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The Earth’s Age.

As Dr. Wallace (NATURE, p. 175) trusts * that on further
consideration ” Ishall ¢ admit that” my ‘‘ objection is invalid,
it is evident that I have failed to make clear to him my SFB“ment
showing that his data do not warrant his conclusion. f
He overlooks the fact that a thickness of 177,200 feet ©
sedimentary rocks is, standing alone, a perfectly indefinite
quantity ; to make it definite it must have a definite area. N
As he mentions no area for it we are justified in assuming ‘!mn
he means the land area of the globe, whereas his calculatio
is made as though area were not of the essence of the probl?“;;
in short, as if the formation of a pile of sediment 177,200 1€

thick, of no matter what area, were the problem.
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In Sir A. Geikie’s calculation and all other similar ones with
which [ am acquainted, the thickness of the sedimentary rocks
is tacitly assumed to be their thickness all over the land area of
the globe.

Dr. Wallace's calculation leads to the absurd result that con-
tinents are growing nineteen times as fast as materials are
produced to supply their growth.

Leaving the question of the conclusions to which Dr. Wal-
lace’s data logically lead, I may say that I am not responsible,
and do not hold him to be responsible, for the absurd theory
as to the thickness of sedimentary rocks on which they are
based.

In order to arrive at a scientifically accurate result, what we
require to know is the present actual thickness in every part of
the world, plus all the thickness which has previously existed in,
but since been denuded away from, every area. The existing
thickness in geologically explored areas can perhaps be ascer-
tained within certain limits of error from geological maps and
memoirs.  For instance where the surface consists of Torridon
Sandstone overlying Archzan gneiss of igneous origin, the
thickness of sedimentary rock is that of the Torridon Sandstone
only, if we assume that the gneiss there is part of the metamor-
phosed original crust of the earth, for the existence of which
Rosenbusch has recently argued.

It is easily demonstrable, first, that in many places the
existing thickness of each formation, where undenuded, is far
from being the maximum thickness, and, secondly, from the
thinning out in some directions, or merging, near the old shore-
line, into conglomerates, that some formations were never de-
posited over certain areas ; indeed, the very existence of a
sedimentary deposit necessarily implies that of land undergoing
denudation and not receiving deposit, although it may well be
doubted whether the land area was always nineteen times the
area receiving deposit.

Reasoning from the deposits preserved asto those removed by
denudation, it is highly improbable that any considerable area
ever received either the complete series of deposits, or on the
average anything like the maximum thickness of the deposits it
actually received. In addition to this, some formations usually
considered to be successive may be really contemporaneous,
50 that the figures representing maximum thicknesses usually
taken in calculating the earth’s age are probably far above the
truth for the purpose in question.

The immense labour involved in calculating the existing
thickness of sedimentary rocks in each area, and the thick-
Ness which there is any reasonable ground for supposing to

ve been at any time denuded from that area, as well as
the uncertainty of the results, has probably deterred geologists
fom attempting the task, especially as large areas are very im-
perfectly known. BERNARD HoOBSON.

Tapton Elms, Sheffield, December 24.
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