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NEANDERTHAL MAN—ANOTHER LOOK
Bert Thompson, Ph.D.

Formanyyears, evolutionists taught thatNe-
anderthals (sometimesspelledNeandertals)were
brawny, prehistoric creatures that usedprimitive
stone tools, whereas “modern” humans were
more sophisticated. If we were to spot a Neander-
thalwalking the streets of amodern city,weprob-
ablywouldrecognizehimbyhisprominentbrow
ridges, low forehead, flat skull, weak chin, jutting
mid-facial region, very large nose, forward-slop-
ing face, and short, muscular limbs—to name
someof themorevisible characteristics (Stringer
andGamble,1993,pp.76-77).TheAmericanHeri-
tage Dictionary of the English Language uses words
such as crude, boorish, and slow-witted to de-
scribe this species. However, as the facts slowly
are becoming known, they are requiring a ren-
ovationof thatdefinition.

After discovering the first Neanderthal skull-
cap in1856 in theNeanderValleynearDussel-
dorf, Germany, German anatomist Ruldolph
Virchowsaid in essence that the fossilwas the re-
mainsofamodernmanafflictedwithricketsand
osteoporosis. In 1958, at the InternationalCon-
gress of Zoology, A.J.E. Cave stated that his ex-
aminationof the famousNeanderthal skeleton
established that it was simply an old man who
had suffered from arthritis. Francis Ivanhoe au-
thored an article that appeared in Nature titled
“WasVirchowRightAboutNeanderthal?” (1970).
Virchowhadreportedthat theNeanderthal’s ape-
likeappearancewasduetoaconditionknownas
rickets, which is a vitamin-D deficiency charac-
terizedbyoverproduction (anddeficient calci-
fication) of bone tissue. The disease causes skel-
etal deformities, enlargement of the liver and
spleen, and generalized tenderness throughout
thebody.Dr.CavenotedthateveryNeanderthal
child’s skull that had been studied up to that
point in timeapparentlywas affectedby severe
rickets.Whenricketsoccurs inchildren, it com-
monlyproduces a largeheaddue to late closure
of the epiphysis and fontanels.

Even though Ivanhoe was an evolutionist,
heneverthelesswentontonote that thewidedis-
tributionofNeanderthal finds invariousparts
of theworld explained thedifferences seen in
bone configuration. The extreme variation in
locationsof theseNeanderthaldiscoveriesprob-
ablyplayed a role in thediversity of the fossils
assigned to theNeanderthal group.Thediffer-

ences likely were a result of different amounts of
sunlight for a given area, which prevented or re-
tarded vitaminDproduction (vitaminD isman-
ufactured in the skinuponexposure to sunlight).
In adults, a lack of vitamin D causes osteoma-
lacia, a softeningof the bones that often results
in longer bones “bowing” (a condition reported
inmanyNeanderthal fossils).

Scientists have debated long and hard con-
cerningwhether there exists anydifference be-
tween Neanderthal specimens and modern hu-
mans.Oneof theworld’s foremost authorities
ontheNeanderthals,ErikTrinkaus,concluded:

Detailed comparisons of Neanderthal skel-
etal remainswith thoseofmodernhumans
have shown that there is nothing in Nean-
derthal anatomy that conclusively indi-
cates locomotor, manipulative, intellec-
tual or linguistic abilities inferior to those
ofmodernhumans (1978, 87[10]:58).

In theMarch2,2001 issueofScience,AnnGib-
bons authored an article titled The Riddle of Co-
existence (Gibbons, 2001). Shebeganwith adra-
matic openingby asking the reader to imagine
forty thousand years ago when “our ancestors
wandered intoEuropeandmet another typeof
human already living there, the brawny, big-
brainedNeandertals.”She thenwentontostate
that “such a collisionbetweengroupsofhumans
must have happened many times” (291:1725).
Can’t you just picture that meeting? “Hi, I’m
Neandertal Man.” Reply: “Nice to meet you Mr.
Neandertal, I’mModernMan.”

Theadmission that sucha“collision”of the
twogroups very likely tookplacewasnecessitated
by recent fossil findings thatputNeanderthals
and modern humans in the same place at the
same time. Scientistsdated the remainsof ana-
tomicallymodernhumans fromcaves atQaf-
zeh and Skhul in Israel, and found them to be
92,000 to 100,000 years old (according to their
dating techniques).However, suchdatesplace
modern humans earlier than the Neander-
thals who, according to the fossil record, in-
habited the neighboring cave of Kebara (on-
ly100metersaway fromSkhul)40,000years
later!Thisobviously is problematic (amildun-
derstatement!) to those who accept the standard
evolutionary view that Neanderthals were the
dimwitted forerunners (or distant cousins) of
humans.
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NEANDERTHALS, MODERN HUMANS, AND DNA RESEARCH
Creationists defend the view that Neanderthals were nothing more

than Homo sapiens—man. Evolutionists disagree, based mainly on
studies of Neanderthal DNA. The July 11, 1997 issue of the journal
Cell contained an article by Krings, et al., titled “Neanderthal DNA
sequences and the Origin of Modern Humans” (Krings, et al., 1997).
In that article, Dr. Krings and his coworkers explained how they suc-
cessfully extracted mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA—which resides in the
cell’smitochondriaor “energy factories”) fromthehumerus (right
armbone)of theoriginalNeanderthal fossil discovered in1856.The
scientific team doing the research, led by Svante Pääbo of the Uni-
versity of Munich, chose to search for mtDNA rather than nuclear
DNA, due in large part to the fact that whereas there are only two
copies of DNA in the nucleus of each cell (one from each parent),
there are 500 to 1,000 copies per cell of mtDNA. Hence, the possibil-
ity was much greater that some of the ancient mtDNA might have
been preserved. Unlike nuclear DNA, mtDNAis passed on in an un-
changed formfromamother toheroffspring; the father’smtDNA
is left behind. Thus, since changes in mtDNA are the result of mu-
tations rather than geneticmixing, evolutionists believe thatmtDNA
is amoreaccurate reflectionof evolutionaryhistory.

At the conclusion of their research, the scientists involved sug-
gested that fewer differences in the mtDNA exist between modern
humans, than exist between modern humans and the Neanderthal
specimen. Based on those differences, evolutionists have suggested
that the Neanderthal line diverged from the line leading to modern
humans about 550,000 to 690,000 years ago, and that Neanderthals
becameextinctwithout contributing anygeneticmaterial tomodern
humans through intermarriage.AsMarvinLubenowexplained:

The implications are that the Neandertals did not evolve into
fully modern humans, that they were a different species from
modern humans, and that they were just one of many proto-
human types that were failed evolutionary experiments. We
alone evolved to full humanity (1998, 12[1]:87).
When the first Neanderthal fossil was discovered, the creature was

classified as Homo neanderthalensis, and as such was considered a sep-
arate specieswithin the genusHomo.However,whenadditional ev-
idence became available (in 1964) to suggest that Neanderthals were,
in fact, humans, the Neanderthals were reclassified as Homo sapiens
neanderthalensis (i.e., a sub-species of humans), and modern humans
were given a sub-species designation as well—Homo sapiens sapiens.
Now, there isaclamoringamongevolutionists—basedonthemtDNA
evidence—to return to the original H. neanderthalensisdesignation.
Inhis1999book,TheHumanInheritance,BryanSykesof the Institute
ofMolecularMedicineatOxfordUniversity,wrote:

The mitochondrial DNA pattern of the Neanderthal does in-
deed show that human mtDNA diversity was much greater in
the past, and allows a calibration of the divergence time of the
Neanderthal pattern from that characterising modern humans
of about 600 ka [thousand years ago—BT]. Gene divergence pre-
cedes population and species divergence, but this figure is cer-
tainly compatible with interpretations from the fossil record
that the Neanderthal lineage separated from our own at about
300 ka. Equally, it is incompatible with suggestions that Ne-
anderthals were either uniquely ancestral to recent Europeans
through evolution, or were partly ancestral through hybridi-
sation (pp. 43-44).

Inhis2000book,Genes,People, andLanguages, LuigiCavalli-Sforza,
professor emeritusofgenetics atStanfordUniversityanddirectorof
the InternationalHumanGenomeProject, commented:

There is a considerable difference between the mtDNA of this
Neandertal and that of practically any modern human. From a
quantitative evaluation of this difference it was estimated that
the last commonancestor ofNeandertal andmodernhumans
lived about half a million years ago. It is not quite clear where
those common ancestors lived, but modern humans and Ne-
andertal must have separated early and developed separately,
modern humans in Africa and Neandertals in Europe. The re-
sults of mitochondrial DNA show clearly that Neandertal was
not ourdirect ancestor, unlike earlier hypothesesmadeby some
paleoanthropologists (p. 35).
We beg to differ! The results of mtDNA research do not “show

clearly that Neandertal was not our direct ancestor.” Truth be told, a
closer examinationof themtDNAresearch shows that it isnot all it
hasbeencrackedup tobe.TheKrings studycomparedvariousDNA
sequences from 1669 modern humanswithoneNeanderthal. Sta-
tistically, thisnotonly is insignificant,butalso incorrect.AsLubenow
wrote in regard to thismtDNAresearch:

Statistics has been used to cloud the relationship between Ne-
andertals and modern humans. It is improper to use statistical
“averages” in situations where many entities are being com-
pared with only one entity. In this case, 994 sequences from
1669 modern humans are compared with one sequence from
one Neanderthal. Thus, there is no Neanderthal “average,”
and the comparison is not valid (1998, 12[1]:92, emp. added).
Theoriginal study showed that theNeanderthal individualhad

a minimum of 22 mtDNA substitution differences when compared
to modern humans. Yet mtDNA substitutiondifferences among
modernhumansrangefrom1to24.AsLubenowcorrectlynoted:

That means that there are a few modern humans who differ by
24 substitutions from a few other modern humans—two sub-
stitutions more than the Neanderthal individual. Would not
logic demand that those few modern humans living today
should also be placed in a separate species? To state the ques-
tion is to reveal the absurdity of using such differences as a
measure of species distinctions (12[1]:92).
Furthermore, as Maryellen Ruvolo of Harvard has pointed out,

thegeneticvariationbetweenthemodernandNeanderthal sequences
is within the range of substitutions within other single species of pri-
mates.She concluded: “…[T]here isn’t a yardstick for geneticdiffer-
enceuponwhich you candefine a species” (as quoted inKahnand
Gibbons, 1997, 277:177). Geneticist Simon Easteal of Australian Na-
tional University, noting that chimpanzees, gorillas, and other pri-
mates havemuchmore intra-speciesmtDNAdiversity thanmodern
humans, wrote: “The amount of diversity between Neanderthals and
living humans is not exceptional” (as quoted in Wong, 1998, 278[1]:
32). Inanarticle inScientificAmericantitled“AncestralQuandary:Ne-
anderthalsNotOurAncestors?Not SoFast,”KateWongobserved:
“The evolutionaryhistoryofmtDNA, a lone gene, is only so infor-
mative.” She then went on to quote geneticist Alan R. Templeton of
Washington University, who admitted: “You can always construct a
gene tree for any setofgenetic variation.But there’s abigdistinction
betweengenetreesandpopulationtrees”sinceapopulationtreecom-
prises thehistories ofmanygenes (278[1]:30).D.Melnick andG.Hoel-
zer of Columbia University even went so far as to state: “Our results
suggest serious problems with the use of mtDNA to estimate ‘true’
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population genetic structure…” (1992, p. 122). Why is this the case?
Luigi Cavalli-Sforza himself admitted that “...the mitochondrial ge-
nomerepresentsonly a small fractionof an individual’s geneticma-
terial and may not be representative of the whole” (Mountain, et al.,
1993,p. 69).

In anarticle titled “RecoveryofNeandertalDNA:AnEvaluation,”
Marvin Lubenow (1998, 12[1]:95) offered several different alterna-
tive interpretations for themtDNA datawhichhavebeenused to sug-
gest thatNeanderthals andhumansdonot belong in the same spe-
cies.Among thosewere the following.

1. Perhaps the single individual fromwhomthemtDNA was ex-
tracted was from a small, isolated group of Neanderthals. After all,
the Neander Valley in Germany (where the fossil was discovered in
1856) is oneof thenorthernmostNeanderthal sites, close to ice-age
glaciers. Of the 345 Neanderthal individuals discovered thus far,
only 14 are fromGermany, and12of themwere far to the southof
where this individualwas found.

2. Perhaps Neanderthals did, in fact, contribute to the modern
genepool,but their sequencesdisappeared throughrandomgenetic
loss, selection, or both. Biochemist John Marcus has suggested that
thehumanracecouldhavehadmuchgreatermtDNAsequencevari-
ation in thepastbut, beinggenetically stronger, ancienthumanswere
able to cope with increased genetic variation. Today, because our ge-
nome contains many more harmful mutations, we are a somewhat
“weaker” race. Perhaps greater mtDNA variation was deleterious to
health, and selective pressure therefore has reduced the amount of
variation inpresentpopulations.

3. Perhaps the single Neanderthal individual from whom the
mtDNA sequences were derived was at one extreme of a diverse spec-
truminNeanderthalsthatincludedothermoremodern-likesequences.
Future recoveryofmtDNAfromotherNeanderthals (if that ispos-
sible) couldhelpconfirmwhetherornot this is true.

4. Perhaps our Neanderthal ancestors underwent a population
“bottleneck” thatwipedout a greatdeal of theoriginal genetic varia-
tion. In support of such a concept, Kahn and Gibbons wrote in Sci-
ence: “Living humans are strangely homogeneous genetically, pre-
sumably because…their ancestors underwent a population bottle-
neck thatwipedoutvariations” (1997, 277:175).

Over the past several years, the scientific community has wit-
nessed (not always to its liking, I might add) a serious “redefining” of
the Neanderthal people. Some anthropologists of the past depicted
them as culturally stagnant, if not outright stupid, individuals. In
1996, however, researcherswere forced to reevaluate their long-held
views on Neanderthals, due to the discovery of five different types
ofmusical instruments, itemsofpersonalornamentation (similar
toour jewelry), and even the first exampleof aNeanderthal cavepaint-
ing (see: Hublin, et al., 1996; “Neanderthal Noisemaker,” 1996; Folger
and Menon, 1997; “Human Origins,” 1997). Furthermore, almost
all anthropologists recognize burial rituals as being not just strictly
associatedwithhumans, but as adistinctly religious act aswell. That
being the case, the strongest evidence todate that theNeanderthals
were, in fact,human, is thatat fourdifferent siteswhereNeanderthal
fossils were found, Neanderthals and modern humans were bur-
ied together!AsLubenownoted: “ThatNeandertals andanatomi-
cally modern humans were buried together constitutes strong evi-

dence that they lived together, worked together, intermarried, and
were acceptedasmembersof the same family, clan, andcommunity.
...If genuine mtDNA was recovered from the fossil from the Nean-
derValley, the resultshavebeenmisinterpreted” (1998, 12[1]:89). In-
deed theyhave! Inhis 2001book,TheEvolutionWars,MichaelRuse
noted: “Modern humans, that is Homo sapiens like us, were at one
point thought all to comeafterNeanderthals, butnowthe thinking
is that our remainsdate back almost as far, and there is evidence in
some places that modern humans lived together with Neander-
thals…. A new skeleton, apparently a modern human/Neander-
thalhybrid, has just beendiscovered (Duarte 1999)” [2001, pp. 187-
188, emp. added].As archaeologistRandallWhite ofNewYorkUni-
versity said regarding the Neanderthals: “The more this kind of ev-
idence accumulates, the more they look like us” (as quoted in Fol-
ger andMenon,18[1]:33). Indeed theydo.Andso they should!
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NEBRASKA MAN
The June24, 1922 IllustratedLondonNews

presentedonits frontcoveramanandawo-
man that had been fabricated from a single
tooth.Theartist even incorporated into the
drawingsof this alleged“missing link” imag-
inarysurroundingsandclothing.HenryFair-
fieldOsborn,headof thedepartmentofpa-

leontology at New York’s famed American Mu-
seum of Natural History, received the tooth
andwasprepared to enter it as evidence at the
1925Scopes “Monkey” trial.However, by1927,
scientists had concluded (somewhat begrudg-

ingly) that, in fact, the tooth was that of a species of Prosthennops—
an extinct genus related to the modern peccary (a wild pig). No miss-
inglinkhere.

PILTDOWN MAN
In 1912, Charles Dawson, a medical doctor

andamateurpaleontologist, discoveredaman-
dible andaportionof a skull in a gravel pit at
Piltdown, England. Arthur Smith-Woodward,
director of the Natural History Museum of
London, announced the findas the “missing
link.” The jawbone appeared very simian-like
except for the teeth, which seemed to show the

typeofwear expectedofhumans. In1953, PiltdownManwas exposed
as a forgery. The skull was human, and the teeth on the ape’s jaw had
been intentionally filed down and treated biochemically to make
themappearold.This deceptiondid farmore thandupe a few evo-
lutionists, however. Thewholeworldwas taken in.Museumsworld-
wide proudly displayed copies and photographs of the Piltdown re-
mains. For forty years this “find”waspronouncedas the ape-like an-
cestor tomodernman.But itwas justa fraud.Nomissing linkhere.

ORCE MAN
In 1982, a team of three Catalan archaeol-

ogists, headed by professor José Gibert, were
diggingnear thevillageofOrce inSpain.Dur-
ing their dig, they uncovered an unusual bone
fragment. A year later, they announced that the
fragment belonged to a human child—causing
anuproar intheevolutionarycommunity.This
discoveryplacedhumans inEuropemuchear-
lier than evolutionists had everpredicted.Based
on this find, some over-eager scientists recon-
structedanentirehuman.OrceMan,as thefind
cametobeknown,was said to represent theold-
est human fossil ever discovered inEurope. Lat-
er, to the embarrassmentofmany, the bonewas
identifiedas theskull capofa6-month-olddon-
key!Nomissing linkhere.

RHODESIAN MAN
This famous skeleton was found in 1921 in a zinc mine in what

was then British Rhodesia in southern Africa. The find consisted of
thebonesof threeor four individuals: aman, awoman, andoneor
two children. Unfortunately, the bones were extracted from their
surroundings by the mining company, not experienced scientists.
After the bones reached the British Museum of Natural History,
theywerereconstructedanddisplayedpromi-
nently formanyyears.Unfortunately,mu-
seumemployeeswhowereunfamiliarwith
human anatomy reconstructed this “ape-
man.” Since the hipbones were smashed,
the designers fashioned this fossil as being
stooped over. It wasn’t until many years lat-
er,whenanatomists examinedthe skeleton,
that it was determined to be nothing more
thanamodernman.Nomissing linkhere.

JAVA MAN
This “missing link” was clas-

sified as amemberofHomo erectus,
thegroupofcreaturesthatwassup-
posed to have given rise to Homo
sapiens (humans). Eugene Dubois
hadgone to the formerDutch In-
dies as a health officer in 1887 to
searchfor fossils.Later, in1890, the
Dutch anatomist focused his at-
tention on the banks of the Solo
Rivernear thevillageofTrinil.Ex-
cavators discovered ahuman-like
fossilized tooth inSeptember 1891.
One month later, they uncovered
the upper part of a skull. A year

later, the teamdiscovereda thighbone in the same sandstone layers,
about fifteen meters upstream. Despite additional excavations, the
teamdidnotdiscover anything else except
one tooth.As it turnsout, the legbone and
teethwere, infact,human.However, theskull-
cap eventually was shown to be from a giant
gibbon (amonkey).Nomissing linkhere.

NO MISSING LINKS HERE...

When evolutionists discovered
a bone fragment in 1982, they
thought it corresponded to a por-
tion of a human cranium, as indi-
cated by the shaded area in the
above picture. The bone, how-
ever, was actually from a donkey.

If you would like additional information regarding alleged miss-
ing links, call our toll-free number (800-234-8558) and inquire
about purchasing our two new tracts: Evolutionary Fossil Errors,
and Man—“Image of God” or “The Naked Ape?” In addition, much
of the information presented in this month’s issue of Reason &
Revelation is available as part of our new intermediate-level Chris-
tian Evidences Correspondence Course, which makes an excellent
teaching tool for group Bible classes or individual Bible studies.


