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The Guadeloupe Skeleton 
Controversy: 

A Study in Proper Methodology
DR KURT WISE

INTRODUCTION

The creation/evolution controversy is one of grand 
proportions. Touching virtually every field of study, the 
conflict effects responses of nearly every description. 
Reading the literature on either side one would think that 
neither side liked the other very much at all! Those who 
write on the subject are very often candid in their impres
sions of those ‘on the other side’. Stephen Jay Gould, for 
example, has said more than once in public appearances 
that ‘all creationists are cheats and liars’. It is not my 
purpose here to comment on the veracity of the above 
statement since it is obviously not true, but to try to 
eliminate any ‘food’ for such thought. How is it that 
respected scientists such as Stephen Jay Gould could have 
such a low opinion of creationists?

The non-creationist scientific community has devel
oped a stereotype of a creationist as a poorly educated, 
dogmatic zealot who misconstrues the definition and 
practice of science, abuses the rules of logic, and distorts 
facts and theories to defend his position. ‘All is fair in war’ 
seems to be the motto of the stereotype creationist. Now, 
like all stereotypes, the stereotype creationist is not typical 
of all creationists, or even of any individual creationist. 
But also like most stereotypes, its existence is not totally 
without foundation. There are statements in creationist 
literature which encourage the promulgation of the stere
otype. There are creationists who, though unschooled and 
dogmatic about a subject, are not discouraged from writ
ing and speaking on it. There are many examples where 
creationists abuse science, logic, and/or truth to achieve 
their end. Such distortion may be unintentional, but 
whether it is or not is beside the point — such scholarship, 
or lack thereof, should be excised from creationism.

A minority scientific position, in order to increase its 
chances of survival and acceptance, should demonstrate 
exemplary scholarship. Creation science, in order to 
survive as a science and ultimately be accepted, should 
show very high scholarship. Even those creationists who 
are not specifically seeking to transform creationism to a

valid science should also be willing to produce papers of 
high scholarship. If they are Christian they should be 
willing to do so both for the sake of other creationists as 
well as for the sake of truth. Even if they are not Christian 
they should be motivated by the fact that higher scholar
ship will increase the probability of success of their own 
theories. It is my hope that all creationists would be 
willing to improve their own scholarship.

In this paper I would like to offer some suggestions on 
methods of improving scholarship. Since papers in the 
Guadeloupe skeleton controversy contain examples of 
dogmatism, abuse of science and logic, as well as distor
tions of truth, I will use them to illustrate my points. In the 
process I also hope to answer the criticisms Cooper and 
Bowden have made against my papers, and try to clarify 
my position on the matter.

TO INCREASE SCHOLARSHIP

Researchers in most modern fields of study have 
trained for many years to specialize in very narrow areas 
of interest. They continually peruse a select number of 
specialized journals to remain current in their field. To 
achieve respect, tenure, and advancement they strive to 
publish frequent, oft-read papers in reputable journals. 
They specialize in a field and utilize a vocabulary which 
is familiar to few others. As a member of an elite few, 
modern researchers often see themselves as the only ones 
who can understand their field. Partly in reaction to this 
misconception, creationists have long insisted that non- 
specialists are capable of understanding the field — just 
as many eighteenth and nineteenth century men, though 
untrained in earth sciences, founded the field of geology. 
Though there be some truth in this position, it has given 
licence to countless creationists to investigate fields with 
inadequate training.

As there was yet no formal field of geology, men like 
Hutton, Lyell, Cuvier, etc., received little or no training in 
geology. In many cases it took several decades for 
optimal field procedures, efficient publication guidelines, 



and a succinct geologic vocabulary to be developed. 
Early papers are written in a first-person anecdotal man
ner, using ambiguous vocabulary borrowed from pre
existing fields. These articles lack maps, cross-sections, 
full descriptions and complete references characteristic 
of current geologic literature. In time field procedures 
were standardized, journals required more complete 
documentation, and a dictionary of precisely defined 
geologic terms was created. Modern geologic training 
familiarizes the student with these procedures, methods, 
and terms. It is possible for one lacking formal education 
in geology to not only understand geology, but also to 
become a geologist. Yet, this cannot be done unless the 
individual learns much of that which is taught in formal 
schools of geology. One should become familiar with 
accepted field procedures, publication guidelines, and 
geologic vocabulary. One should also remain up-to-date 
on current literature. If an individual does not feel he has 
such an understanding, then he should endeavour to learn. 
If such learning is not practical and/or there is an urgent 
need to publish a discovery, then one should collaborate 
with another who has an understanding of the field. 
Cooper, in contrast, has not been so careful. There are in 
his publications, several examples of inaccurate and/or 
outdated understanding of the theories of geology and 
evolution (see Appendix I).

Students of geology learn more than just the specifics 
of the field of geology. They also learn something of what 
science is and how it works. Cooper exhibits frustration 
that a ‘firm decision either way’ seems elusive in the 
Guadeloupe skeleton affair. Yet, one of the most impor
tant ‘certainties’ of science is science’s very uncertainty. 
Science, as currently defined, is unable to reach firm de
cisions. All statements of science which are more than ob
servations made on physical objects are considered con
jectures — theories. Though it is usually assumed that 
observations are truths or facts, theories are only possibili
ties, as we currently define science. Science can some
times show that such theories are certainly false, by 
showing that other facts are inconsistent with deductions 
made from them. However, it is not possible to show that 
any theory is certainly true. A large number of facts in 
support of a theory only makes it likely that the theory is 
correct; it does not change the fact that either the theory 
is true or false. A false theory may seem likely for many 
years until an observation is revealed which falsifies the 
theory. As a result no scientific theory can be properly 
considered as a certainty. No conjectures or conclusions 
of science can be considered more than very likely. With 
science, then, ‘we can never know for sure’. Scientific 
writings, as a result, should be full, sometimes ad nauseam 
with qualifications, clarifying the uncertainty of any 
result. This is in contrast to Cooper’s writings which 
include many unwarranted claims of certainty (see Ap
pendix II). My suggestion to all creationists is that they 
avoid statements of certainty about theories (unwarranted 

dogmatism), and reserve such certainty to descriptions of 
the real world.

Another recommended mark of a scientist is a sincere 
desire to achieve accuracy. Information must be related 
with a minimum of distortion. Logic should also be used 
which is clear and not convoluted. When critiquing 
another author’s position, his motives should not be used 
as a refutation of his position. A researcher should not pre
sume to deduce that researcher’s motives without sub
stantial evidence. When relating information given by an
other author one should strive to represent only that which 
is clear from his writings. Perhaps most important, when 
found to have made statements containing unwarranted 
certainty, or outdated, rejected data or theory, or misrep
resentations of others, the good scientist should be willing 
to admit his error and seek to correct it. Researchers, 
though, are not the only ones who should bear the respon
sibility of improving scholarship. Journals should en
deavour to screen those articles sent to them for publica
tion. Experts in each of the fields covered in the pages of 
the journal should be made referees for the journal, who 
can recommend to the editors which articles should be 
rejected until they meet the standards of high scholarship. 
There should also be a policy on the part of journals and 
convictions on the part of the editors to achieve rapid 
publication, more efficient exchange of ideas, and in
creased cooperation in addition to higher scholarship. In 
the discussions of the Guadeloupe skeletons there has 
been an abundance of misinformation, motive accusa
tions, and misrepresentations, with even a lack of repen
tance and inefficient publication procedures (see Appen
dices III–VI). I would suggest that further discussion on 
the Guadeloupe skeleton should strive to achieve exem
plary scientific scholarship.

ANSWERS TO CRITICS

Bowden has challenged his critics to answer all the 
questions raised on the Guadeloupe skeleton affair, not 
just a chosen few. In this paper I hope to do so. To avoid 
further lengthening an already lengthy paper and in an 
effort to cover the large number of divers criticisms of my 
papers,1,2 as well as the claims of Cooper,3-8 Bowden,9-11 
and Mackay,12 I will answer individual points in outline 
form as follows:
(1) Cooper13 wonders why I cite authors who I know 

have never seen the fossils or the formation from 
which they were taken. I do cite such authors and I 
do so for one reason — to understand as fully as 
possible what is known about the fossils (the facts) 
and what is thought about the fossils (the theories). 
As Bowden14 correctly points out, in order to deter
mine the facts about the fossils it is necessary to 
clearly distinguish those who made their own obser
vations from those who relied on the observations of 
others. I do not think it is possible to do this and



understand the generally held theories about any set 
of fossils, without searching out all that has been 
written about the specimens. At the writing of my 
first paper1 I lacked a complete picture of the pub
lished comments on the skeleton. As a result, I did 
rely too much on the claims of non-observers. I 
rectified this in my second paper,2 identifying those 
observers that we should be concerning ourselves 
with. The authors who made direct observations are 
listed in Table 1. Other authors add little to the 
understanding of the Guadeloupan remains except 
insofar as they can summarize known information, 
theorize, or evaluate theory.

(2) Cooper criticizes: “Wise acknowledges the unsatis
factory nature of Mantell’s evidence . . . and yet goes 
on to use such ‘evidence’ to support his case!”13 I 
have acknowledged that Mantell may have received 
his information second-hand, thus his conclusions or 
his theories about the specimens may not be com
pletely reliable. This does not invalidate the data he 
presents. If not his own observations, Mantell relied 
on another author we have not found to date. I do 
make use of the information Mantell gives as its de
tailed nature makes it unlikely that it is erroneous. I 
feel that it is best that we not reject his information but 
that we use it with caution.

(3)  Cooper claims the skeleton was found in a place ‘. . . 
described as a curved beach of sand. It is under this 
beach and below the level of high-water that the 
fossil was found . . .’.13 To my knowledge, the only 
place the beach is ever described as curved is in 
Reynal de Saint-Michel’s description of ‘sables des 
plages’ (sands of the beaches).42 Although I believe 
it’s in this ‘formation’ that the Guadeloupe skeletons 
were found, that has not been firmly established. 
Also, although I believe the skeletons were often 
found beneath sand, that has also not been firmly es
tablished.

(4)  Cooper also doubts the validity of Mantell’s diagram, 
saying ‘. . . not one of the major geological surveys 
of the island mentions the presence of cliffs at the 
place where the fossil was found’.13 First, I feel 
Mackay43 has made a reasonably good case for the 
reliability of Mantell’s diagram if one assumes that 
Mantell’s vertical scale was exaggerated. Second, 
Moreau de Jonnes reported that the skeletons were 
found ‘. . . in a type of slope resting against the cliffs 
edging the island . . .’44 [my translation]. Thus, 
unlike Cooper maintains, cliffs have been described 
about the island.

(5)  Cooper writes ‘If, therefore, Wise wishes to propose 
with Mantell that this fossil was buried by virtue of a 
slowly collapsing cliff, then they both stand alone in 
such an assumption.’13 Wise does not so wish to 
propose, nor does Wise think Mantell wished to so 
propose either. Talus, such as would come from ‘a

slowly collapsing cliff’ would most likely consist of 
unsorted, angular, sub-sand to cobble or boulder- 
sized clasts in a fine-grained clastic (probably even 
non-carbonate) matrix. The rock in which the British 
Museum specimen is found is not talus. It is sorted, 
although poorly, and consists of somewhat rounded 
sand-sized carbonate grains in a chemically precipi
tated carbonate matrix. I do not feel that this deposit 
is a talus deposit, nor did I ever feel it was. Mantell’s 
diagram shows a cliff with sandy deposits at the 
base.45 I felt his description and diagram implied the 
deposit consisted of carbonate grains eroded by wind 
and water from the inland cliffs and the offshore 
reefs — not talus.

(6) Cooper claims that I discussed ‘certain skeletons’ 
which ‘Mantell mentions as having been found in 
soft “sandstone” ’.46 This is not true. Mantell de
scribed two skeletons: one which he described as 
having been laying on its back and the other having 
been found ‘in softer sandstone’ in a prone foetal 
position.47 Cooper concludes incorrectly that both 
are in soft sandstone. In fact, reading Mantell, one is 
led to understand that the first skeleton was found in 
the same hard sandstone as were the specimens in the 
British and Paris Museums. The second specimen 
was then found in a ‘softer sandstone’. A sandstone 
softer than statuary marble could still be rather hard 
sandstone. The exact induration of Mantell’s second 
specimen is not known, but Mantell does indicate that 
the two specimens excavated from the same forma
tion are found in rock of different indurations. The 
primary conclusion I draw from this is that different 
portions of the Galibis formation, if we are to call it 
that, are indurated to varying degrees.

(7) Cooper claims that Duchassaing in his 1847 paper 
proposes that the skeletons date from since the Euro
pean discovery of America.46 This is not true. 
Duchassaing, as Cooper has translated, defends a 
‘modern’ or recent origin for the specimens in his 
1847 paper — never explicitly maintaining a post- 
Columbian origin. He dates the formation with pot
tery which was identical to that being used by the 
Guadeloupan natives in his day as well as the fossil 
remains of living animal and plant species. 
Duchassaing confirms the modern date with post- 
Columbian artifacts. He is careful never to maintain 
in his 1847 paper that the Galibis is post-Columbian 
in age (see also Appendix V, paragraph 9).

(8)  Cooper makes a mockery of Duchassaing’s ‘proof’ 
of a recent (Cooper says post-Columbian — see 
No. 7 above) origin of the specimens. Cooper claims 
that finding post-Columbian artifacts above the 
specimens does little to date the specimens at all.46 A 
cursory examination of Duchassaing,28,29 Hill,30 
Spencer,31 Reynal de Saint-Michel33 and Mackay12 
convinces one of the fact that there are many forma



Author
Observed The Locality 

Where Skeletons 
Were Preserved

Studied 
Specimens 

[Which Specimens (s)?]

Studied
Enclosing

Rock

Ernouf15 yes yes[BM; CM;  ES] yes
excavator16 yes yes [BM; CM;  DS] yes
Dauxion-Lavaysse17 yes yes [GS*;  DLS] yes
Konig18 no yes [BM*] yes*
Brongniart19 no no yes*
Bakewell20 no no yes*
Moreau de Jonnes21-23 yes yes yes
Cuvier21, 23 no yes [PM*;  BM*] no
Moultrie24 no yes [CM*] yes*
Shepard25 no yes [CM*] no
Mantell26-27 yes?' yes?' [BM?'; PM?'; MS?'] yes?'
Duchassaing28-27 yes yes [PM] yes
Hill30 yes yes yes
Spencer31 yes no yes(?)
Butterlin32 yes(?) no yes(?)
Saint-Michel33 yes(?) yes(?) yes(?)
Clerc34-35 yes(?) yes(?) yes(?)
Westercamp & Tazieff36 yes(?) no yes(?)
Cooper3-8 no yes [BM*] yes*
British Museum staff37 no yes [BM*j yes*
Tyler38-40 no yes [BM*] yes*
Mackay12 yes(?) no yes(?)

Table 1. OBSERVERS OF THE GUADELOUPE SPECIMEN(S) AND/OR ITS(THEIR) ORIGINAL LOCATION.

KEY TO TABLE 1:

no: Evidence is lacking that the specimen and/or rock was studied.

BM: British Museum postcranial skeleton In rock, excavated ca. 1806, accessioned 1813, described 1814 (by Konig18).

CM: Charleston Museum cranial fragments (part of BM) in rock (#ANP–53 a–1), excavated ca. 1806, accessioned 1816, described 1837 (by
Moultrie24).

DLS: human crania, leg bones, arm bones, and vertebrae In rock, excavated by Dauxion-Lavaysse17 ca. 1805–1810.

DS: Human skeletons in rock (one is BM/CM) and Isolated human bones, seen by Ernouf's excavator in 180616. Possibly same as ES.

ES: Human skeletons in rock, possibly one of which is BM, all seen by Ernouf in 180415.

GS: Gerard specimen, possibly BM, seen by Dauxion-Lavaysse ca. 1805-181017.

MS: Two human skeletons in rock — one is softer sandstone than the other— mentioned by Mantell26.

PM: Paris Museum of Natural History skeleton in rock, excavated 181623

*: specimen or rock strata studied, but not in situ.

(?): saw a Guadeloupe formation and skeletons, but unsure it was the unit which originally contained the BM specimen.

?': either saw the formation and specimens first-hand, or comments based upon first-hand source(s) not yet discovered.



tions on the beaches near Moule, and their geology is 
very complicated. Since one is dealing with a rather 
small area, these formations are probably not very 
extensive vertically or laterally (e.g. Dauxion- 
Lavaysse claims the skeletal unit is only a kilometre 
in length17). Duchassaing explicitly states that the 
dog bone and the flint were found in the same 
formation as the specimens, though in a higher part. 
As a result, it is unlikely that there is a significant age 
difference between the bottom and the top of the 
Galibis Formation. Post-Columbian artifacts found 
at the top of a thin geologic formation does constrain 
proposed ages of the unit. Added with the evidence 
of modern artifacts and fossils of living species, I 
would say Duchassaing’s case of a recent (Holo
cene) origin is well substantiated.

(9) Konig had a sand sample from ‘thence’ (the antece
dent is ‘neighborhood of the Caribee islands’) which 
did not match that of the rock in which the skeleton 
was found.48 Cooper relies on this to imply that the 
sands of Guadeloupe do not match the Galibis rock.46 
Bowden writes ‘from this, we conclude that the 
matrix was NOT formed from any local sands’.49 
This is an example of a case where it is necessary to 
know who had been a first-hand observer and who 
had not —and Konig had not. Though the sand 
sample and the skeleton’s enclosing rock did not 
match, Konig realised he couldn’t reach any valid 
conclusion until he had seen the complete sample of 
different sand types from the island. Yet Cooper is 
willing to make a conclusion that Konig was not — 
that a single sand sample is sufficient. Not a single 

on-site investigator describes the sand and skeletal 
rock as being different. As a matter of fact Ernouf’s 
excavator16 and Duchassaing28,29 thought the Galibis 
rock was being continually formed. To form such a 
conclusion when the beach sands and the Galibis 
rock were actually different would not be expected of 
such careful investigators. It seems more likely that 
Konig ended up with beach sand from another area, 
and that the Galibis limestone and Moule’s beach 
sand are actually of the same composition (see also 
Appendix VI, paragraph 15).

(10) Cooper points out that Konig says the rock isn’t 
travertine, whereas Duchassaing would later claim 
that it was.50 Travertine, strictly speaking, is a rock 
wholly composed of chemically precipitated carbon
ate, as in cave stalagmites and stalagtites. However, 
travertine can be loosely used to refer to any carbon
ate rock which owes at least part of its origin to 
chemical precipitation. The Galibis skeletal lime
stone contains crystals of aragonite, which indicates 
a chemical origin. Since the aragonite acts as a 
cementing agent for non-chemically produced car
bonate grains, the Galibis limestone is not travertine 
sensu strictu (as Konig may have used the term), but

it is travertine sensu latu (as the non-mineralogist 
Duchassaing uses the term).

(11) Cooper translates from Duchassaing’s 1855 paper 
that ‘. . . the skeletons do “not date from a period 
after the discovery of America” ’.51 This is an in
correct translation. Duchassaing writes ‘. . . on sera 
conduit à conclure que les ossements en question 
n’ont qu’une origine exclusivement moderne, 
puisqu’ils ne dateraient que d’une époque 
postérieure à la découverte de l’Amérique’.52 ( . . .  
one will be led to conclude that the bones in question 
have only an exclusively modern origin, since they 
could only be dated to an age after the discovery of 
America) [my translation, emphasis added]. In his 
1847 paper Duchassaing dates the skeletons as mod
ern. In his 1855 paper Duchassaing does not reverse 
his position as Cooper maintains, but with the finding 
of blue glass in the same chunk of rock which 
contains the French museum specimen he becomes 
convinced of the post-European modern origin of 
these specimens.

(12) Cooper and Bowden claim that I ignore Clerc when 
he locates his excavations inland and not on the 
beach.53 This misconception apparently comes from 
Clerc’s description of the site as above sea level and 
‘protected from high seas by a madreporic reef’.54 In 
Mackay’s pictures of the site (Figures 5 and 655) one 
can see ocean waves breaking on a reef. This is an 
offshore living reef, called ‘madrepore bars’ by 
Reynal de Saint-Michel. It protects the coast and the 
shallow water lagoon lying between the reef and the 
coast from the high seas. For a site to be on the 
opposite side of such a reef from the high seas does 
not imply it is ‘clearly’ inland as Cooper claims56 — 
it could be on the beach or even under the water of 

the lagoon and still be landward of the offshore reefs! 
Clerc’s excavations begin at a depth of 15cm above 
sea level. Since Clerc did not specify what he meant 
by sea level, it is best to assume that this is mean sea 
level, approximately midway between high and low 
tide. This could well put Clerc’s lowest level within 
the beach’s intertidal range. As a result, Clerc’s ex
cavations, from his description alone, could have 
been located in the intertidal zone of a beach.

(13) Cooper is correct in stating that to say the skeleton 
came from Clerc’s site would be a position based on 
weak circumstantial evidence.57 I maintained, how
ever, that the specimen was from Clerc’s ‘Level I’ or 
his ‘Morel I’. Equivalents of this level have been 
found at sites other than at Morel. If not from Clerc’s 
site itself, I believe it was from the same archaeologi
cal stratum. I also feel that geographically it is from 
very near Clerc’s excavation site if not from the very 
area covered by it. Mackay claims that there is no 
possibility that the British Museum specimen came 
from Clerc’s excavation site.58 Yet Mackay has not



shown that the pits he found accounted for the total 
extent of Clerc’s excavations. Mackay’s cross-sec
tion shows Clerc’s excavations on the upper flank of 
the stabilized dune 3-5 metres above sea level. Pic
tures in Mackay’s article show the excavations be
hind the dunes, not on them, and Clerc claims none 
of his excavations were above 2.7 metres above sea 
level.59 Such contradictions cast doubts on Mackay’s 
conclusions. Furthermore, Mackay’s pictures of 
Clerc’s excavations60 do not seem as extensive as 
Clerc’s excavations seem to be. Is it possible that 
Clerc excavated on the seaward side of the dunes in 
pits which have since eroded away? In any case, to 
deny that the British Museum specimen came from 
Clerc’s excavation pits does not deny that it came 
from another part of the same stratum.

(14) Cooper wonders why two other geologic surveys, 
those of Butterlin and Hoffstetter, don’t mention the 
specimens.57 First, there were not two geologic sur
veys; there was only one (Butterlin’s32). Hoffstetter 
merely writes summary descriptions of the island’s 
geologic units for them to be included in the Interna
tional Stratigraphic Lexicon.61 Even Butterlin made 
only a general survey of the island in an effort to 
understand the geology of all the Antilles. Butterlin’s 
lack of mention of the specimen is understandable 
since the most recent deposits help us little in under
standing the geologic history of all the Antilles.

(15) Cooper claims that Hoffstetter says of the madrepore 
limestone deposits on the eastern coasts that ‘ . . .  the 
study of their palaeontologic content (that is, index 
fossils), does not help in assigning them to their 
correct age’,57 and concludes that ‘ .  .  .  nobody can 
tell their real age, not even by examining their index 
fossils’.62 Cooper is unjustified in reaching this con
clusion. First, Hoffstetter is referring to all post- 
Miocene deposits, not just the madrepore limestones 
on the eastern coasts. As Hoffstetter himself ex
plains, ‘It is certain that various post-Miocene ma
rine fossils have been described from Guadeloupe by 
past authors (see in particular the echinoids in 
Jackson, 1922, p. 9), but the fossil localities are often 
imprecise and the identifications are in need of 
revision’63 [my translation], Hoffstetter is not main
taining that not enough paleontological information 
is available on the Galibis formation to determine its 
true age. Rather, like most of the post-Miocene 
deposits, its location is not given with precision and 
its fossils need to be identified down to the species 
level in the light of modern taxonomy. Many of the 
species described by Konig, Duchassaing, etc. have 
undergone revision since 1814, 1847, etc. 
Hoffstetter met with the same problem we are facing 
with the Galibis skeletons, namely, that although the 
skeleton exists, and it indicates a modern origin (less 
than a few 1000 years), we have found it very

difficult to locate its place of origin and in turn date 
the rock it came from. It is for this reason that 
Hoffstetter concludes that the coastal deposits in 
general ‘. . . are, palaeontologically speaking, too 
poorly known for one to be able to fix exactly their 
geologic age’.63 Hoffstetter is by no means saying 
that index fossil dating cannot come up with a date, 
but only that no one has carefully studied these mod
ern deposits, located their place of origin, and prop
erly applied index fossil dating.

(16) Cooper cites Butterlin’s survey in an effort to main
tain that all madreporic limestones on Guadeloupe 
are Miocene in age.57 This conclusion is unjustified. 
First, Duchassaing describes ‘formations madrepo
riques’ which are separate and distinct from the 
Galibis formation,28,29 so all madreporic limestones 
are not alike. Second, Hoffstetter (collaborating with 
Butterlin) described madreporic limestones which 
he clearly understood to be post-Miocene.61 Third, 
though the Miocene rocks of Butterlin’s stratigraphic 
section contain madrepores, so do the Plio-Pleisto
cene rocks and the Recent rocks. Even today there 
are madrepore reefs about the island of Guadeloupe 
and the beach sands are composed of madrepore 
fragments. Madreporic limestone dominate 
Guadeloupe’s non-volcanic rocks of the Oligocene, 
Miocene, Pliocene, Pleistocene, and Recent. All 
madreporic limestones are by no means exclusively 
dated from the Miocene. The reason that the Mio
cene madrepore rocks are distinct from post-Mio
cene madrepore rocks is threefold. One, the faunal 
composition is different (different madrepores and 
different associated species). Two, the rocks often 
differ structurally (e.g. Plio-Pleistocene rocks are 
more like in situ fossil reefs, so are called ‘calcareous 
reefs’). Three, the ‘emphatic and positive’ lines in 
Butterlin’s stratigraphic column are in fact bold and 
wavy. Wavy lines in such a section indicate uncon
formities —missing rocks evidenced by an erosional 
surface. Thus an erosional surface and a lack of 
vertical and horizontal continuity also help to distin
guish Miocene and post-Miocene rocks.

(17) Cooper claims that Tyler and I are unjustified in 
looking at the rock and pronouncing it recent — a 
claim he bases on a quote by Steven Austin.62 Austin 
was explaining that there is no rock type which is 
characteristic of a geologic age. This general state
ment is a widely known geological ‘rule’. As with 
nearly every rale there are minor exceptions. Beach 
rock is one such exception to Austin’s rule. There are 
mineralogical characteristics of recent rocks which 
are irreversibly destroyed or altered with time. 
Usually this transformation occurs within centuries 
or millennia of their origin. This is within what 
geologists consider the Holocene or the Recent — a 
period which contains too small a percentage of the



total rock record to be included as a major exception 
to a rule of historical geology. Drusy aragonite 
crystals in time are recrystallized to, or replaced with, 
drusy calcite and eventually to nearly equidimen
sional calcite crystals. The Galibis rock contains 
drusy aragonite crystals, evidence which can defi
nitely be used to indicate a recent origin for the rock.

(18) Cooper claims that Reynal de Saint-Michel uses 
Turbo as an index fossil to prove a Miocene age for 
madreporic limestones. And, since Turbo was found 
with the British Museum specimen, Cooper con
cludes that the British Museum specimen must be 
Miocene.62 Cooper’s conclusion is not justified. First 
Reynal de Saint-Michel does not list the index fossils 
used to date the formations — he lists only the genera 
which make up the fauna of these formations. 
Second, Turbo as a genus exists today. With the 
genus Turbo information alone one would not be able 
to differentiate between the present and the Miocene. 
Konig found Turbo pica in the Galibis. Turbo pica 
is a modern animal, not a Miocene animal.

(19) Cooper contends that ‘ .  .  .  nowhere does Clerc say 
that he found either bones or artifacts in limestone. 
They were all found in sandy deposits ’ ,64 Cooper has 
no justification for being so emphatic. Clerc claims 
that he found skeletons in ‘. . . a sand whose grains 
were agglomerated, in places, into compact forma
tions . . .’65 [my translation]. Yet Duchassaing de
scribes a solid limestone reef as a ‘compact mass’ of 
madrepores.66 Reynal de Saint-Michel describes the 
beach sands as ‘sometimes consolidated’,42 and 
Mantell describes the British Museum specimen 
rock as ‘consolidated sand’.67 The descriptions given 
by Clerc and Reynal de Saint-Michel do not rule out 
the possibility that Clerc found artifacts in solid 
limestone.

(20) Cooper wants to know why Ernouf’s excavators re
mained anonymous and waited for 12 long years.64 
Cooper proposes that they remained anonymous be
cause their conclusions were unjustified by the evi
dence.64 There is another possibility. The excava
tors’ document is a report given to General Ernouf by 
he excavators he hired. There was no need for the ex
cavators to identify themselves to General Ernouf, as 
he already knew who they were! As for the time 
delay, the document, dated 1806, probably remained 
in the possession of Ernouf, with the excavated 
specimen, until the island’s takeover in 1810. Ernouf 
may have thought that the specimen confiscated 
from him had been lost, and/or ignored. Konig’s 
description of the British Museum specimen in 1814 
may have caused Ernouf to send the letter to the 
Linnean Society, where it was read in December of 
1815. So although the excavator’s report wasn’t pub
lished for 12 years, it is not necessarily because he 
was afraid of the consequences as Cooper claims.

(21) Bowden claims that I must invoke a subsidence to 
bring the skeletons down to sea level.68 This is not 
necessary. It is possible that the bodies were actually 
directly buried at the intertidal level. I would not 
expect the sands accumulated behind a raised reef to 
be very much above sea level. Interred deeply 
enough and/or during low tide, the bodies may have 
actually been directly interred below the high tide 
level. One thus does not have to have the area behind 
the reefs below sea level, so Bowden need not be 
concerned. Nor is it necessary to postulate sea water 
invasion only when the reef is breeched. I proposed 
that the bodies may have been buried at the intertidal 
level at an inland locality (between the ancient reef 
and the island cliffs — see Figure 1B) which later 
became beach due to landward erosion of the 
beach — a process which Mackay verifies as occur
ring at Morel’s beaches.69 As the beach eroded back 
it met, breeched, then eroded away the uplifted 
reef — ultimately leaving the inland cemetery on the 
beach, and its sands prone to beachrock-type lithifi
cation.

(22) Bowden would like to know when and where the 
British Museum specimen was displayed.70 Museum 
guidebooks mention the specimen on exhibit in 1814, 
1851, 1866, 1915, 1924, and 1931.71 These are the 
only guidebooks to the British Museum that I could 
find; other guidebooks may be available. Stringer 
claims that the specimen was on display in the 
1960s,72 and Howgate and Lewis claim it was dis
played until 1967.73 The specimen is listed in the 
‘ninth room’ in 1814, included with fossils and 
Roman artifacts. In 1851 it is in ‘Room VI’ with 
vertebrate fossils at the middle of the wall opposite 
the entrance to the room. In front of the case is a table 
made of the rock from which the skeleton was taken. 
In 1866 it is listed as being in the ‘North Gallery’, 
‘fossil room Number 6’ on the upper floor on a wall 
opposite the entrance to the room. In 1915 it was with 
other human skeletons, and in 1931 was in the 
‘Mammal Gallery’. As for what was written about it, 
the 1814 guidebook referred to Konig’s paper, the 
1851 book lists it as a ‘modern concretionary lime
stone’ and includes Mantell’s discussion of the speci
men. In the 1866 guidebook the specimen is de
scribed as having been found with land shells still 
living on the island as well as human artifacts. In 
1915 the skeleton is said to probably ‘date back 
further than the historic period in that region’. In 
1931 it is described as being ‘imbedded in a coral 
limestone of modern formation’ and ‘is probably not 
very ancient’. A more thorough study of the British 
Museum library will probably answer Bowden’s 
question much more completely.

(23) Bowden writes ‘Wise cannot have it both ways. 
Either Spencer did examine the skeleton strata and 



failed to describe them, or he omitted to examine 
them at all’.70 There are more than two alternatives, 
and it is most likely that Spencer did neither of the 
above. Spencer’s paper is a systematic reanalysis of 
the sites found in Duchassaing’s paper; and since he 
lists only two sites he did not visit, it is most likely that 
Spencer did visit the other sites. To read Spencer’s 
paper otherwise would be unnatural — implying 
Spencer’s writing includes either error, deceit, or 
both. The skeleton site is one of the sites Spencer 
does not mention not having seen, thus it is most 
probable he did see the site. The most natural reading 
of Spencer’s paper leads one to conclude Spencer did 
visit the site, and that he merely considered 
Duchassaing’s description adequate.

(24) Bowden wishes to know what cultures bury their 
dead on beaches below the high water line.74 Irving 
Rouse, an anthropologist with considerable experi
ence with Caribbean archaeology, claims that burial 
sites along beaches are not uncommon in the Arawak 
culture.75 And, the Arawaks are apparently not alone, 
as William Buckland describes for us a culture that 
also buries its dead on a beach. He writes, ‘On the 
west coast of Ireland, near Killery Harbour, a sand 
bank, which is surrounded by the sea at high water, 
is at this time employed by the natives as a place of 
interment’.76 Surely some such beach burials were 
made below high tide level.

(25) Bowden also wishes to know what caused the dam
age to the British Museum specimen.74 I do not know 
what caused the damage, but neither do I feel that 
Konig’s (and Cooper’s) tidal wave impact theory can 
any better explain the damage than can mutilation in 
battle and/or storm. Such a tidal wave theory cer
tainly does not explain the specimen in the Paris mu
seum, nor the other specimens, all of which appear to 
have been buried. To resolve the question of the 
origin of the damage it will be necessary to perform 
a detailed anatomical study of all the available speci
mens, weighing all the possibilities honestly in the 
evaluation. Our knowledge of the specimens is too 
limited to answer Bowden’s question.

(26) Bowden proposes that Reynal de Saint-Michel’s de
scription of ‘pb’ (‘stratified sands’77) fits the descrip
tion of the Galibis formation better than his ‘as’
(‘beach sands’).78 This is not so. First, Reynal de 
Saint-Michel’s stratified sands are apparently not 
beach deposits. Reynal de Saint-Michel states that 
the chaotic jumble of slabs which characterizes his 
‘stratified sands’ is a phenomenon also commonly 
found on the beaches of Moule. He does not neces
sarily mean that the ‘stratified sands’ unit is com
monly found on the beaches. In fact, it is primarily 
a deposit found slightly inland along the river. Fur
thermore, Reynal de Saint-Michel’s ‘stratified 
sands’ are found primarily to the west and not to the 

east of Moule. Finally, and conclusively, the ‘strati
fied sands’ contain quite a different set of fossils than 
does the Galibis. Reynal de Saint-Michel writes, 
‘Fossils [in the “stratified sands”] are very rare. All 
that have been found are some lamellibranch debris, 
unidentifiable gastopods, and an Oursin.’77 It’s 
because of the rarity of the fossils that the unit’s age 
is difficult to determine. This does not fit the descrip
tion of the Galibis formation. The Galibis contains no 
less than 30 identifiable species,79 and within a single 
thin-section numerous fossils can be seen. The 
Galibis formation cannot be part of Reynal de Saint- 
Michel’s ‘stratified sands’ deposit.

(27) Bowden continues to belabour the point that not a 
single good geologic cross-section has been made for 
the Galibis.74 I also find the lack of a good section in
convenient, but understandable. Our hindsight is 
nearly always better than our foresight. First, as Coo
per has already stated,51 many of the early writers 
were nineteenth century ‘gentlemen geologists’. 
These men tended not to draw maps, cross-sections, 
or supply complete descriptions — no matter what 
they were studying. Second, historical geologists of 
our day commonly overlook deposits which are 
clearly recent. Recent talus slopes, fluvial deposits, 
lacustrine deposits, and even glacial tills and mo
raines are ignored on most modern geologic maps. 
Descriptions of regional geology usually refer only 
casually to recent deposits, if at all. I believe it has 
been clear to modern investigators (e.g. Spencer31) 
that these deposits are recent and thus not important 
enough to warrant cross-sections by historical geolo
gists. Third, the deposits are rather complex. John 
Mackay,12 who travelled to Guadeloupe to produce a 
proper cross-section, produced something short of 
good cross-sections though they be better than any 
published previously. His Figure 14 shows dunes 
which would be eight metres tall by the scale pro
vided, yet he himself claims that they are rarely more 
than two metres tall.80 The same figure indicates that 
Clerc’s excavations are located on the upper land
ward flank of the dunes 3-5 metres above sea level, 
yet his own pictures show the excavation pits to be 
behind the dunes and Clerc claims that none of his 
artifacts were found more than 2.7 metres above sea 
level.54 Mackay’s Figure 8 shows a dog specimen lo
cated about 0.5 metres beneath the top of the dune, 
whereas he himself claims that the specimens were 
found one metre beneath the top of the dune.81 In the 
same figure there is pottery shown directly under the 
peak of the dune, separated some depth from the dog 
specimens, and presumably in a different location 
than the excavation pits; yet Mackay uses the finding 
of the dog specimens and the pottery to indicate that 
these pits were truly Clerc’s excavations. Even when 
Mackay was keen about the controversy and went to 



Figure 1. PROPOSED GEOLOGIC HISTORY OF THE GUADELOUPE SKELETON SITE. Diagram includes vertical exaggeration.
1A. Pre-uplift shoreline. The ocean breaks against the living offshore coral reef. The reef protects a shallow lagoon whose bottom sediments may be 
indurated because of submarine cementation. The lagoon stretches back from the reef to the island cliffs and/or talus slope at their base.
1B. Shoreline at the time of skeleton burial. Uplift has killed the former living reef, erosion has filled the former lagoon with sands, and winds have created 
two lines of dunes landward of the raised reef. A new reef and corresponding lagoon have formed seaward of the raised reef. Arawak Indians utilize 
the sands filling the former lagoon to bury their dead.
1C. Shoreline at the time of the discovery of skeletons (c.a. 1804–1832). Erosion has breached and eroded away the raised reef at the site of the Arawak 
burial ground. The ocean is transforming areas of the burial ground into beachrock and exposing other areas.
1D. Shoreline today. Erosion has largely eroded the Arawak burial ground away, leaving only the landward-most line of dunes.



the island with the desire to resolve the problem, his 
cross- sections do not provide a reliable picture of the 
area. The beach complex on the island of Guade
loupe is geologically complex, so it takes more than 
a brief study of the beach or a summary of indirect 
references to understand this area. As a result, the 
lack of adequate cross-sections to this date cannot 
necessarily be used as evidence of a conspiracy. 
Rather, it is evidence of the complexity and (I would 
maintain) relative unimportance of the Galibis. The 
Galibis is a recent deposit, outside the main interest 
of people such as Spencer, Hill, Butterlin, etc.

(28) Bowden presents a modification of Cooper’s geo
logic cross-section of the area.74 As I maintained in 
my last paper,2 this section does not adequately de
scribe the area. First, there is no evidence in the 
literature of which I am aware for the ‘virgin clays’ 
that Cooper thinks may underlie the Miocene. Sec
ond, Duchassaing clearly states that the Galibis sands 
overlie the flanks of the uplifted reefs — they do not 
lie beneath them as Cooper and Bowden propose. 
Third, the Galibis formation is not a stratified lime
stone, but rather it is sand which is, in places, ce
mented into limestone (see my last paper2 for the 
substantiation of the above claims). As an alternative 
to Cooper and Bowden’s section, I would like to 
suggest the schematic geologic history shown in 
Figure 1. Sometime in the past (but still in the 
Holocene) the ocean beat against Miocene limestone 
cliffs, as they do today to the East and West of the 
Moule-Morel area.82 Offshore lay a madrepore reef 
and between was a lagoon with a limestone-ce
mented coral and limestone debris floor (Figure 1A). 
Then, an uplift of two to three metres occurred, 
killing the ancient reef and making it the new beach 
front (Figure 1B). Offshore a new reef formed (the 
current offshore reef), and the ancient lagoon filled 
with sand.83 In this latter area the Arawak Indians 
lived, fishing in the new lagoon, planting in the fertile 
portions of the filled lagoon and burying their dead in 
the infertile sands. Since then, the landward erosion 
of the beach84 has eroded away the reef, leaving the 
sands behind as part of the new beach front of the 
early nineteenth century (Figure 1C). Beachrock 
formation cemented some of the sands and bodies 
within them. Further erosion produced the beach 
front that we see today (Figure 1D).

(29) Mackay claims that diagrams by previous authors 
showed ‘the Galibis sands as up to 200 metres 
thick’.85 What authors showed such a diagram?

(30) Mackay claims the stabilized coastal dune ‘has oth
erwise been referred to as the Galibis sands’.86 Who 
labelled the dunes this way? Duchassaing clearly la
bels the formation containing the skeletons as ‘Gali
bis’. If there are other reasons to believe that the 
dunes are the Galibis this may lead us to an interesting

possibility. If these dunes or ones similar might be 
the sands of the Galibis, it would shed light on 
Duchassaing’s discovery of a dog bone in the upper 
part of the formation even as Mackay found dog 
skeletons in the upper part of the dune.

(31) Mackay gives an incomplete description of his 
‘raised reef’ and then asks why it cannot be found on 
Reynal de Saint-Michel’s map.87 It is rather difficult 
to answer Mackay’s question when he has supplied 
us with an incomplete description of the unit. 
However, Reynal de Saint-Michel describes ‘qb’ 
(breccias of madrepore debris) to the east of Moule.88 
He claims this unit is found near sea level, and is 
composed mainly of madrepore corals held solidly 
together by a brown-ochre, clay-rich cement. This 
unit contains a modern fauna of polypors, orsins, and 
mollusc shells. This unit may also be continuous with 
the uplifted reef of Duchassaing in which he found 
Astrea ananas, A. argus, A. galaxea, A. dipsacea, 
Meandrina phrygia, M. gyrosa, M. pectinata, Ma
drepora palmata, Palmipora alcicornis, Strombus 
gigas, Turbo pica, Balanus stalagmites, etc.89 
Duchassaing also describes his ‘uplifted reef’ as 
being two to three metres above sea level in places, 
and Mackay claims that his ‘raised reef is, in its 
inland portions, one to three metres above sea level. 
If Duchassaing’s ‘uplifted reef’ is continuous with 
Mackay’s ‘raised reef’, then Mackay’s reef is defi
nitely not Miocene in age — it is Recent in age. This 
identification should also help us to identify the 
Galibis formation, as Duchassaing claims that the 
Galibis overlies this unit.

(32) Finally, I would like to comment on the implications 
of Mackay’s research. Although Mackay’s contri
bution helps us much in the understanding of the site, 
some of Mackay’s conclusions are premature. 
Mackay claims, for example, that ‘it can be stated 
emphatically that the fossilised woman’s skeleton in 
the British Museum did not come from the Clerc site 
excavation’.58 Mackay has not provided us with 
‘proof’ of this statement. If Clerc never drew sec
tions and/or located his excavations, Mackay cannot 
be so sure that the pits he found evidenced the total 
extent of Clerc’s excavations. Since Mackay states 
that erosion has been extensive in this area since 
1959, it may be possible that some of Clerc’s exca
vations pits have been eroded away. In fact, Clerc 
may have excavated seaward of the present stabi
lized dune with all physical evidence of his excava
tions having been destroyed along with the former 
beach. Second, Mackay claims that possible beach 
rock underlies an ‘uplifted’ or ‘raised’ reef which can 
be ‘. . . correlated stratigraphically with material la
belled by Saint-Michel as Miocene’.90 Mackay’s jus
tification for such correlation is merely ‘similarity’ 
between his possible reef rock and Reynal de Saint- 



Michel’s Miocene rock. Yet Mackay himself ad
mits that he has not yet identified fossil species and 
properly correlated the units. Both the exclusion of 
the British Museum specimen from Clerc’s excava
tions and the correlation of the reef rock with Mio
cene sediments are premature.  Mackay’s
interpretations aside, his description of the site is 
useful to our study of the Guadeloupe skeleton. He 
provides, for example, a topographic map of the 
Moule area (Mackay’s Figure 3).91 This map indi
cates the presence of a low plain 150-200 metres 
wide and less than five metres above sea level lying 
between the beach and 25 metre high steep-sided 
hills. Mackay also relates that the present beach is 
undergoing erosion. He bases this primarily on the 
memories of inhabitants, on the observation that 
Reynal de Saint-Michel’s map of 1959 shows a more 
extensive plain, and on the observation that old beach 
rock is being exposed on the beaches. This indicates 
that the current beach is eroding its way toward the 
island’s ‘cliffs’. Such a situation, that of a beach 
eroding through a plain towards a set of cliffs, usually 
indicates that the beach once existed at the base of the 
cliffs. Then either an uplift or a period of deposition 
moved the beach away from the cliffs. At a later date 
erosion once again predominates, moving the beach 
in the direction of the cliffs. This scenario is consis
tent with what Duchassaing proposed in 1855.29 He 
felt that the ocean beach once lay directly at the base 
of the island cliffs with a madrepore reef growing 
offshore. Then an uplift occurred, causing the beach 
to be moved to the outside of the reef complex. Since 
then erosion has been moving the beach in the 
direction of the island cliffs, and a new reef has been 
forming 250-300 metres offshore.
As Mackay points out, this scenario can also be con
sidered consistent with Mantell’s diagram of 1839. 
Although there is vertical exaggeration, Mantell’s 
diagram shows island cliffs with sand deposits ex
tending in three mounds from their base to the sea. 
Mackay interprets the mound at the base of the cliffs 
as the extant cliff rubble at the base of the current 
cliffs. Mantell’s second mound is interpreted to be 
the stabilized coastal dune which is still found near 
the beaches of Moule. Mackay feels that the third 
mound is a coastal dune that has since 1839, been 
eroded away. If Mackay’s hypothesis and 
Duchassaing’s scenario are correct, then the absence 
of a reef in Mantell’s diagram may indicate that the 
Guadeloupe skeletons were found in sand that was 
once landward of the ancient reef. It also would mean 
that neither the reef nor the sands from which the 
specimens were taken exist any longer at this point of 
the beach.
Another important observation made by Mackay is 
that of an extensive ‘raised’ or ‘uplifted’ ‘reef’ lying

above a unit which seems to match the description of 
beach rock. Since beach rock is formed in the inter
tidal zone, it may indicate that this entire area was 
once a sandbar which was built up to sea level, and 
then cemented into extensive beachrock deposits. 
However, according to Mackay, both the ‘beach 
rock’ and the ‘reef’ above it still lie in the intertidal 
zone. If Mackay’s ‘reef’ is the in situ reef that 
Mackay claims, then that would mean that this area 
has undergone both subsidence and uplift. Since 
reefs flourish in subtidal regimes, the only way a reef 
could flourish atop beach rock would be for there to 
be a subsidence, bringing the surface of the beach 
rock below the level of low tide. Subsequent to one 
half metre of coral growth, the area was uplifted. 
Coincidentally the uplift equalled the former subsi
dence, bringing the beach rock once again to the 
intertidal level. Although this scenario is possible, it 
is very unlikely. First, volcanism exists on Guade
loupe as a mechanism for uplift, but a mechanism for 
subsidence is lacking. Second, an uplift equalling a 
former subsidence is an improbable sequence of 
events.
It is far more likely that Mackay’s ‘reef’ is actually 
a cemented mass of corals and not an in situ reef. The 
beach rock-cemented sands of the intertidal bars 
could have been covered with coral debris and ce
mented in a manner similar to the cementation of the 
beach rock below. Hydrodynamically, corals tend to 
orient themselves in an upright position even when 
deposited allochthonously during storm activity. As 
such, it may be the same as Reynal de Saint-Michel’s 
‘breccias of madrepore debris’ (see paragraph 31 
above). If so, then there must have been a source for 
the madrepore debris in another location. The iden
tity of this reef can be determined by examining the 
fauna of these madrepore breccias. I would suggest 
that the source of the debris is the raised reef of 
Duchassaing which contains a large number of 
modern species. If this reef lay seaward of the beach 
rock, then erosion by the sea would erode the madre
pore debris off the reefs and onto the beach rock 
platform. This is again consistent with 
Duchassaing’s hypothesis that an uplifted reef 
trapped behind it a lagoon that filled with sand. I 
suggest that the lagoon filled nearly to sea level with 
sand and became cemented into beach rock. Then 
corals from off the raised reefs were deposited over 
the beachrock surface, possibly during one or more 
very large storms. This breccia was cemented into 
Mackay’s ‘raised reef’. More sand deposition cov
ered the breccia layer and brought the sand level 
above high tide level. I propose that it was on these 
sands that the Arawaks lived and in these sands that 
the Arawaks buried their dead, sometimes below the 
level of high tide. One of those buried was an Arawak



woman, who may have been mortally wounded and 
tortured in war, or perhaps killed in a severe storm. 
Later the sands in which she was buried were ex
posed to beachrock lithification due to landward 
erosion of the shoreline. Further erosion of the beach 
exposed her bones as well as many others to observ
ers in the early nineteenth century, initiating excite
ment, discussion, and controversy to this day.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Guadeloupan human skeleton now stored in the 
British Museum generated much controversy after its de
scription in 1814. Although not the first human remains 
claimed to be very ancient, it was apparently the first 
human skeleton ever found in solid rock. Curious it was, 
but old it was not; at least so was the opinion of all on-site 
investigators. In fact, the popular find was never consid
ered to be more than a few hundred years old until very 
recently. In early 1983 a creationist by the name of Bill 
Cooper published an article suggesting the specimen was 
actually at least several thousand years old. Cooper felt 
that the skeleton was lying in Miocene sediments. As 
such, the specimen was a double-edged sword, not only 
being evidence for Noah’s universal flood, but also evi
dence against Darwin’s theory of evolution.

Cooper’s paper generated over the next four years at 
least 18 papers and references, four of which were his 
own. I have already produced an alternative theory to ex
plain the evidence Cooper has addressed.2 In this paper I 
have attempted to answer each of the numerous points 
which have been raised by Cooper and Bowden. This has 
resulted in a very lengthy paper, so I would like to say with 
my distinguished predecessor from another paper on the 
Guadeloupe skeleton, ‘I have to apologize to you, my dear 
sir, for this very long letter . . .’112 Cooper's scenario can 
only be possible if the claims of Moreau de Jonnes, 
Ernouf’s excavators, Dauxion-Lavaysse, Duchassaing, 
Spencer, and Reynal de Saint-Michel lack veracity. Coo
per and Bowden do repeatedly deny the verity of these in
vestigators’ claims, but present substantiations that can
not be supported (see Appendix III). In short, to my 
knowledge, not a single claim of the antiquity of the 
skeletons has gone without a counter argument. In con
trast, the association of the skeletons with exclusively 
living species of plants and animals and currently used 
human artifacts, as well as their inclusion in beach rock 
formed from sands postdating a recent uplift of the island, 
and possibly even evidence of their having been buried 
among others dating from after the time of Christ, indi
cates very strongly that the Guadeloupe skeletons were of 
Arawak Indians who lived within the last two millennia, 
possibly even within the last three hundred years.

The British Museum skeleton is an example of a large 
set of items which have been hailed as ‘anomalies’ to con
ventional evolutionary and/or geologic theory. They are

items which are claimed to be fossils with ages and/or 
identities which run contrary to predictions or claims of 
conventional theory. Claims of such fossils in paleontol
ogy seem analogous to claims of strange plants and 
animals in neontology. Since the plants and animals are 
not thought by most to exist, the field of their study is 
considered officially non-existent. But searchers for 
‘Nessie’ and ‘Sasquatch’ and others have come to con
sider their ‘nonexistent’ field of study as ‘cryptobiology’, 
or the study of hidden, unknown, and enigmatic plants and 
animals. I suggest, by analogy, that the study of hidden, 
unknown, and enigmatic fossils be called ‘cryptopaleon
tology’. In cryptobiology most reports turn out to be of 
organisms which do not exist; many others are distorted 
descriptions of real plants or animals; and only a very few 
turn out to be accurate descriptions of existent members 
of our planet’s biota. The same is likely to be the case in 
cryptopaleontology. Most descriptions will be of speci
mens which either never existed or cannot now be found 
and studied. Other claims, though based on real speci
mens, will probably not stand up to critical examination. 
Very few cryptopaleontological claims would be ex
pected to be valid evidences. The Guadeloupe skeletons 
have been claimed to be human bones in Miocene sedi
ments. As such they fall into the study of cryptopaleon
tology. Analogous to the fate of many claims in crypto
biology, the claims about the Guadeloupe skeletons do not 
survive scrutiny. Although the skeletons exist, their age 
is not measured in millions of years, but is rather measured 
in hundreds of years. This brings no challenge to conven
tional theory.

It is unfortunate that the discussion of the Guade
loupan woman has been neither a free exchange of ideas 
nor often was it a proper discussion of science. Rather, the 
‘discussion’ has actually been confrontational; it has been 
a debate, not a conversation. I have suggested that future 
creationist authors avoid the manner of discussion exem
plified by the Guadeloupan skeleton controversy. We 
should strive toward scientific discussion in our editorial 
policies and high scholarship in our published articles. 
Only in this manner can we try to avoid the stigma which 
exists in academia at the mention of ‘creationism’. I 
suggest we use this controversy as an example of how we 
must not be. We should display thorough understanding 
of our discipline, show obedience to scientific etiquette, 
demonstrate a genuine desire for accuracy, and show alle
gience to that which typifies being called ‘Christ-like’.
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APPENDIX I
The following are examples of incorrect and sometimes outdated in

formation about geologic and biologic theory that is claimed as true in 
Cooper’s papers:
(1) ‘. . . it is . . . held to be a scientific fact, that man evolved from the apes

during the last million years or so.’92 ‘The theory of man’s evolution 
from the apes . . . states that man’s ancestor did not swing down from 
the trees until sometime between 3 and  1  million years ago.’93 Though
these statements may have been accepted as recently as twenty years 
ago, and perhaps still claimed in some texts, current theories of human 
evolution make different claims. For example:
(a)    Man’s evolution is considered to have occurred largely prior to 

one million years before the present, not during ‘the last million 
years or so’;

(b)   his ancestor and that of the australopithecines are thought to 
have ‘swung down out of trees’ well prior to three million years 
ago—perhaps as much as ten million years ago; and

(c)      man is also not thought to have evolved from the apes, but rather 
from an animal which was also the ancestor of modern apes.

(2)   Cooper presents a table of the presumed ages of the Miocene, Plio
cene, and Quaternary.94 The Miocene is listed as 12–25 million years 
before present (mybp), the Pliocene as 3–12 mybp, and the Quater
nary as up to three mybp. He also claims the Lower Miocene is 
thought to be 25 million years old.92 Actually, the Quaternary is cur
rently considered to go back to two mybp, the Pliocene lies between 
2.0 and 5.1 mybp, and the Miocene between 5.1 and 24.6 mybp. Not 
only are the dates Cooper relates incorrect, but he incorrectly pre
sented the Lower Miocene as if it was a point in time. The Lower 
Miocene is thought to be a period of 10.2 million years from about 
14.4 to 24.6 mybp.95

(3)   Cooper lists ‘Miocene’, ‘Pliocene’, and ‘Quaternary’ as ‘names of 
deposits’.94 He also refers to the Miocene Epoch as the ‘Miocene 
era’.93 The Miocene, Pliocene, and Quaternary are considered to be 
both divisions of the stratigraphic column and divisions of time. As 
divisions of the stratigraphic column, they cannot be used as names 
of deposits, and as a division of time the Miocene Epoch is not an 
‘era’. In fact the Miocene, Pliocene, and Quaternary are all subdivi
sions of the ‘Cenozoic Era’.

(4)     ‘Evolutionary theory . . . states that these deposits [of the geologic col
umn] were laid down gradually over millions of years.’94 First, evo
lutionary theory is a biological theory; it does not make predictions 
about how the rocks on earth were formed. Furthermore, current uni



formitarian geology would allow for many deposits in the geologic 
column to have been produced catastrophically. Most of the observed 
sediment accumulation in our day is accomplished during periods of 
accelerated deposition, etc. (e.g. local floods), so many geologists 
have accepted the fact that such local catastrophes would be expected 
to be found throughout the geologic record.

(5)     Cooper claims that ‘if the time scale of evolution is real’ then some 565 
million years of rocks ‘should be found’ beneath the Miocene of 
Guadeloupe.96 Since evolutionary theory cannot be used to arrive at 
an age of 565 million years, I presume Cooper is referring to the geo
logic time scale. However, neither the geologic time scale, nor any 
other theory of modern geology predicts that beneath any given part 
of the earth’s crust rocks of all ages should be found. A volcanic island 
would not be expected to contain sediments which predate the 
volcanic uplift of the island, and Guadeloupe is thought to have 
emerged volcanically perhaps as late as the Pliocene. Furthermore, if 
modern geologic theory did predict that all ages should be present 
beneath Guadeloupe, then there would be more than four and a half 
billion years of rocks beneath Guadeloupe.

(6)    Cooper claims that evolution ‘gained a foothold in academic circles’ 
in the 1930s.92 Evolution had become accepted in academia long 
before the 1930s. In fact, it took only a few decades for Darwin’s work 
to gain wide support in scientific circles.

(7)    Cooper claims that beachrock formation ‘. . . is an almost impercep
tibly slow process, and is made all the slower in this case as the beds 
are covered every day by the incoming tide. This alone would tend to 
erode away any cementation that occurred almost before it could 
form’.97 First, beach rock can form in the laboratory in only a few 
hours and under natural conditions in weeks or less. It is not an 
‘ imperceptibly slow process’. Second, beach rocks, by definition, are 
found in the intertidal zone of beaches. Far from preventing lithifica
tion, the submerging/drying of beach sands during a tidal cycle pro
motes beach rock formation.

(8)   Cooper equates modern evolutionary theory with ‘Darwin’s scheme 
of things.’98 ‘Darwin’s scheme of things’, though it formed the basis 
for modern evolutionary theory, is not identical with it, and the refu
tation of Darwin’s ideas is not necessarily a refutation of evolutionary 
theory. For example, the mode of evolution in Darwin’s theory relies 
upon Lamarckian genetics, which has been refuted. Modern evolu
tionary theory relies on quite a different theory of genetics. The 
tempo of evolution is also different. Darwin demanded gradualism 
and modern theorists are beginning to reject gradualism in favour of 
spasmodic evolutionary change.

APPENDIX II
Cooper makes numerous statements he claims to be true, certain, and/ 

or absolute which are either not true, or they lack proof of certainty. The 
following are examples of such unwarranted certainty in Cooper’s papers 
[emphasis is mine unless otherwise stated]:
(1)   ‘The theory of organic evolution owes its remarkable acceptance to 

two phenomena: namely, man’s inherent desire to escape from any 
notion of his special creation by an omnipotent God (with all that that 
implies), and the deliberate concealment by leading evolutionists of 
evidence that would plainly destroy the very fabric of evolutionary 
theory.’92 This is a claim that there are only two reasons for 
evolution’s acceptance. There are others. For example, there always 
has been evidence used to support evolution and it has certainly 
helped the theory gain wide acceptance.

(2) ‘. . . it is everywhere taught, and held to be a scientific fact, that man 
evolved from the apes during the last million years or so.’92 David 
Pilbeam, in his human evolution course at Harvard University, 
teaches that humans evolved from a common ancestor of apes and 
man more than one million years ago, and he teaches it as theory. 
Thus it is not ‘everywhere’ taught (see also Appendix I, paragraph 1).

(3) ‘. . . high organic content of the rock in the immediate vicinity of the 
bones . . . proves that the bones are of the same age as the rock.’92 First 
of all, proving the truth of a theory is not possible in modern science. 
Second, high organic content in a rock is neither a sufficient nor a

necessary condition for identical ages. A sedimentary deposit is 
usually dated from the time of its deposition. The skeletal rock in 
question is a sandstone and thus dates from the deposition of the sand 
that makes it up. If the skeleton is from a body which was buried in 
the sands, then the deposit is older than the skeleton — perhaps by 
hundreds or thousands of years. Since the high organic content was 
probably introduced at the skeleton’s interment, it is not a sufficient 
condition of identical ages. Then again, even if the bones were the 
same age as the rock, the burial of a body in porous, oxygenated sands 
may have allowed for complete decomposition of the body, leaving 
no organic material at all. Thus high organic content is also not a nec
essary condition for identical ages. High organic content near the 
bones does certainly imply rapid lithification very soon after the 
body’s interment, but once again, it may have been the lithification of 
the disturbed sediments of a grave dug out of already old rock. Note 
that the rock near the bones has a different hardness as well as organic 
content, as if the rock near the bones had a different history than the 
rest of the rock.

(4) ‘. . . the evidence of these Lower Miocene human remains . . . states 
quite emphatically that man cannot owe his origins to the apes.’94 
Even if Homo sapiens skeletons were found in Lower Miocene de
posits, man could still have had his origin from ancestors of the apes 
(modern evolutionary theory states man evolved from ancestors of 
the apes, not the apes themselves). A simple modification (e.g., 
rejection of the already disputed australopithecines as man’s ances
tor) of human evolution would allow for Homo sapiens in the Lower 
Miocene. Then the search would be on for the pre-Lower Miocene 
primate ancestors of man.

(5) ‘. . . the creation model predicts that human remains, regardless of 
their antiquity, will always show themselves to be fully [Cooper’s 
emphasis] human. Conversely, remains of apes will always show 
themselves to be fully [Cooper’s emphasis] ape, regardless of age.’94 
Not all those who defend a creationist model will agree with this 
statement. Many believe that morphological change, though limited, 
can occur. The exact morphology of Adam and Eve is unknown, so 
although they certainly did not have the morphology of any animal, 
they may not have had a morphology which lies within the present 
range of human variation. It may even be argued that degenerative 
processes have moved man away from a ‘fully’ human form toward 
the present, highly imperfect form! Likewise, past apes, some per
haps extinct, may have been very different than today’s apes. Since 
we lack an absolute morphological scale to determine whether an 
animal is either ‘fully’ ape or ‘fully’ human, or ‘fully’ giraffe, etc. such 
a statement as Cooper’s is indefensible.

(6)    ‘We know . . . that the skeleton was buried by these Lower Miocene 
deposits suddenly and catastrophically . . .’94 The skeleton could have 
secured the damage it shows, then been buried by humans. Cata
strophic burial is not a necessary conclusion.

(7)     The damage to the skeleton ‘. . . is only consistent with that caused by 
a fluid mass and/or water (e.g. a tidal wave) . . .’99 The same damage 
could surely be produced by a scientist in the laboratory applying 
sufficient pressure to the proper points on a human cadaver. It may be 
possible that wartime torturers of Arawak Indians could cause similar 
damage. A fluid mass is not the only possible way.

(8)     ‘This impact occurred at the moment of burial . . .’ and ‘. . . all of these 
dislocations under impact occurred at the moment of “burial”.’99 
Such statements should be considered uncertain, as it is possible that 
the damage was sustained before burial. The violence may have 
caused the death of the person, then after an Indian funeral ceremony 
the body was buried in the village’s cemetery.

(9)     ‘The bones could not have been buried gradually. In a slow burial, the 
organic content . . . is always completely absent.’100 In fact, in an 
environment which does not allow decomposition or allows for ex
tremely slow decomposition, burial can take thousands of years and 
still leave organic material (e.g. unburied mummies in caves).

(10)  ‘. . . the skeleton . . . is fully joined together.’100 In the paragraphs 
preceding this quote Cooper describes the skeleton and its damage. 



According to Cooper some of the bones are broken and others are dis
articulated. This does not seem to be consistent with the above claim 
that the bones are ‘fully’ joined together.

(11)   ‘There are no signs whatever of erosion.’100 Yet, the British Museum 
specimen and its enclosing block was excavated by stone cutters. The 
absence of tool marks on the rock probably indicates that the block 
was subject to erosion since excavation.

(12)  ‘This not only proves the suddenness of burial . . .’100 One cannot 
prove a theory of science.

(13) The specimen shows ‘no evidence of bone disease, old age, or 
infirmity . . . [it is] fully [Cooper’s emphasis] human in every respect 
. . . [having] no bones which show any ape-like affinities or any evo
lutionary adaptation at all.’96 A forensic pathologist or an anatomist 
would probably not even dare to make such certain statements. 
Cooper is certainly not qualified to make them.

(14)  ‘It is a type of rock that is not being formed under present-day 
conditions anywhere in the world.’96 Yet, it is most probable that the 
rock is beach rock, forming in many places at numerous longitudes of 
the world!

(15)  ‘What is very plain in all this is that the theory of evolution fails 
miserably to account for the remains that we have just examined. 
Indeed, it is thoroughly negated by the evidence.’96 The theory of 
evolution cannot be thoroughly negated by any such evidence — 
evolution can merely be altered to account for humans in the Miocene 
(see also paragraph 4, this appendix). Even if the modern theory of 
human evolution required alteration, the theory of the evolution of 
very little else would be altered. The argument over Lucy, for 
example, affects very few who study trilobites. Furthermore, it is 
possible to argue, as I have, that current evolutionary and geological 
theory is not threatened by this specimen.

(16)  ‘The only model in fact, that is supported by this evidence is the 
creation/flood model [Cooper’s emphasis] . . .’96 Even if it were 
established that the skeleton was deposited catastrophically by a tidal 
wave in Miocene rocks, it would also be consistent with many other 
catastrophist models (e.g. those of Immanuel Velikovsky).

(17)   ‘. . . if the Lower Miocene was indeed formed 25 million years ago, as 
evolutionists have always taught . . .’100 They have not always so 
taught. Not only have different dates been considered at different 
times, the lower Miocene has never been considered an instant in time 
(e.g. it is currently thought to run from 14.4 to 24.6 million years 
before the present).

(18)   Index fossil dating ‘. . . assumes that new life forms have evolved in 
the past which they demonstrably have not.’97 Georges Cuvier, who 
believed not in evolution but in a series of creations, used an early 
form of index fossil dating. Though many who now practice index 
fossil dating assume evolution to be true, index fossil dating itself does 
not necessarily assume that new life forms have evolved in the past. 
Furthermore ‘new life forms’ have evolved in the past. Many 
varieties of dogs, roses, and com, for example, have been produced 
through artificial selection since the Flood. Many hundreds of other 
species of animals are probably the result of ‘evolution’ through 
natural selection since the Flood. Though creationists may argue they 
are varieties within the original kinds, they can still be called new life 
forms, as those morphologies were not present at the creation.

(19)  ‘. . . the view that the rocks of the earth have been laid down in 
continuous sequences over vast ages, the “younger rocks” overlying 
the “older rocks”, and so on. This notion, however, is demonstrably 
false, as many “young-earth” creationist geologists have shown.’102 
This has by no means been completely falsified. Deeper post-creation 
rocks are older than shallower post-creation rocks. Also, the argu
ments for a young earth are themselves interpretations, which as 
theories are not capable of falsifying other theories.

(20)  ‘Nobody argues with the fact that the skeleton is the same age as the 
rock, for that is self-evident.’102 First, the rock is not aware of its ‘self- 
evident’ age. And, I for one, do argue with age-equivalence. I feel that 
the sands predated the skeleton considerably, and the interrment of the 
skeleton predated the rock’s lithification. Although all of these proc

esses occurred in the Recent, they did not occur at the same time. 
(21)  ‘. . . there was absolutely no good reason to choose such a place as 

this’ to bury their dead.102 There is a ‘good’ reason — convenience. 
Irving Rouse claims that Arawak Indians usually buried their dead 
near the villages where they lived. This was done for convenience — 
certainly a good reason for burying their dead in beach sands if they 
lived on the beach.

(22) Since skeletons were found in two positions, ‘if we accept the 
cemetery hypothesis, therefore, we must also accept that here we have 
two [Cooper’s emphasis] cultures . . .’102 In fact, the Arawak Indians 
used both positions commonly for the burial of their dead.

(23)  ‘Saint-Michel makes absolutely no attempt to even describe the site’s 
precise location other than saying that it lies somewhere ‘ “east of (the 
town of) Moule”.98 Besides being somewhere ‘east of Moule’ 
(which he never claimed), Reynal de Saint-Michel describes the site 
as on the island of Grande-Terre in beach sands. Guadeloupe is not 
a very large island. Though it is distressing that Reynal de Saint- 
Michel does not give a precise location for the specimen, he is far from 
making ‘absolutely no’ attempt at describing a location. Furthermore, 
Clerc made excavations at different beaches, and artifacts were found 
on most beaches. It may be that what Clerc found could be found on 
any beach.

(24)  ‘This [damage], beyond any shadow of a doubt, occurred before 
[Cooper’s emphasis] the body had decayed.’103 There is doubt The 
existence of organic material near the bones does not imply that the 
body had not undergone any decay. The body may have undergone 
decay of all soft parts except in the immediate vicinity of the bones, 
then been subjected to the damage.

(25)  ‘The damage is extraordinary in all points . . .’103 Some bones don’t 
show damage, so damage is not extraordinary in all points.

(26)  ‘If a rock is acknowledged to date back to, say, the Miocene era . . . 
then the bones that were encapsulated within it when it was yet in a 
plastic stage, can only be the same age. . .’13 Dinosaur bones being 
eroded out of Jurassic rocks and deposited in unconsolidated recent 
river deposits are not Recent in age. So even if this rock is Miocene 
and the bones were ‘encapsulated’ within it when it was yet plastic, the 
bones and rocks are not necessarily the same age. The bones could 
have been much older than the Miocene. In other cases more recent 
bones could be encapsulated in Miocene, but still ‘plastic’, rock. In 
these cases the bones are younger than the rock.

(27)  ‘The problems that faced Butterlin and Hoffstetter were undoubtedly 
due to the circular reasoning involved in the use of “index fossils” 
when dating rocks.’57 Cooper strongly implies that circular reasoning 
is involved in all index fossil dating. The universality of index fossil 
dating being circular has not been established. Though it can be and 
may often be circular, it is not always. To imply otherwise is wrong. 
Also, the ‘problems’ Cooper thinks Butterlin and Hoffstetter faced 
were probably non-existent (see paragraphs 14 through 16 in this pa
per).

(28)  ‘. . . there is absolutely nothing that would necessarily indicate a 
recent origin for the skeleton’s limestone matrix.’62 Irreversible trans
formations of the rock which occur in short geologic time is some
thing that would indicate a recent origin. Nonreplaced and non-re- 
crystallized aragonite crystals do indicate a recent origin.

(29)  ‘. . . modern conditions . . . give rise to erosion [Cooper’s emphasis] 
but not [Cooper’s emphasis] to rock-building. Their origin, therefore, 
could only lie in some vast geological and climatic upheaval of the 
past, when conditions were very unlike [Cooper’s emphasis] those of 
the present day.’62 Erosion is not the only geologic process occurring 
on the present earth. As a matter of fact, the products of erosion in one 
area become the products of deposition in other areas. Rock-building 
occurs in many areas of the earth, including on those beaches where 
beach rock is forming.

(30)  ‘. . . geologists are unanimous in ascribing [all madreporic lime
stones] to the Miocene era . . .’62 I have not yet found a single 
geologist who does this. There are madrepore limestones on Grande 
Terre given ages of Oligocene, Miocene, Pliocene, Pleistocene, and 



Recent — not a single geologist to my knowledge restricts them all to 
the Miocene.

(31)  Clerc’s site according to Cooper ‘clearly lies inland [Cooper’s em
phasis] to some extent . . . Clearly the fossil could by no means be 
described as part of Clerc’s Indian burial ground’.64 Clerc’s descrip
tion is as much consistent with his site being on the beach as it is being 
inland (see paragraphs 12 and 19 in this paper).

(32)   ‘. . . when Wise states that the burial ground is in places “as hard as 
staturary marble”, then he is completely wrong!’64 Reynal de Saint- 
Michel says the beach sands on Guadeloupe are subject to a very 
active phenomenon of consolidation. In these sands is Clerc’s burial 
ground. Clerc describes some of his graves as lying in sands agglom
erated in places into ‘compact’ sand, a term that can be used to 
describe sandstone. It is not impossible that Clerc’s burial ground is, 
in places, hard sandstone.

(33)  The above claim is ‘. . . based upon the unjustifiable assumption that 
the fossil’s find-spot and the burial-ground are one and the same 
place. They are not, and never could have been, and he is wrong to 
suggest otherwise!’.64 There is still insufficient evidence to make 
such an emphatic claim. Though Mackay makes a similar assertion, 
even he did not present enough evidence to establish his claim that the 
British Museum specimen did not come from the Clerc excavation site 
(see paragraph 32 in this paper).

APPENDIX III
The following are examples of motive accusations in the Guadeloupe 

skeleton controversy which should not be found in scientific discussion:
(1)   Cooper92 accuses ‘leading evolutionists’ of ‘deliberate concealment 

of evidence’, which in turn indicates ‘downright dishonesty’. Cooper 
presents this claim without support in the introduction of his paper. 
Although he uses this assumed truth to deny evolutionists of scientific 
integrity and objectivity, he gives no justification for the claim. He 
then goes on to claim that the Guadeloupe skeleton is an example of 
evidence that was deliberately concealed. The only evidence he gives 
for deliberate concealment is his claim that it was ‘quietly’ removed 
from public display ‘. . . once Darwinism gained a foothold in aca
demic circles . . .’. It turns out that this claim was made on the basis 
of incorrect information which he received (see Appendix VI, para
graph 17) and the mistaken notion that ‘Darwinism’ had ‘gained a 
foothold in academic circles’ in the 1930s (see Appendix I, paragraph 
6). By the time of the publication of his second paper100 Cooper had 
become more adamant. Again he claims that the skeleton was ‘quietly 
removed’ when ‘. . . Darwin’s evolution became scientifically “re
spectable”’. Yet with no more evidence than that which was related 
above, he claims that it was ‘. . . concealed from the public gaze’ and 
that he was the first member of the public ‘allowed’ to see the 
specimen since the early 1930s.100 It is always best not to accuse 
others of improper motives, just in case the evidence you have 
evaporates with your own good honour!

2)    ‘So perplexing is this deposit to evolution geologists, that the last to 
mention the human remains in them was Spencer in 1901.’96 He again 
insinuates that ‘evolution geologists’ have unjustly attempted to con
ceal the Guadeloupe skeleton evidence. Here Cooper apparently 
combines what he understands to be a conflict between this deposit 
and evolution with a lack of references to the deposit after 1901. Not 
only have references to this deposit continued since 1901 to even the 
very year Cooper published his first paper on it,104 but there is not 
necessarily a conflict between this deposit and evolutionary theory. 
Although not acceptable to Cooper as recently as 1986,51 other crea
tionists have accepted a very recent origin for the Guadeloupe depos
its.1,2,38,39 Once again Cooper’s accusation rests on shaky grounds,

3)   ‘Would that creationists could agree with the “independent and dis
interested’’ status that Dr Stringer claims for the radio dating labora
tories . . . Would they really publish that [an aberrant] date and stand 
by it? Of course not.’97 Cooper accuses the dating laboratories 
unjustly. The 14C laboratories themselves do publish the dates of all 
specimens received. Each specimen is identified by a number and the 
lab publishes all numbers and the date given to each number. If deceit

and concealment is existent in the field of geologic dating it is almost 
exclusively the activity of the researchers who send the specimen in, 
not the dating lab.

(4)    Cooper claims: ‘I suggest most strongly that he [Spencer] did in fact 
examine it [the skeleton unit] closely, but was baffled at its implica
tions . . .’98 Cooper then elaborates a scenario whereby Spencer found 
himself constrained by the conclusions of a previous investigator 
(Duchassaing) into either concluding that this skeleton dated before 
its ancestors ever lived, or to even earlier! Since ‘Spencer was 
definitely an evolutionist’, Cooper feels Spencer had no choice but to 
ignore the deposit in his account of the geology of the island. The only 
evidence Cooper presents for this elaborate scenario marring the 
integrity of Spencer is Cooper’s claim that Spencer ‘. . . tells us that he 
did not examine the site!’98 Since Spencer refused to report the ‘truth’ 
of the site, Cooper calls his actions ‘. . . reprehensible, if not deeply 
suspicious ’.7 It turns out that Spencer probably did investigate the site 
and Cooper’s claim is based on a misquote of Spencer (see Appendix 
V, paragraph 4). Cooper’s accusation rests on no evidence at all. 
Bowden105 is suspicious of Spencer, a suspicion Bowden supports 
with the claims of Cooper. Refusing to admit that he had misquoted 
Spencer, Cooper, in 1986, charges Spencer ‘. . . with a far more 
sinister offence’ than ‘professional negligence’.51 Apparently this 
‘offence’ is a lack of conscientiousness and meticulous research as 
well as a ‘. . . scrupulous avoidance of facts . . .’, ‘. .  . reprehensible
avoidance of an awkward piece of evidence’ and a deliberate cloud
ing of issues.51 Yet with these ‘far more sinister’ offences I find no evi
dence presented by Cooper, other than a denial that he misquoted 
Spencer. It is bad enough that an accusation relies on little evidence, 
but to intensify an accusation with no new evidence should not be 
allowed.

(5)    Cooper98 claims that Reynal de Saint-Michel was faced with the same 
difficulty that Cooper imagines Spencer to have faced (see paragraph 
4 above). Cooper claims that Reynal de Saint-Michel exhibits ‘reluc
tance’ to describe the skeletal site’s exact location and gives an ‘. . . 
extremely vague, not to say misleading, description of the rock . . .”.
He also implies that Reynal de Saint-Michel leaves much that is ‘de
liberately left vague and unsaid’. Cooper supports this series of 
accusations with five claims:
(a)   Reynal de Saint-Michel’s description of the sands as ‘some

times consolidated’ does not describe the British Museum 
specimen matrix;

(b)   If Reynal de Saint-Michel is right, then the skeletons that he 
claims are sitting vertically would produce polystrate fossils 
when in 12cm thick layers;

(c)   Reynal de Saint-Michel describes the formation as being 
eroded, which counters the claims of others that it is still 
growing;

(d)   Reynal de Saint-Michel ‘. . . makes absolutely no attempt to 
even describe the site’s precise location . . .’; and

(e)   Reynal de Saint-Michel relates a C-14 date which came from 
‘another site on another island in the Antilles group’.

It turns out that:
(a)  ‘Sometimes consolidated sands’ can refer to beach sands ce

mented in places into beach rock, the latter being the type of 
rock in which the British Museum is preserved;

(b)  The skeletons which were found in ‘compact sands’ near sea 
level were all lying horizontally, and those sitting vertically 
were found in a different area;

(c)    The existence of erosion at a site does not disallow the forma
tion of beach rock — in fact, beach rock often forms most 
rapidly on beaches subject to the greatest erosion;

(d)  Reynal de Saint-Michel had no reason to describe a precise lo
cation for Clerc’s excavation site because the items found by 
Clerc were typical of those found on many beaches of Guade
loupe and in major excavations in at least two places on Guade
loupe; and

(e)  The C-14 date related by Reynal de Saint-Michel did come 



from the Morel site on Guadeloupe.
Once again, Cooper’s accusations are without firm foundation.
(6)   Bowden felt that Spencer and Reynal de Saint-Michel’s ‘failure’ to 

publish a geologic cross-section of the beach ‘. . . suggests that there 
is something about the strata that clearly contradicts the evolutionary 
time scale’.106 Bowden properly considers this conclusion as pos
sible. However, Bowden implies that they concealed evidence, and 
he bases this accusation only on negative evidence, which is shaky 
evidence indeed. Solid evidence hardly justifies publishing a chal
lenge of motives, let alone shaky evidence.

(7) Cooper notes that neither Butterlin nor Hoffstetter mention the speci
mens, though each reference Spencer and Duchassaing who do. From 
this Cooper states that ‘they, of course, shared Spencer’s problem in 
not being able satisfactorily to account for the presence of human 
remains within a rock of this type and supposed age . . . They all show 
an extreme reluctance to deal with the evidence, but that perhaps, 
while deeply suspicious, is hardly surprising’.7 Once again, accusa
tion of motive is improperly made from negative evidence.

(8)   Cooper51 relates that Duchassaing’s 1847 paper dates the skeleton as 
post-Columbian, but that by 1855 Duchassaing had changed his mind 
and dated it as pre-Columbian. A change of position is allowed, but 
Duchassaing concludes the pre-Columbian age on the basis of some 
blue glass found with one skeleton. Since blue glass would tend to 
indicate a post-Columbian age, Cooper feels that ‘. . . it does seem 
suspiciously as if he had, in that period [between the papers], come 
across . . .’ some facts ‘. . . and that further sober reflection led him to 
realise that a post-Columbian date for the rock could be too easily 
discredited’. It turns out that Cooper has mistranslated Duchassaing. 
In his 1847 paper Duchassaing dates the skeletons as ‘modern’, but 
after finding blue glass with one skeleton Duchassaing feels the 
skeletons are definitely post-Columbian (see Appendix V, paragraph 
1).

(9)   Cooper57 relates that neither Clerc nor Reynal de Saint-Michel make 
a clear identification of the British Museum fossil with the Clerc ex
cavations. Furthermore, he feels that Clerc’s lack of a cross-section 
is ‘a curious omission indeed’, and that Reynal de Saint-Michel suc
ceeds only ‘. . . to cloud the issues still further . . .’ Cooper then states, 
‘How then are we to view all this? Is Spencer’s “negligence” shared 
among a party of culpable conspirators? Or is Wise’s dependence 
upon such a shambles misguided? Or perhaps the plain simple truth 
of the matter is that uniformitarian geology is so inconsistent that its 
propagators cannot help but share in its inconsistency and thorough 
unreliability’.57 Cooper’s accusations are many, but again all deduced 
unsatisfactorily from negative evidence.

(10) ‘In presuming to interpret geological phenomena within the frame
work of an already disproven hypothesis, namely the theory of 
evolution, it is plain that geologists who subscribe to this notion have 
of necessity painted themselves into a comer. Having been fed on a 
diet of pure evolutionary dogma, they encounter evidence that is per
plexing, and which can only be accounted for by way of strained 
reasoning and inconsistency of interpretation’62 [emphasis mine]. 
The evidence that Cooper relies upon is implicitly all that is given 
above (paragraphs 1 through 9). Even if there were good reason to 
draw such conclusions, and there is not, these statements should have 
no place in ‘technical journals’ or any other journal purporting to 
report the findings of a scientific field.

(11)  Cooper64 claims that Ernouf’s excavators displayed a ‘. . . surprising 
reluctance to either identify themselves or publish their “informa
tion”’. In a personal letter written only to Ernouf, the excavators he 
had hired needn’t have identified themselves. Furthermore, until the 
description of the British Museum specimen was published in 1814, 
Ernouf may have not known that the specimen had survived the battle 
which saw the takeover of his island. Thus the reading of the excava
tors’ report in 1815 does not necessarily display reluctance to publish 
information (see paragraph 20, this paper).

(12)   Bowden is ‘. . . driven to the reluctant conclusion that his [Reynal de 
Saint-Michel’s] omission [of Clerc’s excavation location being

clearly inland] could have only been deliberate’.70 In the scenario 
Bowden develops, Reynal de Saint-Michel is then accused of obscur
ing facts, ignoring references, clouding the issue, and quoting mis
leadingly. Yet all these accusations are based on the claim that Clerc’s 
description of the location of his excavations completely disallows a 
beach site, and Reynal de Saint-Michel’s ‘stratified sands’ deposit 
matches that of the Galibis. As a matter of fact, Clerc’s description 
does allow for the possibility that at least some of his excavations were 
done in the intertidal zone of a beach near Morel (see Paragraph 12, 
this paper). Furthermore, the Galibis limestone does not fit the de
scription of Reynal de Saint-Michel’s ‘stratified sands’ (see Para
graph 28, this paper, and Ref. 2). Once again, the disappearance of 
supporting data leaves an accusation levelled at none but the accuser. 

APPENDIX IV
To my knowledge the claims of Cooper and Bowden have been pub

lished in three journals, namely, Ex Nihilo (Vol. 5, No. 3 and Vol. 6, No. 2), 
Ex Nihilo Technical Journal (Vols 1 and 2), and Creation Science Move
ment Pamphlets (Nos. 234 and 244).

In my opinion the policies of these journals have not been such as to 
promote proper scientific discussion. The first article I saw on this issue was 
that of Bill Cooper’s in Ex Nihilo. A short literature search demonstrated to 
me that Cooper referenced articles that took a position quite different than 
his own. Further research had convinced me that Cooper’s claims were 
without foundation, and I had reason to wonder how such a paper was 
allowed to be published in the first place. In any case, within three weeks of 
receiving my copy of Ex Nihilo which contained Cooper’s article (March 
28, 1983), I sent an article to Ex Nihilo refuting Cooper’s claims. The pur
pose of my hurried submittance was an effort to have the refutation of 
Cooper’s article in print before his article gained wide acceptance. It is 
important that creationists use accurate information. In a letter dated Octo
ber 31, 1983 John Mackay, the
journal’s then editor, informed me that a decision to publish my article 
would not be made until after the publication of Chris Stringer’s article in the 
November issue of Ex Nihilo. Meanwhile two issues of Ex Nihilo and ten 
months had passed without any refutation of Cooper’s claims, which ac
cording to Mackay was due in part to a limited and overworked editorial 
staff.

Partly in response to Cooper’s new challenges to Stringer and the 
discovery of more articles bearing on the Guadeloupe controversy, I submit
ted a revision of my paper in April of 1984. Again nothing was heard from 
Ex Nihilo until October of 1984, 21 months after Cooper’s article was pub
lished and almost 19 months since my first article was submitted. At that 
time Dr Andrew Snelling informed me that my article was to be published 
in a new journal. This again, in my opinion, was not good policy. I submitted 
my article to Ex Nihilo for two reasons. One, it is ‘appropriate’ that the refu
tation appears in the same journal, and two, it is best for proper scientific 
discussion. If someone finds an article such as Cooper’s, it is difficult to find 
a refutation of such an article even if one searches for it. To increase the 
chances that a person can find a refutation the article should be published in 
the same journal. In addition, one would like the refutation to go to the same 
people that received the first article. In the case of my article being published 
in Ex Nihilo Technical Journal, it was not only in a different journal with 
a different circulation, but it was also in a journal with a more limited 
circulation. Furthermore, since I thought the article was to be published in 
Ex Nihilo I wrote the article for its audience. Cooper’s article was for the 
layman and I focused my article on the understanding of the layman. To then 
take the article and publish it in a ‘technical journal’ makes much of the 
paper’s discussion unnecessary and even inappropriate.

But my disappointment did not end there. When I received the journal 
I found that two authors had been allowed to comment on my paper without 
my knowledge. It turns out that this is the policy of the journal, namely, that 
the original author has the right to comment on his critics, and this is fine. 
However, I found not just Bill Cooper’s comments, but also those of 
Malcolm Bowden. How is it that a person without previous discussion on 
the matter is allowed to review my paper without me being allowed to answer 
his criticisms? The editorial policy of the journal, was thus violated.

Even more reprehensible in my mind was the actions of the Creation 



Science Movement. As it turns out, in November of 1985, they published 
a Pamphlet by Cooper and Bowden which had as its primary purpose the 
refutation of my paper. Yet I was never informed of their intent to do this in 
spite of the year that elapsed after the publication of my paper — I did not 
learn about it until after the pamphlet’s publication.

In any case, after the November or December, 1984 publication of my 
first paper, I submitted a second paper in June of 1985. After receiving word 
in July that my paper had been received, 16 months would pass before the 
article would be published, in November of 1986. In short, editorial policies 
of journals involved in the Guadeloupe skeleton controversy have inadver
tently delayed publication and thus discouraged free interchange of ideas, 
which only helps to decrease creationist scholarship. I am sure these policies 
do not have such effects intentionally. There should be an effort on the part 
of editorial staffs to speed publication and develop means by which authors 
and refuters can establish a learned dialogue rather than a confrontational 
debate.

I must add here, that Dr Andrew Snelling, Ex Nihilo Technical 
Journal’s editor, has made some admirable changes in policy to circumvent 
some of the above problems. On behalf of creationism I thank him for that.

APPENDIX V
The following are examples of authors being misrepresented in the 

Guadeloupan skeleton controversy:
(1) Cooper7,46,107 claims that Duchassaing, in his 1847 paper, proposes a 

post-Columbian age for the Galibis formation and its contained skele
tons. Duchassaing actually claims in this paper that the Galibis is 
‘modern’ or recent in age, not post-Columbian (see paragraph 7, this 
paper).

(2)    Cooper108 claims that Stringer makes the implicit claim that a lack of 
heavy mineralization of bones ‘invariably’ means they are not very 
old. Actually, the lack of the skeleton’s heavy mineralization was 
listed by Stringer along with several other facts which collectively 
argue for a recent age for the skeletons. Cooper is correct in stating 
that a lack of heavy mineralization is not necessarily the result of 
youth alone, but he is not ‘ proper’ in implying that Stringer claims oth
erwise.

(3) Cooper96,97,98,51  claims  that Duchassaing described coral reefs that lay 
two to three metres above the Galibis. Actually, Duchassaing de
scribed coral reefs that in places had been uplifted two to three metres 
above sea level. In his 1855 paper he places the Galibis above the 
flanks of this unit. Duchassaing never claimed that the reefs lay above 
the Galibis, but in fact does claim that they lay below the Galibis.

(4)    Cooper98 and Bowden105 each claim that Spencer stated that he never 
studied the skeleton site. Spencer never made such a claim, and in fact 
implies strongly that he did visit the site.

(5)    Cooper states that Reynal de Saint-Michel describes the lithified slabs 
on Guadeloupe beaches as ‘. . . broken up into large slabs of rock by 
the incoming tide’.98 Reynal de Saint-Michel claims the slabs were 
broken by the sea, not the tide. It is extremely unlikely that the tide 
could break up the slabs. Reynal de Saint-Michel is probably 
referring to ocean waves, not ocean tides.

(6)   ‘Duchassaing, who found various stone tools and implements nor
mally associated with the skeleton, stated most clearly that he found 
them in a “higher and more recent’’ place than the skeleton’s find- 
spot.’106 In this ‘higher and more recent’ place Duchassaing found a 
flint and a dog heelbone. He found the stone tools and implements 
directly associated with the skeletons.

(7)     Bowden106  states that Duchassaing classed both the Galibis formation 
and the raised reef as ‘anthropolite’. Actually, Duchassaing calls the 
skeleton-containing unit the ‘Galibis’ or ‘Anthropolite’, but calls the 
raised reef the ‘madreporic formation’.

(8)     Bowden109 states that Reynal de Saint-Michel locates the Clerc site as 
‘east of Moule’. Actually, Reynal de Saint-Michel states that pre- 
Columbian artifacts are common in the beach sands of Guadeloupe, 
although they are ‘principally’ found east and west of Moule.

(9)   Cooper13 suggests that Wise proposed with Mantell that the skeletons 
were ‘ .  .  .  buried by virtue of a slowly collapsing cliff.’ In fact, 
Mantell67 describes the formation as a ‘consolidated sand’, and 

Wise110 claims ‘the formation is composed of carbonate sand broken 
up from offshore reefs and island cliffs’ (see paragraph 5, this paper). 
A slowly collapsing cliff would not be expected to produce a carbon
ate sand deposit.

(10)  Cooper46 claims that the two other skeletons mentioned by Mantell 
were described by him as coming from soft sandstone. Mantell 
describes one as from ‘softer’ sandstone than another. Mantell 
strongly implies that the skeleton in harder sandstone lies within a 
substrate which is as heavily indurated as the rock surrounding the 
British Museum and Paris Museum specimens (see paragraph 6, this 
paper).

(11) Cooper51 claims that Duchassaing in his 1855 paper considers the 
Galibis as pre-Columbian in age. Actually, Duchassaing claimed in 
that paper that the Galibis was post-Columbian in age (see paragraph 
11, this paper).

(12)  Cooper57 claims that Hoffstetter considers that index fossil dating 
cannot tell us the true age of the deposits. Actually, Hoffstetter claims 
that although index fossils have indicated a post-Miocene age for 
some rocks, the location of the rocks was never given accurately 
enough for us to understand Guadeloupe’s geologic history since the 
Miocene (see paragraph 15, this paper).

(13)   Cooper57 claims that Butterlin means to say that all madrepore lime
stones on the island of Guadeloupe are Oligocene and Miocene. Ac
tually, a careful study of Butterlin would indicate that he considered 
there to be not only Oligocene and Miocene madrepore limestones, 
but also Pliocene and Pleistocene madrepore limestones. Nor did he 
even imply that he had classified all Guadeloupe’s formations (see 
paragraph 16, this paper).

(14)  Cooper62 claims that Reynal de Saint-Michel lists Turbo among other 
index fossils from the Miocene rocks of Guadeloupe. Actually, 
Reynal de Saint-Michel lists no index fossils from the Miocene. He 
lists Turbo as one of several typical genera which are found in the 
Guadeloupe’s Miocene deposits (see paragraph 18, this paper).

(15)  Bowden68 claims that since the Arawaks found the sands unsuitable 
for agriculture but perfect for burial, that Wise ‘ .  .  .  presumes that the 
ground must have been above the high tide level for it to have been 
unsuitable for planting’. Actually, Wise neither proposes that the 
ground was above high tide level nor that that was the reason it was 
unsuitable for agriculture (see paragraph 21, this paper).

APPENDIX VI
The following are examples of improper logic, misinformation, im

proper sources and unjustified conclusions found in the Guadeloupe skele
ton controversy papers:
(1)    Cooper92,100 claims without reference that the British Museum speci

men was given to the Museum in 1812. I have found no reference to 
when the specimen actually arrived at the Museum, but the specimen 
was accessioned in 1813.111 It is most probable that the specimen was 
given to the Museum in 1813, not 1812.

(2)   Cooper99,100 claims without reference that the skull and some of the 
postcranial bones from the British Museum specimen were destroyed 
and lost during the excavation of the limestone block. Actually, the 
skull and some postcranial bones ended up in the Charleston Museum. 

(3)    Cooper93 claims without reference that the skeleton was found east of 
Moule. Cooper apparently made a lucky guess because he did not 
have available to him the only paper that definitively states this.16

(4)    Cooper93 claims without reference that the skeletons ‘came to light’ at 
the end of the eighteenth century. Although this could be true, there 
is no account of their direct observation until 1803 or 1804.15

(5)  In answer to someone that claimed that the Galibis limestone is 
forming today ‘. . . inside any electric kettle’, Cooper96 writes ‘. . . this 
suggestion is wrong for two reasons. Firstly, the limestone in which 
the bones were found is not at all like kettle lime, and secondly, 
conditions inside a boiling kettle are hardly comparable to today’s 
weather conditions’. This is a good response, but Cooper follows it 
with the following: ‘Clearly then, the rock was not formed by today’s 
processes but was formed at some time in the geologic past when 
conditions were very unlike those of the present day’. The two facts



that Cooper relates do not justify this conclusion. Since the Galibis 
limestone is different from kettle lime, conditions inside a kettle indi
cate nothing at all about the conditions of formation of the Galibis.

(6) Cooper13 claims that the skeleton site ‘ .  .  .  is described as a curved 
beach of sand’ and it is ‘under this beach’ that the skeletons were 
found. To my knowledge no on-site investigators have made either 
claim (see paragraph 3, this paper).

(7) Cooper claims ‘the burial was sudden and catastrophic, as is evi
denced by both the articulation of the skeleton and the high organic 
content of the rock . . .’92 Articulation and high organic content are 
neither sufficient nor necessary for sudden and catastrophic burial. 
That they are not sufficient is indicated by the fact that a body carefully 
buried by man in sediments which quickly thereafter lithified would 
produce a rock with an articulated skeleton and high organic content. 
An articulated skeleton found in an organic-rich deposit could also 
indicate calm, slow burial in conditions unfavourable for decomposi
tion. That they are not necessary can be seen by the fact that it is also 
possible that a body suddenly and catastrophically buried would sub
sequently undergo complete decay, leaving neither an articulated 
skeleton nor any organic content at all.

(8) ‘. . . the body was entombed prior to . . . the hardening (lithification) 
of the limestone surrounding it. In other words, the rock was still in 
a fluid state . . .’102 Lack of lithification is a sufficient but unnecessary 
condition for a fluid state. Although a fluid state indicates a lack of 
lithification, an unlithified sediment is not necessarily fluid. The 
sediment (as in this case) may have been dry sand.

(9) ‘ .  .  .  the skeleton is the same age as the rock . . . The facts that show 
this to be true are the high organic content in the rock in the immediate 
vicinity of the bones and the articulation of the skeleton.’102 The 
articulation of the skeleton and the high organic content of the rock are 
neither necessary nor sufficient conditions for the rock and skeleton 
to be the same age. That they are not sufficient is indicated by the fact 
that if the bodies were interred by humans in very old sands soon 
before the lithification of those sands, a rock would result with an 
articulated skeleton and high organic content. In this case the bodies 
are younger than the rock, since a sedimentary rock is dated from the 
deposition of the sediment. That they are not necessary is seen in that 
it is possible for a sediment to bury a body and then subsequent 
decomposition to rid the rock of both the skeleton itself and any 
organic content.

(10)  ‘. . . there are no rocks classified as older than this [the Lower 
Miocene] on the island.’97 This is both incorrect and inconsistent with 
other claims made by Cooper. As Cooper maintains two paragraphs 
before this quote, Eocene rocks have been reported from Guade
loupe.97

(11)   ‘ . . .  the only rocks on Guadeloupe that are pre-Quaternary are said to 
be of lower Miocene age . . .’98 ‘ .  .  .  the rest of the island of Guade
loupe .  .  . ’  has an age of Lower Miocene.102 These claims are 
erroneous. Butterlin32 considers some of the island as Oligocene, and 
Hoffstetter61 and Reynal de Saint-Michel33 claim there are Pliocene 
rocks on the island.

(12)   ‘ . . .  cultures who buried their dead in the foetal position almost invari
ably dislocated the hips in order to bind the knees to the chest.’102 This 
is incorrect. Dislocation of the hips is considered necessary only for 
those bodies which have stiffened due to rigor mortis. When burial 
preparations are made soon enough after death, the body is simply 
bent into the desired position before rigor mortis establishes this po
sition. Hip dislocations are not common in Arawak Indian burials.

(13)  Cooper57 claims that Hoffstetter carried out a geologic survey of the 
island of Guadeloupe. Hoffstetter did not make such a survey — he 
only wrote about some of the officially named formations on the 
island based on the publications of others.

(14)  ‘. . . Konig was quite emphatic that “the sand from thence (the Carib
bean islands) which I had an opportunity of seeing, was unlike that of 
which the stone is enclosed”. From this we can conclude that the 
matrix was NOT formed from any local sands.’105 The difference in 
Konig’s sample with the British Museum specimen matrix is not a

sufficient condition for the matrix to be due to something other than 
local sands. It is possible that the specimen Konig had was not even 
representative of the Caribbean, let alone the sands on the beach of 
Guadeloupe where the specimens were found. Konig even recog
nised this possibility in the sentence which immediately precedes the 
above quote: ‘. . . I am perfectly of your opinion, that a comparison 
of the nature of the different varieties of shell sand with which the 
neighborhood of the Caribbee islands abounds, would alone be 
sufficient to remove many doubts relative to the origin of the bed in 
question.’115

(15)   ‘If a rock is acknowledged to date back to, say, the Miocene . . . then 
the bones that were encapsulated within it when it was yet in a plastic 
stage can only be the same age.’13 A bone in Miocene rock is not a 
sufficient condition for their identical ages. A bone eroded from an 
older deposit may have been incorporated into ‘plastic’ Miocene 
rocks. Later lithification would produce a bone in Miocene rock of 
greater age than the Miocene. A body recently buried in a still-plastic 
Miocene rock would be of younger age than the Miocene.

(16) Cuvier is supposed to have made a thousand guesses and even 
invented incidents to explain the skeletons,113 but this is not true. 
When Cuvier states that ‘A thousand conjectures have been made, and 
even events imagined, to account for these skeletons of Guade
loupe’,114 he is referring to conjectures and scenarios invented by 
others, not himself.

(17)  Cooper used undocumented information from unpublished sources 
as data. Although the use of unpublished information is possible, it 
must be done with great care, being sure that the source is authorita
tive, and fully referencing the source. Cooper has done neither in 
several cases:
(a)    ‘I am given to understand . . . that I was the first member of the 

public to set eyes on it [the British Museum specimen] since the 
early 1930s.’92 ‘I understand that I am the first member of the 
public allowed to see it since the early 1930s.’100 It turns out that 
Cooper got this information from an incorrect source: ‘ My date 
was obtained from a member of Dr Stringer’s own staff, and 
was reported to me in good faith. No man is being less than rea
sonable when he expects an accurate answer to his questions, 
and it is wholly the Museum’s own responsibility to ensure that 
its answers are correct.’101 Not only does this example show 
how unwise it is to rely on unpublished information, but 
Cooper’s understanding of responsibility is incorrect. The 
statements of museum employees are not the statements of the 
Museum. It is unwise in ‘democratic’ society for a museum to 
censor statements of its employees. It is the Museum’s respon
sibility only to ensure that its published statements are correct.

(b)   ‘One geologist, during my examination of the remains, took 
pains to inform me that such limestone is being formed today 
since ‘‘it can be seen inside any electric kettle”’.96 Science 
relies on checking and rechecking information, yet we cannot 
check Cooper’s claim when he does not tell us who this 
‘geologist’ was.

(c)   ‘Another point of great significance is the fact that the Natural 
History Museum’s own Mineralogy Department has found that 
modern beach-rocks do not occur at the place where the 
skeleton was found!’97 The findings of a ‘Mineralogy Depart
ment’ of a museum are to be found in publications of the 
department, yet Cooper got this information from a personal 
letter written by ‘ .  .  .  a member of Dr Stringer’s own Minera
logical Department . . .’105 After referring to the same letter 
Bowden writes, ‘It must be emphasized that this is not the 
opinion of the Palaeontology Department but of the Mineral
ogy Department of the Museum, and should surely carry some 
weight in the argument.’105 As a personal letter, this is not the 
official position of the Mineralogy Department. Furthermore, 
as indicated in a quote from another letter included in Bowden’s 
article, the letter’s conclusions were based on personal mem
ory, not on studied research.


