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The Guadeloupe Skeleton 
— Some Comments

MALCOLM BOWDEN

I have become interested in the dispute on the age 
of this skeleton simply to determine where the truth 
really lies. If it is recent then we should admit our er
ror; if it w as deposited at a “M iocene” age then it 
will be one more of the many cracks that exist in the 
well known geological “ column” of evolution.

DR STRINGER S CASE
First a few comments on Dr Stringer’s paper in 

Ex Nihilo, vol. 6 (2), 1983, pp. 3 1 -3 2 . (1) He mentions 
that although elsew here there are coral terraces 
containing Miocene-Pliocene fossils, “there are no 
deposits of this type identified as Miocene or 
Pliocene in the a re a ” . Perhaps not “of this type” , but 
immediately behind them the strata  is classed as 
“M iocene limestone” !1

There are two aspects about the reports of the 
strata in this area that are very disturbing. The first 
is that descriptions of the m aterial around the 
skeleton seem to vary from one person to another. 
Even more serious is the seeming failure of every 
single investigator to produce a plan and cross sec
tion of the beach  area. Had they done so, then many 
of the problems would have been greatly clarified.

Bill Cooper kindly sent me a copy of a manuscript 
in which he relates how the island was investigated 
by one geologist. In 1897, Professor Spencer visited 
the island and described the whole of its geology in 
considerable detail, with the noticeable exception of 
one area ; that around Moule where the skeleton was 
found. In dealing with this he merely states, “ It was 
in this district that the human remains were 
found. . .Neither these nor the thin layers of un- 
fossiliferou s clays beneath. . .were studied by me in 
Grande-Terre” !

Cooper’s comment on this surprising statement is

“N ow  h e r e  in d eed  is a  curious thing. P ro fesso r  
Joseph Spencer, M.A., Ph.D., F.G.S., a  highly qu a lified

geolog ist w h o  was alw ays so  pain stakin gly  thorough 
in h is w ork, trav e lled  all th e  w ay  from  England to 
G u adelou pe [no e a sy  journey in th ose  days], exam in
ed  in m inute d eta il the en tire  island. . .but w ho would  
yet h a v e  us b e liev e  that he, a fte r  travelling  to Moule, 
n eg lec ted  to  examine what must have been the m ost 
interesting p a r t  o f  th e island! W hat w as  h is  intention 
in visiting th e  s ite  i f  it w as not to su b jec t  it to such in
vestigation? I suggest m ost  strongly that Spencer did, 
in fact, exam in e th e beds, but because th e ev id en ce  
w as a t su ch  v ar ian ce  with h is evolutionary  
ph ilosophy , h e  d ec id ed  to fo rg et  th e m a tte r” . 
Spencer’s omission is highly suspicious and I would 
add that his failure to examine this beach  and date it 
has enabled present day evolutionists to continue to 
claim that “there are no Miocene deposits in this 
a re a ” . Surely, if Spencer could have given the area 
a recent date then he would certainly have done so.

(2) Dr Stringer also states that “examination by 
Museum staff confirms that it (the encasing matrix) 
contains (material) such as would be found in a 
modern beach in the area today.”

First, Konig was quite emphatic that “The sand 
from thence (the Caribbean islands) which I had an 
opportunity of seeing, was unlike that of which the 
stone is enclosed.” 2 From this, we can conclude that 
the m atrix was NOT formed from any local sands.

Secondly, a member of Dr Stringer’s own 
Palaeontological Department has w ritten a letter 
which states
“T he fo ss il o f  G u adelou pe is one o f  our original 
specimens an d  it p resen ts  ra th e r  a  puzzle. The pro
cess of con solidatin g  co ra l san d  into r o c k  only takes  
p la c e  in r e s tr ic ted  a r e a s  an d  the s ta ted  find  spot is 
not on e  o f  them . This ca m e  out w hen  ou r M ineralogy  
D epartm en t stu d ied  th e m atrix .”
It must be emphasised that this is not an opinion of 
the Palaeontology Department but of the Mineralogy 
Department of the Museum, and should surely carry 
some weight in the argument.



(3) Dr Stringer suggests that the skeleton should 
be dated by carbon-14. He knows full well that this 
will almost certainly give a recent date. If this is car
ried out, then the age of suitable surrounding strata 
should be also dated using radiometric methods 
which will almost certainly give a very LONG age, 
thus proving that neither method is reliable. C-14 
dating is very useful to the evolutionists for getting 
rid of awkward specimens as it almost invariably 
gives a young age.3: 85-6 Before C-14 appeared they us
ed fluorine content for the same purpose.3:81

W hilst on the subject of sources of evidence, it is 
important to scrutinise carefully all that is claimed 
by evolutionists. It must never be forgotten by any 
creationist who bases his findings upon their site in
vestigations that they are working from a completely 
different conceptual framework to that of the crea
tionist and this may not be apparent in their presen
tation of facts. They may well have overlooked a vital 
point that would support the creationist view.

DAVID TYLER S CONTRIBUTION
Regarding David Tyler’s paper (this volume), he 

does make a number of good points which suggest 
that the rock is of recent formation. The main part of 
his case, however, is inferred from microscopic ex
amination of the m atrix structure which he contends 
shows that it is certainly beach rock. I would, 
however, make the following comments on the two 
main interpretations.

1. A Recent Deposition?
There are a number of considerations that those 

who maintain that the skeleton was buried recently 
must answer. It is not sufficient to select the 
evidence from some authorities and ignore that from 
others, or fail to give a reasonable explanation for 
the circum stances. All the relevant facts should be 
stated, taken into account and a reasonably complete 
sequence of events proposed. It is this latter point in 
which these papers are noticeably lacking. The 
following are some factors which must be satisfac
torily explained if recent burial, intrusive or other
wise, is proposed:

(a) To my mind, the main weakness of those 
arguments for a recent burial is to explain how the 
bodies got to their present position in the first place. 
The drawings of the British and French skeletons are 
quite different, the first being stretched out and the 
second being in a foetal position. Tyler says that they 
are  in “various positions of burial” . Are we to accept 
that there was more than one tribe that buried their 
dead, each laid out in the tribal custom?

(b) It is, furthermore, inconceivable that local 
tribes had a custom of burying their dead in m aterial 
that was not only as hard as m arble but also below 
high w ater level, instead of normal soft ground that 
w as presumably only a few yards away. If they are 
intrusive burials, then one would have expected to 
see a line of dem arcation between the natural rock 
and the m atrix around the skeleton. Yet the matrix is 
as hard as the rest of the strata, there being no visi
ble difference reported by anyone. Furthermore, 
how did the m atrix become rock-like so quickly after 
the burial?

(c) If these skeletons were intrusive then an ex
planation must be found for the severe dislocation of 
the bones. Any force that was strong enough to break 
them would have been more than sufficient to have 
separated the bones over a large area. They must 
therefore have been smashed whilst still held 
together by the skin and sinews. Had they been 
buried I doubt if they would have been so badly 
broken and dislocated yet still remain in the burial 
hole. Had they been “trampled upon”, the rib cage 
would have totally collapsed, yet this appears to be 
comparatively sound.

One alternative explanation is that they were 
flung onto the beach from a shipwreck following 
which they w ere covered and cemented into the 
sand. But then, would not the body have decayed 
fairly rapidly, allowing the bones to be dispersed 
quite easily? Furthermore, how is it that bones of a 
dog, vine branches and pestles and mortars have 
also been found, for these are not usually found on 
board a ship. Also, small nodules of charcoal were 
found in the m atrix! The possibility that a whole local 
settlement was engulfed and sealed in at the same 
time fits the evidence far better.

Tyler in another article  admits that even Cuvier 
“confessed to making a thousand guesses and even 
inventing incidents to explain their presence” .

(d) It seems that the skeletons were discovered 
because the beach is eroding. If this is the case, how 
could it have changed from a recent deposition to 
present day erosion?

(e) Other skeletons and artefacts are reported to 
have been found in the same strata. This however 
does not prove a recent deposition. There are sites in 
Am erica where artefacts (also pestles and m ortars!) 
have been found at great depth and could not 
possibly have been due to intrusive burial.3:76-7 They 
w ere probably engulfed at the time of Noah’s Flood, 
for similar reports of such deep discoveries have 
been reported by reliable witnesses in various parts 
of the world. It is therefore possible for the 
Guadeloupe skeletons to have been similarly 
engulfed.



2. Engulfed During Noah's Flood?
To claim that it is a recently formed beach rock 

simply from an exam ination through a microscope is 
not compelling. That the same m aterial could have 
been laid down quite quickly should not be dismissed.

Tyler says “Calcium carbonate was carried  by 
RAIN w ater to the beach  where it w as precipitated, 
sticking the grains together.” Later he says that the 
cement is “aragonite (calcium carbonate) from SEA 
w ater” . Yet the end product is still classed as beach 
rock! W hen the same rock can be produced in two 
quite different ways, is it not possible that there may 
be yet another way that could give the same result? I 
would like to suggest one important mechanism that 
might explain the disposition of the skeletons.

In his monograph on the decrease in the speed of 
light5, Barry Setterfield  has proposed a quite dif
ferent mechanism to that presented in standard 
geological works, for he contends that the great dep
ths of clay and magmatic rocks w ere formed by large 
CHEMICAL reactions deep in the interior of the 
earth. These had been driven to the surface as a 
solution in supercritical (hydrothermal) w ater (i.e. at 
high pressure and temperature). They would be 
deposited very rapidly and this mechanism would ex
plain why they are sometimes very pure in their con
sistency for very great depths. If they had been 
deposited slowly over vast periods of time, as one 
would expect slow settling clays would take, then 
one would expect to see several layers of other 
m aterial due to storms, floods, earthquakes, etc.

Setterfield refers to Stanton’s paper6 which 
describes precisely this chem ical mechanism and 
says that it can  explain the deposition of vast depths 
of clays and rock strata , and that furthermore there 
could be pulsatory movement of the outpouring from 
the depths.

Indeed, I would suggest that the reinterpretation 
of the geological strata  working from this quite dif
ferent and new mechanism is extrem ely important to 
the creationist movement and one that will well 
repay the efforts of Christian geologists. The impor
tant part that the “fountains of the deep” have 
played in forming the present day geology will 
hopefully be recognised in the near future.

If this mechanism is considered as a possibility, 
then the bodies could have been smashed by the 
force of w ater or rolled along by the outpouring that 
subsequently cemented it in. W hen the m ass cooled 
and evaporated, dissolved m aterial would have 
precipitated and this might account for the aragonite 
needles around the sand particles that Tyler reports 
in the m atrix. W hen I saw  the skeleton, I was surpris
ed by the number of small bubbles apparent in the 
m atrix, which suggested to me that there may have 
been some subsequent collection of entrapped gases

in a fluid mass that gradually hardened around the 
body it had engulfed.

KURT WISE’S ARGUMENTS
The article by Kurt W ise adds some further infor

mation but no evidence that finally decides between 
the opposing viewpoints. He has obviously done a 
great deal of research, but I would reiterate that he 
is working from a different frame of conception to 
that taken by most creationist “young earth ers” . I 
have made this point above and cannot emphasise it 
too much. This difference came out in a careful study 
of his evidence as follows. I will consider some points 
in the order that they appear in his article .

(1) “Besides loose gravel or sand nothing has ever 
been reported overlying the formation” . W here is 
this gravel and sand and how thick? Again, the 
absence of a true section of the beach leaves the 
situation far too clouded.

(2) “Duchassaing. . .did not claim ” that the 
Galibis (skeleton-bearing strata] and a raised coral 
reef dated as Quaternary “were ever in direct con
ta c t.” This argument is sophistic. Duchassaing class
ed BOTH strata  as “Anthropolite” which infers that 
they WERE connected. If M r W ise wishes to contend 
that they w ere not connected, then it is for him to 
show that the obvious inference of Duchassaing’s 
statem ent is wrong.

(3) “It is my IMPRESSION that the various 
authors are not describing a rock unit sitting upon a 
rock, but rather a rock unit lying atop loose beach 
sand.”

Let us consider this question of the failure of all 
those who examined the strata  to provide a section of 
the beach. W e have noted above that Spencer did not 
even report on the area, whilst Saint-M ichel gives on
ly a small scale plan. Here are two highly qualified 
geologists who failed to provide a vital piece of infor
mation that would have clarified the whole picture. 
Their failure to do so suggests that there is something 
about the strata  that clearly contradicts the evolu
tionary time scale.

In view of the total failure of these professional 
geologists to provide a drawing that is one of the 
basic “ tools of the trad e”, I have reproduced a 
sketch (Fig. 1) that Bill Cooper sent to me as his 
understanding of the beach section, to which I have 
added some further information regarding the 
“ flagstones” I deal with later. It would appear that 
Cooper suggests that the Galibis formation is con
tinuous with the Miocene Limestone immediately 
behind it; indeed he contends that they are the same 
type of rock.

This would be consistent with the skeletons being 
buried in a great limestone deposit and only in recent



Fig. 1. Possible section of beach

times being exposed by the erosion of the sea. It must 
be emphasised that this is only a surmise, but until 
our highly paid specialists are prepared to give an 
accurate section, then it is the best that can be ob
tained from the many conflicting reports. If this sec
tion is anything like correct, it would give a revealing 
answ er to the question of why there is so much reluc
tance to give a complete section of the area!

(4) Three experts “ felt” that the sand was con
tinually being cemented together. Of these, only the 
first has visited the site and even he seems to be 
uncertain. The views of the others are hardly valid. 
Southall w as clearly intent on proving the recent 
origin of man and neither he nor Prof. Oakley present 
any evidence to support their contention.

I would here highlight the circular form of 
evidence that is often used to bolster up the case in 
support of the arguments for evolution of which the 
first table presented by W ise is a good example. One 
(or two) evolutionists visit a site, and pronounce that 
a formation has certain  fossils and they contend that 
this proves that it should be given a particular early 
date. This is then quoted by all the experts in their 
papers and textbooks until there is a whole library 
accepting the dating as a fact. If one dares to ques
tion the original findings, one is dismissively referred 
to the numerous works by gentlemen with resounding 
qualifications who have w ritten extensively on the 
subject, but who have all copied from each other’s 
works in saying the same thing. Yet, on very many oc
casions, when a creationist visits the area, he finds 
certain  features that completely overthrow the 
earlier view presented. W hen he presents his case, 
he is either ignored, spurned by his colleagues if he is 
a professional geologist, or presented with the 
numerous references on the subject; precisely as Mr

W ise has done for our benefit. Despite their im
pressive number, if one examines many of these 
references, most of them affirm their belief, which is 
based upon the views of others, and present no new 
evidence in support.

(5) Mr W ise’s description of how fossils date the 
stratum shows the underlying evolutionary time 
scale that he is basing all his arguments on. The time 
scale and framework of the “young earth” crea
tionist is so different that “ne’er the twain shall 
m eet” .

(6) Mr W ise claims that a carbon-14 dating “of 
the Galibis” gave a date of 500 AD for this was the 
date obtained on “the base of the formation (the 
oldest part)” . I have read Saint-M ichel’s brief 
reference to this dating which flatly contradicts this 
statement for he says that the measurement was 
made on “the similar layers of THE NEIGHBOURING 
ANTILLES” . If Saint-M ichel cannot be bothered to 
let us know even which one of the hundreds of the 
islands that make up the Caribbeans chain he is refer
ring to and which stratum was tested using 
carbon-14 (which can only be used on ORGANIC 
m aterial incidentally!) surely Mr W ise does not ex
pect us to accept this evidence as convincing.

(7) The disposition of the skeletons is said to sug
gest a graveyard. The first question I would ask is 
whether any other civilisation at any period of time 
has ever been known to bury their dead at high 
w ater level on an open coastline? If it can be shown 
that any have, then it would reinforce that a rg um ent. 
Otherwise it is only a guess to explain their presence 
there. I would suggest that it is highly unlikely that 
they were buried in this location. It would only take 
one reasonable storm to deposit the remains of their 
dear departed back on the shoreline for all to see! I



hardly think this would be acceptable to many 
cultures.

Regarding the damage to the bodies, if they were 
ritual burials, even though they may have been badly 
broken, one would have expected the bodies to be 
laid out in a normal position, not with the arms and 
legs in the contorted and displaced positions in 
which they w ere found.

(8) Although the formation of beach rocks has 
been known since the turn of the century, yet it 
seems that the precise mechanism involved is still 
unknown for W ise says “It is currently thought. . .” 
This gives one little confidence in the bold statements 
about the position and formation of these strata.

(9) Following on from (8) above, Cooper may be 
wrong in suggesting that TIDES would erode newly 
precipitated calcite, as they may have little effect if 
the shore is very gently sloping and the beach was 
sheltered. However, the situation at Moule is quite 
different for it would surely be subjected to great 
storms. One of the main factors affecting the storms 
on a coast is the “ fetch” , which is the distance 
across the w ater to the nearest large land mass that 
could give shelter. I note that Moule is exposed to the 
whole of the Atlantic width, is subject to the North- 
East Trade winds, and furthermore is in a hurricane 
area. I would suggest that beach rock would have lit
tle chance of forming under these conditions. 
Perhaps those who think otherwise could give a list 
of locations where it is forming today to see if they 
are at all like those pertaining to this location.

(10) I confess I was a little amused by the 
reference to the opinions of Charles Lyell on the sub
ject. I have elsew here examined the devious 
arguments Lyell used in his geological evidence and 
his ulterior motive in persuading Darwin to write 
about evolution AFTER he returned from the Beagle 
voyage.7 I have also given one example of how Lyell 
invented a theory simply to avoid the obvious in
ference that the Natchez pelvis provided evidence 
that human rem ains had been found in very deep 
stra ta .3:87 As I have said above, his opinions are bas
ed upon those who preceded him and not on any new 
information.

W ise refers to Lyell’s note that sands can be 
cemented as deep as twenty feet, but this is irrele
vant. If these skeletons had been found cemented in 
at twenty feet deep to avoid tidal scouring, then he 
could not at the same time claim that they were re
cent intrusive burials.

A LETTER FROM THE NATURAL HISTORY 
MUSEUM

By coincidence, I received from David Tyler a 
copy of a letter from Dr Stringer. This was in reply to

a letter from David about the earlier letter (referred 
to above) w ritten by Rosemary Powers of the 
Palaeontological staff in which she stated that the 
Mineralogy Department considered that the area 
was not a place where beach rock is forming. The 
main points of Dr Stringer’s letter are as follows:
“ . . .Miss P o w ers ’. . .rep ly  w as  based on her recollec
tions going b a c k  ov er  20 y ears . I  h a v e  a sk ed  her 
about h e r  letter , and th ere  a p p e a r s  to be  no 
d ocu m en tary  ev id en ce  fo r  h e r  com m ents. I certain ly  
s e a r c h e d  in re lev an t file s  m y se lf w hen  conducting my 
own r ev iew  fo r  th e  G u adelou pe  skeleton. . .
The two essen tia l questions that m ust b e  answered 
here are as fo llow s: —
(a ) is th e  skeleton  em b ed d ed  in “b e a c h  r o c k ’’?
(b) is b e a c h  ro ck  to b e  found in th e  vicinity o f  Moule, 
from  w h ere  w e  know the skeleton s orig inated?

You, I an d  th e  Museum’s m in eralog ists a r e  a g reed  
th a t th e  answ er to (a) is “Y es”. . .R egarding (b) the  
1961 geo log ica l m ap  o f  G u adelou pe . . .c lea r ly  shows 
that “s a b le  c a lc a ire  parfois consolide” occurs in the 
vicinity o f  M oule and is described in th e  accompany
ing commentary (p a g es  16– 17) as contain ing human  
burials. I don't s e e  h ow  th e r e  can  b e  ANY d isag ree
m ent on this point, w h a tev er  M iss Powers m ay  have 
w ritten. I h o p e  this c la r ifie s  th e situ ation ” .

Despite Dr Stringer’ s  emphatic assertion, I would 
suggest that he has not adequately answ ered the two 
questions that he has posed himself.

(a) In order to be absolutely certain  that the 
skeletons were embedded in a recently formed beach 
rock, it must be shown that the m atrix —
(i) is different from all limestones that have been 
deposited normally, in particular the limestone 
behind the beach,
(ii) is virtually identical to the m aterial in the strata 
he is referring to,
(iii) is very similar to other beach rocks known to be 
forming in the present day and,
(iv) that the mechanism of forming beach  rocks is 
known such that the vital evidence for identifying a 
beach  rock as distinct from a normal limestone can 
be listed.

This I feel has not been proven. I note that Dr Str
inger says that the Mineralogy Department considers 
the m atrix to be a beach rock, but I would have 
preferred to have had their comments direct on this 
subject. If they are able to give the evidence required 
in the four points above, then this would go a long 
way to proving their case.

(b) Dr Stringer’s evidence for claiming that beach 
rock is found near Moule is to quote the statement of 
Saint-M ichel that there is “ sable ca lca ire  parfois 
consolide” . My translation of this is “ calcareous



sand sometimes consolidated”. This is NOT a state
ment that it is a beach  rock that had formed in com
paratively recent times and indeed, had Saint-Michel 
considered that it was beach rock then he would 
surely have said so more clearly.

As the paper by Saint-M ichel had been quoted 
and was also the most recent survey, I asked for, and 
w as kindly sent, a copy of the relevant pages and 
maps by Dr Stringer’s Department. W hen I read the 
description of the skeleton-bearing strata, I found it 
contained two surprising paragraphs, and one in
teresting point on the map. (The following transla
tions are my own.)

The first paragraph described the rocks and says 
— “ The sand is subject to a phenomenon o f  very  a c 
tive con solidation  an d  th e  la y e r ed  beds, in th e form  o f  
an am p h ith ea tre  fo llow ing the cu rve o f  th e b each , 
a r e  d e ta c h e d  an d  retu rn ed  by th e sea . It h a s  
som etim es resu lted  in a ch ao tic  m ass  o f  flag ston es  
th at a r e  about 10 or 12 centimetres th ick”

There are three distinct layers of these stones, all 
containing implements, the central one also contain
ing the skeletons. He describes this layer as follows

“. . .In this layer, a  number o f  sep u lch res  h a v e  b een  
op en ed  up. T he sk e le ton s  a r e  frequ en tly  in a  fo e ta l  
position , e ith er  lying down or sitting up, som etim es  
surmounted by a con ica l dish, giving th e  appearance 
o f  being  a  C hinese h ead -d ress . All th e recon stru cted  
skulls  show a right fron ta l-occip ita l deform ation , on e  
o f  the c la ss ica l d efo rm ation s o f  th e A m erican  
civ ilisation s.”

Both paragraphs give important information that 
has never been mentioned by either side.

In the first paragraph, the layers are protruding 
towards the sea and are obviously being broken up 
today by wave action and made into a chaotic mass 
of flat slabs only 12 cm (5 inches) thick. (This is the 
thickness of the slab in the Natural History Museum 
which suggests it came from this site.) This descrip
tion does NOT give a picture of a sand that has 
solidified in the last thousand years or so. It is far 
more realistic to contend that the sea has been 
steadily eroding this area  and only now is it opening 
up these layered strata  that contain skeletons. This 
would strongly support the statement in Miss 
Pow ers’ letter that “beach rock is not forming in this 
a re a .”

Furthermore, with all the activity involved in the 
breaking up of the flagstones, I am baffled by Saint- 
M ichel’s description of the area  as “subject to active 
consolidation” . Does he really expect us to accept 
that this rock is forming today to a marble hardness 
and at the same time being broken up by the force of 
the w aves? I can only think that he makes this state
ment because of the presence of artefacts and

human skeletons. W ith his evolutionary framework 
he MUST class them as “recen t” but no other reason 
is put forward, whilst the rest of the paragraph com
pletely contradicts his statement. If this is the only 
reason for his statement that it is “recent” , then it 
can  be ignored as the “ age” of the skeletons is the 
very point of this debate. Even in his location of these 
important strata he seems to be deliberately vague 
for he merely says they are “east of Moule” .

Saint-M ichel’s description of the sea-weathered 
flagstones incidentally clears up one point that puzzl
ed me. In describing the stone containing the 
skeleton, Konig’s report mentioned that there was no 
mark of a stonemason’s tools on the slab received. I 
would have expected there to have been much 
chiselling required to cut the rock away underneath 
the skeleton. It is now obvious that the piece was 
broken away like many others by the force of the sea 
prior to its discovery.

His second paragraph is even more surprising for 
he seems to infer that more skeletons have been 
found comparatively recently, and he describes them 
in some detail. He says that some are lying down and 
others are “sitting up” . This latter position presents 
a problem, for the beds are only 12 cm thick, and 
therefore the skeleton would pass through several 
layers which would later be separated by the sea. 
Did they then have to find the connected pieces and 
reconstruct the sitting posture? W e are not told.

The reference to the “Chinese h a ts” is intriguing. 
Do we infer that they w ere buried in this strange at
tire? W hat were they made of, and why were no 
other items found with them? W ith regard to the 
comment that there is a deformity of the right (only!) 
side of the skull that is a ch aracteristic of American 
civilisation, I find this strange and unconvincing. 
However, if they ARE American Indians, then we 
have a simple means of dating the skeletons. We 
have only to ask the Socio-anthropologists at what 
period in their culture the wearing of Chinese hats 
was all the rage in fashions!

THE MAP
The map of the area was interesting. As I have 

discussed above, Saint-M ichel’s description of cer
tain layers is not precisely one of “beach rock”, for 
he merely says they are “ sometimes consolidated” 
and then lists them under the heading “Recent 
Quaternary and present day” .

It w as whilst I was examining the map that I 
noticed that he described another older rock (listed 
under the heading of “Ancient and Middle Quater
nary”) in a very similar way, for he labels it 
“ calcareous sand consolidated AND STRATIFIED”



Fig. 2. Map of Consolidated sand strata around Moule

(Fig. 2). Turning to the text describing this rock it 
said —
“S tratified  sands — On th e r e e fs  raised up at M ean
drina is a fo rm ation  o f  s tra tified  lim eston e  sands 
abou t 20m (66 ft] th ick. T h ese  sands a r e  fo r  the m ost  
p a r t  strongly con so lid a ted . T hey sh ow  v aried  an d  in
co h eren t  lines  which do not visibly co rresp o n d  to th e  
tectonic stresses. In fa c t  th e  consolidation  is con tem 
p o ra ry  w ith th e  d ep os it  and the s lab s  thus fo rm ed  
a r e  torn a w a y  an d  “s e e -s a w e d ” in all d irection s. This 
phen om en on  is v ery  frequent in our d ay  on th e  
b e a c h e s  o f  G ran d e-T erre .”

“It is to th e  west of Moule that this form ation , sur
mounting th e  ra ised -u p  r e e fs , show s its stra tig rap h ic  
position  best. . .it co v ers  over, o ften  d irectly  the  
white M iocen e lim eston e. . .T he a g e  o f  th e  fo rm a 
tion. . .is d ifficu lt to gau ge p r e c is e ly .”

This certainly fits the description of the skeleton- 
bearing flagstone stra ta  very closely for the follow
ing sim ilarities should be noted.

(1) It is a calcareous sand.
(2) It is strongly consolidated. (Could it be as hard as 

marble?)
(3) Slabs are  broken away and formed into a chaotic 

jumble.
(4) These slabs can  be seen frequently on the 

beaches of Grande-Terre today.

I would suggest that it is more likely THIS is the 
strata  in which the skeletons have been discovered. 
The “occasionally consolidated sand” strata in 
which Saint-M ichel has put them suggests only a 
weak cementation if it is sometimes UNconsolidated, 
and would not be of marble-like hardness.

To the west of Moule, this hard limestone ap
pears not only near the beach  but over a wide area 
inland, reaching as far as 5 km south west from 
Moule where it is 4 km from the sea. There is 
however one small area on the beach 5 kilometres to 
the east of Moule. I would suggest that either this is 
the site of the skeletons or alternatively, Saint- 
M ichel has incorrectly described the larger area of 
“ occasionally cemented sand” that is also to the east 
of Moule. I am not of course suggesting that such an 
error was deliberate. It is unfortunate that he does 
not locate the precise position of the skeletons.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Usually, as more information becomes available, 

so a problem becomes gradually clearer. In this 
debate however, what information does appear in of
ficial sources raises even more questions. If one con
siders Spencer’s deliberate avoidance of describing 
this area and Saint-M ichel’s quite inadequate treat
ment of this very important and controversial strata,



which he deals with in only one page, I have the same 
feeling that I had when researching for my “Ape- 
men” book, i.e. that there is much that is being 
deliberately left vague and unsaid, from which many 
will draw their own conclusions.

It would seem to me that the evidence is still too 
vague and conflicting to be certain  which view is cor
rect. More evidence from the actual site is really 
needed, preferably from an inspection by someone 
who will be prepared to look for evidence of the 
skeletons being buried by a sudden catastrophe. All 
reports in modern days have been made by evolu
tionists and it is not unknown for them to overlook 
evidence that would support the “young earth” crea
tionist cause.

REFERENCES

1. Saint-Michel, A. de R. de, 1961. Feuille de Grande-Terre et 
notice explicative. Paris. (Quoted in 4).

2. Konig, C., 1814. Phil. Trans. Roy. Soc., vol. 54, pp. 107-120. 
(Letter to Sir Joseph Banks 1813.)

3. Bowden. M., 1981. “Ape-men — Fact or Fallacy?” 2nd Ed., 
Sovereign Publications, Bromley, Kent.

4. Tyler, D., 1984. In: Symposium “Understanding Fossils and 
Earth History” , Biblical Creation Society (Special Issue), vol. 7, 
no. 18. (Article: “The Guadeloupe Skeletons: In the Steps of 
Cuvier”).

5. Setterfield B., 1983. “The Velocity of Light and the Age of the 
Universe” , Creation Science Association, Australia.

6. Stanton, R.L., 1982. “An Alternative to the Barrovian Inter
pretation? Evidence from Stratiform Ores”. Proc. Australa
sian Inst. Min. Metall., No. 282, pp. 11-32.

7. Bowden, M., 1982. “The Rise of the Evolution Fraud”. 
Sovereign Publications, Bromley, Kent.


