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Creationism: The Hindu View

Colin Groves

Forbidden Archeology: the Hidden History of the Human
‘Race

Michael A. Cremo & Richard L. Thompson

Govardhan Hull Publishing, San Diego, California. ISBN
0-9635309-8-4,

When a big square package, weighing over 3.5kg, arrived in
my pigeon-hole, a number of thoughts flitted across my mind.
Which student hates me enough to send me a letter bomb?
Will the postman sue me because of his hernja? After the
package, when unwrapped, proved to contajn a 914 page
book, I felt like the Prince Regent on being presented by
Edward Gibbon with a copy of his “Decline and Faj] of the
Roman Empire”: “Another great damn thick square book!
Always scribble, scribble, scribble, eh, Mr Gibbon?”. Apnd
then that {inal, heart rending, cry, “Why me?”,

There is a letter from the senior author, Michael Cremo,
accompanying the book. “Because your work, or that of your
colleagues, is discussed in my new book Forbidden Archeol-
ogy, I am sending You an advance copy.” Cap this be
conspiracy theory as applied to archacology by someone who
feels that The Truth has been suppressed by The Establish-
ment? [tcan. The letterhead js “Bhaktivedanta Institute, San
Diego”. Can this be a representative of that other fundamen-
talism, the Hindu variety? [t can.

Remind ourselves what fundamentalist Hindus believe.
Like fundamentaljst Christians and Jews, they dismiss evoly-
ion. Unlike the latter, who believe the world has existed only
SIX to ten thousand years, fundamentalist Hindus belicve it
1as been going for billions and billions of years - far more than
reology allows, in fact. And human beings, and indeed all
iving creatures, have been here all along. But in the event, it

3 going to make little difference; an apologia will consist of

recital of long-forgotten (long-suppressed, in their view)
evidence” of humans coeval with trilobites and dinosaurs,
nd arguments that supposed ape/human intermediateg really
ren’t that at all.

But this time we get nearly a thousand pages! Gish,
owden and Lubcnow, the Christian creationists, can’t rajse
‘en hall of this between them. The difference is that Cremo
id Thompson have read much, much more of the original
crature than the other creationists, and thejr survey is
rrespondingly more complete. Yet I can'y really say that
sir understanding is much greater, for all that; their tone of
Jument is as perverse, they are just as biased.

The fossil and archaeological evidence for human and
cultural evolution is not all of consistently high quality. Inthe
nineteenth century, human remains and artefacts were usually
found by accident and by amateurs: they would be dug up,
removed from context, and presented with a flourish to the
nearest “expert”. Controlled excavation was not a widely
practised art; photography of a find in Situ was an unusual
occurrence. The finds’ stratigraphy was often vague in the
extreme; those rc-examining their significance in later times
had to rely on the fading memorics of untrained workmen
who had been enlisted by the finder.

This state of affairs improved as archaeology and palaeon-
tology developed, and contextual information came to he
recognised as crucial. Today, accidental discoveries are
rarities; usually specimens turn up because someone has an
1dea where to look, given the prevailing geology and land-
Scape, and an excavation is mounted with all kinds of special-
ISts - geomorphologists, geochemists, taphonomists, above
all photographers - riding along to ensure that everything
about the site and i(s contents is recorded.

Cremo and Thompson scem not to understand this: they
SEem 1o want to accord equal value to all finds. One of many,
many “out-of-context” human fossils which they discuss is
the Foxhall jaw, o specimen of modern Homo sapiens discov-
cred in 1853 and commonly ascribed at the time to the Late
Pliocene, when (as we now belicve) the human lineage was
fepresented by just a bunch of hear-apes called the australo-
pithecines. The Jaw was found by workmen, one of whom
sold it to Dr Collyer, a passing American physician, for the
price of a glass of beer, and Collyer showed it to the luminar-
ies of the day - Owen, Prestwich, Huxley, Busk - who
cxpressed a variety of opinions, that it could or could not have
come {rom the sitc and level claimed for it, and so that it could
or could not be an example of “Pliocene Man”. The jaw not
long afterwards disappeared.

The authors quote the palacoamhropologisls Boule and
Vallois in 1957: “I requires a total lack of crtical sense to pay
any heed to such a picce of evidence as this”, and [ can only
agree;  but, oddly, Cremo and Thompson disagree. Their
opinion has nothin g to do with the obvious fact that the whole
case for the specimen's Pliocenc origin was based on hearsay
and supposition, and because the fossil has since disappeared,
but because the stratigraphic provenances of other, nowadays
widely accepted, fossils - “Java Man” and the Heidelberg jaw
- were likewisc based on flimsy evidence, and the original
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deking Man” fossils have likewise disappeared!
One has only to turn to their accounts of these fossils, and
-ead between the lines, to sce why these other fossils are
»day taken seriously whereas Foxhall is not: other “Java
fan” and Heidelberg-like fossils arc known, whose
atigraphy has been exhaustively studied; excellent photo-
-aphs, radiographs and casts survive of the lost “Peking
{an” fossils, and others exactly like them have turned up
ince. But the same sort of non-evidence (Galley Hill, Clichy,
~astenedolo, Calaveras, all Homo sapiens fossils briefly
amous in their day because their finders thought they were
iocene, Pliocene or whatever) is taken seriously by the
yuthors, who then completely miss the point when they imply,
st claim boldly, that the evidence for the australopithecines,
habilines and so on is also somehow flimsy.

There is an Appendix on the dating of fossils, mainly
radiocarbon; Potassium-Argon dating is given the hatchet job
in the main text (section 11.6.5). Devastating “exposure” of
the alleged deficiencies of radiometric dating is obligatory in
all creationist texts on fossils, and this one is no different.
There they all are: the 160 million to 2.96 billion year dates for
Hawaiian lava flows known to be less than 200 years old; the
supposed “cover-up” of discrepant dates; the arguments over
the correct date of the KI3S Tuff at Koobi Tora, whether it was
laid down 2.6, 2.4 or 1.88 million years ago. 1t is as if Cremo
and Thompson think that an invention, as soon as it is made,
cither works or it doesn't; of course, the understanding of new
methodologies - potassium-argon dating like any other -
improves as its practitioners make mistakes (and, alas, are
often embarrassed enough about their mistakes to keep quict
about them) and learn from them.

Potassium-argon dating and its now more generally used
successor, the Argon/Argon method, are by now rather well
understood. It is understood, for example, that a mineral
~rupted from a volcano will release its store of radiogenic

-gon, resetting the “clock”, only if it reaches a high cnough

-mperature, and that the lava from decp-sea cruptions is
“hilled and does not usually reach this temperature; so that if
you measure argon in an undersea lava flow (say, for the sake
of argument, in [Hawaii) you will be measuring what has been
stored up over millions and millions of years, not just what has
accumulated since the eruption.

It is understood, too, that tuffs are volcanic products
brought down by water and deposited alongside other, much
older, sediments; so that if you simply pick up some grains
from a tuff (say, for the sake of argument, at Koobi [ora) you
are very likely to get some very ancient ones along with your
recent volcanic ejecta, and unless you clean the sample very
carefully you wili get anomalously high readings because of
this mixture. This all seems very obvious nowadays, but the
carlier practitioners of the method had to learn it the hard way.
And in the main it is not suppressed: their errors are in the
literature for all to see, and for creationists to point out with
a delighted “see, it doesn’t work!”.

Now, palaeoanthropology is a speciality of mine, but
archaeology is not, so [ showed the book to a couple of
colleagues whose speciality itis. Dr Andrée Rosenfeld was
not highly delighted, but offered some comments on the
book’s long, long, discussion of Eoliths. These are (no, were)
supposed stone tools from extremely ancient deposits, be-
licved in by many archaeologists in earlicr generations but
now universally discounted.

“The problem”, Andrée explained, “lies in their selective
emphasis and choice of language; have they not heard of
semiotics? For example, on p 106 they quote an early objector
to eoliths, Worthington Smith in 1892, and totally misunder-
stand its significance; coliths can be extracted from any
gravel from any period, whether with or without other arte-
facts, and with any range of patina - eoliths in fact only occur,
as far as | am aware, in gravel or similar deposits.” That 15 10
say, in any deposit with lots of small stones in it, you are going
to find some stones that by chance resemble crude artefacts!
“They have not examined eoliths, but present a value laden
discussion of the literature. The question is not ‘could such
fractures arise [rom hominid action’ but could such fractures
(or other marks) arise naturally - and if so, they cannot be
taken as evidence for hominid presence.”

oliths are commonly fcatured in creationist texts - after
all, here are Hindu not Judaeo-Christian crcationists - but
there arc other bits and pieces in the book which [ have met
with before. On p 811 we have the famous “Meister print”,
a supposedly shoc-like print, associated with trilobite fossils,
in Cambrian deposits in Utah. The junior author, Thompson,
examined the print in 1984 and (p 812) saw "no obvious
reason why it could not be accepted as genuine’” despite the
care{ul arguments to the contrary by a ecologist, Stokes,
quoted in two previous paragraphs.

Where [ had met the Meister print before was in the first
edition of a (Christian) creationist pamphlet, Bone of Conten-
tion, by Sylvia Baker, MSc, and where [ failed to meet it again
was in the sccond cdition of said pamphlet; presumably Ms
Baker learncd of Stokes's analysis and quietly dropped it.

Another bit and piece and which I have met with belore ts
a “carved shell from the Red Crag, England (Late Pliocene)”,
a period long before art was supposed to have existed, of
course. This is a shell with what looks like two little round
cycs, a simple triangular nose and a slit of a mouth carved into
it: it rescmbles a Halloween pumpkin. Where I had met this
one before was in an issue of Creation Ex Nihilo some four or
five years ago, and [ must say that when I saw it there I laughed
out loud. Here it is again, just as chuckleworthy, on pp 71-72.
Sce above, under Coliths.

Andrée Rosenfeld again: “What is curious is that an
essentially rcligious organisation feels the need to justify
themselves by recourse to science - but their discourse 1S
scientistic, not scientific.” In this, they are no different from

Continued p 45 ...
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A Psychiatrist's Reflections

Dick Champion

_ The Anatomy of Mirages: A Psychiatrist Reflects on Life
and the Mind

John Ellard, 1994

UNSW Press Sydney. P'back 292 pp $23.95

John Ellard is an eminent Australian psychiatrist and hospital
administrator who has been a corrective services
commuissioner, chairman of the Law Foundation of NSW and
a university lecturer, to cite just a few of his many roles
recognised by the award of the Order of Australia. Ile is also
distinguished by his greater than usual formal study of
academic psychology and a subscribership to the Skeptic.

His healthy scepticism shows in the essays or addresses
collected together in The Anatomy of Mirages, which have
appeared in Modern Medicine of Australia (of which he has
been editor for some years) and the Australian and New
Zealand Journal of Psychiatry over the period 1980-1993,
now expanded with a general introduction followed by a brief
initial comment on each articlec.

The most relevant picces for Skeptics in the wide range of
topics probably arc “Community Mental Health as a Myth”,
“Life after Death”, “Strong Belicefs and Delusions™ and “The
Recognition and Management of Werewolves™.

Possibly enlivened by being one side of a debate, the
article on community mental health is a gem in its denial of the
reality of the concept.  One on “Psychotherapy” (an amateur’s
guide to the 57 varicties), on the other hand, plays down the
role of psychoanalysis to the point of suggesting a real use for
the doctrine.

In “Burnout”™ (1987) the concept is cut down to size all
right but by 1994 it seems to have died out anyway, or at least
reverted to one of its many earlier forms.  In “Stress”,
however, the word is said to represent a nest of problems so
far (1987) defying the achievements of scientific medicine
whereas in 1994 it is likely to face strong scepticism. The
collection has its sprinkling of humour, somewhat tongue in
cheek as in “Psychotherapy” or head on in .. Werewolves”.

A very proper feature of the author’s scepticism is his
determination to reject circular argument. For example, in
“New White Elephants for Old Sacred Cows™, the elephants
and the cows are the psychiatric diagnoses that are continually
treated as causes of problem behaviour. He makes the same
vital point in “The Psychopathology of Sin™ by arguing that
the disorder is the unacceptable behaviour and not the cause

of it; for example, anti-social personality disorder is fighting,
lying, selling drugs, and so on, not the cause of these behaviours,

But the pervasiveness of circularity in our thinking traps
even the author at times; in “Addiction: what it is and what to
do about it” he claims the likelihood that *... the conjunction
of a dedicated healer and an addict motivated to change his
ways will produce success, whatever the nature of the therapy.”
(p 18). (The circular use of “motive™ is the bane of the straight
psychologist’s life). Worse still, he frequently refers to
“neurosis” and “neurotic condition” as causes rather than
descriptions. |

...Hindu Creationism from p 44

any other creationists. Tty to think ourselves into the mindset
of a religious fundamentalist: “I believe in my sacred texts. |
am awarc that science does not support their veracity. My
belief is not wrong - that is axiomatic - therefore science must
be. I must look into this science business, to find out where
it went wrong.”

The fundamentalist convinces him/her/itself as supposed
holes in the scientific fabric turn up, and wow! this can be used
to convince others too! 1t’s a kind of top-down learning
cxperience; what is missing is what students get as they leam
their science bottom-up: context. That, really, is why it is so
difficult to actually open a dialogue with the creationist: why
1t is that scientists debating with creationists are effective
mainly when they are pointing out their opponents’ 1gno-
rance, stupidity or outright lics. Their opponent - let alone the
audience - simply has no conception of context.

A book like this, simply because it is superficially schol-
arly and not outright trash like all the Christian creationist
works I have read, might indeed make a useful
deconstructionist exercise for an archaeology or
palacoanthropology class. So its;’ not without value. You
could do worse, too, than place it in front of a Gishite with the
admonition “Look here: these guys show that human physical
and cultural evolution doesn’t work. Therefore it follows that
the Hindu scriptures are true, doesn't it?” |



