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Christian Geologists on Noahôs Flood: 
Biblical and Scientific Shortcomings of Flood Geology  

Introduction 
 
As Christians and geologists, we frequently encounter people with stories of storm tossed and shipwrecked faith that 
started when they began to wrestle with apparent conflicts between science and the Bible.  The stories have a 
common thread. The Bible, they were told, clearly teaches the earth was created a few thousand years ago with life 
forms fashioned more or less as we find them today. Because the earth is very young, the incredibly complex 
sequence of rock, sediment, and fossils found on our planet must have been deposited in a very short period of time. 
bƻŀƘΩǎ CƭƻƻŘΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǇƭŀǳǎƛōƭŜ Ŏŀǳǎŀƭ ŀƎŜƴǘΣ ǿŀǎ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŀ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǾƛƻƭŜƴǘ ŜǾŜƴǘΦ  ¢ƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀƴŎƛŜƴǘ 
earth and adaptation of life forms, they were further informed, have been constructed on flimsy evidence created by 
atheistic scientists searching for ways to expunge God from modern culture. But as these sojourners began to 
explore and understand the actual evidence for an ancient earth, they found themselves increasingly convinced of its 
legitimacy, and thereby increasingly questioning the veracity of their faith ς many to the point of relegating Christ to 
just another wishful myth. 
 
It is our conviction that these stories of strained or lost faith derive not from an inherent unwillingness to trust the 
Bible, but rather from misguided teaching on the message of Scripture. Those insisting the earth is young are not 
ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƛƴ DƻŘΩǎ ²ƻǊŘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ 
Word. As such, an entirely unnecessary stumbling block to faith is created, where faith in Christ first requires 
rejection of sound science. 
 
!ǎ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊŀȅŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŦŜƭǘ DƻŘΩǎ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŀƪ ƻǳǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƳƛǎǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǎǘǳƳōƭƛƴƎ 
block. We are sensitive, however, to the fact that when scientists speak on issues of faith, there is a natural suspicion 
that science will be regarded as the ultimate arbiter of truth, and Scripture will have to yield whenever conflict arises. 
It is thus important for us to state here that both of us ascribe to the authority and inspiration of Scripture, the reality 
ŀƴŘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ /ƘǊƛǎǘΩǎ ŘŜŀǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǳǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƎŜƴǳƛƴŜ ƳƛǊŀŎǳƭƻǳǎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘŦǳƭƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ 
the Biblical historical narratives. In our understanding, science will never trump Scripture, but by virtue of science 
ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ DƻŘΩǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǘ Ƴŀȅ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ DƻŘΩǎ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ²ƻǊŘΦ Where 
this has occurred historically and has been accepted by the Church, the invariable result has been the abandonment 
of an interpretation of some secondary importance, without any change in our understanding of the intended central 
message. 
 
This phenomenon is illustrated well by the 17th ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ŎƭŀǎƘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ DŀƭƛƭŜƻΩǎ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘ ǊŜǾƻƭǾŜǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ 
the sun, and the multiple passages in Scripture that appear to clearly present a static earth as the physical center of 
DƻŘΩǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ .ƛōƭŜ ǘŜƭƭǎ ǳǎ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘ ƛǎ ŦƛȄŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ƛǘǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ όtǎ фоΥмΣ млпΥрύ ŀƴŘ 
the sun rises and sets (Eccl 1:5, Ps 19:6).  Within the context of the historical narratives (which we are not 
ŀŎŎǳǎǘƻƳŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŀƴƴŜǊύ ǿŜ ǊŜŀŘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ άǘƘŜ ǎǳƴ ǊƛǎƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘέ όDŜƴ 
мфΥноύΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƳƛǊŀŎǳƭƻǳǎ ŜǾŜƴǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ŦŀƳƻǳǎ ōŀǘǘƭŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ άǘƘŜ ǎǳƴ ǎǘƻǇǇŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƪȅ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƭŀȅŜŘ 
ƎƻƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭ Řŀȅέ όWƻǎƘ млΥмоύΦ [ƛƪŜǿƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ [ŜǾƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŀǿΣ ǿŜ ŦƛƴŘ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǘƘŜ tŀǎǎƻǾŜǊ 
ǎŀŎǊƛŦƛŎŜ άǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƴ ƎƻŜǎ Řƻǿƴέ ό5Ŝǳǘ мсΥсύΦ  
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DƻŘΩǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǾŜǊǎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ōƻǘƘ ǎǇƛǊƛǘǳŀƭ 
and physical realms, and 17th century believers understandably struggled with allowing science to alter traditional 
interpretations. If God says the sun rises and the sun sets, how could it be otherwise?  
 
Fast forward a few centuries, and we are now somehow quite content to have allowed science to alter our thinking 
on these verses, without abandoning notions of inerrancy or inspiration. The reason is simply because it was 
eventually recognized that the primary message of these verses was never on the nature of nature, but on the nature 
of man and his experience with his environment and his God. Solomon and Joshua accurately recorded their 
experience from an earthly perspective (sun rising and setting), and David praised God for holding the earth fixedly in 
His hand (Ps 93:1, 104:5), without requiring a meaning of fixity in space. The central message of these verses was 
apparent to readers before and after Galileo. Only a secondary interpretation, likely never intended by the writers, 
was cast off after scientific advances. 
 
{ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ bƻŀƘΩǎ CƭƻƻŘΚ ¢ƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘǿƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΦ ²ŀǎ ƛǘ ǘǊǳƭȅ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ƛƴ 
ŜȄǘŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ǘƘŜ CƭƻƻŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΚ  ¢ƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ōŜƛƴƎ 
ǊŜƳƛƴŘŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ǇƻǎǘƭŜ tŀǳƭΩǎ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƘǳǊŎƘ ƛƴ wƻƳŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƘŜ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άȅƻǳǊ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ 
ǇǊƻŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέ όwƻƳ мΥуύΦ 9ƴǘƛǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŜȄƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜ ƛƴ /ƘƛƴŀΣ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΣ ŀƴŘ 
North and South America who knew nothing of the church in Rome. Though using wording that literally means the 
entire world population, Paul is clearly referring to the world known to him and his readers at the time.1 Paul speaks 
ǘǊǳǘƘŦǳƭƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ Ƙƛǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦ !ƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ bƻŀƘΩǎ CƭƻƻŘ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎŜŘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƴ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅ 
without necessarily covering the entire planet is thus consistent with how other passages in Scripture are interpreted 
by Christians who believe the Bible is authoritative and trustworthy. 
 
Our primary interest in this paper is the second question, the widely promulgated notion that the Flood can account 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ƎŜƻƭƻƎȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƎŜƴǳƛƴŜ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘΦ Flood Geology derives 
from a belief that Genesis teaches that the world is very young ς less than 10,000 years.  To explain the vast 
ǘƘƛŎƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŘƛōƭŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
Flood must have been both global and violent.  Flood Geology is thus synonymous with belief in a young earth.  It is 
our conviction that this position is unreasonable from both a biblical and scientific perspective.  
 
From a biblical perspective, Young-Earth/Flood-DŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƛƴ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
{ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΣέ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƛȄ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭ нпςhour days is the only interpretation of Genesis that is free of textual and theological 
problems. All other approaches are claimed to require hermeneutical manipulations that ultimately undermine the 
simple and clear message of the Bible. Nothing could be farther from the truth. In fact, conservative Biblical scholars 
όǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƻƭƻƎƛŀƴǎ ǿƘƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƪ ǘƻ ōŜ ƎŜƴǳƛƴŜƭȅ DƻŘΩǎ ²ƻǊŘύ ŘŜōŀǘŜ Ƙƻǿ DŜƴŜǎƛǎ м ŀƴŘ н ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
understood, independent of any scientific challenge. Some indeed insist that a word-literal rendering is best, while 
others have argued that the construction of the text, while not typical poetry, nonetheless bears evidence of literary 
ǘƻƻƭǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜ DƻŘΩǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΣ ƴƻǘ Řŀȅǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΦ2  
 
One reason that theologians think to look for literary devices is that there are internal textual problems if insisting 
that Genesis opens with plain historical narrative.  Three examples follow. 
 

1) Light and dark are separated twice. Light is first separated from darkness in Day 1, then again in Day 4 with 
the creation of the sun, moon and stars ς άDƻŘ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜƳ Χ ǘƻ ƎƻǾŜǊƴ ǘƘŜ Řŀȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴƛƎƘǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ 
ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƎƘǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǊƪƴŜǎǎέ όDŜƴ мΥмуύΦ ! ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ǿƻǊŘ-literal interpretation here suggests that 
God's first attempt failed, and he had to try a different approach. 
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2) Evening and morning are declared for three days without a sun. Evening and morning have meaning only 
in the context of the earth rotating about its axis adjacent to the sun. Without a fixed light source, there is no 
evening or morning. To say God himself was the source of light is insufficient, for this would require that God 
ǿŀǎ άƻŦŦέ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ 5ŀȅ мΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ǿŀǎ ŦƛȄŜŘ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ƻƳƴƛǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǳƴǘƛƭ 5ŀȅ пΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ 
reply is that this is an expression of a 24 hour day as it would be observed for the rest of time. Which is to 
say, a figurative interpretation is called upon to support a literal interpretation. 
 
3) In Genesis 1, all animals were created before Adam, but in Genesis 2, many of the animals were created 
after God saw that Adam needed a helper (Gen 2:18-20). Many English Bibles fix this problem by translating 
ǘƘŜ IŜōǊŜǿ ǿƻǊŘ ŦƻǊ άŎǊŜŀǘŜŘέ ŀǎ άhad ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘΣέ ōǳǘ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ άƘŀŘέ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ǿƘƻƭƭȅ ƻƴ ŀƴ 
assumed intention of the writer. 

 
None of these observations mean that the creation story is not true; they simply indicate that a word-literal 
interpretation is not likely to be the most appropriate. More importantly, any impression given by the Church that 
belief in a young earth is synonymous with being a Christian is entirely unjustified, and in fact, does little more than 
create a stumbling block to faith in Christ. 
 
It is readily acknowledged here that there are many other Scriptural issues that are 
important to consider when contemplating the best understanding of Creation and 
bƻŀƘΩǎ CƭƻƻŘΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜƭȅ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ όƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ 
long) article, readers are encouraged to refer to When Faith and Science Collide: A 
Biblical Approach to Evaluating Evolution and the Age of the Earth by G.R. Davidson. 
 
{ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΚ ²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ DƻŘΩǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ 
about its history? Before launching into a discussion of evidence, it is important to 
clarify the debate. The contention between geologists and Flood Geology advocates 
is not about natural vs. supernatural mechanisms. The underlying assumption 
throughout all Flood Geology arguments is that natural mechanisms occurring 
during and after the Flood can account for the majority of the sedimentary rocks 
that we find on the earth.  It is this assumption that is the basis for claiming that 
scientific studies can be undertaken to find support for a global, catastrophic flood. 
The question before us, therefore, is what is actually revealed by studies of the 
earth's layers? Do they speak to a global deluge and recent age, or to a more 
complex and ancient history? 
 
Flood Geology proponents would have us believe that there is extensive evidence 
for a violent, earth-wide flood that is apparent if one is willing to consider the possibility. As Christian geologists, we 
have no philosophical objection to a cataclysmic event of divine origin, and have long been willing to consider 
evidence of such an event. What we have observed, however, is that evidence for Flood Geology is largely, if not 
entirely, non-existent. Given the placement and character of sedimentary deposits currently on earth, deposition by 
a single flood is not only implausible, but utterly impossible unless God temporarily suspended His natural laws in 
order to establish layers and fossil beds that would subsequently communicate a story vastly different than what 
actually happened. 
 
To relate the evidence effectively, we recognize the need to present more than one example, though we also wish to 
keep the content manageable. Our solution for this article is to present three examples with very brief narratives, 
and finish with a more detailed description of a fourth example. 
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Salt Deposits 
 
There are many places around the earth with layers of salt, some thousands of feet in thickness.  Just off the 
southern coast of the United States in the Gulf of Mexico, thick salt deposits sit beneath thousands of feet of 
sediment (Fig. 1).  These deposits lie within the layers that are said to have been deposited by the Flood. 
 
We understand how salt beds form. At locations such as the Bonneville Salt Flats of Utah, or at the Dead Sea at the 
border of Israel and Jordan, salt is actively forming.  Salt beds form when water is evaporated.  During evaporation, 
the concentration of dissolved ions increases until the water cannot hold the salt in solution anymore and mineral 
salt begins to form. If a presently unknown or poorly understood process could produce salt without evaporation, as 
argued by young-earth advocates,3 it would quickly dissolve as soon as it came into contact with flood water, just as 
the salt from your saltshaker rapidly dissolves when added to water or moist food. 
 
One might argue that the waters from the Flood could have evaporated to leave behind the salt deposits we see 
today, but there is a serious problem.  The thousands of feet of sediment on top of the salt is also said to be from the 
Flood, meaning the flood waters cannot have evaporated to produce the salt and still be present and violent enough 
to transport thousands of feet of sediment to the same location.  In other words, a single flood cannot be called upon 
to explain both the salt and the overlying sediment.  For those who wish to argue that natural processes could have 
been vastly different during the Flood, there are at least two replies.  First, under such a scenario, there is no point in 
Flood Geology studies any more than in normal studies, for nothing could be gained by the study of unknowable 
processes.  A more important question, however, would be to ask why God would alter natural processes just to 
make Flood sediments look like they are not flood sediments.  What would the purpose be?  (We will revisit this 
thought later.)
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Figure 1 
Salt deposits in the Gulf of Mexico, 
some lying beneath thousands of 
feet of sediment. Here and in other 
locations, some salt deposits are 
thousands of feet thick. 

(modified from www.glossary.oilfield.slb.com/DisplayImage.cfm?ID=155) 
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Grand Canyon: Order of Deposition 

 
The Grand Canyon is made up of a sequence of layers that defies any reasonable attempt to explain by a single flood. 
The alternating layers of limestone, sandstone and shale each form in unique environments.  If these deposits were 
formed at different times under various sea-level stages, it is quite simple to explain the different grain sizes and rock 
types as a function of depth and distance from the shore line.  If explained with a single catastrophic flood that 
ŀōƛŘŜŘ ōȅ DƻŘΩǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀǿǎ ƻŦ ǇƘȅǎƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŜƳƛǎǘǊȅΣ ƭƻƎƛŎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǎǘǊŜǘŎƘŜŘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōǊŜŀƪƛƴƎ ǇƻƛƴǘΦ   
 
As a very simple observation, consider instructions given in virtually every gardening book.  A good soil will have a 
mix of sand, silt and clay. To determine the quality of your soil, you take a handful or two, put it in a clear container, 
add water and shake it up.  When you stop shaking, the coarse grained material will settle out first resulting in a 
sequence of layers: sand on the bottom, then silt, then clay.  You can readily see how much of each you have by the 
thickness of each layer.  
 
This is informative of what we see in flood deposits.  As moving flood waters slow down, finer and finer grained 
ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǘǘƭŜǎ ƻǳǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ άŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǳǇǿŀǊŘέ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜΦ LŦ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DǊŀƴŘ /ŀƴȅƻƴ ƭŀȅŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƭŀƛŘ Řƻǿƴ ōȅ 
the Flood, then we should see the same thing ς ŀ άŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǳǇǿŀǊŘέ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜΦ  LƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ǿŜ ǎŜŜ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƴƎ 
layers of fine and coarse grained material, with smaller-scale alternating layers within the larger ones (Fig. 2).  
Increasing the violence of a flood does nothing to negate the standard order of deposition.  Repeated surging of 
flood waters across the surface likewise offers little explanatory power; in this case we might expect successive 
ƭŀȅŜǊǎΣ ŜŀŎƘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ άŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǳǇǿŀǊŘέ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜΣ ōǳǘ ǎǳŎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ DǊŀƴŘ /ŀƴȅƻƴ 
includes multiple layers of limestone, which are never found in flood deposits of any magnitude. Even in floods as 
massive as one thought to have catastrophically deluged the once dry Mediterranean Sea basin with thousands of 
feet of water ς limestone beds are conspicuously absent.
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Cross-section from Press and Siever, Understanding Earth, 1994, W.H. Freeman & Co. 

Figure 2   
Photo and cross-section of the 
Grand Canyon, Arizona. 

 




