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ABSTRACT
In reconstructing fra g m en ted bones o f N eandertal children, evolution
ists assum e that rales o f developm ent were equal to or fa ster than m odern
children. B e lie f in fa s te r development, or earlier maturation, arises from
view ing N eandertals as m ore primitive, or more ape-like than m odern h u 
mans. However, a detailed re-examination o f the skull fragm ents and a va il
able teeth o f fo u r ju ven ile N eandertals — the Pech de l ’A ze, the G ibraltar
child, the E ngis child a n d the L e M oustier youth — reveals that N eandertal
children did not develop like apes and were m ost likely slow er in develop
m ent than children today. This is consistent with the biblical record o f
longevity in ‘early m a n ’ a n d is thus very likely due to delayed m aturation
in early p o st-F lood people.

INTRODUCTION
M any C hristian scholars have ‘b o u g h t’ all of the evi
dence that the evolutionary com m unity has produced. As
a result o f this non-critical and som ew hat naive accept
ance of data, many Christian colleges teach macroevolution
in their science departm ents. Should the anthropological
com m unity that has a vested interest in neo-D arw inian
evolution be trusted to disseminate scientific facts untainted
by evolutionary assum ptions? The reader m ay decide on
the basis of my personal investigations.
O v er th e p a st 14 y e a rs I h av e b een c o lle c tin g
palaeoanthropological data in the m useum s and universi
ties o f the w orld. It soon becam e obvious that a definite
pattern w as developing as I travelled from one collection
to the next. It appeared as if the palaeoanthropologists
h ad m ad e a c o n c e r te d e ffo rt to a d h e re to a rig id
uniform itarian view point in relation to the growth, m atu
ration, and aging process in ancient populations no m atter
what the evidence showed. The assumption that undergirds
this position is that the present is the key to the past. In the
study o f children o f ancient history, this axiom requires
that th eir rates o f grow th and developm ent be equal
to or faster than m odern children. Equal to, because of

the present to past assum ption, and faster, because of the
supposed prim itive ape-like heritage. Never, never, could
it be presum ed that children developed slow er in ancient
times — perhaps because that is too close to the account
found in G enesis and that w ould be another faith.
However, there is another key assum ption, the facial
reduction theory, that says,
‘alm ost all alterations o f the dentition in the course
o f the phylogenetic evolution o f m an can be regarded
as a consequence o f the reduction o f the fa c e and its
adaptation to the upright position.’1
This was stated by Franz W eidenreich in 1949. Weiss
and M ann in 1985 echo the sam e sentim ents.
‘Two o f the m ajor changes in hum an evolution are
the reduction o f the fa c e a n d teeth and the enlarge
m ent o f the braincase. B oth have contributed to the
differences in the ja w s o f m odern hum ans and apes.’2
Man has a tendency towards orthognathism (straight face),
while the ape is prognathic (protruding face). M any hu
mans have prognathic faces. None, however, are as prog
nathic as the chim panzee, orangutan, gorilla or gibbon.
These two basic false assum ptions, plus creative im agina
tion, I believe, have been the source o f all the problem s in
the reconstruction of fossil m en and fossil apes.

THE PECH CHILD
T he first original fossil th at I en co u n tered w as a
N eandertal child from France. In his original description
of this child called Pech de l ’A ze, E. Patte says that there
was a light deform ation o f the skull post m ortem , but that
this did not affect the prognathism of the jaw s or the length
of the face.3 He also states,
‘L o rsq u e les dents sont m ises en contact, le condyle
ne s ’articule p a s avec le crâne.’
This says that w hen the teeth are placed in occlusion
(norm al central biting position) the condyle (knob-like
structure on the back end of the vertical part o f the lower
jaw ) does not articulate w ith (does not seat in) the skull in
its proper position (see Figure 1). In 1970 Ivanhoe exam 
ined the Pech child and defined the teeth as
‘grossly m alocclu d ed with num erous enam el irregu
larities and crown anom alies.’4
G rossly m aloccluded m eans that the teeth did not fit to
gether in a good occlusion (bite). Since N eandertal adults
had very protruding faces and ja w s it w as believed that
the ch ild re n ’s faces w ere sim ilarly protruded. Howell
thought that the distinctive shape o f the head and face of
the classic N eanderthal group o f w hich Pech was a m em 
ber began at an early age and w as the result of a special
pattern o f grow th and developm ent.5 So, everyone thought
it w as natural for N eandertal children to have m iniature
adult faces.
I exam ined the original N eandertal fossil, the Pech de
l ’A ze child at the M usée de l ’H om m e in Paris, France and
found to my surprise that there w as no protrusion (for
w ard position) o f the low er jaw , and that it fitted p er
fectly into the tem porom andibular (TM or glenoid) fossa
w ith the teeth fitting exactly together.6 Was I m istaken or

Figure 1.

Drawing of original diagram o f Pech de I’Aze, from the article
L’enfant du Pech de I’Aze, by E. Patte, 1958.3

Figure 2.

Original cephalometric radiograph (lateral view) of Pech
de I’A ze, showing teeth in good occlusion (normal bite)
and lower ja w fitting into skull. Cephalometric radiograph
is a measurable 8 x 10 inches (about20 x 25 cm) x-ray.

was this true? I tried several different tim es to produce
what was seen in Figure 1, but I couldn’t do it (see Figures
2 and 3). The left side of the low er jaw had been recon
structed to m atch the left side and it also fitted perfectly
into the tem porom andibular fossa on the right side o f the
cranium . Could this be the grossly m aloccluded ja w that
Ivanhoe described?7
The cephalom etric radiographs (x-rays) w hich were
taken of Pech show ed that contrary to current opinion, the
facial structures of this supposedly 2.5 year old child were
retruded (backw ard positioned) and not protruded in
relation to a plane of reference in the head called the Bol
ton Plane.8 (See Figure 4.) W hen com parisons are made
to m odern day children in Figure 5 it is seen that the lower
face of Pech is less forward than even the m odern one year
old. This facial retrusion for a N eandertal child certainly
does not fit the facial reduction theory. The only accurate
m easurem ent o f the length of the head (cranium ) of this
child (because the back of the head was broken) is a line
drawn from Nasion (point betw een nose and forehead) to
Basion (point on base of skull) in the cephalom etric radio
graph. It m easured 85.42 mm. The modern three year old
is 82.47 mm. The base of the Pech skull is slightly larger

Figure 3.

The actual fossil skull and lower ja w of the Pech de l ’A ze infant as it sits in the headholder for taking o f the radiograph.

than a m odern three year old.
A n o th e r s ig n ific a n t fin d in g w as the steep (14°)
angulation o f the hard palate (roof of m outh) of the upper
jaw to a straight line draw n from below the eye to the ex
ternal opening o f the ear canal. By the time a modern
child has reached tw o years o f age his or her hard palate is
parallel w ith this eye-ear plane (F rankfort H orizontal
Plane). The im pression one gets from looking at this little

Figure 4.

child is that the face is extrem ely w ound-up in a clock
wise direction ready to unwind in a long growth pe
riod. At what level of m aturity did this child die? One
clue comes from a com parison of Pech to the m odern nine
to 12 w eek old human em bryo, which show s a very sim i
lar angulation of the hard palate structures.5 Since there is
a conflict betw een the size o f the head and face, the ques
tion now becomes: Are the face and teeth delayed in growth

A comparison o f original Patte diagram o f the Pech child (left) and my reconstruction based on good occlusion (right).

Figure 5. A comparison of the tracing o f the Pech child's radiograph
compared to those of normal modern day children from
the Bolton study. The Pech jaws and upper and lower
front teeth (dotted lines) are further back than even the
typical modern American one-year old jaws (a). Modern
one (a), two (b), and three year olds (c) are more protruded
(forward positioned) in both jaws than Pech. Diagonal plane
is the Bolton Plane from the nasion point (nasal bones meet
frontal bone) to the Bolton point (highest point in the
retrocondylar fossa in the midline). This point is estimated
based on the position o f the anterior rim to the foramen
magnum and related cranial base structure. For even the
modern one year old to have the same forward position of
the upper and lower ja w as Pech, the Bolton Plane would
have to be tipped up at the back end and the actual Bolton
point would then be superior to my estimate by 10 mm,
which would put it 4 mm above the auditory canal (ear rods).
Any anatomist knows this is an impossibility, even for the
Neandertal who had a flatter cranial base than modern man.
If the actual Bolton Point is any lower than my estimate the
retruded position of Pech’s jaws becomes much more
retruded. So this is an extremely safe estimate. The form
of the nose and forehead in each comparison belongs to a
modern day child.

in relation to the head? Before this is answ ered, let us
exam ine som e other N eandertal children.

THE GIBRALTAR CHILD
The child from D evil ’s Tower on the Island o f G ibral
tar w as described by D orothy G arrod in 1928. She says,
‘When the fra g m e n ts were originally fo u n d we had
only p o rtio n s o f the skull-cap on which to base our
estim ate o f age. S ince that tim e the discovery o f the
jaw s, w hose evidence is som ew hat conflicting when
com pared with the skull-cap, has m ade a fa irly ex

act estim ate possible.’10 (Em phasis m ine.)
She goes on to specify,
‘the m ost im portant evidence is necessarily provided
by the teeth. It m ay be accepted as a good rule that
the first perm anent m olars erupt in the sixth year. ’11
Garrod was applying the rigid uniform itarian assum p
tion that the m odern day eruption time of the first perm a
nent m olars has alw ays been the same throughout his
tory. It has always been in the sixth year. Is this true?
A ccording to G arrod this fact m ade the G ibraltar child
five years old.
I exam ined the G ibraltar ch ild ’s upper and low er jaw s

Figure 6.

The lower ja w o f the child from Gibraltar. On the right side there is an arrow pointing to an empty tooth socket. The middle tooth on the left
side o f the ja w is the same size as the tooth that was supposed to fit in this empty socket. Obviously it wouldn’t fit.

in the British M useum in London, England. For som e un
explained reason I w as not allow ed to see the skull-cap, or
the bones o f the ear. H ow ever, in the low er ja w I w as able
to discover an error in reconstruction that would have made
a difference in the determ ination o f its age if tooth levels
were not allow ed to dictate the conclusion. In Figure 6
the lower ja w shows two prim ary molars and one unerupted
first perm anent first m olar on the left side. These teeth are
absent on the right side. On the right side an artificial
tooth has been put in place o f the first perm anent molar.
There has been a break through the jaw , on the right side,
in the socket o f the second prim ary m olar (see Figure 6).
We know this socket has been com pressed because if the
left second prim ary m olar on the other side (m iddle tooth)
was m oved over to the right, it could never have fitted into
this position. T he back piece of bone (ram us) has been
rotated outw ard so that the artificial tooth (first perm anent
m olar) has its top surface facing straight up. N otice the
wide w hitish outer edge of the com pressed socket. T h a t’s
the leading edge of the rotated back piece.
Figure 7 is a diagram show ing the extent of the m ove
ment o f the right broken piece. The m idline M 1 to M 2
divides the low er jaw in half. In m ost cases both sides are
supposed to be approxim ately equal distances from this
line. C ertainly not all low er jaw s are bilaterally sym m etri
cal, but the broken and com pressed socket casts a shadow
over this alignm ent. M oreover, if an attem pt was made
for sym m etry, the distances betw een CL and M, and CR

and M2, w ould be the sam e — 44.5 mm. But they aren ’t,
and the broken piece (ram us) has been pushed out about
10mm and probably rotated forw ard 7– 8 degrees. Most
physical anthropologists know that a very young lower jaw
shows a tipping in (toward the m idline) and a tipping back
of the condyle and upper part of the ram us. This im agina
tive adjustm ent in reconstructing the fossil ja w made it
appear older, even though it w as still sm all in com pari
son to a m odern five year old.
G arrod finally adm its that,
‘the ja w s are both absolutely and relatively sm all and
the brain case large. ’12
She adds,
‘The m assive size o f the cranium seem s at first sight
to be rather rem arkable in one so young.’13
G arrod goes on to describe the follow ing features which
should have convinced her to abandon her uniform tooth
eruption position but d id n ’t. They are:(a) very infantile inferior tem poral bone (ear area),
(b) rem arkable ja w m uscle developm ent,
(c) slow sutural growth on the side o f the cranium ,
(d) infantile character of the frontal bone (upright fore
head, no supra-orbital brow ridges),
(e) rounded front surface of the upper jaw (very foetuslike),
(f) almost no chin developm ent,
(g) very small m astoid process (lump o f bone behind the
ear), and

broke aw ay from the uniform tooth eruption schedule and
followed the evidence. However, I think she knew that the
evidence was leading to a child who had lived longer, had
more tooth w ear than five years and w as m aturing and
grow ing very slowly.

THE ENGIS CHILD

Figure 7.

Diagram of the lower ja w o f the Gibraltar child. The line
from M 1to M2 is the midline which usually divides the jaw
in two equal halves. CL is the point where the left condyle
(knob at end of jaw) should be and CR is the point where
the right condyle should be. The dashed line outlines the
correct position o f the broken piece of the right side of the
jaw. The solid line is the actual position. B to B 1is the
break line. ES is the empty socket. E is the tooth that
should fit in ES. The distances CL to M2 and CR to M2 are
44.5 mm ± 1mm. The actual position (solid line) is about
10 mm too far from the midline.

(h) the absence o f m any sm all foram ina (holes in bone)
for blood vessels in the m astoid area.14
In addition to these, Figure 8 show s that the tw o p ri
mary m olars are taurodont teeth (bull-like). They are ca
pable o f m uch greater and longer w ear than m odern chil
dren’s teeth. She saw these teeth and rem arked,
‘the crowns o f the teeth are very m uch worn, to an
unusual degree fo r tem porary teeth.’15
Lastly, she cam e close to questioning her own presupposi
tions w hen she considered the grow th o f the side of the
head. She said,
‘A lth o u g h the breadth o f the p a rie ta l is unusually
large, it is p o ssib le that it m ay be within the norm al
lim its o f variation, although here also, unless we p re 
sum e a slo w er rate o f growth in this region than m od
ern man, we are certainly dealing with an unusual
specim en.’16
She almost cam e to the conclusion that m ore than five years
w ere necessary for the brain case to grow this large, even
though the teeth only appear five years old. She almost

At the U niversity of Liège in Belgium I studied the
Engis child. This fossil had been discovered in Belgium
in 1830. Figure 9 is the loose upper ja w that w as found
with the skull. M ost o f the face is m issing. T his upper
jaw displays four erupted prim ary teeth and tw o empty
sockets. From the length of the primary left lateral incisor
the age looks to be about five to six years (by modern
standards).17 Charles Fraipont determ ined the age at death
of this child as six to seven years from the teeth and skull.18
Figure 10 shows four loose prim ary m olars and tw o first
perm anent m olars that belonged to the E ngis child. The
length of the first prim ary m olar roots and their root tips,
which show some resorption (erosion) from this view, make
it very difficult to age this child any older than five.19 Some
contradictory evidence against F raipont’s estim ate of age
com es from a 1963 study by M orrees et a l.20 Figure 10
show s that the Engis child’s low er first perm anent molar
has ju st initiated its root form ation at the tim e of this
child’s death. A ccording to M orrees et al. m odern chil
dren achieve this stage of low er first m olar developm ent
betw een 3.1 years in the fem ale and 3.2 years in the male.
Today the root is half completed by 5.4 to 5.5 years. There
fore according to recent standards, this child could be as
young as three.21
However, Fraipont did not have these m odern stand
ards and he w as also looking at the ‘Le bourrelet supraorbitaire de l ’adulte se m ontre d e ja .’22 W hich means,
‘that the supraorbital torus o f the adult is already show 
ing itself.’ Figure 11 show s this small supra-orbital ridge
form ation and slight sw elling betw een the ridges. W hen
faced with this m ature and older look of the frontal bone
and youthfulness in tooth age, he was faced with a dilemma.
It seem s he knew that he had to call the head accelerated
rather than the teeth delayed based on his ape heritage be
liefs, but he knew he couldn’t call the head accelerated
unless it were longer, henceforth he took the actual 164 mm
length as seen in Figure 12 and inflated it to 188 m m .23 It
is not 188 mm regardless o f how you m easure the length,
even if the broken piece is repaired in the furthest back
area (occipital bun). M y m easurem ent m ay be off by 1–
2 mm, but not by 24 mm. His figure could not have
been obtained by m easurem ent. He then states,
‘L’E nfant néanderthalien présente une accélération
dans le dévelopm ent du squelette crânien.’
Translation:
‘The neanderthal infant presents an acceleration in
the developm ent o f the cranial skeleton.’24
But why did he do this? Perhaps loyalty to the ape cause

Figure 8.

Radiograph o f the side view o f the Gibraltar child lower jaw. The two primary teeth that are erupted on the left side show large pulp spaces.
These are called taurodont teeth, meaning bull-like. They are designed for longer and tougher wear. They show a lot o f enamel wear. All
Neandertal children I examined have taurodont baby teeth.

Figure 9.

The Engis child upper jaw. Two empty sockets show where two primary teeth were lost after death. They would show signs o f filling in with
bone if the teeth were lost during life. The presence o f four primary teeth at presumably a six to seven year age level gave Fraiponthis idea
of the age of this Child.

Figure 10. The Engis child's four primary molars in normal occlusion (bite) show small amounts o f resorption (erosion) o f the root tips, but the most
significant feature here is the very small amount of root development o f the lower first permanent molar (last tooth on the left in lower row).
This root stage indicates an age of three years plus a couple of months according to the most recent standards (Morrees et al. — see
references). Notice also the excessive wear to the first primary (deciduous) molars (right); in particular, the degree to which the cusps
have been ‘eroded’ (advanced cuspal attrition) when compared with the second deciduous molars (centre). This suggests a protracted
eruption phase.

Figure 11. The Engis frontal bone (forehead) in close-up view. Above the serrated edge o f the frontonasal suture (joining line of the nasal bones and
the frontal [forehead] bone) is the slightly raised glabellar protrusion of bone which is more pronounced in the older Neandertals (see Figure
17). This section of raised bone is often associated with a frontal sinus under it. It also forms an expanded V-shaped connecting link for the
two ridges of bone over the orbits (eye sockets) called supra-orbital brow ridges. This protrusion of bone demands greater time than 3–5
years to develop, unless o f course, you relate it to the ape and call it accelerated.

Figure 12. True lateral view of the Engis child cranium (skull). The ruler is resting under the skull so as to provide an accurate measurement in
millimetres. Perpendicular lines from the ruler to the anterior (front) and posterior (back) o f the skull show the maximum length to be from
the 15 mm mark to the 179 mm mark. Total length equals 164 mm.

requires such things.
In order to arrive at his conclusions he also had to
ignore some im m ature features which should have showed
him signs o f a slow ly grow ing skull. He made special
m ention o f the extrem ely infantile character of the tem po
ral bone, especially the tym panic ring. He said in refer
ence to this very im m ature internal ear,
‘we notice som e traces o f the hum an fo e tu s o f the
m odern day child.’25
He d id n ’t attach m uch significance to this finding, which
was sim ilar to G arro d ’s position on the foetal characters
of the G ibraltar child. Instead, he stood by the teeth which
he called, ‘sem blable à celui de l ’enfant actuel.’26 Trans
lation: S im ila r to th a t o f to d a y ’s child.
The ape-like proposition is once again brought forth
in one o f F raip o n t’s conclusions. A fter the above quota
tion about the accelerated skull he w ent on to add,
‘C e phénom ène, qoique visible encore dans les races
inférieures actuelles, est, chez elles, très atténué; au
contraire, il est fo rtem en t accentué chez les grands
Singes.’27
Translation:
‘This phenom enon, although still visible in to d a y’s
inferior races, is, in their case o r kind, very dim in
ished, but in the opp o site way, it is strongly p ro 
nounced in the kingdom o f the great Apes.’
Therefore, great apes have accelerated skulls, and since

he thought man was related to them, so m ust N eandertals.
If he allowed the other facts to figure into the age equa
tion, it might m ean that the teeth were delayed in eruption,
and this w ould have been u n fo rg iv a b le in the world of
anthropology. He adds,
‘Car un retard dans le seconde dentition chez cette
espece serait en contradition flagrante avec tout ce
que nous savons de son d évelo p p em en t et de ses
caractères anthropoïdiques.’28
Translation:
‘B ecause a delay in secondary o r perm anent teeth
(developm ent) for this species or kin d w ould be a fla 
grant contradiction with all that we know about his
developm ent and his anthropoid characters.’
Once again, this changing o f facts because o f assum p
tions is not science. It m andates acceleration o f the head
even if it m eans adding 24 mm, and flies in the face of a
thoughtful assessm ent o f all the evidence.

LE MOUSTIER YOUTH
The fourth N eandertal child I will consider for this
paper is the older youth from Le M oustier. I exam ined
and radiographed this fossil in Berlin, Germany, in the M u
seum für Vor- und Frühgeschichte. T his youth has been
designated as a male betw een the ages of 15 to 18 years.
The skull and facial bones w ere broken and separated by a

Figure 13. Original construction o f Le Moustier cranium (skull) facial
and ja w bones, as taken from the article by Klaatsch and
Hauser in 1909 (see references).

Figure 14. A reconstruction o f Le Moustier on paper based on my
cephalometric radiographs. Each o f the four pieces was
tra ce d and fitte d to g e th e r ba se d on a n a to m ica l
relationships: condyle in TM fossa, teeth in maximum
centric occlusion (best bite according to normal cuspal
patterns), normal Neandertal nasal airway (based on
calculations of Pech de l ’A ze, La Chapelle-aux-Saints, La
Ferrassie I, from the same area in France).

Figure 15. The official museum version o f Le Moustier in the glass display case on the first floor of the Museum für Vor- und Frühgeschichte in the
West Section o f Berlin.

bom b explosion in the m useum during W orld War II. I
have recently m ade m y x-rays available to the present
m useum anthropologists at their request in an attem pt to
put the skull and face together properly. It is to their credit
that they are now trying to put it together correctly.
Figure 13 show s the original construction by Klaatsch

and H auser from their article in 1909.29 Figure 14 is a
reconstruction based on my radiographs. Figure 15 is a
very ape-like reconstruction from a photograph of the offi
cial exhibit in the museum display case for the public to
view. Figure 16 is a draw ing from the slide of Le M oustier
which w as purchased from the m useum souvenir counter.

Figure 16. A drawing o f the Le Moustier colour slide which was
purchased at the counter o f the museum. The lower jaw is
about 30 mm forward of the TM fossa, which makes the
upper ja w also 30 mm forward and very ape-like. An arrow
points to the TM fossa.

It is not difficult to see that there are great differences in
these four versions o f Le M oustier. Figure 17 is my radio
graph o f the frontal bone (forehead), w hich show s that it
would look alm ost like a m odern one if aligned in this up
right position.

Compare the museum exhibit forehead (Figure 15 [ape
like]) and Figure 17. Check Figure 14 to see how it ap
pears upright and how well it fits into the side of the skull
(tem poral and parietal bones). Look at the jaw s in the
drawing of the souvenir museum slide (see Figure 16). Both
upper and lower jaw s are very forw ard o f the m odern hu
man range o f normal. Carefully exam ining the position of
the lower jaw, it is seen that the condyle or knob at the end
of the lower jaw , which fits into the fossa o f the skull (ar
row), is not sitting in the fossa (cup-like indentation), but
is about 30 mm forw ard in the tem ple or infra-tem poral
area. The lower jaw w ould be dislocated if this were its
normal position. Figure 18 is a radiograph o f the side of
the head, and an arrow points to the fossa o f the temporal
bone where this condyle is supposed to fit. T he lower jaw
in Figure 16 is so far out o f the joint area that the ligaments
which attach it to the back o f the fossa w ould be stretched
beyond their elastic limit. Having the two jaw s in this
position gives this version a decidedly ape-like appear
ance, and also makes the jaw s som ew hat sim ilar to the
adults.
Figure 19 is a view that shows the crushed nature of
the Le M oustier chin. It has been reconstructed as being
flat with no curvature or elevation of the m odern chin. This
certainly fits the chinless assum ption taken from the ape
heritage assum ption, but is it correct? In the study of the
other three children, their chinlessness could very well be
due to infantile characteristics and sm all jaw s. By the time
a Neandertal youth like Le M oustier should have acquired
a chin, all that can be found is a broken one. Once again,
assum ptions and im agination dictate reconstruction.

Figure 17. Radiograph of Le Moustier frontal bone (forehead). The exterior wall o f the frontal sinus is outlined with white arrows. This sinus is larger
than would be expected in a 15– 18 year old modern youth.

Figure 18. Radiograph o f the right side of Le Moustier cranium taken with the cephalometric method. Partial bones included are the temporal, parietal,
occipital and sphenoid. Arrow points to the TM fossa where the lower ja w should articulate (fit in a hinge position). E a r ring (light circle) is
in the external ear opening. Millimetre ruler is visible on right side.

Figure 19. The crushed chin of Le Moustier. There is no way of telling from this broken chin whether it really is as flat as this or protruded like a modern
chin. My radiograph of La Ferrassie I shows a protruded chin, so I would think that Moustier had a similar one as well.

CONCLUSIONS
I believe that the authoritarian rule of assumption which
determ ines the reconstruction and interpretation of fossils
has a llo w e d im a g in a tio n to tw ist the o b je c tiv ity of
paleoanthropology. Infantile characteristics and evidence

of delayed growth patterns have been suppressed. Great
license has been taken in the reconstruction of the fossil
evidence. W hat are w e to make o f all this?
The obvious conclusion from this bony evidence is that
Neandertal children did not develop like apes and were
most likely slow er than children of today. In addition, I

m ust add that there have been reports on children of re
cent history w hich indicate a slow er pattern o f growth and
developm ent in the past.30,31 This w hole topic is fascinat
ing; as m y forthcom ing book discusses, m any of the ‘ar
chaic’ features o f som e strains o f ‘early m an ’ are very
likely due to delayed m aturation in early post-Flood
people w ho still had (as the B ible record indicates) sig
nificantly longer lifespans than today.
Finally, it seem s to be the prevailing practice among
paleoanthropologists that the ape heritage assum ptions of
neo-D arw inian evolution dictate the construction and in
terpretation o f fossils. Then the construction or new inter
pretation is turned around and used as a fact to prove the
validity of neo-D arw inian evolution. T his is circular rea
soning.
M uch has been said about the presence of transitional
fossils to prove that m an evolved from an ape-like crea
ture. T his paper describes how at least som e of these have
been m ade. T here is m uch m ore to be done and I encour
age anyone w ho has a desire for truth to seek out these
original fossils if they are allow ed to see them . I would
also like to request the open-m inded scientists, w ho be
lieve neo-D arw inian evolution to be fact, to open their m u
seum s to independent investigators so that science may do
w hat science is supposed to do and be objective.
Since 1 9 8 9 , I have had an official request and appli
cation for perm ission to exam ine the fossils o f the N a
tional M useum s o f K enya. I w as accepted by the Office
of the President on N ovem ber 6, 1990, and as I prepared
to go and w as raising funds for the project, I received a
letter on M arch 5 , 1991 stating that my study was no longer
perm itted. Succeeding letters proved futile in that the m u
seum people refused to grant perm ission. So much for
openness!
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