
A Response to “The Pillars of the Earth and Radial Shrinkage” 

Introduction: In the interest of good science, I always make sure to consider opposing arguments to my 

currently held viewpoints to the furthest extent. Recently, Matty’s Paradigm has sent me a link to an 

article, written by himself, titled “The Pillars of the Earth and Radial Shrinkage”. This article was in 

response to me stating that if radioactive decay rates were drastically increased, like he claims they are, 

then scientists would observe all kinds of other changes in chemical bonds and gravitational forces, as 

well as thermal output as a result of decay. Here I hope to explain in great detail just how fallacious his 

claims are, and how he makes assumptions about the accepted scientific position on the earth. At the 

same time I will refute any supposed assumptions he might accuse scientists of making. Now I am not 

qualified to speak on subjects such as these. I have no scientific degree, so I will be citing reliable 

sources for all of my claims. Matty has also accused me of taking scientific studies out of context so I will 

accompany all of my claims with screenshots from my sources, so the audience can judge for 

themselves. Without further ado, let’s begin. 

Assumptions: It’s important to begin this by addressing assumptions. There is a stark difference 

between an inference and an assumption. An inference is a logical prediction made on the basis of pre-

obtained observations. For example, suppose I drop a ball 100 times. Every time I let go of the ball it falls 

to the ground, clear evidence for gravity. I can infer that on the 101th time I drop the ball it will also fall 

to the ground and not do something strange, like float or go up. This is an inference made on the basis 

of evidence I’ve already gathered through observations. An assumption is a guess made on no 

foundation of evidence. Assumptions are often made in order to support a pre-existing bias, in spite of 

not having any evidence for the assumption. Every time Matty has ever accused me or another “atheist 

science troll”, as he likes to call us, of using assumptions, it tends to turn out that it’s an inference rather 

than an assumption we use. Like the ball analogy, various areas of science use observable evidence to 

make predictions. Here’s another example: Evolution is a lot like forensics. Let’s say that investigators 

arrive at the scene of a crime and see a dead body with a bullet hole wound in the head and a bullet 

casing lying nearby. Investigators don’t need to have actually seen the person get shot to know that they 

were shot in the head. The evidence left behind by the event of the person getting shot is used to piece 

the event back together. Evolution follows the same mechanism. Scientists use observable evidence like 

comparative DNA, biogeography, paleontology, comparative anatomy, comparative embryology, and 

the fossil record to piece together the events of the past. There are no assumptions being made. It’s 

called drawing the most rational conclusion based on evidence. I’d just like to point this out before we 

get too far into this because chances are matty is just going to dismiss this response as one big 

assumption, which is grossly inaccurate. 

Questions Answered: Matty begins his article by presenting a case in which he asked the question, 

openly on twitter, “Why is the interior of earth hot?” I will get to the answer for that a bit later, but first 

I want to address the atheist that responded to his question on twitter. He claimed that the core is 

molten rock, magma. This is incorrect. The core of earth is made of predominately of iron (there’s also 

some nickel in it and some studies indicate that there are most likely other lighter elements also 

present, but it is known that iron makes up the bulk of it). How do we know this? Seismic waves, caused 



by earthquakes, travel through the earth and are measured by seismometers. The type of material the 

waves are traveling through determines exactly their velocity. The best fit for the velocity measured by 

seismometers is elemental iron (Fe).[1] If I recall correctly, a while back in my debate with Matty he 

accepted the fact that the earth’s core is made of molten iron (the interior part that is). So this part 

shouldn’t be up for debate, at least I don’t think. (Referencing below image) 

 

 

Now we move on to his first question. He asks “why is the magma hot and where did it come from?” 

Well as I’ve already established the earth’s core is made of iron, not magma. It came from the formation 

of earth as denser elements gravitated towards the center to form an iron rich core. This is a very easy 

concept to understand. Heavier atomic elements sink. The elements that comprise the mantle and crust 

are not as heavy as iron and nickel. But that poses another question. By that same logic we should see 

heavy atomic elements like uranium in the core as well. At this point we have to also take into account 

the abundance of the materials. Iron is much more abundant in the universe than uranium; so uranium 

might only have small traces in earth’s core while the rest is dispersed throughout the mantle. This is 

speculative to some degree but seismological data has never given any indications that the earth’s inner 

core is comprised of any significant amount of uranium or other heavy metals, other than iron. This 

actually poses another problem to matty’s paradigm, though. Matty claims that most of the heavy 



radioactive elements, like uranium, were concentrated in the earth’s core and decayed at an 

exponential rate after the fall of man. Well, this is impossible as we know that heavier atomic elements 

sink, but we find lots of uranium in the mantle. How would heavier atomic elements diffuse out of the 

core and into the mantle? It’s simply a physical impossibility that defies gravity. As for why it’s hot, now 

this IS speculation. We know for sure that radioactive decay is one factor in it. Other factors include 

frictional heat from the formation of the core and the initial stages of earth’s formation in general.[2] I 

admit that this is speculation to some degree, but not everything matty’s claims is speculation actually is 

as I will demonstrate throughout this response. (Referencing above image) 

Circular Reasoning: Up to this point, I hadn’t really had much of an issue with the things Matty had said 

in his article and the questions he asked. Now, however, I do. We move forward to where he begins to 

employ circular reasoning to support his argument. Here Matty claims that we have to begin with the 

“correct understanding of the formation of earth”. He proceeds to cite biblical scripture as the 

foundation for the rest of the claims made in the argument. This is purely fallacious. I expect creationists 

to use real world observable evidence to prove the bible, not to use the bible to prove the bible. 

(Referencing below image) 

 

 



Matty has in fact indicated that he uses circular reasoning in his arguments before on twitter.  

 

This is in regard to our debate on geocentricity. He states right here that his assumption is that god 

doesn’t lie, and all his beliefs proceed from that. (Referencing above image) 



 

This, however, is really the nail in the coffin for him. He claims in this tweet to have discernment. I’ve 

heard this claim from creationists before, that they have spiritual discernment granted by god which 

allows them to determine what is true and what is not. Matty claims to use this discernment in order to 

find out what evidence supports his beliefs and what evidence is false. The problem is that he has to 

assume his religion is correct to have that ability of discernment in the first place. The cycle works like 

this: Assume bible is true  gain discernment  use discernment to find evidence for the bible  back 

to the beginning. It is quite clear that Matty is employs circular reasoning to the fullest extent to justify 

his claims. He begins with the assumption that his religion is true in order to find evidence to prove his 

religion to be true. (Referencing above image) 



 

I even accused Matty directly about his use of circular reasoning and he openly admitted to it here. 

There is no question about it; Matty uses circular reasoning. (Referencing above image) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The Facts: Moving forward, we come to the point where Matty discusses seismic waves and their usage 

(note: there is some content before this part, but I’m not going to respond to it since it’s just Matty 

citing biblical scripture. Basically it’s an extension of the circular reasoning that I’ve already covered). 

(Referencing below image) 

 

Now to dive into some seismology. Surprisingly, everything Matty says in the first paragraph in this 

screenshot is correct. He is absolutely right about the way that P waves and S waves travel through 

matter. In the second sentence of the next paragraph, however, he makes a fallacious claim. He first 

asks why the lines are curved. Good question, Matty seems to believe that seismic waves travel 

perfectly straight paths, hence why he drew the straight lines on the image. (Referencing above image) 

 

 

 

 



He is demonstrably wrong, however, because we know that the seismic waves do curve since distant 

seismic stations have detected waves in this mannerism. Scientists have performed artificial seismic 

wave tests to replicate the waves of that of an earthquake and then measure where the waves end up 

using geophones set in various locations.[3] (Referencing below image) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Now matty might say that straight seismic waves would hit the same locations that refracted/reflected 

seismic waves would. This isn’t true. In seismic refraction tests, the seismic waves RETURN to the 

surface after a period of time due to refraction or reflection. Straight seismic waves would NEVER return 

to the surface. The only seismic wave that would hit the surface geophones would be the direct ray 

which travels horizontally along the surface and occurs at “zero travel time”. After that the time-delayed 

refracted or reflected seismic waves return to the surface and hit the geophones.[4] The seismic wave 

refraction survey method is direct and definitive proof that seismic waves curve and do not follow 

perfectly straight paths like matty’s diagram shows. (Referencing below image) 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

But why do seismic waves curve? It isn’t theoretical at all. Seismic waves curve due to layers in the 

earth. Seismic waves follow the same laws of refraction and reflection as light waves do, according to 

Snell’s law. The angle of refraction or reflection depends on the type of rock media the waves are 

encountering at different layers. [5] (Referencing two below images) 



 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The angle at which the waves refract depends on the media between each boundary they encounter, 

relative to the previous media.[6] This pretty much topples everything else Matty says after that since he 

chooses to draw straight lines, to represent seismic waves, on the figure which isn’t accurate and would 

not be possible with earth’s varying types of media. (Referencing below image) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Earth’s Outer Core: 

 

Here Matty claims that it is only speculation to say that the outer core is liquid, and that there is no 

“scientific reason” why it couldn’t be empty space. This couldn’t be farther from the truth. The video 

only gave part of the reasoning behind why scientists claim that earth’s outer core is liquid. If the core 

was empty then yes, S-waves would still not be able to propagate through the outer core and the 

seismic wave measurements would be the same. However, what we must now look at is earth’s 

magnetic field. The only possible way for earth’s magnetic field to exist is to have a liquid medium with 

ionized molecules flowing through it (this eliminates any possible criticism of scientists assuming the 

magnetic field is a result of a liquid core). How it works is that flowing electrically charged particles in 

earth’s outer core, caused by convection currents and earth’s rotation, create a magnetic field. 

Essentially, earth’s core is a massive dynamo.[7] This is then further supported by how seismic waves 



travel through the outer core. Thus, since we observe that earth does have a magnetic field, the outer 

core must be liquid in order to create it.[8] (Referencing above image) 

More evidence lies in observations of the Coriolis effect. The Coriolis effect is used to explain tendencies 

in earth’s magnetic field to drift westward.[9] Matty may try to say that this relies on the assumption that 

the earth is rotating to produce the Coriolis effect, but we know the Coriolis effect is real. The fact that 

we observe it shows that earth must be rotating to generate it. Where to we observe it? Well it has its 

effects on earth’s atmosphere. It’s the reason hurricanes spin counter-clockwise in the northern 

hemisphere.[10] If earth didn’t spin then we’d observe a straight path of air circulation up and down the 

poles. The Coriolis effect is the reason that air circulation turns to the right in the northern hemisphere 

and left in the southern hemisphere. The rotation of earth is essentially self-evident in that we observe 

the effects created by it, and these effects could only be the result of the earth spinning which tells us 

that earth does in fact spin. Once again we are drawing conclusions based on evidence, no assumptions 

made here.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



But we’re not finished yet. In the interest of good science, I decided to dig a little deeper and search for 

some alternative explanations for earth’s magnetic field, if there were any. And I came across one 

scholarly article on Proquest that takes a different approach. It discusses possible causations for the 

earth’s magnetic field, including geodynamo theory (the one supported by this article), the ionosphere, 

and salt-water flow. The author begins by challenging the concept of a geodynamo being created in the 

core due to convection currents caused by temperature. The author goes so far as to say that the exact 

causation for the dynamo has been incorrectly defined.[11] (Referencing below image) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Continuing on, the author begins to present a case for how earth’s magnetic field is generated based on 

gravitational pulls caused by other celestial bodies. This is the author’s proposed hypothesis, essentially. 

Note that in his hypothesis he claims that there is a moving core. The author of this article is challenging 

the notion of a temperature driven geodynamo. He is proposing a gravity driven geodynamo instead.[11] 

(Referencing below image) 

 

This is where it gets interesting. The author delves deeper into evidence for his proposed hypothesis. 

The moon has the greatest gravitational impact on the earth’s magnetic field. This is because it is much 

closer to earth than the sun and even though the sun has a greater mass, the proportions of distance 

and mass are more impactful with the moon. Evidence includes the fact that there are “daily and 

annual” differentiations in the direction of the magnetic field due to the rotation and orbit of 

surrounding celestial bodies and earth. Further evidence is presented by the author by citing another 



study in which models predicted the movement patterns of electromagnetic fields as a result of 

movement in the planet’s core and other natural phenomena. The predictions were accurate.[11] This is 

not merely circumstantial evidence. Showing a clear relation between movement in the earth’s core and 

electromagnetic field patterns via a predictive model that accurately matched real observations is 

DIRECT evidence. (Referencing below image) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The author arrives are his conclusion that earth’s magnetic field is created by gravity-driven movement 

in the LIQUID outer core. It cannot be denied here that a liquid outer core is the only possible cause for 

earth’s magnetic field, as shown by all evidence gathered.[11] The rest of the scholarly article is 

supplemental evidence to support his conclusion regarding the tides and earthquakes. It would seem to 

me that earth’s geodynamo is propelled by a combination of thermal convection and gravitational 

forces. This part remains somewhat speculative but what is clear is that earth’s outer core is liquid and 

does create the magnetic field for earth. (Referencing below image). 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Gravity: Oh but we are not done yet. There’s more to the issue of having an empty outer core, though. 

Gravity is an important factor to consider when examining the validity of earth having an empty outer 

core. From the perspective of modern science, the mass of the entire core is 1.719 x10^24 kg, or 27.5% 

of the earth’s mass. And the mass of the inner core is 1.162 x10^23 kg, or 1.86% of the earth’s mass.[12] 

We can subtract the two to get the mass of the outer core and the percentage of earth’s total mass it 

makes up. By subtracting 1.162 x10^23 kg from 1.719 x10^24 kg we get 1.603 x10^24 kg. This is 25.6% 

of the earth’s mass!!! Almost 26% of the earth’s mass!!! Now take earth’s measured mass and subtract 

25.6% to get the new mass for matty’s paradigm. If we do (5.972 x10^24 x 25.6%) we get 1.528 x10^24 

kg, which is the mass we need to subtract from earth’s original mass. Now we subtract 1.528 x10^24 

from 5.972 x10^24 to get 4.444 x10^24 kg as earth’s new mass. Now that we have earth’s new mass we 

must calculate its gravitational force. For this example we will calculate earth’s surface gravity using the 

equation g = G x M/r2 where “g” is surface gravity, “G” is the gravitational constant, “M” is the mass of 

earth, and “r” is earth’s radius.[13] If you do this calculation with earth’s accepted mass you get 9.81 

meters/second squared. However, we are using what would be matty’s earth mass. Start with the 

exponent on the radius, so earth’s radius is 6.378 x10^6 meters, when we square that we get 4.068 

x10^13 meters. Now divide matty’s earth mass by the previous calculation, so 4.444 x10^24 divided by 

4.068 x10^13 meters. This gives us 1.092 x10^11. One more step, multiply this by the gravitational 

constant which is 6.67 x10^-11. So we do 1.092 x10^11 multiplied by 6.67 x10^-11 to get 7.29 

meters/second squared as earth’s new gravitational pull. Interesting, this is significantly less than the 

accepted gravitational pull, a little under 25%. Now we have something that we can test! We can 

directly measure what the acceleration of gravity is on earth using the free fall test and then compare 

our findings with the theoretical calculations made.[14] In the case of the theoretical calculations being 

used, they are 9.8 meters/second squared and 7.29 meters/second squared. Using the free fall test, 

which can be found in my works cited page, one can test for themselves the earth’s ACTUAL 

acceleration of gravity. The test should yield approximately 9.8 meters/second squared if they follow the 

constraints of the experiment properly and make no errors. The test is accurate enough that even if 

errors are made, they won’t be higher than several percent. You’d have to have a percent error of about 

23% to get 7.29 meters/second squared. This is the nail in the coffin for matty’s claim about the earth’s 

outer core. The free fall experiment proves, effectively and DIRECTLY, that there is no possible way that 

earth could have an outer core without mass. 

 I checked matty’s article on calculating planetary mass and he actually accepts the mass of 5.972 

x10^24 kg for earth. This doesn’t make sense to me, however, since he would need to account for the 

lack of mass in the outer core, but he hasn’t. When scientists calculate the mass of the earth, 5.972 

x10^24 kg, it includes the liquid outer core. In matty’s paradigm, there is no liquid outer core. Where is 

this mass being accounted for? My only guess is that he would claim that the inner core, mantle, and/or 

crust are denser. If that’s the case then we could test this theory by calculating how fast seismic waves 

would be expected to travel through the media at that density, and then actually measuring the velocity 

at which seismic waves travel through the media. The comparison of the theoretical calculation to the 



actual results would indicate whether or not the theory is valid. Of course, perhaps matty has some 

entirely different way of accounting for the mass of the outer core. Maybe he would claim that hell 

expanding filled the gap and accounts for the mass, if so, where did that new matter come from? 

(Referencing below image) 

 

More Gravity: We still aren’t finished, though. One more thing to consider is that if earth had to outer 

core it would literally implode! Allow me to explain: Basically what we’re looking at is a gap between the 

inner core and the mantle in earth’s early history, according to matty’s diagram. The mantle is not liquid 

but it does behave like a very thick fluid over very long periods of time. On top of that the lower mantle 

layers have a higher viscosity than the upper mantle and so they might be more prone to “sinking”. But 

a single point in the mantle crumbling would cause a ripple effect throughout the entire mantle. On top 

of that there is immense pressure on the lower mantle from the upper layers of the mantle and crust. 

And add on the effect of gravity which we will calculate here, it becomes clear that earth would indeed 

collapse into itself without a core for support. It gets even better though, matty believes that there was 

water deep underground in the early times. This water surely would have collapsed to the core caused 

destruction throughout the whole system, extinguishing the core and causing the upper layers of earth 



to collapse. But for the sake of this example we’ll be using the mantle instead of water, which is much 

more generous to matty’s position. And after the earth collapsed on itself it would be left with a filled 

outer core and a smaller radius, no empty core.  

I did some calculations to show how gravity would affect the mantle under the conditions matty 

proposes: We’ll be using the earth’s mass of 4.444 x10^24 kg that I calculated earlier as earth’s mass 

when the war in heaven broke out and the hell part of earth was created. This is because there’d be a 

gap between the mantle and inner core where the liquid outer core would be (I’m assuming matty 

accounts for the mass of today’s earth by saying that hell expanded to fill the void of the outer core, but 

that would not have been the case in earlier times and so the mass should have been less). We’ll be 

using the formula for acceleration of gravity at depth which is g(d) = (G x M) x (r-d)/r3 where “G” is the 

gravitational constant, “M” is the mass of earth, “r” is the earth’s radius, and “d” is the depth we’re 

measuring.[15] In this case the depth is about 2940 kilometers, or 2940000 meters, below earth’s surface 

which is roughly the boundary layer between the mantle and outer core of earth, give or take a bit. Now 

all we have to do is plug the numbers in. The equation will look like this: [(6.674 x10^-11) x (4.444 

x10^24)] x [(6.378 x10^6) - (2.94 x 10^6)] ÷ (6.378 x10^6)3. It looks pretty confusing but we’ll break it 

down. First let’s multiply (G x M), so that’s (6.674 x10^-11) x (4.444 x10^24) which gives us 2.9659 

x10^14. Now let’s do (r-d), so that’s (6.378 x10^6) – (2.94 x10^6) which yields 3.438 x10^6. Now we 

must divide our (r-d) result by the radius of earth cubed, this will look like this: (3.438 x10^6) ÷ (2.594 

x10^20) which equals 1.325 x10^-14. Finally, we multiply our (G x M) value by our (r-d)/r3 value which 

looks like this: (2.9659 x10^14) x (1.325 x10^-14) to give us 3.93 meters/second squared. This 

gravitational effect isn’t strong, but it IS still affecting the mantle at the boundary which means that the 

mantle would collapse to the core, no question about it. In fact, the rate at which the mantle would 

collapse would be faster than just 3.93 meters/ second squared since you have to take into account the 

pressure from the mantle layers and crust above the bottom mantle layer. On top of that, gravity 

increases as you move towards the surface so the upper mantle layers would be accelerating faster than 

the very bottom mantle layer, which is what we calculated here. If we wanted to use the earth’s mass as 

5.972 x10^24 kg instead then the calculated acceleration of gravity would be even higher. 

Pressure: Gravity isn’t the only factor needing to be taken into account here, though. Earth’s mantle is 

under constant extreme pressure, 1.3 million atmospheres with today’s measurements.[16] However, this 

is using earth’s acceleration of gravity as 5.28 meters/second squared, which is calculated using the 

same method as above except with earth’s mass as 5.972 x10^24 kg. We are, however, looking at earth 

in the early stages when the outer core was empty, according to matty’s paradigm. Now we need to 

calculate pressure in the lower mantle and observe the effects such pressure would have on the mantle. 

The formula to be used will be P = d x g x h where “P” is pressure, “d” is density, “g” is acceleration of 

gravity at depth being measured, and “h” is depth.[17] We’ll be using the acceleration of gravity 

calculated above for this as it will give us the pressure conditions present at the specific point in time 

we’re looking at. The calculation will look like this: 5600 kg/m3 x 3.93 m/s2 x (2.94 x10^6) m. This gives 

us roughly 647,000 atmospheres of pressure at the bottom part of the lower mantle (note: this isn’t 

quite the core-mantle boundary. I couldn’t find a reliable source for a core-mantle boundary so I instead 

decided to go with the bottom part of the lower mantle which is less dense). This is significantly lower 



than the pressure at the core-mantle boundary of today’s earth with today’s earth mass, but it’s still 

quite high. At this extreme level of pressure, and with a void of significantly less pressure or no pressure 

at all, the mantle would almost explode into the gap, filling it instantly. 

The truth is a planet with a hollow core like matty describes is almost impossible. It defies the nature of 

gravity and pressure. So matty, how exactly did the mantle just sit stationary there in the early times? 

Physics shows that the mantle as well as the crust should have collapsed to fill the gap and result in a 

small planet with no hollow core. This does not fit into matty’s narrative, however, and I’m curious as to 

how he will work his way around this one. My guess is that he will just say that the pillars of earth keep 

it all together. Although I’m unsure how the pillars themselves would stay together as they are on the 

same exact foundation as the mantle in matty’s diagram. It’d be like if I build a fortress on top of some 

pillars, but then removed the ground which the pillars were standing on. The whole thing would come 

crashing down, pillars and all; so it doesn’t seem like pillars are a valid explanation. This is never minding 

the fact that matty hasn’t ever presented evidence for pillars of earth except assuming a few landmarks 

to be pillars extending down to the core. 

Needless to say, Matty is just plain wrong at this point. There is no question about it. My biggest 

question to matty out of this entire article would be how is earth’s magnetic field generated, if not by a 

liquid outer core? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Matty’s Article Continued: 

 

Then just after his paragraph on earth’s outer core he cites some more biblical scripture. Once again this 

goes back to his use of circular reasoning so I won’t spend a whole lot of time on it. I will, however, say 

that upon reading this quote it seems that it’s entirely metaphorical. The “great gulf” could easily be 

explained as separation from god and humanity, a spiritual separation, not physical. My point in this is 

that Matty could drop the whole “empty outer core” nonsense and his belief system wouldn’t be 

harmed by it at all. That’s just my suggestion to help him get one step closer to the truth. (Referencing 

above image) 

 

Here in Matty’s article he changes the measurements of the boundaries of the inner core and mantle. 

Now, according to him, the mantle is smaller than originally, and the inner core is larger. How did he 

come up with these figures? He did so by drawing the straight lines from the seismic wave source. As I 

already made clear earlier, seismic waves DO refract and reflect at boundary layers. There is no 

questioning that. Straight seismic waves, like Matty has drawn, are not realistic. Therefore, Matty’s 



measurements of the layers of earth, which are based on the straight lines he drew, are just blatantly 

false. (Referencing below image) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



This means that all his calculations of volumes of earth’s different layers are false. Basically, the entire 

model he’s using to represent earth in its early and modern form crumble because he made a terrible 

assumption about the behavior of seismic waves. Matty is also just assuming that these few landmarks 

he listed have structural bodies that extend down to the core. He’s never presented any geological 

evidence for pillars in earth. Matty tends to accuse me of having no knowledge of the concepts I talk 

about, ironic isn’t it? (Referencing below image) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The rest of Matty’s article is more or less just a timeline for earth’s change through the years. Although, 

matty neglects the fact that none of it is testable and that his calculations are already falsifiable because 

he made wrong assumptions about seismic waves. But there is one part in particular that I’d like to 

address. And that’s his claim about horse-sized locusts living in earth’s mantle. My first notion would be 

just to laugh, but I’m going to take him seriously here and investigate. (Referencing below image) 

 

I dug around a bit on the internet to find any evidence of life in earth’s mantle. Unsurprisingly, I didn’t 

find much. The best I found was one study posted by like 10 different news outlets about a research 

team that found evidence for microbial life in mantle rocks on the ocean floor. This really wasn’t 

enough, though. What we’re looking for are called extremophiles, organisms that thrive in extreme 

conditions, such as temperature and pressure. The pressure and temperature of the mantle are 

catastrophically high. What horse-sized organism could live in such conditions? Well firstly the horse-

sized locusts’ armor plating would melt off their bodies. There would be no armor-plating possible, if 

we’re assuming that they were wearing steel. Unless they had some magic armor or something, Matty’s 

isn’t very clear on that. Another way at looking at this is that the mantle is about as hot (much more hot 

at the boundary to the core) as most volcanoes. Scientists have never observed life living in volcanoes 



like Matty describes living in the mantle. If Matty has some compelling evidence for life in the mantle in 

the way he describes it then I encourage him to bring it forth. 

Conclusion: I know matty is probably just going to disregard everything said here. It wouldn’t surprise 

me. Someone as close minded as him cannot imagine the possibility of being wrong. I’ve been wrong 

before. I used to be a Christian, close minded like the rest. I had to set my biases aside to see the truth. 

That’s why this article is more-so for anyone who keeps an open mind and is willing to consider my 

arguments and evidence with intellectual honesty. I hope this will shed light on the atrocious 

misinterpretations of data, false statements, and gross assumptions made by matty.  
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