cover of this issue for details.





