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Guadeloupe Research 
Methodology: 

A Reply to Wise
BILL COOPER

On previous occasions, both Bowden and I have 
charged Wise with having used sophistry in his argu
ments, and there is nothing in his present paper to dispel 
that charge. On the contrary, Wise’s latest contribution to 
the Guadeloupe controversy is one long sophistic argu
ment. In only the first paragraph of his paper Wise draws 
the by now entirely predictable contrast between ‘re
spected scientists’ and creationists, beginning his paper 
by implying at the very least that one cannot, by definition, 
be a scientist if one subscribes to creationist principles. 
The wrongness of the implication is self-evident, but it is 
a firm indication to me at any rate that Wise’s oft-ex
pressed sympathy for the creationist position is more 
apparent than real!

There is a methodology that Wise employs through
out his paper(s) on the Guadeloupe skeleton that I find dis
turbing, for when confronted with good evidence that 
suggests a Miocene origin for the rock, and thus the 
skeleton contained within it, he readily and habitually 
contrives a whole series of sometimes ludicrous scenarios 
with which to explain that evidence away. Moreover, 
while doing so he ignores vital and well documented 
clues, substituting instead the most questionable state
ments from evolutionary geologists, and putting these 
forward as if they are unanswerable. I am, for example, 
disturbed at the fact that Wise prefers Mantell’s third- 
hand notions to the on-the-spot observations of Mackay. 
Add to this Wise’s blatant ignoring of certain stated facts 
concerning Clerc’s excavations and the true nature of the 
deposits in which Clerc excavated, and it becomes imme
diately obvious that Wise is unwilling to deal plainly with 
the evidence in this case. Wise himself betrays this 
unwillingness in Appendix II, para. 15 of his paper where 
he states that even if he were ultimately convinced of the 
fact that the Guadeloupe fossil does indeed lie within a 
Miocene rock, then this would make no difference as far 
as he was concerned to evolution theory: ‘The theory of 
evolution cannot be thoroughly negated by any such 
evidence — evolution can merely be altered to account 
for humans in the Miocene.’

. . . and in the Cambrian, Jurassic and Cretaceous too, 
no doubt! Like Bowden, I also wonder what evidence 
would suffice to negate the theory in Wise’s judgment.

In short, there seems very little point in my going over 
the evidence with him in any detail, because no matter how 
plain the evidence and no matter how simply stated, Wise 
has only to contrive yet another scenario in order to make 
it all a complete waste of time and valuable space. He 
excuses these tactics on the grounds that there is nothing 
certain in science. Indeed, his very words are, ‘. . . one of 
the most important “certainties” of science is science’s 
very uncertainty.’ (!) I would ask Wise to explain to us 
what is the point, then, of our conducting scientific enquir
ies of any kind? Had the inventors and discoverers of the 
recent past (and most of them were creationists) adopted 
Wise’s questionable logic, then it is certain that we would 
not today be enjoying such a wealth of technological bene
fits. Indeed, to hear a professional scientist like Wise 
proclaim that science only leads to uncertainty is analo
gous to hearing, as we so often do these days, a theologian 
declare that there is no God! Both men, surely, are talking 
themselves out of a job.

I would also ask Wise to tell us in what frame of mind 
he sat his qualifying exams. Did he then mistrust the years 
of tuition that he’d received, the questions he was asked, 
and moreover the answers that he gave? Had his examin
ers shared Wise’s mistrust of science, and had they be
lieved, as he says he does, in the scientific unattainability 
of knowledge, then I doubt if Wise would have been very 
impressed with their approach. I also doubt whether he 
would have come away from the examination room with 
the qualifications that he has obviously and no doubt 
deservedly obtained. However, Wise’s uncertainty does 
explain the almost innumerable occasions on which words 
like ‘. . . probably . . . perhaps . . . may have . . . could 
have been . . . ’, and so on, appear in his paper(s). This, at 
least, is consistent with the type of logic that he employs 
in his arguments, and which governs his entire approach 
to science in general. I would therefore ask Wise to 
explain to us the following admonition of his that appears 



in his present paper, ‘My suggestion to all creationists is 
that they avoid statements of certainty

I want to know if this suggestion is itself based upon 
a certainty? If it is, then by his own standards (or rather 
by the standards he would have us adopt) he is surely ill- 
advised to make it. If, however, it is an uncertain state
ment, consistent with the alleged uncertainty of all other 
knowledge according to Wise’s own principles, then what 
on earth is the point of our heeding it? Perhaps Wise could 
enlighten us on this.

To be brief, I don’t suppose for one moment that Wise 
really bases his approach to the sciences on those prin
ciples that he recommends for our adoption. If he did, 
he’d soon begin to doubt his own sanity! The philosophi
cal stance that he would have creationism embrace has no 
basis in true logic. It may sound frightfully intellectual, 
but it is actually false and philosophically dangerous. I am 
further appalled at the fact that Wise has seen fit to 
complain about his treatment at the hands of this joumal’s 
editorial staff. His imagined grievances have caused him 
to forget that throughout this controversy he has been 
extended both unedited and unrestricted license to ex
press his views, even when those views have ran counter 
to the normal editorial policies of this journal, and indeed 
are critical of those same policies. Indeed, it is fair to say 
that Wise has enjoyed more privilege in this respect than 
many of the journal’s other contributors. I am astonished 
that he should so complain, and in answer would ask Wise 
to name amongst the hundreds of those evolutionary 
publications that he so admires (and whose respect we 
should all be courting according to him) just one that 
would extend similar license to either myself or any other 
creationist writer. I’ll warrant he’d be hard put to find one!

Equally appalling is Wise’s exhortation that creation
ists learn their science within evolutionary schools, con
fining both our thinking and terminology to the parame
ters laid down by evolutionist philosophers. Only in this 
way, Wise assures us, can we find that respect that we so 
crave from our evolutionary counterparts. Wise clearly 
thinks that such respect is important to attain, but I would 
ask him to tell us at what point we should stop seeking it. 
Has Wise learnt nothing from recent history? Is he really 
ignorant of the fact that it was due entirely to our Victorian 
forebears’ seeking the respect of their opponents that led 
directly to the capitulation of creation science and the 
worldwide acceptance of evolution theory in the first 
place? Wise can surely not be serious when he suggests 
this.

However, given Wise’s woefully inadequate han
dling of the evidence, I do note that there has lately been 
a sad and noticeable absence in the Guadeloupe contro
versy. At the outset, the British Museum of Natural 
History attempted to dismiss or explain away much of the 
evidence surrounding the fossil. Now, though, the 
Museum’s silence is deafening! If anyone can argue 
coherently over the fossil’s evidence, provenance and

implications, then the Museum’s experts should surely be 
able to do so. They are, after all, the custodians of the 
specimen, and they are in possession of information that 
most of us would find difficult to acquire. They should 
certainly be able to tell us, with the very minimum of 
perhapses, which limestone formation the skeleton was 
found in if it was not a formation that would normally have 
been ascribed to the Miocene. (Clerc excavated in sandy 
deposits, not limestone rock). Likewise, they should also 
be able to state, with some authority, what event in their 
view could have caused the extraordinary injuries to the 
(then still living?) body that still lies entrapped within its 
limestone matrix. If those injuries are not consistent with 
an extremely violent impact from a fluid mass, as I have 
always stated, then the Museum should surely be able to 
tell us what those injuries are consistent with! The case 
for a Miocene origin for the skeleton has been stated quite 
plainly and simply by me (and Bowden) in previous 
papers, and I see no good reason why valuable space 
should be wasted here in repeating all the previous argu
ments. It is now time for the Museum to state its own case.


