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1.  Neanderthal Man & the Downgrade Controversy1 

When we think of Neanderthal Man, we usually think of a cave 

man sitting in his cave with a club in his hand, or we think of 

him dragging his cave-wife by the hair and wearing a satisfied 

and self-complacent look on his face.  It is a pleasant enough 

thought, I grant.  Nevertheless, despite these sorts of images 

that we grew up with, whether seeing them on TV, in movies, 

or in magazines or books, they represent one of the most 

enduring myths of Darwinism. 

But first, some basics: Neanderthal Man was originally 

discovered in 1856 in a cave hollowed out of Devonian rock 

                                                                 
1 This refers originally to an early version of the “fundamentalist -

modernist” controversy, involving C. H. Spurgeon and the original Baptist 

Union, and their subsequent separation in 1887. 

resting on Triassic sandstone.2  This was located in the 

Neander valley, which was named after the old Reformed 

theologian and hymnist Joachim Neander.  The word “thal” in 

German means “valley” and when combined with Neander 

spells Neander-thal, hence “the valley of Neander”.  The 

spelling of “thal” has been modernized to “tal” resulting 

sometimes in the spelling Neandertal, which is also how it is 

pronounced.  Ironically, the name “Neander” derives from 

Neos and Andros, meaning “new man”; so “Neanderthal” 

means “Valley of the New Man.”  The more truthful “Valley of 

the Old Man” would have been the rather unpleasant 

“Archeoanderthal.” 

Thomas Huxley, Darwin’s bulldog―or lapdog really―got the 

Neanderthal myth rolling.  While he did not believe 

Neanderthal Man was intermediate between ape and man, he 

still downgraded him to a fellow of a rather low sort, moving 

along on an apelike trajectory: “In no sense, then, can the 

Neanderthal bones be regarded as the remains of a human 

being intermediate between Men and Apes.  At most, they 

demonstrate the existence of a Man whose skull may be said to 

revert somewhat towards the pithecoid [ape] type.”3 

Further, “I hold it to be demonstrated that this cranium has 

belonged to a person of limited intellectual faculties, and we 

                                                                 
2 Michael H. Day, Guide To Fossil Man, IL: University of Chicago Press, 

1986, pp. 69, 128. 
3 Thomas H. Huxley, Man’s Place in Nature, 1863, 2003, Dover edition, 

pp. 182-82. 



conclude thence that it belonged to a man of a low degree of 

civilization.”4 

Even today, among the general public, the term “Neanderthal” 

can be used to insult someone.  It implies that the recipient is of 

a lower sort of intelligence, or someone who is generally 

backward. 

Huxley may have been the first, but he wasn’t the last, to 

criticize his distant relations.  The French scientist Marcellin 

Boule went even farther.  A new set of fossils of Neanderthal 

Man had recently been found and Boule was given the task of 

writing him up, and recommending him to precinct leaders in 

important election districts―or something along those lines. 

Nowadays, however, the French scientist is often routinely 

criticized by modern evolutionists.  Poirier says, “The first 

report of the find [La Chappelle Neanderthal remains] was 

presented to the French Academy of Sciences on 21 December 

1908.  The fossil material was entrusted to M. Boule for study.  

Only now is his report being seen in proper perspective after 

having confused our picture of Neanderthal man for many 

years.  Pfeiffer  . . . notes that the study of the LaChapelle 

remains was ‘. . . one of the most amazing phenomena in the 

history of man’s efforts to downgrade his ancestors.’”5 

                                                                 
4 Huxley, p. 143. 
5 Frank E. Poirier, In Search of Ourselves: An Introduction to Physical 

Anthropology, MN: Burgess Publishing Co., 1974, p. 182. 

Unlike the earlier find in the Neander valley, the LaChapelle 

finds represented a more complete specimen of the Neanderthal 

type.  On the basis of these fossils, Boule proceeded to read 

Neanderthal Man out of human ancestry, treating him as a 

degenerate, primitive side branch of the family. 

Notice, however, that instead of admitting how fraudulent 

Boule’s “downgrade of his ancestors” was, the only thing a 

modern Darwinist will admit to is that it was an “amazing 

phenomena”―sort of like watching an eclipse of the sun, or 

perhaps Old Faithful geyser―but nothing really serious.  I 

don’t say that there was intentional fraud on Boule’s part, as 

was the case with Dawson of Piltdown Man fame, but the 

results were still fraudulent.  This is because in the case of 

Neanderthal Man, the fraud was brought about not by other-

deception (as philosophers like to call it), but rather by self-

deception. 

Here are some selections from Boule’s biased discussion of 

Neanderthal Man.  I quote them because it’s the sort of thing 

laymen had to go by back then, and they weren’t likely to be 

able to sort out the facts from the heavy-handed interpretation.  

According to Boule, Neanderthal Man had “many characters of 

inferiority,”6 a “bestial appearance,” “simian character,”7 was 

“the lowest rung of the human ladder,” “strikingly resembles 

the Anthropoid Apes,”8 with “muzzle-like form of the face,” 

                                                                 
6 Marcellin Boule & H. V. Vallois, Fossil Men, New York: Dryden Press, 

1921, 1957, p. 213. 
7 Boule & Vallois, p. 214. 
8 Boule & Vallois, pp. 218, 220. 



“resembling . . . the skulls of chimpanzees, of gorillas,”9 and 

who “approaches the Apes more than any other Man,”10 with a 

“bestial appearance of the face,”11 “very primitive in 

appearance,”12 “vestiges of simian structure.”13 

Lest one mistake Boule and think he was being too generous in 

describing the character and politics of Neanderthal Man, the 

scientist provided a drawing of the skeletal structure.  In this 

illustration, Neanderthal Man is shown as bent-kneed with a 

curved back, big head, and long arms.  Boule believed that the 

head of Neanderthal Man “caused the body to incline forward,” 

and in addition “the total extension of the knee could not have 

been normal.”14 

Ironically enough, Boule even commissioned an artist to model 

Neanderthal Man in plastic.  The result actually went contrary 

to Boule’s own view, including his illustration.  Boule, 

apparently unaware of how much his own view was 

undermined by the model, said:  “Far from emphasizing in his 

work a simian or bestial tendency, an easy thing to have done 

[sic], the artist has clung as far as possible to the human 

feeling.”15 

                                                                 
9 Boule & Vallois, p. 221. 
10 Boule & Vallois, p. 223. 
11 Boule & Vallois, p. 223. 
12 Boule & Vallois, p. 225. 
13 Boule & Vallois, p. 235. 
14 Boule & Vallois, p. 242. 
15 Boule & Vallois, p. 244. 

If Boule had not been so blinded by his Darwinist paradigm, he 

might have recognized that the artist was following the 

empirical data, while Boule was following his imagination. 

Boule goes on to speak of the “structural inferiority” of the 

skull.  He thinks a characteristic of Neanderthal Man was the 

“great size of his head” not “the volume of his brain.”16 Indeed, 

in terms of the convolutions of the brain preserved in casts, 

“the brain of Neanderthal Man more resembles the brains of 

the great anthropoid apes or of microcephalic man.”  In terms 

of the frontal lobe, Neanderthal Man “may thus be ranked 

between the Anthropoid Apes and modern Man, and even 

nearer to the former than to the latter.”17  The “general 

simplicity” of the convolutions of the brain indicates 

“rudimentary intellectual faculties.”18  From this Boule 

concluded that “Neandertal Man must have possessed only a 

rudimentary psychic nature, superior certainly to that of the 

Anthropoid Apes, but markedly inferior to that of any modern 

race whatever.  He had doubtless [sic] only the most 

rudimentary articulate language.”19 

Boule also cited the Neanderthal-associated Mousterian tool 

tradition as evidencing a “rudimentary or degraded form of 

industry. . . .”  His examination of this tool industry convinced 

him that it lacked “any preoccupation of an aesthetic or of a 

moral kind,” and was in agreement with “the brutish 

                                                                 
16 Boule & Vallois, pp. 246, 247. 
17 Boule & Vallois, p. 248. 
18 Boule & Vallois, p. 250. 
19 Boule & Vallois, p. 251. 



appearance of this energetic and clumsy body, of the heavy-

jawed skull, which itself still declares the predominance of 

functions of a purely vegetative or bestial kind over the 

functions of mind.”20 

So now Boule, not content to criticize the looks of Neanderthal 

Man, must now criticize his aesthetic tastes and morals.  In 

passing Boule mentioned that the putative simian-like 

Neanderthal Man was comparable to Australian aborigines and 

Africans: “The base of the nose,” says Boule, “is situated in a 

deep depression, as in native Australians. . . . The nose was 

very large . . . as in the majority of modern men of the black 

races.”21 

This is an interesting thing to learn, and I’m sure today’s 

Australians and Africans will gladly pack this information 

away in the eager expectation that it will serve a useful purpose 

in some future day―probably in some place where crops can 

benefit from it. 

Nevertheless, Boule hastened to add that Neanderthal Man was 

unique and could not be compared to the “so-called superior 

races” nor was it identical to Eskimos, Fuegians, Bushmen, 

Pygmies, or “even Australians.”  “All that can be admitted . . .” 

said Boule, “is that the Australian group of Men, certainly one 

of the least developed groups of modern mankind, is less far 

removed than other races from the primitive forms, and that, in 

                                                                 
20 Boule & Vallois, p. 252. 
21 Boule & Vallois, p. 222. 

consequence, it ought to have certain characteristics in 

common with the Neandertal type.”22 

From all this it is easy to see how Boule was responsible for 

the “caveman” of popular misconception about Neanderthal 

Man.  Poirier says: ”The interpretation of one fossil contributed 

most to the scientific rejection of Neandertal ancestry (and to 

the popular stereotype of the slouching caveman).  This was 

the complete human skeleton discovered in 1908 at La 

Chapelle-aux-Saints in southwestern France, in a layer 

containing the characteristic Mousterian tools made by 

Neandertals. . . .” 

Furthermore, “The skeleton was given for study to the French 

paleontologist Marcellin Boule.  His analysis of the fossil 

helped create the stereotype of Neandertals as brutes who had 

trouble walking upright. . . . However, later fossil finds show 

that the La Chapelle fossil wasn’t a typical Neandertal but an 

extreme one.  Also, this much-publicized ‘classic’ Neandertal 

turned out to be an aging man whose skeleton had been 

distorted by osteoarthritis.”23 

Ian Tattersall concludes, “But quite as important as new 

Neanderthal finds in the 1950s as the recognition, finally, that 

the stoop-shouldered, bent-kneed stereotype of these humans 

created by Marcellin Boule was totally false.”24 

                                                                 
22 Boule & Vallois, p. 252. 
23 C. P. Kottak, Physical Anthropology & Archaeology, NY: McGraw Hill, 

2004, p. 207. 
24 Ian Tattersall, The Fossil Trail, Oxford Univ. Press, 2nd ed., 2008, p. 96. 



2.  The Missing Link 

The idea of a human “missing link” was concocted by none 

other than our old friend Ernst Haeckel.  Of course, such a 

“missing link” was non-existent, which is why it was called 

“missing.”  In addition, to say it was a “link” merely 

presupposed the theory of human evolution, which is to say 

Haeckel was doing his part to midwife a lie.  Now, outside of 

the devil, no one could ever quite sell a lie like Haeckel could.  

He sold them by the pound.  If it chanced that he ever let his 

inventory reach bottom, no one ever got wind of it.  Also, 

Haeckel was down on competition and disorder in the market, 

and there was not a man who despised “wildcat” liars like 

Haeckel did.  No, he cornered things pretty thoroughly in the 

tall-tale markets―for a while at least. 

He claimed that the putative evolutionary link between non-

human ape-like creatures and man would naturally enough 

have been something like a half-ape, or a half-man creature.  

However, according to Ann Gibbons, Haeckel’s “missing link” 

was purely imaginary: “Haeckel fleshed out this missing link 

as a hairy, primitive creature half ape, half man, named 

Pithecanthropus alalus.  It walked semierect, had protruding 

teeth, and was speechless.  But there wasn’t a bit of hard 

evidence to support this vision of an ape-man.  Haeckel’s 

missing link was purely theoretical.”25 

It is all very well to talk about an imaginary missing link.  I am 

reminded of a time when I was a schoolboy and had a friend 

                                                                 
25 Ann Gibbons, The First Human, Anchor Books, 2006, pp. 28-29. 

who had unaccountably gained the reputation of being a good 

boy.  You know what happens when you get a reputation like 

that: you can do just about anything wrong and still get a 

passing grade from the teacher.  When you draw strange things 

on a blackboard without permission, instead of lecturing you 

and threatening to throw you to devouring lions, the teacher 

says cheerily, “What a wonderful eye you have for art, sweet 

child”―or when you release a snake inside the classroom, the 

teacher doesn’t take you out and hang you and then make it 

worse by sending you home with a note to your parents, but 

says instead, “What a wonderful eye you have for nature, 

dearest child”―you know, that sort of thing.  It’s because once 

someone has “placed” you, pegged you into their “system,” it’s 

as easy to dislodge the thing as it would be to convince a bear 

through arithmetic and sound logic to give up its winter cave. 

For that reason, all the teachers interpreted the boy’s sins and 

crimes as a product of precocious genius, even though I knew 

better.  For in those days good little boys and girls were 

“missing links.”  They were ideals to be filled in with what the 

teachers expected and hoped to find.  I believe the boy 

eventually grew up and became a politician, and even now it’s 

possible his sins and crimes are being interpreted as the height 

of progressive and responsible governance. 

This is what happened with Haeckel’s missing link.  It was 

filled in with whatever came to hand, and the shoveling in has 

been going on for many years now.  But the alleged missing 

link is like the imaginary clothing of a certain emperor, and 



only needs a child, unconstrained by the court orthodoxies of 

the day, to point out the obvious. 

As chance would have it, Neanderthal Man turned out to be 

one of those early hetero-sapiens who got pulled in for 

missing-link duty.  This is because not everyone agreed with 

Boule in knocking him out of the family tree.  Henry Fairfield 

Osborne, for instance, supported Neanderthal Man’s place in 

human ancestry, and Franz Weidenreich, the inventor of an 

early version of the regional continuity theory of human 

evolution, stuck up for Neanderthal Man.  Then there was the 

opponent of Piltdown Man, Aleš Hrdlička, who spoke of the 

skull and bones of Neanderthal Man as “far below those of any 

existing type of man,” and that it represented a “lower 

evolutionary stage.”26   Nevertheless, he held to the theory that 

the Neanderthal type was not just a Boulean side branch, but 

was an evolutionary phase of man.27 

Remember, however, that even if these Darwinists were willing 

to place Neanderthal Man within the line of human evolution, 

their conception of the Neanderthal type as a lower-grade of 

human being still derived mainly from Boule’s work with 

respect to the La Chapelle fossils.  According to Leakey:  

“Neanderthal Man has become fixed in the minds of many 

people as the archetypal human ancestor: a low brow; a 

thrusting face, but with a receding jaw; fearsome beetle brows; 

and a stooped, lumbering gait in which a stocky muscular body 

                                                                 
26  Aleš Hrdlička, The Most Ancient Skeletal Remains of Man , pp. 26, 48.  

[Pronounced Hurdlitchka.] 
27 James Shreeve, The Neandertal Enigma, NY: Avon Books, 1995, p. 42. 

was dragged about with seemingly malevolent intent.  

Misconceptions about the Neanderthalers’ posture came mainly 

from the relatively complete but severely contorted remains of 

an old arthritic individual who died at what is now known as 

La Chapelle-aux-Saints in southern France.  The notion of 

malevolence came from nowhere but a hostile imagination.”28 

Leakey attempted to absolve Darwinism of this crime against 

Neanderthal Man by limiting it just to one “hostile 

imagination.”  In fact, although Darwinists may have disagreed 

regarding whether Neanderthal Man was in the line leading to 

man, all of Darwinism was infected by the need to see 

Neanderthal Man as a brutal, club-wielding, spear-chucking, 

ape-like sort of creature. 

Neanderthal Man had a less vertical forehead than “modern” 

man.  Darwinists have in the past equated vertical height of the 

forehead with lack of intelligence.  There was no need for this, 

as the lack of vertical height of hetero-sapiens was more than 

made up for with a horizontal elongation of the skull, giving 

them a larger cranial capacity than ortho-sapiens.  Still, the 

height of the forehead was equated with intelligence level. 

M. F. Ashley Montagu argued that any conclusions relating to 

intelligence based on the shape of the normal human head 

“have long ago been demonstrated to be utterly valueless.”  

Indeed, “there are still some students who forget themselves so 

                                                                 
28 Richard Leakey & Roger Lewin, Origins, NY: E. P. Dutton, 1977, pp. 

124-25. 



far as to assert that Neanderthal man must have had a poor 

mind because he had a low brow.”29 

Montague also pointed out that reconstructions of Neanderthal 

Man make the assumption that earlier men were closer to 

beasts, whereas reconstructions of early homo sapiens make 

the assumption that he is very noble looking.  Montague argued 

against this view by noting that we don’t have the soft parts of 

extinct men, so we cannot know what their expressions were.  

Thus, we cannot know whether such men were beast-like.30 

Stringer and Gamble warned that the meaning of the 

differences in shape and proportion between Neanderthal and 

modern brains could not be known: “[I]t is dangerous to 

assume that brains of different shape and proportions must 

necessarily be different in quality,” and that “the evidence of 

endocranial casts is insufficient to judge, and we may be better 

off looking for evidence of brain capabilities in the 

archaeological record. . . .”31 

The notion of inferior mental ability has led to the questioning, 

or outright denial of, Neanderthal Man’s ability to speak.  Even 

those Darwinists who don’t begrudge him a language, refuse to 

give him a full one: “Did these Middle and Late Pleistocene 

hominids have the full language capabilities and other 

                                                                 
29 M. F. Ashley Montagu, An Introduction to Physical Anthropology, IL: 

Charles C. Thomas Publishing Co., 1945, p. 83. 
30 Montague, p. 83. 
31 Christopher Stringer & Clive Gamble, In Search of the Neanderthals: 

Solving the Puzzle of Human Origins, NY: Thames & Hudson Inc, 1993, p. 

83. 

symbolic and social skills of living peoples?  It’s impossible to 

answer this question completely, given the types of fossil and 

archaeological evidence available.  Yet, it does seem probable 

that neither H. heidelbergensis nor the Neandertals had this 

entire array of fully human attributes.  That’s why we call them 

premodern humans.”32 

Those who held out for Neanderthal Man as part of human 

ancestry turned out to be right.  Recently, scientists compared 

the genome of Neanderthal Man with modern humans, and 

found that 1 to 4 percent of the genes of modern Europeans and 

Asians are shared with Neanderthals.  Thus, modern DNA 

sleuthing has restored the Neanderthals to a place in the human 

family. 

Commenting on this, the British Broadcasting news service 

writes: “Many people alive today possess some Neanderthal 

ancestry, according to a landmark scientific study.”33  The 

National Geographic says: “The next time you're tempted to 

call some oaf a Neanderthal, you might want to take a look in 

the mirror.  According to a new DNA study, most humans have 

a little Neanderthal in them―at least 1 to 4 percent of a 

person's genetic makeup.  The study uncovered the first solid 

genetic evidence that ‘modern’ humans―or Homo 

                                                                 
32 R. Jurmain, L. Kilgore, W. Trevathan, R. L. Ciochon, Introduction to 

Physical Anthropology, Thomson Wadsworth, 2008, p. 346. 
33 BBC website, accessed 1/8/2011: 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8660940.stm 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8660940.stm


sapiens―interbred with their Neanderthal neighbors, who 

mysteriously died out about 30,000 years ago.”34 

So Boule turned out to be wrong both in terms of what 

Neanderthal Man looked like and whether he was part of the 

human family.  Will it be possible to communicate this news to 

today’s pop culture?  Will we finally see an end to the caveman 

of popular legend?  It’s not something I would want to hold my 

breath on.  Still, Neanderthal Man has come a long way from 

the image he had only a few years ago, as you can see if you 

compare this cheesy poster of the 1950s movie, “The 

Neanderthal Man” with more modern images. 

                                                                 
34 National Geographic website, accessed 1/8/2011:  

http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2010/05/100506-science-

neanderthals-humans-mated-interbred-dna-gene/  See also, 

http://www.scientificamerican.com/art icle.cfm?id=our-neandertal-brethren 

http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2010/05/100506-science-neanderthals-humans-mated-interbred-dna-gene/
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2010/05/100506-science-neanderthals-humans-mated-interbred-dna-gene/
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=our-neandertal-brethren


3.  Neanderthal Man and Language 

In 1983, at the Kebara cave at Mr. Carmel, some bones were 

found that showed Neanderthal Man was capable of speech.35  

Very few Darwinists nowadays believe Neanderthal Man 

lacked the ability to speak, but questions are still raised about 

how extensive this ability was.  “But even if we conclude that 

Neandertals could speak,” says Jurmain, “it doesn’t necessarily 

mean their abilities were at the level of modern Homo sapiens. 

. . . The direct anatomical evidence derived from Neandertal 

fossils isn’t much help in answering these questions.  Ralph 

Holloway (1985) has maintained that Neandertal brains―at 

least as far as the fossil evidence suggests―aren’t significantly 

different from those of modern H. sapiens.  What’s more, as 

we’ve seen, Neandertal vocal tracts (as well as other 

morphological features), compared with our own, don’t appear 

to have seriously limited them.”36 

So neither the brains nor the vocal tracts of Neanderthal Man 

were significantly different from those of “modern” man.  

Nevertheless, the evolutionary assumption is still at work even 

among those who would champion Neanderthal Man.  Thus, 

after criticizing past theories about the Neanderthals’ mental or 

language abilities, Stringer & Gamble say: “[W]e can assume 

that the Neanderthals did have at least a rudimentary form of 

language, but that it was probably simple in construction and 

                                                                 
35 Jurmain, et al.,  p. 338. 
36 Jurmain, et al., p. 341. 

restricted in its range of expression.”37  Simple and restricted, 

they say.  What exactly does this mean? 

When I was a boy, I once went to a rodeo where everyone was 

dressed like a cowboy.  They had horse rides there, and 

inasmuch as I wished to show off all my riding talents that I 

had learned from watching movies, I commissioned the 

services of a horse.  As I rode around the riding field, I soon 

discovered that no matter how much I tried to direct the horse 

or control it, and say all the right cowboy words like “giddy 

up” or “whoa,” the horse merely kept walking in a tried and 

true path―path it had walked since the moon gained its phases, 

perhaps. 

I was not really riding the horse, you see; it was just carrying 

me around the field.  This was humiliating beyond reckoning, 

for my pride had so far to fall in this matter.  Riding a horse 

looked easy in all the movies, so it never occurred to me I 

wouldn’t be able to do it.  But the cold truth dawned on me that 

I was a mere rag doll in the teeth of a large dog, so to speak, 

and that on the slightest of whims it could shake my knowledge 

of first principles loose.  So I ceased trying to interfere with its 

operations. 

As it happened, the horse returned to the main area without 

incident, but there were some boys and girls about my age 

standing in the path.  I felt a cold panic mixed with bitter 

humiliation if they were to find out I had no control over the 

horse.  So I sat still on the horse, and pretended to an expertise 

                                                                 
37 Stringer & Gamble, p. 90. 



that would have taken me twenty years to attain through hard 

work and training, if I had character enough to be truthful 

about it, which I hadn’t. 

Of course, the horse rode right into the boys and girls, no doubt 

enjoying matters, and I sat in the saddle, trying to affect an 

unconcerned pose while secretly turning white inside.  

Fortunately, they moved out of the way in time, so there were 

no injuries.  But as the horse got by and the crowd were all 

behind me, one of them said, with the air of someone who was 

well-practiced in the art of tossing live insults and cutting 

remarks: “Kid, you’re simple and restricted, and also 

rudimentary.” 

Well, that’s not quite what he said, but it was close, and even 

now the thought of getting on a horse brings back that 

humiliating moment to me, and so I have not made the 

acquaintance of any horse for several years now, and I do not 

regard it as a loss.  It is likely that horses do not consider it as a 

loss either. 

The idea of a “rudimentary” language that was “simple” and 

“restricted” is just a polite way of saying the Neanderthals were 

stupid and couldn’t understand plain English.  Maybe they 

could understand French.  But the gist of the matter is that 

Neanderthals were considered stupid in comparison to our 

suave and well-spoken “modern” man of today.  I suppose it 

shouldn’t be a surprise, given the power of the paradigm, but 

even when Darwinists are trying their best to rehabilitate 

Neanderthal Man, they still manage to throw a parting insult at 

him. 

Long ago, I took up the task of learning several 

languages―Hebrew, Greek, Egyptian, Sumerian, German, 

French, Latin, Chinese, and the Language of Accounting.  I did 

pretty well at the latter, but I could never balance all my 

nominatives and datives enough in the other languages―had to 

“plug” too much to fill up the deficits in my translations.  The 

proprietors advised me my balances were more costly that they 

had anticipated, so, like Neanderthal Man, I was turned out of 

those languages with only minimal severance.  Yet that is what 

comes of being “rudimentary” in language, and “simple” and 

“restricted” in grammar and speech.  It goes on your record. 

Some Darwinists who hold to a diminished mental capacity for 

Neanderthal Man do so on the basis of archaeological data.  

They compare the strata belonging to “modern” man with 

Neanderthal strata and notice the stark contrast.  The tool kit of 

the Neanderthals is of a lesser quality than that of later men.  

Hence, the cause is sought in Neanderthal’s Man supposedly 

inferior intellectual capacities. 

Juan Luis Arsuaga describes two current views among 

Darwinists regarding the achievements of Neanderthal Man.  

The first is that some Darwinists do not think Neanderthal Man 

had the capacity for abstract thought, and borrowed tool-

making and ornamentation from the Cro-Magnons.  These 

Darwinists believe “that ornamentation was not meaningful to 

the Neanderthals.”  Ornamentation was a “visual language,” 



and Neanderthals did not have the ability to understand the 

symbolism behind a visual language.  In this view, “the 

Neanderthals, like modern chimpanzees, did not have the 

capacity for symbolic language, whether oral or visual.”38 

The second is, as we’ve seen, that some Darwinists believe 

Neanderthal Man had the capacity for language and symbolic 

communication, but “they became extinct before having the 

opportunity to develop them to the extent that we [homo 

sapiens] did.”39 

Arsuaga takes a middle position.  While recognizing that 

Neanderthal Man had the capacity for language, technology, 

and religion, he believes that Neanderthals were not as 

“specialized” as modern man is in using symbols, nor were 

they as “creative” as we are.  “They were not so carried away 

by their own imagination,” says Arsuaga.  “They were deep-

seated realists, if you will, which did not make them 

inferior.”40 

Nevertheless, with respect to the archaeological material, 

Poirier admits, “It has been suggested, on the basis of a stable 

tool tradition and fragmentary anatomical reconstructions, that 

Neanderthals lacked a fully articulate, precise language.  This 

is yet to be proven.”41 
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All that archaeological material can tell us is not that men or 

groups of men lack language.  What it tells us is that such men 

lacked capital.  The development of tool technologies requires 

capital formation in terms of experience and in passing on 

previous skills and discoveries.  The more capital you have, the 

more tools you have.  Additionally, the more capital you have, 

the more quality you have.   

There is then no need to bash Neanderthal Man because his 

tool kit was less developed than that of later men.  Those who 

arrive later on the scene start out with accumulated capital, and 

are spared the consequences of starting from scratch. 

In the 2000 film Cast Away, Tom Hanks portrayed an 

individual who is lost on an island after a plane crash.  He is 

cast back on his own resources in order to survive.  The movie 

portrays Hanks as a businessman who only knows business, 

and knows nothing about how to live as part of the natural 

world. 

Using various items that washed ashore, Hanks learned to 

survive.  One thing he had to do was to develop a “tool 

kit”―forced upon him by the need to open coconuts.  It’s an 

interesting insight as to why early men made tools to begin 

with.  It was a necessary condition of survival, just as it was for 

Hanks’ character.  It had nothing to do with the level of 

intelligence of these men. 

The difference between Hanks and early man is that the 

character in Cast Away did not start with the same level of 

capital that early man started with.  Despite the movie portrayal 



of Hanks as a wilderness-challenged business man, he in fact 

had far more capital at his disposal that early man ever had. 

For instance, much of the “survival” techniques that were used 

by Hanks in order to survive were suggested by survival 

experts, who were consultants to the director.  In addition, the 

cast and crew of the movie, plus the movie industry, were part 

of the knowledge base that Hanks drew upon.  So, while the 

movie portrayed Hanks as a clueless businessman stranded on 

an island with no prospects, in actuality he was a modern man 

who had an enormous capital reservoir behind him.  That 

would not have been true of early man, including Neanderthal 

Man. 

Thus, in my opinion, nothing of any value regarding 

Neanderthal Man’s language can be derived from the quality or 

quantity of his tool kit.  Just the opposite.  Anyone who had the 

ability to develop a tool kit already had enough intelligence to 

communicate fully by language.  I add parenthetically that I 

don’t know anything about making tools―wouldn’t know 

where to start―but I can talk well enough.  Therefore, if I can 

conjugate my datives and coruscate my accusatives, despite my 

ignorance of tool-making, it would have been no trouble at all 

for Neanderthal Man to do the same. 

Neanderthal Man may not have carried an Unabridged 

Dictionary around with him on his hunting trips, but his 

vocabulary did allow him to “tweet,” as I was told by some 

anthropology majors, who seemed eager to advise me on such 

matters.  It occurs to me they may have been English majors, 

but I am grateful to anyone who is willing to instruct me in the 

accumulated knowledge of our advancing civilization.  One 

cannot pay for that kind of teaching. 

 

4.  Forward to the Past: 

When Edwardian progressive H. W. Wells wasn’t 

recommending that we all become “enlightened Nazis” or 

when he wasn’t advocating “open conspiracies” to build a one 

world government, he took time to write books on history and 

science fiction.  Wells had earned a degree in biology, but his 

real interest was in fiction, history, and socialism.  I suppose 

we should be glad of his interest in fiction and socialism at 

least, else we’d have never gotten The Time Machine. 

His interest in history led to such books as The Outline of 

History, in which he discussed various human fossils, and his A 

Short History of the World, in which he focused primarily on 

the Neanderthals.42  Wells constantly referred to Neanderthal 

Man as an “it.”  For example: “It made fires”; “It sheltered in 

caves”; “It was right-handed”; and so on.  No personal 

pronouns need apply in Wells’s view of the Neanderthals. 

In addition, he claimed that Neanderthals’ “thumbs were not 

opposable”; their necks were such that they “could not turn 

back their heads and look up to the sky”; and that their 

“intellectual faculties were differently arranged.”  We are also 
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told that these “quasi-men” or “proto-men” slouched, with 

head down and forward; that they held to a largely vegetarian 

diet (like apes), but nonetheless sucked marrow. 

According to Wells, the Neanderthals were mainly speculators 

in the kills of other animals, purchasing stock in undervalued 

properties.  The Neanderthals ate the bread, or at least the meat, 

of other animals’ labor.  They preferred to earn their living as 

scavengers, much like jackals. 

Wells said that Neanderthal Man may have been “inhuman-

looking”; that it is doubtful if he “went erect”; and that he may 

have “used his knuckles . . . to hold himself up.”  Neanderthal 

Man was “incapable of speech as we understand it”; and was 

“ousted” by the more superior Cro-Magnon people.  These 

“more intelligent” beings made war upon their “grisly 

predecessors” the Neanderthals and “killed them off.”  Indeed, 

Cro-Magnon fossils represent the “earliest truly human 

remains” so far found.  Speaking of Rhodesian Man, Wells 

says he was a “true man . . . with an ape-like, Neanderthaler 

face.”  Rhodesian Man is closer to “real men” than the 

Neanderthals, and may in the end “prove to be a long list of 

finds of sub-human species. . . .” 

I’m going to put forth a guess that Wells thought Neanderthal 

Man was a bit of a slouch.  This will need to be confirmed by 

Wells scholars.  Wells thought it would ice the cake if he 

elevated Cro-Magnon Man above Neanderthal Man, and he did 

so in the subsequent chapter entitled, “The First True Men.” 

Alas, Wells had to undergo the indignity of having an editor of 

a newly republished edition of his A Short History admit: 

“Freshly discovered evidence has amended our view of the 

Neanderthals.  They walked upright like modern people and 

were not especially hairy.  They seem to have been quite skilful 

tool-makers and hunters, were the earliest known humans to 

bury their dead and could even speak.”43 

I don’t know where the editor got the information that all of 

this was “freshly discovered.”  It has been known for several 

years now.  At least the editor recognized with respect to 

Neanderthal Man that Wells’s intellectual faculties were out of 

place and needed to be rearranged.  In fact, the editor could 

have strengthened his case by recognizing that Wells’s 

intellectual faculties were out of place as a general matter. 

Wells did not know that the ancestor of both modern man and 

Neanderthal man was actually more “modern” than the classic 

Neanderthals.  Arsuaga says, “The 800,000-year-old [sic] 

fossils from Gran Dolina, Atapuerca provide us with the best 

evidence about the common ancestor of the Neanderthals and 

modern humans.  It is curious that the most complete Gran 

Dolina fossil, that of an eleven-year-old-boy, has a face that 

resembles modern humans much more than the Neanderthal 

face does, even though the Neanderthals came later in time.”44 
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So, in other words, the “classic” Neanderthals―Wells’s grisly 

men―actually arrived on the scene after early homo sapiens.  

The classic Neanderthals are now regarded by Darwinists as a 

sideline of evolution that split off from the forerunners of 

modern man.  This happened when the forerunners “had 

already reached a status not distinguishable morphologically as 

an early variety of H. sapiens.”45 

So these forerunners―called early archaic homo 

sapiens―shared characteristics with both “modern” man and 

Neanderthal man.  “[I]t has to be recognized that there is no 

sharp delimitation between early Mousterian H. sapiens and 

later Mousterian H. neanderthalensis. . . .”46 

It is only after these early archaic homo-sapiens had loitered 

for awhile that the classic Neanderthals came on the scene as a 

mere sideline or “collateral development.”47 

I have discovered a truth long hidden from the sight of man.  I 

am aware that this might lead some to conclude I’m puffed up 

over how much knowledge I have, but I will press on.  Here is 

what I’ve discovered: An archaic homo sapien is a homo 

sapien who is archaic.  There, I have said it.  I have wanted to 

impart this knowledge to the rising generation, but was always 

unsure as to how it would be received.  Persecution has all too 
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often been the reward for those who have pioneered, even for 

those who have gazed at the stars. 

Several fossils have been found with mixed Neanderthal and 

“modern” traits, such as at Mladec in Central Europe, l’Hortus 

in France, Vindija in Croatia, and in Portugal.48  In truth, it 

appears that there was inter-marriage between Neanderthal and 

“modern” groups. 

Darwinists don’t like to use the term “inter-marriage.”  They 

prefer “inter-breeding.”  This is one of those telltale signs that 

Darwinists have not got over the old thrill of thinking of 

Neanderthal Man as a missing link.  The term “interbreeding” 

is a way of dehumanizing those involved, reducing them to the 

status of mere animals.  It is either that, or it’s a way of 

downplaying the importance of marriage.  On the other hand, 

I’m sure if it could be determined that the Neanderthals were 

gay, there is little doubt in my mind that Darwinists would use 

the term “intermarriage” on every occasion; would insist on it, 

would demand it, would kill anyone who refused to use it. 

The evidence for possible intermarriage between Neanderthals 

and “modern” men is also found at Shanidar cave in Iraq.  The 

fossils indicate that “extreme [classical] Neanderthals and H. 

sapiens lived contemporaneously in the same region, with the 

implied assumption that they would have been likely to form 

interbreeding communities.”49 
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These Shanidar Neanderthals weren’t necessarily gay so they 

had “interbreeding” communities.  Of course, because of 

evolutionary time differences, Darwinists have a hard time 

seeing how interaction between Neanderthals and homo-

sapiens could take place in the first place.  “Clearly it is 

essential to determine with greater precision the time factor in 

order to decipher the late Pleistocene sequences with 

assurance.”50 

For creationists, however, “modern” man has existed as long as 

any other human type, whether Neanderthal man or homo 

erectus, or variations thereof.  Since all these men were post-

Flood men, and were descendants of the three sons of Noah, 

it’s no surprise they would show signs of intermarriage.  As 

against this, old Gabriel de Mortillet held to unilinear evolution 

of the human species.  He thought that man evolved right out 

of the Neanderthal stock by a linear process.  For Mortillet, 

“The story of human prehistory was progress, driven by the 

same materialist forces that fueled the evolution of all other 

species.”51 

As usual, however, the facts refused to cooperate with such a 

pre-determined Darwinian scheme.  Stringer and Gamble say: 

“[N]ot everyone was convinced that there was such a neat 

evolutionary sequence from the Neanderthals to the early 

Moderns in the Middle East.  Additionally . . . studies of the 

small mammals suggested that level C at Tabun (which 
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contained the Neanderthal woman’s skeleton) was actually 

younger than the main hominid levels of early Moderns at 

Qafzeh.”52  

Further, “[I]n the Levant Neanderthals and moderns had 

coexisted in some fashion at a very early date. . . . 

[C]oexistence was a long-term phenomenon, for Neanderthals 

lingered in the region undiluted until at least about 50 kyr ago 

[sic]. . . . [D]ates on burned flints from Jebel Qafzeh, where at 

least some of the human remains are modern by anybody’s 

standards, confirm this lengthy overlap. . . . This was very 

different from the traditional picture formed on the basis of 

western European evidence.  There, the story was more clearly 

one of abrupt replacement of the Neanderthals by modern 

types. . . .”53 

He’s referring to the invasion theory that was so beloved of 

older Darwinists.  This theory was so overused that a reaction 

in the opposite extreme became dominant, with many scholars 

tracing all developments to local, indigenous factors.  Yet the 

evidence of interaction between Neanderthal man and other 

varieties of humans seems unmistakable. 

In 1961, excavations at the Amud cave in Israel uncovered two 

Neanderthal skeletons, similar to the Shanidar Cave 

individuals.  This confirmed that even some late Neanderthals 
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did not have the “exaggerated” features of the classic 

Neanderthals.54 

With respect to the caves of Qafzeh, noted above, and Skhul in 

Israel, new dates made them older than some Neanderthal 

fossils from the same area.55  Shreeve says that the modern 

human skulls showed that “modern human skeletons from 

Qafzeh cave ended up at the bottom of the Mousterian 

sequence. . . . Against all expectation, the thin-boned Near 

Eastern moderns were considerably older than the barrel-

chested Neandertals who were supposed to be their own 

ancestors.”56 

This is also seen in the Jebel Irhoud remains.  These fossils 

were found in caves cut into Pre-Cambrian limestone in 

Morocco, and also found with the Mousterian flint industry, 

dated Middle Pleistocene.  It was at first thought they were 

classic Neanderthals but Stringer, after analysis, concluded that 

these fossils “represented a generalized Upper Pleistocene 

hominid [“modern”], not a Neanderthal.”57  Tattersall says, 

“First reported as Neanderthal remains, these specimens are 

nowadays viewed as vaguely ‘archaic’ moderns, though they 

are clearly not modern Homo sapiens.”58  I suppose there is 

some truth to Tattersall’s claim that these aren’t “modern” 
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homo sapiens.  After all, the equation of ancestors with 

descendants would be, at the least, metaphysically suspect. 

In addition to intermarriage with “modern” human types, there 

are strong indications that Neanderthal and Homo erectus 

people intermarried.  A cave was found in a Mesozoic hillside 

in Petralona (in Greece).  Inside were tools of the Mousterian 

variety, usually associated with Neanderthal.  However, the 

skull found associated with the tools was classified as homo 

erectus by Murrill (1983).  In fact, the skull seemed to share 

homo erectus, Neanderthal, and “modern” features, i.e., a 

“mosaic of features.” 

So overlapping were the modern, Neanderthal, and h. erectus 

features that Day concluded the fossil did not belong to either 

one of them.  “The outcome,” says Day, “is that the Petralona 

cranium, at first regarded as best assigned to ‘Homo sapiens 

but of the most primitive [sic] grade’ . . . is later conceded . . . 

to be more Neandertal-like in the face and, with the Kabwe 

cranium and Arago . . . to be a member of an ‘undifferentiated 

archaic hominid group which can be distinguished from typical 

Homo erectus fossils . . . [and] from both Neandertals and 

modern Homo sapiens.’”59 

Or, maybe there was a whole lot of that “interbreeding” going 

on out there. 

There are also the Vertesszollos fossils, found in Budapest, 

Hungary which were assigned to homo erectus.  Other features 
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of these fossils, however, point to Neanderthal and “modern” 

types.  Day commented: “Stringer, Howell and Melentis (1979) 

suggest that the Vertesszollos occipital shares ‘grade 

characteristics’ with Petralona; thus it is best regarded as a 

primitive [sic] form of Homo sapiens. . . .”60  

From all this, it would seem that the old time Darwinist idea of 

unilinear evolution from homo erectus to Neanderthal to 

modern man was not altogether coincident with reality.  The 

evidence is more in keeping with intermarriage among all three 

racial types.  This would seem to be the obvious interpretation 

of the facts.  However, the problem of long stretches of 

evolutionary time standing between these different varieties of 

humans prevents a straightforward reading of the evidence.  

Under our creationist interpretation, however, the time between 

the end of the Flood and the flourishing of Paleolithic Man was 

a handful of centuries.  And because of this relatively short 

period of time, the signs of intermarriage among the human 

groups make more sense. 

We should also add that the ready acceptance by Darwinists of 

the idea that these human types were often contemporaneous, 

rather than one dying off, and another surviving in its place, 

means there is no longer a purely Darwinist explanation for 

evolutionary transformations in the human family.  This is 

because the essence of Darwinism is that natural selection or 

survival of the fittest brings about species transformation.  If 

species still survive, however, the role of natural selection in 
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such evolutionary transformations is proportionately 

diminished. 

This reminds me of an old saying.  However, the old saying 

doesn’t pertain to anything in this paper, so there’s no need to 

provide it at this point. 


