Before I get started, because I’ll probably forget during the talk, I have a couple of things that you can come up and look at afterwards that have the sources for some of the stuff that I’m going to be telling you.  This is the only book written from a creationist perspective of fossil hominids.  And unfortunately, if you don’t know any better it sounds really good.  But you’re going to find that what I’m going to tell you is the direct opposite of what you are going to find in here.  But I’m going to give you the reason why.   But it’s here and you can look at it.   

Basically in today’s world, there are two competing models for understanding origins, or how man got to be here.   One is that God created man who was then killed by the flood.  The other is that man evolved through gradual steps, from an ape-like ancestor to modern man.  This talk follows the theme of my other talks and very little is anti-evolution.  If you want to know all of the evidence that they didn’t evolve, come up an talk to me about it.  This is saying, OK, if it didn’t evolve, then what do these mean?  Are they real, as a creationist, what do I do with this information.  

If you look at all of the major writers as creationists, and you go with Ervil Clark, Harold Caufman, Gish, Lubeno wrote this book, Mitchell 94.  All the way through you will find, that if they talk about fossil hominids at all, they will say that they are either apes, or degenerate humans and that there are no transitions between them.  Especially the ICR group is very loud in their proclamation of how, in general there is a lack of transitions between forms.  And that’s really true,  you don’t find all of the steps that were necessary to go from a cow to a whale.  When you find a whale, you know it’s a whale.  When you find a cow you know it’s a cow.  And the transitions aren’t there.  But they’ve taken that as a blanket approach and they say because God created kinds, therefore, and things didn’t evolve, therefore there are not transitions.  

So the creationist hypothesis is that there aren’t any transitions between a great ape, this being a gorilla and a fully upright modern man.  I hope to overwhelm you with so much data, that you won’t remember any of the data, but you’ll remember there was so much of it that you couldn’t forget it.  So the focus of this talk is that we’re going to test creationist hypothesis that there are not morphologic transitions between ape and men.  We are going to test the evolutionary hypothesis that fossil hominids represent an evolutionary lineage, but we’ll do that very briefly.  And finally I’m going to give you another hypotheses to deal with at the end of see if that explains the data any better than the other two models.   


So the first thing that we’re going to look at are the skulls.   First of all, what is a hominid?  A hominid is any animal that belongs to the family of great apes.  To the family of man.  Homo is our genus, so hominid covers all of the fossil ape-men that are put in our same genus.  If we were just dealing with living animals, we would have no problem telling them apart.  This is a gorilla, a male gorilla.  Males have this big sagital crest across there for bigger chewing muscles.  Females don’t have that crest.  Other than that, besides the crest I want you to notice the massive bony armor around the eyes, they have relatively big eyes that are heavily re-enforced with bone.  You have a broad, flat cheek.  And it comes out in a muzzle like.  If we look at what is undeniably human, we will notice that we don’t have a back sloping forehead, our forehead generally comes up, it might slope a little bit but it doesn’t go back and leave us with these big brow ridges.  You’ll notice how the bone around the eyes is delicate.  WE don’t have these big, massive eyebrow ridges.   And notice that relative to the size of the face, the eyes are much smaller than they are in the great apes, relative to the size of the face.  


The problem is that we have fossils that don’t fit into either one of those two categories.  They don’t fit in the ape category and they don’t fit in the human category.  If we were to start off and look at the volume of the brain case, how much scrambled eggs could your head hold.  If we plot that we find that here is modern man.  Now this is biased a little bit because remember that modern man we have quite a variation in how big we are.  We have populations from the Congo that are only three feet tall, the aborigines, and conversely we have big people too, some of the Masai in Africa get quite tall.  So we have a huge variation in the volume that the brain case will, hold, but, you will notice that here is the chimpanzee here are the australopithacenes, these are just, these are different names for some of the animals that were in between.   Yes Australopithecus aphorencis is Lucy for those of you that….

That’s Lucy

Africanus was Mrs. Please.  

You’ll see that there is a gradation in endo-cranial volume.  Now let’s look at some specimens.  This is a chimpanzee.  Australopithecus, africanus, Homo Herbals, Homo Rudolph ensis, home erectus.   Chimpanzee to Homo-erectus.   This is Homo erectus through neadrathal.  This is neadrithol, this is modern man.  Notice that on all of these forms you have a protruding muzzle.  The nose and mouth are forward of the frontal bone.  We are looking straight down on it and you can see the muzzle sticking out.  You’ll notice that even neadrithol has that same shape, but if you look at fully modern man notice how the teeth do not protrude out past the nose.   And here the nose protrude out past the nose.  If we looked at the skulls form behind.  Again, chimpanzee, Australopithecus, er Lucy equivalent, that’s not really Lucy, but its that same kind of thing, Homo Habalus, home erectus.  You notice that the brain size here is probably almost twice the size of the chimpanzee.   This has about a 1000 cc capacity, this one has about a 650 cc capacity.  Also notice that the widest part of the skull in all of those cases, is at the base of the skull.  Here is Homo erectus this is oldivi hominid nine.  These are Java men, and this is broken hill from Africa.  This one for sure and probably these would more properly be called Homo Hidelbergensis, but again the widest part of the skull is at the base in all of them.  Now I’ve got this slide reversed.  Here is broken hill, here is neadrithol, this is the skull from mount Carmel in Israel called the S K U L skul skull, and this is modern man.  And notice that neadrithol the widest part is at the base as well.  So if we look closely, we notice that the brain capacity of this specimen is within the normal human variation, but it still has its widest point at the base of the skull.  If we look at a fully modern human, and I want you to feel yourselves, you’ll see that the widest part of the skull is up high at the top, that’s called a parietal bulge.   Humans have parietal bulges, apes do not have parietal bulges.  Apes have the widest part of the skull down below.  Let’s look at the shape from the side.  Again, chimpanzee, prominent brow ridge, sloping face, protruding muzzle, this is Australopithecus africanus, Homo erectus, look at the face shape between Homo erectus and the chimpanzee.  See the similarity here with the brow ridges, the strong zygomatic arch, the protruding muzzle.  This is a bigger version of that.   Homo erectus, these are Java man,  there’s broken hill skull again, look at those massive brow ridges.  Broken hill, Neanderthal, mount Carmel, modern man.  Notice that these all have the same face structure until you get to modern man, our face is not built the same way that all of these others are built, even though Neanderthal had, on the average a brain volume that is bigger than the average for modern man.  So their brain size was at least as big as ours.  If you look at the underneath, where the opening for the spinal cord comes out, the foramen magnum, you’ll find that the chimpanzee is way back.  That is because they are knuckle walkers, they bend over using their hands for legs, and they hold their had up, to hold your head up you have to have your opening for the spinal cord further back.    As human beings our head is centered across the axis of our shoulders so that the weight of the head is borne by the body.  And the opening for the spinal cord goes straight down.  But notice that Australopithecus and Homo erectus how it is in between the value of a chimpanzee and the value of a human.  Finally I want you to look a the face.  Here is chimpanzee, Australopithecus, Homo erectus, steinheim, Neanderthal.  Even though Neanderthal’s brain capacity approaches ours, look at the shape of the face and the eye, as compared to the face of the human skull that we’d showed you before.  When you look at the palettes too, these are pallets from Java Man, this is a robust australopithecine.  You’ll notice that on a great ape, a chimpanzee, the tooth row is fairly straight, has a big canine, and a minor curve up here, but it is basically rectangular.  If you look at a human pallet, you’ll notice that there are no big canines, hence there is no gap between the canines so they can close their mouth.  And a parabolic arch, for the shape of the pallet.  If we look at the fossil record we will find that it is straight like a chimpanzee, but more curved up here like a human, this is Lucy.  This is a robust australopithecine, so here is an actual specimen, this is from Java man, now remember that the skull from Java man was well up, it was a 1200 to 1500 cc skull capacity, but notice how straight the tooth row is and it comes across with a minor thing like that, so even though the teeth are human-like the pattern that they are arranged in the skull is  very much like that of the apes.  If you look at the lower jaw, again you notice that the teeth are in a straight line, there’s a canine with a gap where the upper canine will go, and then there’s this broad area here called a simian shelf.  This area here is, the tongue lays up against this shelf of bone.  If we look at a human lower jaw, notice the parabolic arch, and notice that we have no simian shelf.  So everybody, wake up, take your tongue to the base of your teeth, and follow it down, as far as you can get your tongue to go.  Do you feel a shelf there.

If you do don’t say anything.

Humans, you can see that there is a little bit of a lip there, but it is not really a shelf.  There is a little area there that you are feeling, but it is very small compared to the chimpanzee where it goes back three teeth.  And here is the australopithecine, very much like the chimpanzee having the straight tooth rows with a minor curve right there.  This is a different specimen, that’s all, it still shows the same pattern.  Also, if we look at the side view of the jaw, notice that the jaw comes straight down and tapers in here, and don’t worry which erupts first, the canine or the M2 but notice that they don’t have a chin.  If you look at a human lower jaw, notice that we have this protruding chin, it is called a mental eminence.  I want you all to take here and feel your chin, and do you feel where it pokes out.  It doesn’t go in, it pokes out first.  You all have a mental eminence,  I hope.  So in comparison, here is a gorilla lower jaw and one of those hominid lower jaws, this is actually Java man.  Notice that the shape is very similar between the two although the individual teeth are much more human like that the gorilla.  

Now let’s look at some post-cranial evidence. Some evidence from the body it’s self.. If you look at the length of the upper leg, that’s the humorous and femur.   If you take them and make a ratio of that, that tells you went about making a living.  For instance, our legs are longer than our arms.  So that would make it very difficult for us to walk on all fours.  So we are fully upright, our legs are longer than our arms.  If you swing from trees then your arms will be longer than your legs because you don’t need all that mass pulling you down, you need more arm strength.  So if you look up here at the orangitan, the gorilla the chimpanzee you notice that the arms are at least as long as the legs or longer.  And these two the arms are longer than the legs.  If you look at modern man  you’ll notice that our legs are longer than our arms.  If you look at the australopithecines you find that they are between human’s and chimpanzees.  If you were to look at this, what you call barglenoid angle, this angle between this buttress here and the angle of the articulation with the shoulder bone, you would find that that reflects how your arms are at going up.  So if your way of making a living is to swing from trees, you need to be able to get your arms up with power more than if you are working on things down at the ground.  And that will be reflected in the angle that your shoulder blade sits in there.  So if you look at a human, this angle is 145º in the australopithecines it is 130.  If you were to plot that, you would find that here is modern man, way over here all by himself.  Here is Australopithecus and you’ll notice it plots the same as the gorilla, within the group of great apes.  The angle of the australopithecines plots within great apes and doesn’t…none of them come near the angle of modern man.  Now I want to enter a concept called mosaicism.  What is a mosaic?  It is when you make a picture with a lot of little pieces.  

So we are going to look at the co-existence in an individual of genetically different shapes.  And we are going to infer that genetically different shapes came from both higher and lower taxonomic categories.  What I mean is, if we were to look at a mule we would find some characters that are from the donkey, we would find some characters that are from the donkey, some characters that are from the horse, and some characters that are intermediate between the two.   If you look at the ears of a mule, it’s got donkey ears.  If you look at the shape and proportion of the body, it’s got a horse body, like.  And if you look at its size and everything like that, it’s in between.  So some characters are from the donkey, some from the horse and some that are in between.  

We are going to just blitz though some of this stuff.  This is the calcaneum, showing how, on the chimpanzee it is shaped differently than it’s shaped in modern humans.  And it is shaped more like the modern human in some of these australopithacenes.    The same thing with the articulation surfaces, you’ll notice how the great apes have a protrusion of this articulation surface whereas in humans it goes up.  And in the australopithecines plot just like the apes do, in the way that this character is presented.  I want you to remember all fo these too.  This is one of the wrist bones called the capitate.  And there is a million and one different things that you can do with it. If you look at is overall length, you will find that the australopithecines plot with the humans.  In the length of the capitate.  If you look at one of the facits, again, you will find that the australopithecines plot with the humans in the length of the capitate.  If you look at one of the facets, you will see again that the australopithecines plot with the humans not with the chimpanzees and the gorillas.  However if you look at the styloid projections, you will find that it is intermediate between the chimps and the humans.  Or if you look at how thin the waist is for one of these facets, you will find that it plots with the apes.  So here we have two cases of it plotting with a human, one case if it plotting with a chimp and one case where it is intermediate between the two values.  Let’s look at the finger, this is a first digital of the phalanx.   This is what a modern human one looks like and this is what a chimpanzee finger looks like, notice how it’s curved.  Notice how the australopithecine is shaped much more like the chimpanzee, but it’s length is intermediate between the two.  Now this is the part that will be on the quiz.   Notice that you can actually measure what we call the arc of curvature.  You can measure how curved it actually is.  So when you plot the hand bones, and how curved they really are, you will notice that the australopithecines plot in curvature with the apes.  If we look at the toe bones, our toes don’t need to curve, that much, and so the don’t, but chimpanzees use there feet like a hand for climbing and their toe bones are curved, and that is reflected here too.  And again, the australopithecines are plotting with the apes.  So up until this point, you can so, “so what, they are just apes, right?”.  However, let’s look at the pelvis.  We have a very special pelvis that allows us to walk upright.  The angle that the femur fits into the pelvis is designed  for us to be able to walk upright.  A chimpanzee walks bent over.  This is a chimpanzee pelvis, this is a human pelvis, this is an australopithecine.  So this character, this species, this species or animal or whatever it is, had a lot of chimp-like characters.   It had curved fingers, it had shaped and facets that were both  human and chimpanzee.  But notice that the pelvis very human shaped.  That is why they say that Lucy walked upright.  Even though she had curved toes and a spreading great toe, we feel that she walked upright because the pelvis shape is like that of modern man, not like that of a modern chimpanzee.  This just illustrates the difference.  I want you to notice, this is an orang and a chimp, and modern man.  Notice that you take the angle of this blade and you make it flat against the paper.  Notice that the opening for the greater trorchanter or the part of the femur, is different than you see down here.  If you were to look the shape of the Iliac crest, you’ll notice that in the chimpanzee it is straight and comes out at an angle like this, with humans it comes up and then curves around.  Notice that in the Australopithecines it is half way in between it is straight like this part of the chimpanzee, and then it curves like this part of the human.  So, even though, superficially, it looks very much like a human pelvis, it actually, still, within it, some chimpanzee like characters.  Now like I showed you with the wrist bones, you can take a million and one different measurements, of different parts of the pelvis.  And again, when you plot them, here is a chimpanzee, here is modern man, here is one that is in between.  If you look at this particular character, it plots with the humans, if you look at this particular character, it also plots with the humans.  So you can get some characters that are human-like, some characters that are chimp-like, and some characters that are intermediate.  Now remember what our definition of mosaic was.  Now, given that picture, especially those skulls, if there isn’t a transition between them, if there is no transition between an ape and man, what would you need to see before you would say, “yes, there is?”   If we don’t have enough data now for a transition, where would you need to see it?  So I am going to say that there is a relatively complete morphologic gradient between the African great apes and man.  If we didn’t discuss much at all the post cranial skeleton of Homo erectus and some of these others.  But they’re transitional between the australopithecines and man, they’re even more man-like, but they still have chimp-like characters present.  The last thing I want to say is that the morphologic gradient can’t be swept away be redefining what an ape is.  You can’t draw a line and say, “everything from this point down is an ape and everything from this point on up is a degenerate human.  See, there are no transitions.”  No, no, no, no, that’s trying to define the problems away.  You still have these animals that have these characters. Another thing I get from creationists all the time is, “well, you only find one of one.”  So what!  You have an animal with these characters.  How did it get there?   I don’t care if they found just one.  IF they found a knee bone and the knee bone was different, then how come this one has a different knee bone than all the others.  The other thing that I want to stress is that ape characters are not characters of disease or degeneration.  There is no disease that I have been able to find that takes away your chin, and deposits a simian shelf behind your teeth.  There is no disease that changes you pelvis so that it is shaped more like an ape-shape.  And doesn’t do anything else.  I have seen human skeletons that had rickets.  You could look at their bone and tell they had rickets.    But I don’t know of any disease that will slope your forehead, give you an occipital bun, and big eyebrow ridges and not leave some other deformation.  So I challenge anyone to show me an ape character disease.  So these are not diseased or degenerate humans.  Neanderthal, even though, if you met him on the street, and I had a drill sergeant I swore was a Neanderthal, you probably wouldn’t think anything of it.  But if you look at the character suites, they have a number of characters that they share with apes, that none of the other populations that we call fully, anatomically, modern man share with the apes.  We do not have those ape characters.  

Now for the heresy.   If I said, like I said before, that it didn’t evolve, and now I’m saying yes, there are transitions between the two.  How do I explain that there could be transitions between an ape and a modern man.  There is a concept for getting your slide in backwards, but there is a concept called reticulate evolution, which basically says that populations evolved, then you have the speciation process, and then after a while, they get back together and hybridize, so the hybrids will share characters, then you’ll go through another speciation event, etc.  The key idea here is hybridization.  So character state mosaic is a long word for saying why we have this mosaic patter of some chimp, some human, some intermediate characters in these specimens.  I haven’t show you that yet, but I will, however, hybridization would produce this patter of mosaicisms.  IF you were to take th analogy of the donkey and the mule again, and the horse, you will find the same mosaic pattern in the mule.  The mule has some donkey characters, some horse characters, and some characters that are intermediate.  So once again, if we line up the skulls in a certain way of increasing capacity, you’ll notice that it still has these very ape characters coming up through there.  The creationists that draw the line and say this is simply an extinct ape, and this is a degenerate human.  We’ve dealt with the issue of whether it was a degenerate human.  Someone needs to find me a case of a disease that gives you ape characters.  We’ll call it the ape character disease.  Now the other one is are these australopithecines simply extinct apes?   If we look at the family of great apes, the super family of great apes, there are three families:  The gibbons, the great apes and humans.  The gibbons are in the family hilobadidy.  They make their living doing what we call brachiating, swinging by their arms.  So their main mode of transportation is hanging down with the body weight down below what they are hanging onto.  And all gibbons and, what are they, siamangs, follow that same pattern.  If you look at gorillas and gorilla, chimp and orangutan, you find that they are all knuckle walkers.  They walk bent over, curl up the fist, and that becomes a foot.  The chimp and the gorilla walk on the second phalanx, and so they make a knuckle like this an walk.  The orangutan makes a fist and walks on the first phalanx, but it’s still a fist walker, so the orangutan walks on the first phalanx, while the chimp and gorilla walk on the second.  IF we look at the australopithecines, we find that their pelvis shows that they walk upright.  Now that’s a definition of man.  The Australopithecines were clearly not good knuckle walkers.  The opening for the foramen magnum was not far enough back, the length of the knuckle bones was smaller.   So they meet the definition of what it means to walk upright, to fit in the family of man.  So if they are simply extinct apes then we have to change the definitions for these other categories of apes.  Whereas the great apes were defined as knuckle walkers, now you are going to put something that walks upright in the same group separated out from another family that you already defined because it walked upright.  I just want to leave you with this picture in your mind, and ask you, where would you draw a line here and say this is an ape and that’s a man.  Is this a transitional series between a chimpanzee and a modern human?  

I don’t want to leave you with the idea that because there is a gradation that that proves that it evolved, and that we are just grasping at straws.  Here we have one hypothesis how these different forms evolved from one into another.  So this one would start with, the Australopithecines would be here and you have rudolfensis, habilis ergaster, etc.  Then it would go from ergaster to heidelbergensis, Neanderthal, and modern man.   I order for it to have actually evolved like that all of the characters, this ones would have to have characters that they inherited from a common ancestor.  And this guy would have characters that evolved form this, but not from this one.  So we should be able to trace the characters from the one that we think is the most ancestral, to the one we think is the most derived.  However, when you look in detail at the fossil evidence, it doesn’t, there is no, you can’t draw a tree that is not falsified by some characters being out of sequence.   I am going to give you an example here of the nasal bone.   On modern man, on us, the nasal bone does not penetrate the frontal bone.  It comes up to the frontal bone and stops.  You’ll notice that in chimpanzees and gorillas, the nasal bone pokes up into the frontal bone.  See, it doesn’t here, it does here.  Here’s the human, it’s actually flat on the human.  And it penetrates up like that in the chimpanzee, orangutan and gorilla.  Well, we find that some of them have a chimp-like character of the nasal bone penetrating the frontal bone, some of them have a human-like truncated nasal bone and the order that these things appear doesn’t match the order that they would have had to have evolved to make this patter work.  For those that are interested here, this particular author gathered 69 different characters, and he broke them out into groups of which hypothesis they supported.  There was, again, no hypothesis that wasn’t falsified by some characters being out of sequence.   If anybody wants to come up afterward and look at what those characters are they can see that.  That’s why, when you read in the literature, there are so many different ideas on how these things evolved, its because none of them work.  So I want to make sure that you understand why we believe that we can show that the didn’t evolve.   I’m sorry, why we believe they didn’t evolve.  Does this prove that they didn’t evolve?  Not at all, because, as an evolutionist I could believe that the fossil record is incomplete and that some day we will find the specimens that have things in the right order.  That’s a faith statement.  That’s a statement not based on evidence, but on faith.  

So the bottom line is that, at the end of it all is that it takes faith for any interpretation.  But I think, that if you are going to claim to be scientific, you cannot say that there’s no transition between a chimp and a human, that there aren’t morphologic transitions.   Nor do I think that you can say that these are degenerate humans.  Because, again, I know of no disease that give you ape characters.  However, I do believe that this can be explained in terms of hybridization, and we can get into what that may mean later.  

I think amalgamation, was written by Mrs. White before there was a single fossil hominid known.  

Should I read that section?

Amalgamation had to do with metallurgy.  You were blending different metals to make a new metal.  For example, we would call steel an amalgamate of iron and nickel.  So when you use that word it really means blending.  This is the third volume of spiritual gifts, 1864.  Now, I kind of lied when I said no hominid was found before that, there was one.  I think Neanderthal was found in the late 1850s, as a single specimen.  But it really wasn’t ape-like like these other ones.  The Australopithecine stuff from south Africa wasn’t found until the late 1920s.  The Peking man was found in the late teens.  Java man was found near the turn of the century, late 1890s.  So none of these other forms were known when this statement was written.  Now it’s in this chapter called Crime Before the Flood, chapter 6.  And she’s just gotten through explaining why God needed to destroy the earth with a flood in the first place.  And so she’s talking about all the mean, nasty things they did, you know, if coveted your neighbors stuff, you killed him and took it.  So if it was his wife, so much the better.  Violence and stuff was everywhere.  And then she makes this statement, “but if there is one sin above another, which calls for the destruction of the race by the flood, it was the base crime of amalgamation of man and beast, which defaced the image of God and caused confusion everywhere.”   Did Christ die for a Neanderthal?  If He did, did he die for a Homo heidelbergensis?  Did he die for homo erectus?  Where would you say that that individual could comprehend sin and salvation and that Christ died for that?   Would you say that that would be confusing?  It would to me.

Another thing I would like to point out, I get people that the though of somehow genetically crossing a human and a chimp, they find really hard to accept.  And so they argue that this is the sons of God and the daughters of man.  And I say, ok, then what you’re saying, if that’s true, you’re saying that its more of a sin for me to marry a Catholic than to kill one.  Because we just got through describing murder and theft before the flood, as crimes deserving the flood, and then we are saying that if there is one sin above another, it was this amalgamation.  So if there’s one sin above killing somebody, above taking all of their stuff, it was the base crime of amalgamation of man and beast.  I have a hard time believing that it is a greater sin to marry a catholic than it is to kill one.    So I look at this literally as crossing man an beast.  

Now I want to into something a little more controversial than that.  On page 75 of the same book, she is talking about the flood now,  “Every species of animal which God had created were preserved in the ark.  The confused species which God did not create, which were the result of amalgamation were destroyed by the flood.  Since the flood, there has been amalgamation of man and beast as may be seen in the almost endless variety of species of animals, and in certain races of men.”   This was printed in 1864, we are right at the end of the Civil War.  This text was taken an applied to a particular race and said see, we are not wrong these are just animals anyway.  First off, she doesn’t say any particular race she says races, which is plural.  And the other thing I’d like to point out is that Neanderthal is only known from Europe, there are not African Neanderthal. So if you are going to point your finger at any place, Europe is as good as any others for which one’s these came to.  I just say that because it became controversial enough in her day, that you don’t find these statements in Patriarchs and Prophets.  And I want you to understand why.  Not because they weren’t true, but because they were abused and taken out of context.  So the bottom line is, as an Adventist group we have information that was given to us that pre-dates any scientific knowledge that we really had on this transitional sequence.  And we have an explanation given us, about how these things can come to exist.  The other thing I get, that as a group, we tend to inherit from Uncle Arthur and other sources, pictures of Adam and Eve with clubs and a cape, you know, a skin suit, just like a Neanderthal.  But I’d like to point out that you didn’t live a thousand years and not learn something.  What if sir Isaac Newton, he’s a mature 500 now.  No he’s not even, was in the 1500s or the 1700s?  1600s. So he’s now approaching 300.   Einstein, he’s only a kid, he’s only a hundred.  Kepler? What if all these people had been working together for the past hundred years?  What would we know?  And that’s if we’re not any smarter than we are today.  I think it’s a real mistake to picture pre-flood man as cavemen.  There’s another text that says, “as it was in the days of Noah, so it shall be at the time of the end.”  To me it is remarkable that we can create a sheep, not from a sex cell, but from a milk gland cell.  We can take a milk cell out of an animal and turn it into a completely new animal.  That’s a lot more difficult than putting a sperm and an egg together.  We’ve had in vitro fertilization in humans for a long, long time.  So I see us now having the technology to do it.  Whether we can picture that kind of technology before the flood depends on what you think pre-flood man was like.  

[I thought they was living (can’t understand) (this is a statement by someone in the audience)]
Well, I don’t agree with you for the reason that, people ask me if this happened naturally, you know.  And I point out that there were conditions happening like that.  There are commands in the Old Testament about what not to do with animals.  God wouldn’t have brought it up if it weren’t happening.  However, I don’t think that that would produce a progeny or I think we would see them today.  I think we would see the progeny of ape and human crosses.  So I don’t think that it an occur naturally, I think it has to be done in vitro instead of in vivo.  

OK, questions.

Question about the fact that many of the fossil hominids characters resemble those of the people indiginous to the region in which they were found.  

That is particularly stressed, by, there is a group of anthropologists that believe that man evolved independently in a number of different regions.  That the Asians evolved from Peking man, the Africans evolved from ergaster and later dispersed into Europe

Looking at it from a different perspective, this background of cross breeding or whatever,  could be widespread, and as man spread (can’t understand rest)

The question often comes up, are these fossils that we are finding?  Are they pre-flood or post-flood?  You have to take a step back and say, how can I tell the difference?  What would I look for that would tell me that some rocks were formed after the flood, and some rocks were formed during the flood.    You can start with one thing that is easiest.  In all likelihood if the bones are found in a cave, you had to have the limestone deposited, hardened, and made into a cave before you put them in there.  And so that would suggest that there’s a high probability that that occurred after the flood.  If it’s in a sequence of sediments that is thousands of feet thick, I’d tend to think that those kind of sedimentary processes are flood processes.  If you go back and apply that to the fossil hominids, we find that Neanderthal, the Mount Carmel skull, were all found in caves.  There are other Neanderthal sites that appear to be older than radiocarbon dating can detect that I think may be flood related, but there’s no way to know for sure.

It still could be post flood.

It could, however, the hominids, that come from east Africa, that are associated with thick sediments volcanic eruptions and stuff, that sedimentary process that produces these thick layers is no different than the ones underneath it for how it produces the sediments.  If you go to Barstow, you see the same types of sediments. 

The question I would ask is, how widespread are these.

There all along, all of the tertiary, all of the Cenozoic, can be characterized as basinal, small basinal sedimentation.  So you either have to say, if that is going to be your criterion, then you are going to say, anything after the dinosaurs is post-flood.  That means that you have to evolve everything to reach modern man.  So, to answer the question, I believe that some of the are post-flood, some of them are preflood.  And it may be difficult to tell the difference, depending on the context of the fossil.

How about the (something), what part that would play in trying to identify what was pre or post?
Repeat question:  How would the stature of one of these fossils relate to whether it was pre-flood or post-flood?  I don’t think it relates at all.  It relates to how genetically close they are to one end or the other.  Because we are told that it happened twice, it happened before the flood, then all those were killed, and it happened again after the flood.  The difference then becomes, how could you tell the difference, because you have done the same process twice.   Which process produced your stature?  Actually, neither one.   Your stature is there because of a genetic cross that you made.   The Homo erectus, Homo ergaster from east Africa is supposed to be a twelve year old boy, but he’s six feet tall.  So he has pretty good sized stature.  The average australopithecine was three to four feet tall.

If some of these are pre flood then an obvious question would be,  well, if we have these so called abnormal forms, where are normal forms.

Right, now, to my knowledge, if you go to east Africa and dig up these fossil hominids, you will not find a chimpanzee in there.  Now the problem is not quite the same with humans though, because humans have been found in the oldivy gorge, but they’ve been interpreted as being buried there.  You know, you come back later and dig a hole and bury them in there.  I am very reluctant to call somebody a liar when I haven’t seen to rock myself, I’m not ready to challenge that those weren’t buried when I haven’t look.  As far as I can tell, they are buried there, unless I can go there myself and see the data.

Is there enough material that you can recognize certain individuals as being one species, and a group of other individual as being another species. 

The answer is yes.  For instance, in Australopichacus aforensus stuff described by Joe Haunson.  They have, from one locality, what they call the first family, which was 13 individuals, plus Lucy.   Now nowhere are you talking about large numbers of these things.  With the Java man I now of five or six different specimens.  Peking man there were over 100 buried in the cave, but it was a pit.  

So what you are saying is that presumably they were a self-maintaining species.

No, I don’t think I quite said that.  What I think is, yes, you had to make some kind of a cross more than once, first of all its just to get a gradation, you aren’t talking about just crossing it one time. You are going to have to back cross several times to get forms intermediate.

Yes, unless you have legos and are actually building a human or whatever.

Ah, thank you Art.

The question is, is there any evidence in the secular literature about the concept of human chimpanzee crosses.  And the answer is yes.  That was as loaded question so it seemed I’d forgotten that topic.

On the internet today, if you do a computer-internet search on chimp-human crosses, or hybridization, you will find that that is a big topic on a couple of different list servers.  I’m on the paleo-anthropology net list server, and there’s been a discussion a number of times about the possibility and the ethics of doing it.  I think that the consensus from just about everybody is that it is completely feasible to do it, but it’s not ethical to do it.  As an Adventist I believe the same thing.  I would love to make an Australopithecine and say see here, it didn’t evolve.  But, on the other hand, if there is one sin above another that called for destruction by the flood, it was that very thing, so that makes me hesitant to want to go out and do it.  So we have two issues here, we have one of technical feasibility, and one of moral feasibility.  But the bottom line is, yes, people are talking about it.  It wouldn’t surprise me at all to find out somebody had done it, but didn’t want to let anybody know because of the flack they would get for having done a human-animal cross, which would be phenomenal.  

Yea, there are stories, but again, it’s like trying to find Noah’s ark, you know, you try and find the human-chimp cross.  It’s grabbing smoke.  I think yes, it has been done, I thinks its possible to be done, but I don’t think anyone’s going to own up to it unless one of them gets out into New York or something.  

Did they find any pre-human skulls or anything?

No, now this is another thing.  There were giants in those days, right.  These guys were walking around 12 feet tall.  Show me the 12 foot human skeleton.  They’ve found zero.  It’s the same thing like trying to track down Noah’s ark.  You have these stories of these giant human skulls.  You try and track them down and they disappear.  There was a story of how some 49ers were digging a mine and found one.  California academy of sciences, 1906 San Francisco earthquake, it’s gone.  Any time you really try and track one of these things down and find a specimen, it disappears.  To me that’s kind of a weakness in the creationist model, we’re saying that these occurred at the same time but we don’t have them buried together
