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HUMAN EVOLUTION AND THE “RECORD OF THE ROCKS”
Brad Harrub, Ph.D., Bert Thompson, Ph.D., and Eric Lyons, M.Min.

Homo sapiens, thegenusandspecies
classificationforhumans,means
literally “wise man”—a designa-

tion that at times appears almost comical in
lightofevolutionists’ contentiousclaimsthat
humansdescended fromape-like ancestors.
The pictures of our putative predecessors
adornthewallsof scienceclassroomsallover
the world. Most of us, in fact, are familiar
withthecharts thatshowanapeatoneend,a
humanat theother, andawholehostof ape-
like intermediates inbetween. In aneffort to
bolster their theoryof commondescent for
all living creatures, evolutionists have worked
feverishly to demonstrate a convincing con-
tinuity between humans and our alleged ape-
like ancestors.And, admittedly, at times they
havedone their job sowell that the ape-like
intermediates theydepict attain such fame
that children immediately recognize their
names and can easily recite their traits. For
instance, while many individuals may not
recognize the name Australopithecus afarensis,
they very likely have heard of “Lucy” (the
creature’spopularname). Picturesofher fos-
silized remainshavebeenparadedbeforeus
as an example of what is arguably the most
famous, and the most widely known, of all
the so-called“missing links.”

Usingamerehandfulofbonefragments,
apieceof a skull, or a few teeth, evolution-
aryartistsportraywhat theywantus tobe-
lieve thesehairy, ape-like creaturesmusthave
looked like.Frequently,we see themcarrying
primitiveclubs, living incaves,orhuddled
aroundafirewithothersof theirkind.And
so, fromavery youngage, childrendeposit
deepwithin the recessesof theirminds the
imagesof thesecreaturescrawlingdownout
of the trees inAfrica, learning towalkup-
rightly,andeventuallyevolvinglargerbrains,

advanced intelligence, and language. While
the editors ofTimeandNewsweekdevote en-
tire covers toour various alleged ancestors,
the reconstructed images theyportrayare
more fictionthanfact—aswewilldocument
inthisarticle,andastheevolutionists them-
selves have been willing to admit publicly.
PaleontologistDouglasPalmer, for example,
statedintheMarch16,2002issueofNewSci-
entist:“Thetroubleisweprobablyknowmore
about theevolutionofextinct trilobites than
wedoabouthumanevolution” (173[2334]:
50).Wewouldliketo examinetheactualevi-
denceofhumanoriginsas foundwithinthe
fossil record, andthenoffer anupdated, “cor-
rected” version of that evidence—one that
presentswhatrenownedAmericannewscom-
mentatorPaulHarveymightwellcall“therest
ofthestory.”

Evolutionists today,ofcourse,donotcon-
tend that man descended from the apes. In-
stead, they contend thatbothmenandapes
descended froma commonancestor.We,
however, agreewith the late evolutionarypa-
leontologist of Harvard University, George
GaylordSimpson,who summedup suchan
ideaquitesuccinctlywhenhewrote:

Onthis subject,bytheway,
there has been way too
much pussyfooting.

Apologists emphasize thatmancannot
be thedescendantof any living ape—a
statement that is obvious to the verge
of imbecility—andgoontostateor im-
ply that man is not really descended
fromanapeormonkey at all, but from
an earlier common ancestor. In fact,
that earlier ancestor would certainly
be called an ape or monkey in popu-
lar speech by anyone who saw it. Since
the termsapeandmonkeyaredefined
by popular usage, man’s ancestors were
apes or monkeys (or successively both).
It ispusillanimous [cowardly—BH/BT/
EL] if not dishonest for an informed
investigator to say otherwise (1964, p.
12, emp. inorig.).

Ironically,someevolutionistsevenhavegone
so far as to suggest—albeit incorrectly—that
Charles Darwin himself never claimed that
manevolvedfromtheapes.Yethemostcer-
tainly did—in The Descent of Man (1870, pp.
519-520).
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Since the timeofDarwin, evolutionists
have struggled to inventplausible theories
aboutwhythoseancientapesdecidedtoleave
theconfinesof the treetops infavorofbiped-
al locomotionon theplains.M.P. Schutzen-
berger illustrated theproblemwellwhenhe
mentionedanumberofbiological systems
thatdistinguishhumansfromprimates.

Bipedalism,withtheconcomitantmod-
ification of the pelvis, and, without a
doubt, the cerebellum; a much more
dexteroushand,with fingerprints con-
ferring an especially fine tactile sense;
themodificationsofthepharynxwhich
permits phonation; the modification
of the central nervous system, notably
at the level of the temporal lobes, per-
mitting the specific recognition of
speech. From the point of view of em-
bryogenesis, these anatomical systems
are completely different from one an-
other. Each modification constitutes
a gift, a bequest from a primate fam-
ily to its descendants. It is astonish-
ing that thesegifts shouldhavedevel-
oped simultaneously (1996, pp. 17[2]:
15, emp. added).
It is indeed “astonishing” that these apes

(or, tobemorepolitically correct, “ape-like
creatures”) could have experienced the “si-
multaneousemergenceofanumberofbio-
logical systems” thatbrought themfromape-
domtohumanity. It is equally“astonishing”
to seehowevolutionists have interpreted the
evidenceof the fossil recordthat they insist
establishes suchanevent ashavingoccurred.
We invite you to join us on this fascinating
journey while we investigate the “record of
therocks”asitappliestohumanevolution.

THE FOSSIL RECORD AND HUMAN EVOLUTION

The public generally has no idea just
howscarce, andhowfragmentary (lit-

erally!), the “evidence” for human evolution
actually is.HarvardprofessorRichardLewon-
tinlamented this very factwhenhe stated:

When we consider the remote past,
before theoriginof the actual species
Homo sapiens, we are facedwith a frag-
mentary and disconnected fossil rec-
ord.Despite theexcitedandoptimistic
claims that have been made by some
paleontologists, no fossil hominid
species can be established as our di-
rect ancestor…. (1995, p. 163, emp. ad-
ded).
Theevolutionary tree thathasbeenpre-

sentedtodemonstratetheoriginofhumans
has twomainbranches (andassorted twigs)
within theprimate family (hominidae).One
consists of Australopithecus, while the other is
composedofthegenusHomo.Thecategories
towhichvarious fossils havebeenassigned
maybemore telling thanwe first thought,

for evidence now exists which demonstrates
that all fossils in theAustralopithecus group
shareacommontrait—oneburieddeepwith-
in the ear—while all those in the genusHomo
share a completely different physiology, like-
wiserelatedtotheear.RichardLeakeycom-
mented:

At ameetingof anthropologists inAp-
ril 1994, Fred Spoor, of the University
ofLiverpool, described the semicircu-
lar canals inhumansandapes.The two
vertical canals are significantly enlarged
in humans compared with those in
apes, a difference Spoor interprets as
an adaptation to the extra demands of
upright balance in a bipedal species.
What of early human species? Spoor’s
observations are truly startling. In all
species of the genus Homo, the inner
ear structure is indistinguishable from
that of modern humans. Similarly, in
all species of Australopithecus , the semi-
circular canals look like thoseofapes...
(1994, pp. 34-36).
Thus itappears that, ascreationistshave

contended,all fossils canbeplaced intoone
of twogroups:apesorhumans.Furthermore,
it ispractically impossibletodeterminewhich
“familytree”oneshouldaccept. Atanannual
meetingoftheAmericanAssociationforthe
AdvancementofSciencesomeyearsago,an-
thropologistsfromallovertheworlddescend-
edonNewYorkCity toviewhominidfossils
exhibited by the American Museum of Nat-
uralHistory.Reportingonthis exhibit,Sci-
enceNewshadthis tosay:

One sometimes wonders if orangu-
tans, chimpsandgorillaseversitaround
the tree, contemplating which is the
closest relative of man. (And would
they want to be?) Maybe they even
chuckle at human scientists’ machina-
tions as they race todraw thedefinitive
mapofevolutiononearth. Ifplacedon
topofoneanother, all these competing
versions of our evolutionary highways
would make the Los Angeles freeway
system look like County Road 41 in
Elkhart, Indiana (see“WhoseApeIs It,
Anyway?,” 1984, 125:361, parenthetical
comment inorig.).

How, in light of such admissions, can evo-
lutionary scientistspossiblydefend the idea
of ape/human evolution as a “scientifically
provenfact”?

While it is impossible to present any sce-
narioofhumanevolutionuponwhicheven
theevolutionists themselveswouldagree, the
schematiconthenextpage (gleanedfromthe
latest scientific literature) represents themost
up-to-date assessment available on the sub-
ject. [NOTE:Wedonotaccept the evolution-
baseddates attached to the finds, buthave
left themintact forreferencepurposes.]
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FOSSIL FRAGMENTS — MAN OR APE?

Of all the branches found on that in-
famous “evolutionary tree of life,”

the one leading to man should be the best
documented.After all, as themost recent ev-
olutionary arrival, pre-human fossils sup-
posedly would have been exposed to natural
decay processes for the shortest length of
time, and thus should be better preserved
and easier to find than any others. But what
does the “record of the rocks” reveal about
human evolution? Here—starting with our
oldest allegedancestor—is thatmessage.

Aegyptopithecus zeuxis
Aegyptopithecus zeuxis

has been called by Rich-
ard Leakey “the first ape
to emerge fromtheOld
World’smonkey stock”
(1978, p. 52), and is con-
sidered the first creature
onthelongroadtoman.
A12-year -old,however,

couldlookat this fossilandidentify itasan
ape.Nocontroversyhere; theanimal is ad-
mittedlyanape.

Dryopithecus africanus

Dryopithecusafricanus
(onceagain, according to
Richard Leakey) is con-
sidered to be “the stock
from which all modern
apesevolved” (1978,p.56).

And, as evolutionistsDavidPilbeamandEl-
wynSimonshavepointedout,Dryopithecus
alreadywas“toocommittedtoape-dom”to
be theprogenitor ofman (1971, 173:23).No
controversy here; the animal is admittedly
anape.

Ramapithecus brevirostris
WhataboutRama-

pithecus? In thepast,nu-
merous anthropologists
considered this creature
tobethefirst truehom-
inid.But thatno longer
is the case. Thanks to
additionalworkbyPil-
beam, we now realize

that Ramapithecuswas not a hominid at all,
butmerelyanotherape (1982,295:232). In fact,
asDuaneGishnoted:“Heisnolongercon-
sidered to have been a creature in the line
leading to man” (1985, p. 140). No contro-
versyhere; theanimal isadmittedlyanape.

What,then,shallwesayofthesethree“an-
cestors” that supposedly formthe taprootof
man’s family tree?We simplywill saywhat
the evolutionists themselves have admitted:
all threewerenothingbutapes.Period.

Orrorin tugenensis
The13fossil fragments

thatformOrrorintugenen-
sis (broken femurs, sever-
al teeth,andbitsof lower
jaw)werefoundintheTu-
genHillsofKenyainthe
fall of 2000byBrigitte Se-
nutandMartinPickford
ofFrance,andhavebeen
controversial ever since. IfOrrorinwere con-
sidered tobeahumanancestor, itwouldpre-
dateothercandidatesbyaround2million
years. Senut andPickford (in an evenmore
drastic scenario)havesuggested thatall the
australopithecines—eventhoseconsidered to
be our direct ancestors—should be relegated
to adead-endsidebranch in favorofOrrorin.
YetpaleontologistDavidBegunoftheUni-
versity of Toronto has admitted that scien-
tistshavebeenunable todeterminewhether
Orrorinwas, in fact, “on the line tohumans,
on the line to chimps, a commonancestor
toboth,or justanextinctsidebranch”(2001).
Lotsofcontroversyhere—butnocredibleevi-
dence of a creature on its way to becoming
human.

Ardipithecus ramidus

In1994, evolutionistTimWhiteandhis
coworkersdescribedanewspeciesknownas
Australopithecus ramidus, datedat4.4million
years (White, et al., 371:306-312).TheAugust
23, 1999 issueofTimemagazine containeda
feature story, “Up from the Apes,” about the

creature (LemonickandDorfman,1999,154
[8]:51-58).Morphologically speaking, thiswas
the earliest, most ape-like australopithecine
todate, and seemed to be a good candidate
forthemostdistantcommonancestorofthe
hominids.Ayear later,however,White com-
pletely reclassified thecreatureas Ardipithecus
ramidus (1995, 375:88).Andoneyear after that,
Donald Johanson (the discoverer of “Lucy”—
seenextpage)admittedinNationalGeographic
that A. ramidus had“manychimp-like fea-
tures” and that “its positionon thehuman
family tree is inquestion” (1996,189[3]:117).
Ayear later,MeaveLeakeyandcolleaguesde-
scribed the 3.8-4.2 million-year-old Australo-
pithecusanamensis,whichbearsstrikingsimi-
larities to both Ardipithecus (a chimp?) and
Pan (theactualgenusofthechimpanzees).

The bright yellow and white wording on
the front cover of the July 23, 2001 issue of
Time (above) announced somewhat author-
itatively, “How Apes Became Human,” and
claimed that a new hominid discovery of
acreatureknownasArdipithecus ramiduska-
dabba (kadabba—from the Afar language—
means “basal family ancestor”) tells “scien-
tistsabouthowouroldestancestorsstoodon
two legs andmadeanevolutionary leap.”Yet
those empty cover-storywordsbecomeal-
most secondaryas readers findthemselves
captivated by the “ape-man” drawing that
blankets the entire cover. Sadly,many read-
ersmaynevermake it topage57,where staff
writersMichaelLemonickandAndreaDorf-
manadmit that thediscoverersof the fossils
underdiscussion, Yohannes Haile-Selassie
and his colleagues, “haven’t collected enough
bonesyet toreconstructwithgreatprecision
what kadabba looked like.”That seemingly
insignificant fact, however, did not prevent

The alleged evolution of man based on the
“evidence” from the fossil record

Time cover courtesy of TIMEPIX. Copyright
© 2001. Used by permission.
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themagazine’seditorsfromputtinganintim-
idating, full- color “reconstruction” of this
newest fossil find on the cover—an image, if
we may kindly say so, that becomes some-
whatlessthanforthrightinlightoftheactual
factsof thematter.A thorough investigation
of this “scientificdiscovery” reveals that the
creaturewas“reconstructed”fromonlyafew
bone fragments and a few teeth—of which,
theonlyone thatmightprovide the artist
withanystructural informationof thehead
wasapieceoftherightmandible.

In their article, “OneGiant Step forMan-
kind,”LemonickandDorfmaninvitedread-
erstomeettheir“newfoundancestor,achimp-
likeforest creature that stoodupandwalked
5.8 million years ago” (2001, 158[3]:54). Ac-
cording to evolutionists, Ardipithecus rami-
dus kadabba lived between 5.2 and 5.8 mil-
lion years ago,whichbeats theprevious rec-
ord holder by almost a million-and-a-half
years and, according to evolutionists’ esti-
mates, placesA.kadabba“very close to the
time when humans and chimps first went
their separate ways” (158[3]:56). Lemonick
andDorfmanwentontocomment:

…[N]o one has yet been able to say pre-
ciselywhen that first evolutionary step
on the road to humanity happened,
nor what might have triggered it. But
a discovery reported last week [July 12
—BH/BT/EL] in the journal Naturehas
brought paleontologists tantalizingly
close toansweringboth thesequestions
(158[3]:56; for the original Nature ar-
ticle, seeHaile-Selassie, 2001).

That’s a pretty bold statement, consider-
ingthefact that researchershadonly thefol-
lowingbonefragmentsfromwhichtoglean
all of this information: a fragment of the
right mandible, one intermediate hand pha-
lanx, the lefthumerusandulna,adistalhu-
merus, a proximalhandphalanx fragment,
a leftclavicle fragment,aproximalfootpha-
lanx,andafewteeth.Inaddition,thesebones
werenot laidoutneatly in a typical skeletal
arrangement, all groupedtogetherand just
waiting for researchers todig themup.No
indeed. These fewbones took researchers5
years to collect and came from5different
locations! And so, from a fossilized toe, a
pieceof jawbone,a finger,armbones,aclav-
icle, and a few teeth we have this incredible
“ape-man”toprovehowapesbecamehuman.

Prominently displayed in the center of
page 59 of the Time article is a photograph
of a toe bone, about which Lemonick and
Dorfman wrote: “This toe bone proves the
creature walked on two legs.” Amazing, is
itnot,whatonecandiscernfromasingle
toe bone? The human foot contains 26 in-
dividual bones (seeNetter, 1994, p. 492), yet
evolutionary scientists claim that they can
distinguishwalking characteristics froman
examinationof justone?Thatboldcaption

also fails to inform the reader that this toe
bonewas found in1999, is “chronologically
younger” than the other bone fragments,
andwas found ina separate location from
therestof the fossils. In fact, thebonefrag-
mentsthatmakeupthisnewspecimencame
from five localities of the Middle Awash in
Ethiopia: Saitune Dora, Alaya, Asa Koma,
DigibaDora, andAmbaEast (Haile-Selassie,
2001,412:181).

Lemonick andDorfmanadmitted: “Ex-
actlyhow this hominidwalked is still some-
thing of a mystery, though with a different
skeletalstructure, itsgaitwouldhavebeenun-
likeours” (158:57).But thatdidnotstopthe
authors fromspeculating that “kadabbaal-
most certainlywalkeduprightmuchof the
time” and that “many of its behaviors un-
doubtedly resembled those of chimpanzees
today” (158:57). Interesting speculation—es-
pecially inviewof the fact that theagesof the
fossilizedbonefragmentscomposingkadab-
ba vary by hundreds of thousands of years
according to the evolutionists’ own dating
schemes. What was it that convinced evolu-
tionists that A. kadabbawalked uprightly
andwasontheroadtobecomingman?Asin-
gletoebone!

Kenyanthropus platyops
IntheMarch22,2001

issue of Nature, a com-
pletelynewhominidge-
nus fromeasternAfrica,
Kenyanthropus platyops,
was firstdescribed (Leak-
ey, etal., 2001).Usingthe
newspecimentorework

humanity’s pedigree, paleoanthropologist
MeaveLeakey (wifeof famedpaleontologist
RichardLeakey)andhercolleaguesattheNa-
tionalMuseumsofKenya inNairobi argued
that the small-brained creature was so un-
usual, itbelongsnotmerelytoanewspecies,
but toanentirelynewgenus!Thisnewfind
now isnestled firmly in the rootsof thehu-
manfamily tree—ata timewhenscientistsbe-
lieved thatonlyoneancestral species existed,
leaving it unclear just which (if either!) was
thedirect forebearofmodernhumankind.

The authorsnamed the creatureKenyan-
thropus platyops,whichmeans flat-facedman
of Kenya, “in recognition of Kenya’s con-
tribution to the understanding of human
evolution through themany specimens re-
coveredfromits fossil sites” (410:433).How-
ever, anexhaustive studyof theNature arti-
cle reveals a total of 36 cranio-dental fossils
collectedfrom4differentlocationsoverape-
riodof17years,ofwhichonly6containbone
fragments.Only twoof these specimens, the
skull and a partial upper jaw, are sufficiently
intact tobeassigned to thisnewtaxon.The
authors described their new finds as “awell-
preserved temporal bone, twopartialmax-

illae, isolated teeth, and most importantly
a largely complete, althoughdistorted, cra-
nium”(410:433).Distorted indeed!Evenan
untrainedeyecanlookat thefiguresprovided
in the article and see the extensivedamage to
thisnewlyfoundfossil.Theflat faceofplaty-
ops adds anotherwrinkle in the evolution-
ary timeline—awrinkle that isnosmallprob-
lembecausecreaturesyounger thanK.platy-
ops (andthereforeclosertoHomosapiens)have
much more pronounced, ape-like facial fea-
tures.K.platyopswasdatedat3.5millionyears,
andyethasamuchflatterfacethananyother
hominid that old. Thus, the evolutionary
scenario seems to be moving in the wrong
direction!

Australopithecus afarensis
Australopithecus afar-

ensis was discovered in
November1974byDon-
ald Johanson at Hadar,
Ethiopia.Dr.Johanson
believes that this crea-
ture (knownpopularly
as“Lucy”) is theimme-
diateancestorofman(seeJohansonandEdey,
1981).Certainevolutionistsstronglydisagree.
Lord Solly Zuckerman, the famous British
anatomist, published his views in his book,
Beyond the Ivory Tower.He studied the aus-
tralopithecines formore than15years, and
concluded that if man descended from an
apelike ancestor, hedid sowithout leavinga
single trace in the fossil record (1970, p. 64).
Some might complain, “But Zuckerman’s
workwas carriedoutbeforeLucywas even
discovered.” True, but that misses the point.
Dr. Zuckerman’s research—which established
conclusively that the australopithecineswere
nothingbutknuckle-walkingapes—wasper-
formed on fossils that were younger (i.e.,
closer toman!) thanLucy.

Moreover, other evidencehas come to
lightwhichsuggests thatLucy is littlemore
than a chimpanzee. Johanson and his co-
workers admitted in an article in the March
31, 1994 issueofNature thatLucypossessed
chimp-proportioned arm bones (see Kim-
bel, et al., 1994) and that her allegeddescen-
dants (e.g., A. africanus and H. habilis) had
ape-like limbproportions aswell—which is
a clear indication that shedidnot evolve in-
to something“morehuman.” In theSeptem-
ber 9, 1994 issue of Science, Randall Susman
reported that the chimp-like thumbs inA.
afarensis were far better suited to tree climb-
ingthantoolmaking(Susman,1994).Lucy
alsopossessed anonhumangait, basedona
ratioof leg size to foot size (seeOliwenstein,
1995, 16[1]:42).One researcher evenwent as
faras to suggest thatA.afarensiswas littlemore
than a failed experiment in ape bipedalism,
and as such should be consigned to a side
branch of the human evolutionary tree (as
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reported by Shreeve, 1996, 272:654). To add
insult to injury, theMarch29, 2000 SanDi-
egoUnionTribunereported:

A chance discovery made by looking
at a cast of the bones of “Lucy,” the
most famous fossil of Australopithecus
afarensis, shows her wrist is stiff, like
a chimpanzee’s, Brian Richmond and
DavidStraitofGeorgeWashingtonUni-
versity in Washington, D.C., reported.
This suggests that her ancestors walked
on their knuckles (Fox, 2000).
EvolutionistJeremyCherfasnoted:“Lucy,

aliasAustralopithecus afarensis, hada skull very
likeachimpanzee’s, andabrain tomatch”
(1983, 93:172). Adrienne Zihlman observed:
“Lucy’s fossil remains match up remarkably
wellwiththebonesofapygmychimp”(1984,
104:39).CharlesOxnard,while at theUni-
versity ofChicago, reportedhismultivariate
computeranalysis,documentingthattheaus-
tralopithecines were nothing but knuckle-
walking apes (1975, 285:389-395). Finally, in
the March 1996 National Geographic, Donald
Johanson himself admitted: “Lucy has re-
centlybeendethroned”(189[3]:117).

The Laetoli Footprints

Then, in theApril1979 issueofNational
Geographic,MaryLeakeyreportedfindingfos-
sil footprint trails at Laetoli, Tanzania. The
strataabovethefootprintsweredatedat3.6
million years, while the strata below them
weredatedat3.8.AsLubenownoted:“These
footprint trails rank asoneof the great fos-
sil discoveriesof the twentiethcentury” (1992,
p.173).Whyis this thecase?NotonlydidDr.
Leakeydiscover threedistinct trailscontain-
ing sixty-nine prints, but she also found
footprints that depicted one individual
actually walking in the steps of another!
—something thatonlyhumanshave the
intelligence (or inclination) todo. Thus,
Dr.Leakeywas forced toadmit that the foot-
printswere “remarkably similar to those of
modernman”(1979,155:446).

Most evolutionists, however, have ascribed
the footprints to A. afarensis. The specialist
whocarriedout themost extensive study to
date of theLaetoli footprints (at the invita-
tion of Mary Leakey herself) is Russell Tut-
tle of the University of Chicago. He noted
in his research reports that the individuals
whomadethetrackswerebarefootandprob-
ablywalkedhabituallyunshod.Aspartofhis
investigation, he observed 70Machiguenga
Indians in the rugged mountains of Peru—
people who habitually walk unshod. After
analyzing the Indians’ footprints and exam-
iningtheavailableLaetolifossilizedtoebones,
Tuttle concluded that the ape-like feet ofA.
afarensis simplycouldnothavemade theLa-
etoli tracks (see Bower, 1989, 135:251). In fact,
inanarticleon theLaetoli footprints in the
March1990issueofNaturalHistory,Dr.Tut-
tlewrote: “Indiscernible features, theLaetoli
Gprintsareindistinguishablefromthoseof
habitually barefootHomo sapiens” (p. 64).He
then went on to admit: “If the G footprints
were not known to be so old, we would
readilyconclude that theyweremadeby
amemberofourgenus, Homo”(p.64,emp.
added).

Interestingly,MaryLeakeyoriginally la-
beled theLaetoli footprints as “Homoinde-
terminate,” indicating that she was willing
to place them in the genus of man, but was
unable todecideupona species designation.
It is clear, of course,why shewasunwilling
tocall themwhat theyclearly are—Homo sa-
piens. Since the tracks aredatedasbeingold-
er than Lucy (3.6-3.8 million years), and if
Lucy is supposed to have given rise to hu-
mans,howcouldhumanshaveexistedmore
than 500,000 years prior to Lucy in order
to make such footprints? [SeeLubenow,1992,
pp. 45-58 for a more detailed refutation of
Lucy,andpp.173-176foradiscussionofthe
Laetoli footprints.]

Homo habilis/Homo rudolfensis
ButwhatofHomo

habilis? J.T. Robinson
and David Pilbeam
have longarguedthat
H.habilis is the same
as A. africanus. Louis
Leakey(Richard’s fa-
ther)wentsofarasto
state: “I submit that morphologically it is al-
most impossible toregardHomohabilisas rep-
resentinga stagebetweenAustralopithecus afri-
canus andHomoerectus” (1966,209:1280-1281).
Dr. Leakey later reported the contempora-
neousexistenceofAustralopithecus,Homohab-
ilis,andH.erectus fossilsatOlduvaiGorge(see
M.D.Leakey, 1971, 3:272).Evenmore startling
was Mary Leakey’s discovery of the remains
ofacircular stonehutat thebottomofBed
IatOlduvaiGorge—beneath fossilsofH.hab-
ilis!Evolutionistshave longattributedthede-
liberatemanufactureof shelteronly toHomo
sapiens, yetDr.Leakeydiscovered theaustra-
lopithecines and H. habilis together, along
withmanufacturedhousing.AsDuaneGish
asked:

If Australopithecus , Homo habilis, and
Homo erectus existed contemporane-
ously, howcouldonehavebeenances-
tral to another? And how could any of
these creatures be ancestral to Man,
whenMan’sartifactsarefoundata low-
er stratigraphic level, directly under-
neath, and thus earlier in time to these
supposed ancestors of Man? (1995, p.
271).

Goodquestion! Inhis book,Evolution: The
Fossils Still SayNo!,Gish remarkedconcern-
ingHomohabilis:

No paleoanthropologist has succeeded
in sortingout all the creatures that are
put into the taxon Homo habilis by
some and taken out by others. Some
insist thatH.habilis is a bona fide tax-
on, including creatures intermediate
between the australopithecines, either
afarensis or africanus , and Homo erectus.
Others argue just as strenuously that
those creatures classified as H. habilis
are no more than variants of the aus-
tralopithecines (1995, p. 265).

In fact, evolutionist Ian Tattersall wrote
under the title of “TheManyFaces ofHomo
habilis” in the journal Evolutionary Anthro-
pology:“…[I]t is increasingly clear that Homo
habilis has become a wastebasket taxon,
little more than a convenient recipient for
amotleyassortmentofhominidfossilsfrom
the latestPlioceneandearliestPleistocene”
(1[1]:34-36, emp. added). In speaking of H.
habilis, geologist Trevor Major summarized
thesituationasfollows:
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In fact, the whole issue of its place
among Homo is highly contentious,
and the specieshasbecomeadump-
ing ground for strange and out-of-
placefossils. Somepaleontologistshave
tried to impose some order by reassign-
ing australopithecine-like specimens
to Homo rudolfensis, and the most mod-
ern-looking specimens to “early Afri-
can erectus” or Homo ergaster (to which
some would assign the Turkana boy).
Apart from a small difference in brain
size between australopithecines (less
than 550 ml) and habilines (around
500-650 ml), there are no other com-
pelling reasons to divide them between
two genera (1996, 16:76, emp. added,
parenthetical items inorig.).

Homo erectus/Homo ergaster
Andwhatabout

Homo erectus? Until
March 2002, most
evolutionary anthro-
pologistsandpaleon-
tologistsbelievedthat
two different crea-
turesbelongedinthe
H.erectusniche:Homo

ergasterandHomo erectus.H. ergasterwasbe-
lieved to have emerged in Africa and then
spread to Europe. H. erectus was believed to
haveexistedmainly inAsia.Butanarticle in
theMarch21, 2002 issueofNaturehas chal-
lengedthetraditional thinkingaboutthese
two species.Writingunder the title, “Remains
ofHomo erectusfromBouri,MiddleAwash,
Ethiopia,”BerhaneAsfaw(of theRiftValley
ResearchService inAddisAbaba,Ethiopia)
andhis coauthorsdiscussed their discovery
of a partial skull (referred to as a calvaria),
which they labeled as H. erectus. The skull,
discoveredonDecember 27, 1997 in theAfar
RiftofEthiopiaknownas theMiddleAwash,
ina sedimentary sectionof theBouri forma-
tionknownas theDakanihylo (“Daka”),has
beendatedat approximately1millionyears
old (Asfaw, et al., 2002). The significanceof
what isnowbeingcalledtheDakaskull inthe
evolutionarydebate is this:

The skull is almost identical toHomo
erectus fossils found in Asia…. It is so
similar, the team believes that it can-
notpossiblybe thatofanother species.
TheDakaspecimensuggests thatHomo
erectus was not limited to Asia, sepa-
rated from its contemporary, Homo er-
gaster. Homo erectus instead was a robust,
far-flung species that lived in Asia, Af-
rica, andEurope (McKee, 2002).

TimWhite, paleoanthropologist at the
University ofCalifornia atBerkeley andone
of the coauthors of the Naturepaper, put it
thisway:

This fossil is a crucialpieceof evidence
showingthat thesplittingofHomoerec-
tus into two species is not justified….
Whatwe are saying in thispaper is that
the anthropological splitting common
today is giving the wrong impression
about thebiologyof these earlyhuman
ancestors. The different names indi-
cate an apparent diversity that is not
real. Homo erectus is a biologically suc-
cessfulorganism,not awhole seriesof
differenthumanancestors, all butone
of which went extinct” (as quoted in
“Ethiopian Fossil Skull…,” 2002, emp.
added).

Asfaw,etal.,wrote:
To recognize the basal fossils represent-
ing this apparently evolving lineage
with the separate species name “H. er-
gaster” is therefore doubtfully necessary
or useful. At most, the basal members
of the H. erectus lineage should be rec-
ognized taxonomically as a chrono-
subspecies (H. erectus ergaster) [2002, 416:
318-319, parenthetical item inorig.].

Thegraduatestudentwhoactuallyfoundthe
skull (and who is a coauthor of the Nature
paper), Henry Gilbert, probably put it best
whenhe said: “Oneof the biggest impacts
thiscalvariawillhaveonthefieldis inmaking
Homo erectus look more like a single species
again” (asquoted in“EthiopianFossil Skull,”
2002).

Now that evolutionists have wiped out
one-half of the Homo erectusniche by elimi-
natingHomo ergaster, what shallwe say about
thesingleremainingmemberoftheH.erectus
category?Examineacopyof theNovember
1985 issueofNationalGeographic and see if
you can detect any differences between the
drawingsofHomo erectusandHomo sapiens
(Weaver, 168:576-577). The fact is, there areno
recognizabledifferences.Almostfortyyears
ago,ErnstMayr, thefamedevolutionarytax-
onomist ofHarvard, remarked: “TheHomo
erectus stage is characterizedbyabody skele-
tonwhich, sofarasweknow,doesnotdiffer
from that of modern man in any essential
point” (1965,p. 632).His statement is as true
todayaswhenhefirstmadeit.Furthermore,
the skullofH. erectus sharedmany features
with the Neanderthals, yet with flatter brow
ridges anda lessprominentmid-facial region.
Some of the H. erectus skeletons were short
andstocky (like theNeanderthals), butone
specimen—anine- toeleven-year-oldboyfrom
WestTurkana,Kenya—wasquite tallandslen-
der (Andrews andStringer, 1993, p. 242).Cra-
nialvolumevariedfrom850toover1100mil-
liliters (ml) for H. erectus , and 1250 to over
1740 ml for Neanderthals. The average for
modernhumans is1350ml,butweexhibit
a broad range of 700 to 2200 ml (Lubenow,
1992,p.138).

In general, such things as skeletal propor-
tions, theangularityof theface,andtheshape
of thebraincasevaryconsiderablyamong
humanfossils.Yet suchdifferences—which
are every bit as dramatic—occur just as fre-
quentlyamongmodernhumans.AWatusi
todaycouldnotfail tomissaMbutipygmy
whostrolledintohisvillage,andanInuitcer-
tainlywouldstandoutatagatheringofAus-
tralianaborigines.Despiteobviousfacial fea-
tures, bothH. erectus andH. sapiens neander-
thalensisappear tofitwithinadistincthuman
kind. Although some specimens do exhibit
amixtureof traits, there isnoclear lineage
from, say,H. erectus toH. sapiens. In fact, the
evidence of the fossil record suggests that
the twonotonlywere contemporaries, but
also insomecasesevenneighbors (Stringer
andGamble,1993,p.137).Remarkablecon-
firmationofthatveryscenariowaspresented
in twodifferent articles in theDecember13,
1996 issueofScience (seeGibbons, 1996; Swish-
er, et al., 1996).CreationistMarvinLubenow,
inhisclassic textontheallegedfossil evidence
for human evolution, Bones of Contention,
summarized the imaginary H. erectus to H.
habilistoH.sapiens lineageasfollows:

…Homo erectus individuals have lived
sidebysidewithothercategoriesofhu-
mans for thepast twomillion years (ac-
cording to evolutionist chronology).
This fact eliminates the possibility that
Homoerectusevolved intoHomosapiens.
...On the far end of the Homo erectus
time continuum, Homo erectus is con-
temporarywithHomohabilisfor500,000
years. In fact, Homo erectusoverlaps the
entireHomohabilispopulation….Thus,
the almost universally accepted view
that Homo habilisevolved into Homo
erectusbecomes impossible….Homohab-
ilis could not be the evolutionary an-
cestor of Homo erectusbecause the two
groups lived at the same time as con-
temporaries….

Although the most recent date usually
given for the disappearance of Homo
erectus is about 300,000 y.a. [years ago—
BH/BT/EL], at least 106 fossil individ-
uals having Homo erectusmorphology
aredatedby evolutionists themselves
as beingmore recent than300,000 y.a.
Of those 106 fossils individuals, at least
sixty-twoaredatedmore recently than
12,000 y.a.This incontrovertible fact
of the fossil record effectively falsifies
the concept thatHomo erectusevolved
into Homo sapiensand that Homo erec-
tus is our evolutionary ancestor. In re-
ality, it falsifies the entire concept of
humanevolution(1992,pp.120,127,129,
emp.andparenthetical iteminorig.).
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Lubenow suggests that all these forms
shouldbe includedwithinahighlyvariable,
createdhumankind(pp.120-143).Thefossil
evidence for evolution (humanorotherwise)
simply is not there. Apes always have been
apes,andhumansalwayshavebeenhumans.

WHAT DOES THE RECORD SHOW?

Why is there so much confusion re-
garding human origins, and what

does the fossil recordactually show?We think
JeremyRifkin summed itupaccurately.

Whatthe“record”showsisnearlyacen-
turyof fudging and finaglingby scien-
tists attempting to force various fossil
morsels and fragments to conform to
Darwin’s notions, all to no avail. To-
day themillionsof fossils standasvery
visible, ever-present reminders of the
paltriness of the arguments and the
overall shabbiness of the theory that
marchesunder thebannerof evolution
(1983, p. 125).
Morethan6,000hominidfossilsnowexist.

Most such fossils canbeplaced intooneof
twogroups: apesorhumans.Afewfossilsdo
haveoddcharacteristicsor showabnormal
bonestructure.Butdoesthatmeanhumans
evolved? No. It simply means that we have
variations inbonestructure—variationsyou
canseeallaroundyou.Someheadsarelarge;
othersaresmall.Somejawboneslookangled;
some look square. Somenoses arepointed;
someare flat.Does that indicatewe still are
“evolving”? Or does it mean that there are
occasionaldifferences inhumans?

Remember this simple exercise thenext
timeyouseeapictureofoneofthoseape-like
creatures displayedprominently across the
front cover of a reputable news magazine.
Lookat a skeleton (anyonewilldo) and try
to draw the person that used to exist with
that bony framework. What color was the
hair? Was it curly, or straight? Was the per-
son a male or a female? Did he or she have
chubby cheeks, or thin? These are difficult
(ifnotimpossible!)questionstoanswerwhen
wearegivenonlya fewboneswithwhich to
work.Thereconstructionsyouseeas theend-
productofanartist’shandiworkarenotbased
merelyon the fossil evidence, but alsoon
whatevolutionistsbelieve thesecreatures
“should”havelookedlike.

Additional hominid finds are under in-
vestigation as we complete this article, sev-
eralofwhichhavenotevenbeenclassifiedtax-
onomicallyormadeknowntothepublic.You
are sure tohear about them in themonths
ahead. Such fossil finds, however, never will
diminish the fact thatmanalwayshasbeen
man; he did not “evolve” over millions of
years.Rather,God, theGiverof life, created
mankindonthesixthdayofcreation, justas
theBiblestates (Genesis1:26-27).
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A.P. PROFESSIONAL STAFF MEMBERS: A VALUABLE RESOURCE—FOR YOU!
Asmostofour longtimeread-

ersknow,whenwebeganthework
of Apologetics Press in 1979, we
set forth certain “non-negotiable”
goals andobjectives. In fact, you
will find those goals and objec-
tiveslistedontheinsidefrontcov-
erofournew2002catalog inmy
annual “open letter” to our cus-
tomersandfriends. Inmy“Note
from the Editor” this month, I
would like todiscusshowoneof
those goals can benefit you spe-
cifically.

Fromthevery inceptionofourwork,wewant-
edApologeticsPress tobecomea“clearinghouse”
for people who needed answers to troubling ques-
tions, assistancewithdifficult or challengingprob-
lems, ormaterials they coulduse tohelp strength-
en theirown faith as aChristianor to convert their
non-Christian friends. Our aim was to “be here
whenyouneededus”—agoal thatwenotonlyhave
takenseriously throughtheyears,butone, I think,
atwhichwehavesucceededadmirably.

Fortunately, after twenty-threeyears,weare in
a farbetterposition tooffer suchhelp thanwewere
in1979.For example,wenowhave twenty-twoyears
ofReason&Revelationarticles fromwhich todraw.Wehaveap-
proximately a hundred tracts in print. We have nine different
volumesavailable inournew“ScriptureandScience”series.We
havematerials forchildren (likeDiscovery, ourmonthlymaga-
zineonScripture and science), books for teenagers (likeKyle
Butt’s volume, Out With Doubt, and the upcoming sequel, A
Matter of Fact). We have produced a number of video tape sets
(Rock-Solid Faith: How to Build It, Science & Nature: Two Votes for
God, etc.).Andwehaveestablished twowildlypopular, informa-
tion-rich Web sites (www.ApologeticsPress.org for adults, and
www.DiscoveryMagazine.com forkids).Andsoon.

But that’snot all. I alsohaveaprofessional staff composed
of some of the finest young men you could ever hope to find.
They are dedicated. They are diligent. And they are determined.
Plus, they are extremely knowledgeable in their respective fields.
[I would not have hired them if they hadn’t been!] As each of
themjoinedourwork, Iused this space to introduce themtoyou.
Sothat isnotmypurposehereandnow.

Rather, I simplywouldliketocommendthemtoyouasaval-
uableresource intheirownright.While theyalwaysstandready
tohelpbyansweringyourrequests forwrittenassistance, respond-
ing to your telephone inquiries, or correspondingwith you (or
with someone else on your behalf), those certainly are not all

thetaskstheyarequalifiedtodo.
Eachof these youngmen iswell-trained inhis

particular areaof expertise.Kyle (toppicture), our
DirectorofBiblicalResearch,andEricLyons(mid-
dlepicture),ourDirectorofResearch,bothhave
multipleearneddegrees inBiblefromFreed-Harde-
manUniversity.KyleholdsB.A.andM.A.degrees;
Eric holds B.S. and M.Min degrees. Brad Harrub,
our Director of Scientific Information, holds an
earnedPh.D. inneurobiology andanatomy from
themedical schoolat theUniversityofTennessee
inMemphis.

And each of them is an in-
credibly talented teacher! If you
are looking for a speaker for a fu-
ture event, Iwould like to recom-
mend that you consider one of
ourprofessional staffmembers.
You will not go wrong, I assure
you.Feelfreetocallourofficesto
discuss such matters with them.
Theywill bemore thanhappy to
work with you toward that end.
They, like all of us atApologetics
Press,areheretoserve.

Bert Thompson
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