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Abstract

Young-earth creationists rightly consider that Neanderthals were human, but are divided on
various issues, mainly because of the opposing views of Jack Cuozzo, author of Buried Alive! and
Marvin Lubenow, author of Bones of Contention. These differences include Neanderthal lifespan,
causes of the Neanderthal distinctive morphology, why the Neanderthals disappeared, length of
Neanderthal children’s maturation time, whether we can place Neanderthals in biblical history, and
the related issue of whether Homo erectus was human. In addition, Neanderthals are implicated in
matters that include the Babel dispersion, earth’s breakup, DNA, patterns of world population, the Ice
Age, archaeology and historical timeline.
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Introduction
Homo neanderthalensis was the scientiﬁc name
given to an unusual ancient fossil (later to be called
Neanderthal Man) found in the Neander Valley near
Dusseldorf, Germany, in 1856. It was later realized
that fossils of H. neanderthalensis had been discovered
earlier in Engis, Belgium, in 1830, and in Forbes’
Quarry, Gibraltar, in 1848. (For an extensive history
of Neanderthal ﬁnds, see, for example, Trinkaus and
Shipman 1993).
At that early time, these fossils were considered
to be ancient, primitive humans by some (who called
them “ape-man”), or diseased modern humans
by others, but nonetheless human (Regal 2004,
pp. 38–43). Reconstructions of what Neanderthals
might have looked like when alive gave them a very
satisfactory ape-like appearance (for example, ﬁg.
1). In 1908, Neanderthal as a primitive, brutish,
caveman was literally invented by Marcellin Boule
of France (Regal 2004, pp. 51–52). That image of the
Neanderthals was to persist for the next 50 years
(Drell 2000; Schrenk and Muller 2008).
It has been generally conceded by evolutionists,
however reluctantly, that they would have to accept
that Neanderthals were as human as we were (Lewin
1999, pp. 156–163). But evolutionists haven’t given
up entirely without a struggle, and they remain
ambivalent about the Neanderthals. Hints of the
evolutionist difﬁculty with considering Neanderthals
entirely human keep surfacing, as in questions of
whether they could really talk like us, for instance
(Hoffecker 2005; Krause et al. 2007a; Swaminathan
2007). Speth (2004) found it necessary to chide his

fellow scientists for convicting the Neanderthals of
gross mental incompetence without adequate proof
(“By most recent accounts, Neanderthals would have
had considerable difﬁculty chewing gum and walking
at the same time.”).
Young-earth creationists, meanwhile, were not at
all reluctant to recognize Neanderthals as human
(Oard 2003a; Phillips 2000; Robertson and Sarfati
2003); after all, they had known from the beginning
that there was no such thing as an ape-man. Lubenow
pointed out that at several sites Neanderthals and
modern humans were buried together, which he
considered to be strong evidence that Neanderthals

Fig. 1. First reconstruction of a Neanderthal man, by
Schaaffhausen, 1888 (Neanderthal 2009).
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were of our species, because “In all of life, few desires
are stronger than the desire to be buried with one’s
own people” (Lubenow 2004, p. 254).
But there remained the serious job of examining
this Neanderthal man. Who was he? On this question,
creationists have been somewhat less than uniﬁed in
their answers.
The Root of the Disagreement:
Cuozzo versus Lubenow
Currently, the most widely accepted creationist
view of the Neanderthals is that they were very early
nomadic humans, probably one of the tribes that
departed from Babel in the dispersion (for example,
Oard 2003b, Robertson and Sarfati 2003). Their
unique skull characteristics were possibly the result
of family genetic traits and/or poor diet and lack of
sunshine during the Ice Age, or perhaps disease. This
is essentially the view of the Neanderthals that is
described by Marvin Lubenow in his inﬂuential book,
Bones of Contention (Lubenow 2004), as well as in
various articles (for example, Lubenow 1998, 2000,
2006, 2007). Lubenow, theologian and anthropologist,
had been studying fossils for many years and his
conclusions seemed solid enough; creationist writers
have been quite willing to subscribe to his ideas (for
example, Oard 2009; Parker 2006; Purdom 2007).
But creationists were not totally unanimous in
following the party line on Neanderthals. Maverick
Jack Cuozzo, an orthodontist, had been studying
Neanderthal skulls, and had authored some papers (for
example, Cuozzo 1987, 1991, 1994). He then published
his scientiﬁc research in a book on Neanderthals,
Buried Alive! (Cuozzo 1998a); and presented a paper
on computer projections of human skull changes with
age at the International Conference on Creationism
that same year (Cuozzo 1998b).
Cuozzo’s work represented a new research concept
with regard to the scientiﬁc methods used in the
study of ancient fossils. Whereas everybody else
merely examined the Neanderthal skulls as they
were at a point in time, Cuozzo looked at the skulls
(using X-rays) as changing continuously from the
moment of birth right on through to death. He had
come to some radical conclusions: Neanderthals
were ancient people who had developed their unique
morphological characteristics (appearance) because
they lived to an age of several hundred years, and, in
addition, they had matured to adulthood very slowly.
The signiﬁcance of Cuozzo’s work did not appear
to sink in among creationists, who have largely
ignored his ideas.1 Creationists who have taken heed
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include Beasley (1992), Murdock (2004), and Robbins
(2009).
Although most creationists currently accept the
Lubenow view of Neanderthals, they admit that
there are questions that remain. Where did the
Neanderthals come from and where did they go? Why
did they look as they did? Why did Neanderthals
and modern humans appear to live side by side for
long periods (or did they)? Why were Neanderthals
buried with modern humans? Why did the robust
Neanderthals disappear so suddenly? Do we carry
any of their DNA or did their line go extinct? Why
did young Neanderthals not have browridges? Where
did the Neanderthals ﬁt into biblical history? Were
Neanderthals one of the groups dispersed from Babel?
And where did Homo erectus ﬁt into the picture?
Indeed, accepting H. erectus as human, as the
majority of creationists do now, was a concept that
raised its own set of questions. Where did H. erectus
ﬁt into biblical history? Where did H. erectus come
from and where did he go? Do we carry H. erectus
genes? Was there really a wide diversity of human
genes immediately post Flood? If so, how did this
diversity happen so soon after the human genetic
bottleneck of the Ark? Should there not have been less
diversity immediately after the Flood, with diversity
increasing as time went on? How did H. erectus relate
to the Neanderthals? Why are there no H. erectus
burials (Homo erectus 2009b)?
Creationists as a whole did not seem to have
answers for all these questions.
Homo erectus: Human or Not?
As we shall see later on, the status of H. erectus
(whether human or not) has a direct bearing on some
aspects of the Neanderthals. Therefore, at this point
we will leave the Neanderthals temporarily to take
a detour through the rather swampy territory of H.
erectus.
It has been argued that H. erectus, as a class of
fossils, was artiﬁcially manufactured by evolutionists
to serve their purposes, and that H. erectus doesn’t
really exist; therefore, as creationists, we should
simply classify ancient fossils as either human or ape,
and that should settle that (Bowden 1988). On the
other hand, for a class of fossils that doesn’t exist, H.
erectus has been getting mentioned quite regularly
by creationists in their literature (for example, Gish
1985, pp. 180–203; Lubenow 2004; Mehlert 1994;
Taylor 2008; Wieland 2002; Woodmorappe 2000.
Homo erectus began its rather checkered career
as Pithecanthropus erectus (meaning “upright ape

Lubenow, for instance, does not so much as reference Cuozzo in the 2004 edition of his book, a fact noted by Oard (2005) in a
Creation Research Society Quarterly book review. However, Cuozzo does mention Lubenow three times in his Research Notes,
pp. 275–277. (Cuozzo sets Lubenow straight on a couple of research points with respect to supposed rickets in Neanderthals, and
also on the museum location of various Neanderthal skulls.)
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man”) with discovery of the ﬁrst specimens in 1891
and 1892 in Java, Indonesia, by Eugene Dubois. In
1951, after a circuitous route of giving other names
to various similar successive ﬁnds, this class of
fossils was renamed Homo erectus (Lewin 1999,
pp. 138–144).
Early creationists were generous about admitting
H. erectus to the human dinner table. Rusch (1964),
for instance, believed that not only H. erectus but even
earlier forms of fossils in the claimed evolutionary
chain were human. Tinkle (1968) believed that all
apes had canine teeth (a shaky assumption), and
that any fossil that did not have canine teeth had
to be human; he therefore included as human some
rather doubtful candidates. Shaw (1970) considered
all homo-type fossils human, except possibly the
Australopithecines, of which he was uncertain.
Then came a change in creationist thinking.
According to Mehlert (1994),
The Javan and Peking forms of H. erectus in particular
came under considerable attack by creationists in the
1970s and 1980s. The thrust of these critiques was

that all H. erectus forms were extremely ape-like
and even possibly fraudulent.
(See also Bowden 1981, pp. 78–148; Gish 1985;
Johnson 1982, pp. 40–45.)
But the pendulum was to swing again. This was partly
caused by discovery of the skeleton called Turkana
Boy (KHM-WT-15000) in Africa in 1984 (Lewin
1999, p. 120), causing creationists to declare that now
they would simply have to believe that H. erectus was
human (Mehlert 1994). In his revised book, Lubenow
(2004) pushed very hard on this theme, devoting
almost 80 pages to defending H. erectus as fully
human, including the controversial Javan and Peking
fossils. Other creationists have willingly followed suit
(for example, Line 2005; Wieland 2002; Wise 2005;
Wood 2008; Woodmorappe 2000).
Even the tiny, meter-high Homo ﬂoresiensis,
nicknamed the “hobbit,” discovered in Flores,
Indonesia, in 2003 (Brown et al. 2004), was hailed
as human by creationists (Wieland 2008), although
evolutionists were wary (Argue et al. 2009; Baab and
McNulty 2008; Larson et al. 2007). Just over three
feet high, with a head the size of a grapefruit, this
so-called human presented some puzzles, especially
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how it got so small. This prompted theories about
such factors as disease, insular dwarﬁng, elevated
climate temperature and CO2, and iodine deﬁciency
(Tyler 2005).
The subject of human cranial capacity now needed
to be addressed. Although creationists accepted that
the average capacity of the H. erectus skulls was
considerably smaller than that of modern humans
(Homo erectus 2009a), this really small Flores skull
did rather push the limits. Happily, Jue (1990) had
earlier reassured creationists that “what is now
known of modern man, there is no relationship
between cranial capacity and intelligence.” In other
words, merely because a fossil had a very small brain,
this did not preclude it from being human. Everyone
could relax.2
While most creationists were busily turning all H.
erectus into members of the human race, there was
another voice trying to make itself heard. Jack Cuozzo
did not believe that H. erectus was human. Homo
erectus, he said, was an ape—an ancient, advanced,
ape, now extinct. “Apes probably were more complex
at an early time in earth history, had more abilities,
and might have been able to walk close to upright . . .”
(Cuozzo 1998, p. 101). This tied in with Cuozzo’s strong
belief, reiterated throughout his book, that all creation
had originally been greatly superior to what it is now;
and because of degeneration that set in after the fall
in the Garden of Eden, all creatures had deteriorated
over the millennia since then, or had gone extinct. In
addition, he wrote, “. . . a detailed study of H. erectus
shows very clearly it was not human, starting with
the fact that there is no record of them ever burying
their dead.”3 He went on,

I have an accurate cast from Africa of Nariokotome4
Boy’s skull and have done a diagnostic orthodontic
set-up of its occlusion (upper and lower teeth in
occlusion) and it is very ape-like . . . and have heard
its discoverer Alan Walker5 . . . enumerate the nonhuman features.

Also, with respect to the so-called hobbit, “My
impression of it (the H. ﬂoresiensis fossil) is a complex
small ape.” (Cuozzo 2009, private communications).
It was clear that Cuozzo was not going to go along
with the rest of the creationists on the matter of the
various fossils that made up the class of H. erectus.

However, the idea that larger human brains mean greater intelligence has tended to remain (see Neuroscience and intelligence
2009). But the rather inconvenient fact that the Neanderthals had bigger brains than we do now has not been permitted to get
in the way of evolutionary thinking. Ponce de Leon et al. (2008) solved the problem by saying, “It could be argued that growing
smaller—but similarly efﬁcient—brains required less energy investment and might ultimately have led to higher net reproduction
rates.” In other words, reduced brain size is an evolutionary advantage for modern humans.
3
Lubenow (2004) incorrectly lists the Mossgiel cranium, Lake Nitchie people and Kow Swamp people as H. erectus on p. 348
(burials are listed for them). These are considered to be modern humans; see Lahr (1996, p. 294); Stone and Cupper (2003). Also
see Brown (1997) for a 20-point refuting of Kow Swamp people as Homo erectus.
4
Another name for Turkana Boy.
5
Although many sources credit Kamoya Kimeu, a member of Richard Leakey’s team, with this fossil’s discovery (for example,
Turkana Boy 2009), Walker was actually a co-discoverer (Walker and Shipman 1996).
2
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Meanwhile, the changing creationist opinions on the
status of H. erectus fossils have not gone unnoticed
in the evolutionist camp. Foley (2008) illustrates the
problem in a table of six H. erectus skulls and the
varying creationist opinions on them.6 As Foley says,
“although creationists are adamant that none of these
are transitional and all are either apes or humans,7
they are not able to agree on which are which” (italics
are Foley’s). To punch his point, he notes creationists
who have ﬂip-ﬂopped, and also three examples of
erectus fossils on which creationists can’t make up
their minds. On the whole, this entire matter of the
status of H. erectus has been rather embarrassing to
creationists; if we are honest, we must acknowledge
that there has been a problem in proving that we
can tell the difference between fossil humans and
nonhumans.
Why Are Creationists (and Evolutionists)
Having Difﬁculty Distinguishing Between Early
Apes and Humans?
It might seem that it would be obvious whether or
not a skull or skeleton is that of a human like us. After
all, live humans today are quite easily distinguished
from all forms of apes. But without ﬂesh and hair, the
skeletal remains are more difﬁcult to identify, as is
clear from the foregoing discussion. For a comparison
of these two taxons (groups), see Figs. 2, 3, and 4 (H.
neanderthalensis) and Figs. 5 and 6 (H. erectus). The
apparent similarities between H. neanderthalensis
and H. erectus are striking.
One feature that is a source of confusion for both
the evolutionists and creationists is bipedality (ability
to walk on two feet). Indeed, Murdock (2006) blames
evolutionists like Richard Leakey for using bipedality
to confuse the issue of what constitutes a human.
While most of Leakey’s evolutionist colleagues were
using “hominid” to refer to all ancestral human
species, Leakey unabashedly stretched the deﬁnition
of “human” to all “apes that walked upright—bipedal
apes.” And not only H. erectus were bipedal, he said,
but also earlier species in the evolutionary line that
led to H. sapiens (Leakey 1996, pp. xiii, xiv). On the
creationist side, some have believed that only humans
could have walked upright on two feet (for example,
Wieland 1994), and therefore any being (such as H.
erectus) that walked this way must have been human.
However, there is strong support for bipedal, upright
apes in ancient times, not only from Cuozzo (1998,
p. 101), as noted earlier, but also from creationist
paleoanthropologist Murdock (2006, p. 108) who does
not mince words: “There has been unwillingness by

A. Habermehl

some to accept the possibility that some apes walked
upright in the past.” Murdock goes on to say,

These apes walked upright, not because we share a
common ancestor, but because we share a common
designer. They must also be viewed as more complex
versions of extant apes (having not suffered as many
years of the curse) (Murdock 2006, p. 108).

Clearly, bipedality did not necessarily make H.

Fig. 2. Neanderthal skeleton on display at the American
Museum of Natural History in New York. Photo by
Claire Houck (Neanderthal 2009).

Whether or not Foley is totally up to date on his assessment of views of the various creationists is uncertain. Taylor (2008) now
takes the view that the Java and Peking fossils are apes.
7
Bowden (1988) is especially emphatic about this.
6
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Fig. 3. La Chapelle aux Saints (Neanderthal) skull,
discovered in France in 1908 (Neanderthal 2009).

erectus human (using the creationist deﬁnition of
“human”).
Another noticeable source of confusion about the
status of H. erectus is the prominent browridges of
both H. erectus and Neanderthal; these browridges
do admittedly make the skulls look similar, as shown
in ﬁgs 4 and 6. However, we need to be cautious
about this, because there are many fossils that are
deﬁnitely not human that also have browridges;
browridges alone do not determine humanness. This

Fig. 4. La Ferrassie (Neanderthal) skull, discovered in
France 1909 (Neanderthal 2009).

Fig. 5. Turkana Boy (H. erectus) skeleton on display at
the American Museum of Natural History in New York.
Photo by Claire Houck (Turkana Boy 2009).
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Fig. 6. Homo erectus skull on display at the Museum
of Natural History, Ann Arbor, Michigan. Photo by
Thomas Roche (Homo erectus 2009b).

is well illustrated by an online photo8 of seven skulls
in a row: only one (H. sapiens) has no browridges. All
the others do, including a Neanderthal, a member
of H. erectus, two Australopithecus, a gorilla, and a
chimpanzee. One ape missing from this lineup is the
orangutan (Pongo); like humans, these lack prominent
browridges (Brow ridge n.d.).
Custance (1968) began a long paper on human
fossils by castigating evolutionist Howell (1967,
p. 85) for writing that “Man is a primate and within
the order of Primates is most closely related to the
living African anthropoid apes.” “It is not at all safe
to assume that all ‘look-alikes’ are related,” said
Custance, calling Howell “purely presumptive” in
stating this as a fact without proof. Forty years later,
the two sides of this question remain about the same.
Those who consider H. erectus to be a Neanderthal
look-alike would do well to look to the science of tooth
development studies. Evolutionists Dean et al. (2001)
have found that H. erectus and various other homo
species had quite a different kind of tooth development
than modern humans and Neanderthals; they
consider this signiﬁcant, stating that “Brain size, age
at ﬁrst reproduction, lifespan and other life-history
traits correlate tightly with dental development.”
This supports Cuozzo’s view that H. erectus and
Neanderthal fall into different categories.
Implications of Status of Homo erectus for
Neanderthals
Creationists are offered a choice between two
opposing views on H. erectus, whether human or not.
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They might well ask whether it really matters one
way or the other.
What we need to understand is that the status
of H. erectus has some important implications for
Neanderthals. This starts with the number of
different groups of very early people that we know
about. If we believe that H. erectus was human, we
have two possible candidates for peoples that could
have left Babel in the dispersion of Genesis 11,
Neanderthals and H. erectus. But Genesis 10 would
seem to indicate that there were more groups than
this. If so, who were they?
Consideration of this question logically leads to the
conclusions of Wise, who says that since there must
have been more peoples than this leaving Babel,
there must be whole groups of early people who
have disappeared, whether in natural catastrophe,
warfare, or whatever (Wise 2005). Indeed, Wise
goes as far as saying that H. erectus may have been
the only humans at Babel; in his proposed scenario,
Neanderthals would have possibly developed later.
This raises the question whether this accords with
what the Bible says in Genesis 10, where it lists a lot
of different peoples, but nothing about disasters or
eradicating any of them.
Also, as Wood points out, if H. erectus were human,
this would also indicate that there was a wider
range of physical appearance, and therefore genetic
diversity, immediately after the Flood than we have
today (Wood 2008). But in the view of others, there
should have been less human diversity immediately
after the two genetic bottlenecks of the Flood and the
Babel dispersion, with diversity increasing as time
went on (Ashcraft 2004; Nelson 2004).
Those problems are all solved if, like Cuozzo (1998,
p. 101), we put H. erectus into the category of apes.
This suggests that all the people who left Babel were
Neanderthals who spread out in many directions to
form the nations of Genesis 10; moreover, all peoples
now living on earth are descended from Neanderthals.
This theme will be developed in the next section on
Neanderthal lifespan.
If all the people who dispersed from Babel
were Neanderthals, the various groups would
have developed genetic changes as time went on,
eventually to produce all the peoples that we see
today. Recently, secular scientists have started to
suggest exactly this, that the Neanderthals were not
a homogeneous population, but that they diverged
genetically in various geographical areas of the world
where they lived (Fabre, Condemi, and Degioanni
2009). This would be a logical outcome of a worldwide
Neanderthal dispersion. However, the reliability of

This photo is on the web site www.skullsunlimited.com. To access it, type WKAM-SET-7 in the site’s search box and click on the
link that comes up.
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this kind of testing of ancient DNA is questioned by
some, a matter that will be discussed later in this
paper.
Implications of Long Neanderthal Lifespan
As noted earlier, Cuozzo showed by his X-ray
studies of Neanderthal skulls that these were people
who must have lived for hundreds of years (Cuozzo
1998a). Not only that, his computerized modeling
of skull changes with age predicted development
of exactly the kind of characteristics that these
Neanderthal skulls displayed (Cuozzo 1998b). This
meant that there had to have been some very, very
old people somewhere in our history.
Of course, we don’t have to look very hard to ﬁnd
extraordinarily long-lived people, because they are in
plain view in the early historical Genesis accounts.
Between Creation and the Flood, there were people
like Adam who lived 930 years and Methuselah
who lived 969 years, to pick two examples out of the
genealogy of Genesis 5. Noah lived 950 years in all,
600 before the Flood and 350 after it (Genesis 7:11,
9:28, 29). Lifespans were still quite long for some
time after the Flood; generations of people after Noah
lived for hundreds of years (Genesis 11:10–22). If we
accept the Bible literally, we have to believe that these
people actually lived that long.
From this we can deduce that, according to
Cuozzo’s studies, all the ancient long-lived people of
early Genesis who lived for hundreds of years could be
classiﬁed as Neanderthals, including everyone from
Adam through to the Flood and for some generations
after the Flood. Exactly when people no longer lived
long enough to develop Neanderthal characteristics,
and what generation after the Flood would have been
the last of what we would call Neanderthals, Cuozzo
does not specify at this stage of his work. (For a
discussion of what factors are involved in estimating
the probable ages of Neanderthal skulls, see Cuozzo
1998, pp. 201–216).
By contrast, the current creationist view of
Neanderthals as simply an ancient tribe of nomadic
people, now extinct, does not offer any answers as
to who the Neanderthals really were. Lubenow, in
discussing Neanderthal burial practices, says,

. . . I do not wish to imply that Abraham or his
ancestors . . . were Neandertals. What the relationship
was—if any—between the people of Genesis and the
Neandertals we do not know (Lubenow 2007).

Cuozzo would beg to disagree with that.

What Caused the Neanderthals’ Unique
Morphological Characteristics?
While everyone generally recognized that the
Neanderthals were human, it was clear that they
weren’t exactly like us in appearance. As Oard says
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(1996, p. 58), “Neanderthal Man did have a peculiar
look about him.” How Neanderthals came to have their
unique physical characteristics has been a subject of
much debate by evolutionists and creationists alike,
with no consensus reached on either side.
Early on, Custance (1968), a creationist
anthropologist, had suggested that “extreme old
age would often tend to modify the skull towards
the conventional man-ape form.” But on this he was
ahead of his time.
Since the Neanderthals had lived during the Ice
Age, scientists on both sides have assumed that climate
could have been a contributing factor in their facial
and other characteristics (Mellars 1996, p. 3; Oard
1996, p. 59). But rats raised in the cold in controlled
laboratory experiments showed some craniofacial
changes opposite to those that Neanderthals had;
apparently it would be necessary to reconsider the
climate theory (Rae et al. 2006). There were, in any
case, other possibilities that presented themselves.
An article by a geographer (Dobson 1998) had caused
rather a storm of controversy when he suggested
that Neanderthals were deformed because of iodine
deﬁciencies in their diet; in spite of attempts to refute
this idea by the well-known Trinkaus (Gugliotta 1999),
Dobson did not back down. Another group applied
statistical tests to show that it was genetic drift that
explained cranial differences between Neanderthals
and modern humans (Weaver, Roseman, and Stringer
2007).
Disease was considered a likely candidate by
many. Bowden (1981) had earlier taken the view that
European Neanderthals were degenerate humans
who suffered from rickets and syphilis; his belief
was inﬂuenced by the opinions of a 19th-century
pathologist, Virchow, and Ivanhoe (1970). The
inﬂuential Virchow, who died in 1902,
believed that Neanderthal man was a modern
Homo sapiens, whose deformations were caused by
rickets in childhood and arthritis later in life, with
the ﬂattened skull due to powerful blows to the head

(Schultz 2008).
Ivanhoe (1970) thought that Neanderthals may have
suffered from a vitamin D deﬁciency and that Virchow
was right after all. Jaroncyk (2007) thought a whole
group of factors could be involved:
Some of their characteristic skeletal features could
therefore be attributed to their harsh life in a cold
post-Flood climate, as well as to arthritis, rickets and
genetic isolation.

Oard (2006a, p. 129) favored rickets and arthritis
because of a lack of vitamin D from cloudy Ice-Age
weather, plus genetic inbreeding. Creationist Acton
(1978) believed that rickets, Paget’s disease and
syphilis were the most likely candidates for causing
the Neanderthal characteristics. Conrad (1986), an
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evolutionist, took Acton up on this, essentially saying
that even though Acton had many medical titles, and
knew a great deal about his own specialty, he clearly
did not know enough about Neanderthals. Lubenow
(2004, p. 84) has been satisﬁed to accept that disease,
especially rickets and syphilis, could be contributors
to the Neanderthal morphology, along with other
factors.
On the subject of Neanderthals and disease,
Lubenow and Cuozzo are deﬁnitely not in agreement.
Cuozzo refutes the idea of diseases in some detail
(Cuozzo 1998, pp. 275–279), concluding,
I sincerely hope that these outlined diagnostic signs
for rheumatoid arthritis, rickets, and congenital
syphilis will ﬁnally put to rest the speculation of all
those who have tried to explain away the Neanderthal
features using these diseases.

Although many of the authors above believed that
the Neanderthals’ distinctive browridges could be
largely accounted for by disease, various scientists
thought that the browridges were actually produced
by forces of chewing that affected Neanderthal facial
structure (for example, Spencer and Demes 1993). But
others concluded that what they called “masticatory
biomechanical adaptation” (chewing-caused changes)
did not underlie the Neanderthal facial morphology
(structure), and that alternative explanations should
be pursued (O’Connor, Franciscus, and Holton 2004),
whatever those alternatives were. Lubenow (2004,
p. 83) cites Klein (1989, pp. 281–282), whose “plausible
nonevolutionary explanation for most of the unique
features of Neandertal morphology” was that they
gripped things with their teeth, using the latter as
a tool.
Cuozzo, however, concluded that the Neanderthal
browridges had to have formed merely from old
age and normal chewing. He arrived at this from
his studies of Eskimo skulls from Koniak Island at
the Smithsonian in the 1980s; those jaws showed
lumps of bone inside, formed because of the Eskimos’
tough premodern diet. But the Neanderthals did not
have these lumps of bone, nor the thick gonial (jaw)
angle of those Eskimos, and therefore did not seem
to have had an unusually tough diet (Cuozzo 1998,
pp. 182–184, 229–230).
If browridges were the result of old age, it naturally
follows that Neanderthal children did not have them.
This is indeed the case, as is shown in Fig. 7. In
early times, however, it was mistakenly believed that
Neanderthal children did have facial features just
like those of adults. On this Cuozzo (1998, p. 272)
says, “Many human paleontologists thought it was
natural for Neanderthal children to have miniature
adult faces.” He cites Howell (1957).
Although creationists might think that the
subject of facial bone changes with age is new, the

medical scientiﬁc community at large has been
quite aware of this for a long time; surveys of the
literature on the subject go back as far as the 1860s
(Albert, Ricanek, and Patterson 2007; Behrents
1985; Guagliardo 1982). Israel (1977), for instance,
pointed out that as people age, different parts of the
craniofacial skeleton will grow at different rates. It
may be surprising how wide the subject is of interest.
A paper on craniofacial changes with age aimed at
plastic surgeons suggested that surgeons may want
to alter underlying bone structure as well as skin on
aging patients (Bartlett, Grossman, and Whitaker
1992). At an FBI (Federal Bureau of Investigation)
conference, Milner, Neave, and Wilkinson (2001)
made the point that “bone remains a highly dynamic
tissue with active remodeling occurring through old
age.” Albert, Ricanek, and Patterson (2007) note
that their research was funded by the United States
Department of Defense which was interested in
“studies of automated face recognition, computer 3D
modeling of faces, and computer adult age progression
techniques.”
Unlike creationists in general, who have been slow
to pick up on Cuozzo’s work, those in dental ﬁelds of
expertise have understood it quite well; for example,
Robbins (2009), a retired dentist, has published an
article in Bible and Spade in which he explains the
principles behind Cuozzo’s calculations of lifespans of
long-lived people.

Fig. 7. Reconstruction of a Neanderthal child.
Anthropological Institute, University of Zurich
(Neanderthal 2009).
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Why Did the Neanderthals Disappear?
The biggest puzzle, that neither the majority of
creationists nor the evolutionists have been able to
solve, is why the Neanderthals disappeared. The
robust Neanderthals appeared to have everything
going for them, all agree, and there is no visible
reason why they should not have survived (Trinkaus
1978). Nonetheless, disappear they did, rather
suddenly, before the end of the post-Flood Ice Age or,
as evolutionists call it, the end of the last ice age9 (Van
Andel and Davies 2004).
Everyone agrees that modern humans showed
up on the world scene at approximately the same
time that the Neanderthals disappeared; whether or
not this timing was a coincidence is debated. Some
evolutionists allow thousands of years for the two
groups to overlap—how many thousand is a matter
of intense discussion—because they have a lot of
time at their disposal, and a few thousand years
here or there are a mere triﬂe (see, for example,
Lewin 1999, pp. 157, 165–166). Creationists obviously
have far less historical time available to account for
the Neanderthal disappearance and subsequent
appearance of modern man; therefore they have
to explain how this mysterious event could have
happened so quickly. But the problem for both sides is
the same: why did it happen?
The proposed explanations forwarded by
evolutionists on the Neanderthal demise have been
both varied and creative, and only a sampling of the
rather large literature on this subject can be touched
on here. The Neanderthals’ supposed inability
to cope with climate change has been especially
popular (Jimenez-Espejo et al. 2007); although the
Neanderthals had been able to live through the Ice
Age successfully, they apparently could not cope with
the ending of this cold period. Also much discussed
are losing out to modern humans in various kinds
of competition (Banks et al. 2008; Hoffecker 2002;
Shea 2001), intermarrying with moderns (Zilhão
2006), or possibly both (Miller 2001). But there are
others. Carnieri (2006) suggests that anatomically
modern humans in Europe ate a lot of seafood; this
more healthful diet helped them outlive the largely
carnivorous Neanderthals. Sorensen (n.d.) suggests
that Homo sapiens, migrating out of Africa, brought
infectious disease that killed off the Neanderthals.
Kuhn and Stiner (2006) argue that because
Neanderthals did not divide their labor between the
sexes the way modern humans did, this gave the
latter a survival advantage. A mathematician, using
what he calls a “simple mathematical homogeneous
model of competition,” has determined that extinction
of the Neanderthals was unavoidable (Flores 1998).
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Economists have gotten into the act with a theory
that the Neanderthals came out second best because
modern humans were better at trade (Horan, Bulte,
and Shogren 2005). A rather grisly version surfaced
in reports that, ﬁnally, there was good evidence that
the Neanderthals actually did practice cannibalism,
as had been suspected (Sanders 1999); presumably
we were to believe that, like the gingham dog and
the calico cat (Field 1894), the Neanderthals simply
ate each other up. Then a different angle on the
alleged cannibalism was proposed: eating each other,
especially the brains, might have caused spreading
of a mad-cow-related disease that could have
played a large part in wiping the Neanderthals out
(Underdown 2008). More recently, news articles (for
example, McKie 2009) trumpeted to the world that
it was actually cannibalistic modern humans who ate
the Neanderthals up; this was based on an interview
with scientist Fernando Rozzi, head of a research
team that had just published a paper (Rozzi et al.
2009) that cast doubt on what their leader was telling
the press(!). According to a group of geneticists, the
small population size of Neanderthals may have
made them more vulnerable to extinction, whatever
the causes (Briggs et al. 2009).
This is not an exhaustive list of the many
possibilities that have been proposed. As one
insightful science newswriter says, “Figuring out
why Neanderthals died out and what they were like
when alive have kept plenty of scientists busy” (ANI
2009). Mark Twain would have been quite impressed
by how little hard evidence supports some of these
papers. He wrote, “There is something fascinating
about science. One gets such wholesale returns
of conjecture out of such a triﬂing investment of
fact” (Twain 1883). One might think he was talking
about evolutionists’ papers on the disappearance of
the Neanderthals.
Meanwhile, creationists’ explanations of the
Neanderthal demise have seemed rather tame
and tentative by comparison, nor has there been
a noticeable rush to embrace many of the various
theories offered by evolutionists. Even Lubenow, who
is very deﬁnite about many other ideas in his book,
glosses lightly over the matter of why creationists
think the Neanderthals disappeared from view;
indeed, he speculates that Neanderthals could have
survived into fairly recent times (Lubenow 2004,
p. 82). The creationist stance is exempliﬁed by a recent
online piece about an apparent Neanderthal stabbing
(Human stabbed a Neanderthal, evidence suggests,
2009), that ended with the words,
The more interesting debate is whether Neanderthals
went entirely extinct . . . or whether their genes

The evolutionary view is that there were many ice ages over several hundred thousand years, with warmer interglacial periods
(Oard 2006b).
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survive in many modern Europeans, as some studies
have suggested.

On the one side, Oard (2006a, p. 129) states that the
Neanderthals “very likely” intermarried with CroMagnon man, who seemed to follow the Neanderthals
into Europe some time later; and Sarfati (2004, p. 317)
concludes that “. . . modern humans and Neandertals
likely amalgamated in Europe.” But, on the other side,
Wise (2008) claims that DNA evidence shows that
we do not carry Neanderthal genes today; therefore
Neanderthals went extinct without intermarrying
with modern humans. He speculates that this
extinction event could have occurred because of
challenges of survival in the post-Flood earth, or from
various kinds of human violence.
The creationist debate as to whether or not the
Neanderthals mixed their genes with those of
modern humans through marriage is mirrored by
evolutionists (who prefer to talk about “interbreeding”
or “admixing” or “cohabiting”). Their positions are
entrenched on both sides of this fence. “It is becoming
increasingly clear that the Neanderthals and their
modern human successors did not mix and that the
Neanderthals are an extinct side branch of humanity”
(Klein 2003); see also Currat and Excofﬁer (2004)
and Tattersall (2007). But on the opposite side of the
question are Wolpoff et al. (2004), who speciﬁcally
refute Klein (2003); and Trinkhaus (2007), who
believes that paleoanthropology shows deﬁnitively
that the Neanderthals and moderns interbred, and
the case is closed. Not so, says Paabo (Morgan 2009),
whose belief in DNA and genome mapping (Green et
al. 2008) bring him down on the side of almost total
lack of interbreeding between Neanderthals and later
humans. There would appear to be practically no
middle ground between the two camps
Predictably,progressive(old-earth)creationistHugh
Ross much prefers the DNA “proof” that Neanderthals
and modern humans did not interbreed10; this is an
extremely important matter to Ross, because if it
can be shown that they did intermix, this would be
“fatal to the current Progressive Creationist model,”
according to Line (2007).
Obviously creationists and evolutionists are
grappling with the same questions. Lubenow’s remark
that the disappearance of the Neanderthals is like
the disappearance of the Cheshire cat (Carroll 1865),
whose grin remains to taunt evolutionists (Lubenow
2004, p. 81), applies equally to creationists. Clearly,
the matter of what caused the disappearance of the
Neanderthals has not been clear at all.
A major problem with most of the proffered

hypotheses on the Neanderthal extinction is the
widening geographical distribution of Neanderthal
sites that have been located in the past few years, a
subject that will be discussed later in this paper. Many
authors address extinction of the Neanderthals in
Europe, for example, and then rather ignore the ones
in more far-ﬂung places. Did other Neanderthals in
other places become extinct for the same reasons? The
whole subject becomes more complicated as the very
large distances involved make it increasingly difﬁcult
to assume that everything can be explained by merely
saying that the Neanderthals were nomadic.
However, the problem of the demise of the
Neanderthals goes away entirely if we accept
that Cuozzo is correct in his conclusions that the
Neanderthals were the post-Flood long-lived people
who spread out from Babel in all directions. Their
“disappearance” would have occurred when they no
longer lived long enough to develop the distinctive
Neanderthal characteristics.11 The modern humans
who supposedly “replaced” the Neanderthals would
be the descendants of the latter, who did not live
as long as their ancestors. This not only makes the
matter of the Neanderthal disappearance very simple
and straightforward, it also explains why it happens
that modern humans arose at around the same time
as the Neanderthals disappeared; furthermore, this
would be true in all parts of the world. Proponents of
Occam’s razor (Occam’s razor 2009), often stated as
“The simplest explanation is usually the best,” would
recognize the Cuozzo explanation of the Neanderthal
demise as a good one.
According to Cuozzo, we would expect that, with
people’s decreasing lifespans as time went on, the
Neanderthal characteristics would gradually lessen
from generation to generation, and then disappear
entirely. In fact, this is what we see in various
archaeological discoveries, although these are
usually interpreted as humans that are the result of
intermarriage between the Neanderthal and modern
peoples (except for the DNA proponents, who do not
agree, and who propose other ideas). For example,
excavations in Israel are claimed to show “continuous
biological evolution from Neanderthal to anatomically
modern Homo sapiens” (Jelinek 1982). Also, at the
Neanderthal site in Romania, the human remains
display a “mosaic of modern human and archaic
and/or Neandertal features” according to the paper
published on the ﬁnd (Soﬁcaru, Dobos, and Trinkaus
2006). Creationists have hailed this as exciting news
and further evidence that the Neanderthals were fully
human beings (Anderson 2006; Jaroncyk 2007).

10
Ross believes that Neanderthals were not human, but were animals without spirits, and therefore not capable of interbreeding
with humans (Rana and Ross 2005, pp. 195–196; Van Bebber and Taylor 1994, p. 51). As evidence that this issue is important to
Ross, there are numerous articles on his web site, www.reasons.org, on the subject of DNA and Neanderthals.
11
The Genesis 11 genealogy shows the decreasing lifespans of men from one generation to the next.
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It follows logically that Cuozzo’s work knocks out
the underpinnings of the Ross old-earth belief system,
since the Ross view of Neanderthals as animals
without spirits is nulliﬁed.
Neanderthal DNA: What Does It Tell Us?
As we have seen in the previous section, genetics
and paleoanthropology are pitted against each other
in the matter of the Neanderthal disappearance. On
the one side, the geneticists, leaning on mapping of
the Neanderthal genome and DNA sequencing, do not
believe that we carry any Neanderthal genes today,
lending their support to extinction of the Neanderthals
as a side group not in our direct lineage. On the
other side, the paleoanthropologists, pointing to the
fossils they have found, believe that there was mixing
between the Neanderthals and our modern ancestors,
and that we surely must have Neanderthal genes in
our makeup, no matter what anyone says. If Cuozzo
is right that we are all descended from Neanderthals,
then the paleoanthropologists must be correct as well.
But what of the DNA?
Recent publications by two creationist scientists
may dampen enthusiasm for drawing ﬁrm conclusions
from studies of Neanderthal DNA. Carter (2009), a
geneticist, cautions that we need to be skeptical about
evolutionary assumptions, accuracy of the mtDNA
(mitochondrial DNA) sequence, and other factors that
might lead to wrong conclusions. Criswell (2009), a
molecular biologist, points out that, although DNA
has been extracted from Neanderthals, this does not
necessarily mean that the DNA is of very good quality,
especially because of contamination of the samples
and (not surprisingly) decay over the millennia. It is
beyond the scope of this paper to cover this subject
in detail; those interested in pursuing the matter of
Neanderthal DNA in more depth are encouraged to
read both of these papers.
DNA is one area where Cuozzo and Lubenow
agree. The latter’s Chapter 23, “Technical Section:
mtDNA Neandertal Park—A Catch 22,” is an
excellent overview of the matter of DNA, including
the political implications of the struggle that he calls
“the molecules” versus “the fossils” (this chapter
is not very technical in spite of its title) (Lubenow
2004). The bottom line is that Lubenow does not
consider DNA to be a reliable source of scientiﬁc
information. Cuozzo does not put any weight on the
mtDNA results, either, stating that there are changes
in mtDNA over a person’s lifetime, so that the old
Neanderthals would have different mtDNA than the
young ones; the genome of the ancient people would
have been far less devolved than ours; and genetic
mutations in mtDNA have been occurring much
faster than previously believed (Cuozzo 2009). This
theme of continuous human physical degeneration
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from the earliest people to the present has been ably
developed by Sanford (2008), who attributes the
shortening of our lifespan throughout the millennia
to accumulation of damaging genetic mutations.
One more thing should be mentioned here. If these
Neanderthals were extremely old when they died, it
would not be surprising if they showed some old-age
characteristics, such as arthritis, and some signs of
trauma such as healed broken bones (Trinkaus 1978).
Indeed, it is surprising that the skeletons of these old
people were in such good shape overall at the time of
their death. Writers go on and on about how strong
these people were (for example, Trinkaus 1978). By
comparison, we can see how much we humans have
degenerated in the thousands of years since then; our
own old people, who do not live nearly as long, show
many signs of disease and deterioration in their old
age. Degeneration of our genome has taken its very
visible toll.
Slow Maturation of Neanderthal Children and
Its Timeline Implications
The fossils of young Neanderthals examined by
Cuozzo displayed characteristics that he believed
could only be explained by a very slow rate of
maturation, compared to the rate of maturation of
children today (Cuozzo 1998, 2003). Since modern
humans are considered to be slow to mature in the
general scheme of living beings, this meant that the
Neanderthals’ rate would have been very slow indeed.
According to Krogman (1972, p. 2),
Man has absolutely the most protracted period of
infancy, childhood and juvenility of all forms of life
. . . . Nearly thirty percent of his entire life-span is
devoted to growing.

That percent would be considered a bit high today in
countries where life expectancy at birth is now over
80 years, but many countries still have a far lower
life expectancy (Life expectancy at birth 2008), thus
increasing the percentage of total lifetime spent
growing up.
But by contrast, most secular scientists believed
that Neanderthals had matured exceptionally fast;
the usual explanation was that chimpanzees (touted
widely as “our closest living relatives”; see, for example,
Lovgren 2005) also matured rapidly (Moskowitz
2008). Indeed, Rozzi and de Castro (2004) studied
Neanderthal teeth and reached the conclusion that
Neanderthals became adults by a mere 15 years old.
Whether or not creationists as a whole have accepted
an unusually short lifespan of Neanderthals (perhaps
because of belief that climate and disease factors
caused the Neanderthal morphology), and a short
maturation time, is hard to say, as it is difﬁcult to ﬁnd
much in print on this point. However, on the matter of
exceptionally long-lived, slow-maturing Neanderthals,
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Cuozzo was swimming nearly alone against the
current.12 That is, until a group of evolutionists
(Ponce de Leon et al. 2008) concluded from a study of
skeletons that Neanderthals probably matured more
slowly (after infancy) than modern humans, and lived
to a relatively ripe old age, considering the popular
view of short-lived Neanderthals; thus giving Cuozzo
at least some support from an unexpected quarter.
If Neanderthal children matured very slowly
compared to us today, it follows logically that it took
longer than now to reach adulthood. Since we are
postulating that the Neanderthals were the old people
of the Bible, we will start by looking at what age the
biblical long-lived people are recorded as starting to
sire children.
There are two genealogies (in chapters 5 and 11
of Genesis), plus some scattered statistics later on
in the Bible, that give us tantalizing pieces of this
information. In addition, there are two main versions
of these genealogies that have come down to us in
the Masoretic and Septuagint manuscripts, with
differing numbers in the places where it matters to
us most—the ages given when men fathered their
ﬁrst sons. For instance, did Arphaxad, grandson
of Noah, really have his ﬁrst son when he was only
35 years old, as the Masoretic says (Genesis 11:12)?
Since the Masoretic says he lived a total of 438 years
(Genesis 11:13), he would have had his ﬁrst son when
he was only 8% into his total lifespan. But if he was
actually 135 when he fathered this son, according
to the Septuagint he would have been 24% into his
given lifespan of 565 years (Genesis 11:12,13), a more
normal proportion throughout history, and even
today. (The Masoretic and Septuagint manuscripts
give different ﬁgures for Arphaxad’s total lifespan.)

A. Habermehl

The concept that the length of time between birth
and sexual maturation might be related to the overall
lifespan of humans has not been widely considered,
and more work should be done in this area. It is
this author’s suggestion that Cuozzo’s Neanderthal
work points to the longer ages to fatherhood that are
indicated in the Septuagint numerical genealogies,
thus lengthening the earth’s historical timeline by
some centuries.13
One way of getting around the problem of needing
more time to account for historical events has been
to accept the Masoretic ﬁgures, but to allow for time
gaps in the early Genesis genealogies by claiming that
the real amount of historical time was not intended to
be known.14 This author rejects the idea of gaps in the
Genesis 5 and 11 genealogies, on the basis that the
numbers indicate that those genealogies are obviously
intended to give a continuous time history.15
Cuozzo (1998a, pp. 253–4) prefers to keep
to the Masoretic chronology while at the same
time postulating a very slow rate of Neanderthal
maturation; however, he admits that he has not
studied this timeline angle (Cuozzo 2009, personal
communication).
Implications of Distribution of Worldwide
Neanderthal Sites
The widely held creationist belief that the
Neanderthals must have been one of a number of
family groups that traveled outwards in all directions
from Babel worked ﬁne as long as most of the
discovered Neanderthal sites were in Europe and the
Middle East (see map at List of Neanderthal sites
2009). This made sense, because it looked as if the
Neanderthals were a nomadic family tribe that had

Beasley (1992) had picked up on Cuozzo’s earlier work, and realized that the young Neanderthals matured very slowly.
For an excellent overview of various chronologists’ calculations of the earth’s age, see Hodge (2007). Also, see Setterﬁeld (1999)
for discussion and calculations, including refuting of common objections to the Septuagint genealogies. Young (2003) presents an
intensive treatment of the mathematical reliability of the Septuagint versus Masoretic genealogies. It should be noted that only
the numerical genealogies are involved in this timeline discussion, not the overall accuracy and reliability of the Masoretic or the
various Septuagint manuscripts.
14
Whitcomb and Morris (1961, pp. 474–483), for instance, go into some detail as to why considerably more time is needed for our past
than Usshur’s chronology allows, but put a maximum of about 10,000 years on the age of the universe. Their book has not been revised
since then to change this material. (It should be noted that Morris later appears to have somewhat moderated his view on this, showing
a preference for the Masoretic timeline but still allowing for the possibility of genealogy gaps (Morris 1976, p. 154)). Lubenow essentially
accepts the same view of a maximum age of 10,000 years (pp. 94, 225) as does Nelson (2007). Von Fange (1994, pp. 113–146) devotes an
entire chapter to a discussion of chronology, also opting for an earth about 10,000 years old. Freeman (2005) has done an excellent job of
providing an overview of the whole subject of what he calls “ﬂuidity” of the chronologies.
15
This is also the view of Josephus (The Antiquities of the Jews, Book 1, 3:3), who says on the subject of the number of years
between Adam and the Flood that “the time is written down in our sacred books, those who then lived having noted down, with
great accuracy, both the births and deaths of illustrious men.” (Josephus, by the way, supported the longer Septuagint timeline,
as shown in the Antiquities of the Jews, Book 1, 3:4). The explanation often given, that “became the father of” can also mean “was
the ancestor of” (for example, see Whitcomb and Morris 1961, pp. 481–483) does not make sense in the case of the numerical
genealogies (although it may be true in the genealogies that do not give numbers between generations). For example, Eber did
not have to live 34 (or 134) years to become the ancestor of Peleg (Genesis 11:16); Eber became the ancestor of Peleg the day he
was born.
16
African Neanderthals are not always included in lists of sites because of the current evolutionary belief that mankind originated
in Africa. The two opposing views on this (hotly debated, of course) are called the “Out of Africa Model” (Stringer and McKie 1996)
and the “Multiregional Continuity Model” (Wolpoff and Caspari 1996). Neither model accommodates Neanderthals in Africa since
these primitive humans are supposed to have evolved elsewhere later on; African Neanderthals are therefore an inconvenience
to be dealt with by explaining why “these people were not actually Neanderthals” (Neanderthal 2009). However, information on
African Neanderthal sites can be found (List of Neanderthal sites 2009).
12
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Fig. 8. World map showing spread of Neanderthal sites. Information for this map was taken by the author from various
sources cited in the text of this paper, and is not intended to show all Neanderthal sites.

headed northwest from Babel, split into groups, and
settled in various places (Oard 1996, see map p. 58).
But the Neanderthal territory kept expanding (see
ﬁg. 8). Neanderthals have been found as far east as
southern Siberia, close to China (Anitei 2007; Krause
et al. 2007b), and down to the southern tip of Africa.16
Obviously they got around a lot more than had been
previously thought.17 We see then that the very wide
distribution of Neanderthals, as shown in Fig. 8, backs
the idea that they were the people who dispersed in
all directions from Babel, as Cuozzo believes. This
also makes the Lubenow view of Neanderthals as a
small variant group less likely.
A further look at Fig. 8 shows not only where
Neanderthals have been found, but also where they
have not been found. There are no Neanderthal sites
in North or South America, Greenland or Australia.
The question is, why not?
The world map (ﬁg. 8) shows Neanderthal
occupation along the western coast of Europe and
northern Africa, meaning that ancient long-lived
people migrated westward only that far. The most
obvious barrier to further westward migration would
have been the Atlantic ocean, with the corollary that
the original land mass must have broken up some time
before these people got to the western coasts.18 This
would put the latest possible time of earth’s breakup
fairly soon after the Babel dispersion; otherwise there
would have been time for the early post-Flood people

to have migrated westward to the territory that
is now North America, and this apparently did not
happen. (Obviously, if ever Neanderthals were found
in North America, this would change the history of
this continent. However, according to this map, it
seems unlikely.)
Naturally, this matter is of no concern to those
who believe that the earth broke up during the Flood.
However, there are those who believe that the breakup
of the earth occurred at the time of the birth of Peleg,
because of the statement in Genesis 10:25 that “in his
days was the earth divided.” This latter group has
proposed various scenarios, with differing times when
they think the earth broke up. Northrup (1996) and
Lanser (2009) believe the breakup occurred 200 years
after Babel, while Setterﬁeld (1999) puts breakup
159 years after Babel. These periods of time would
seem to be too long, as the probability is high that the
Neanderthals could have arrived at and beyond the
western shores of Europe from Babel in less than that
time; however, this is difﬁcult to prove one way or the
other. Nelson does not propose an actual period of time
between Babel and the subsequent earth breakup,
but believes that the breakup of the earth helped
to disperse people around the world, including the
Americas (Nelson 2007, p. 102). The actual pattern of
the Neanderthal sites refutes this, because the earth’s
breakup had to have prevented, rather than caused,
worldwide dispersal of peoples after Babel.

17
However, “a lot” can be a rather variable distance, according to interpretation. For instance, Richards et al. (2008) showed by
means of strontium isotope ratios in tooth enamel that one Neanderthal had moved a whole 20 km or more over his lifetime; they
considered this “a relatively wide range.” Clearly, many Neanderthals must have travelled a great deal more than this at some
point, since they have been found thousands of kilometers away from Mesopotamia (ﬁg. 8).
18
Most scientists today believe that the earth’s land was once all one mass, called Pangea, that broke up into the continents at some
time in history; the continents then moved apart. See Snelling (2007) for an explanation of the scientiﬁc principles involved.
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Based on Cuozzo’s work, we can say that people did
not arrive in North America until after the human
lifespan had shortened to the point that humans no
longer developed the Neanderthal characteristics.
This is in keeping with the disappearance of the
Neanderthals everywhere before the end of the
Ice Age, and the appearance of humans in North
America in post-Ice-Age times. Not surprisingly,
secular scientists are happy to put ﬁgures on these
events for us: although they differ somewhat on when
the earliest people arrived in North America, they
are agreed that it was probably between 10,000 and
15,000 years ago on their evolutionary time scale. (For
earliest human indications found in North America
so far, see Gilbert et al. 2008). Since Neanderthals
are commonly believed to have all disappeared by
about 30,000 years ago (Lewin 1999, p. 156), this
puts a gap between the demise of the Neanderthals
elsewhere in the world and the arrival of humans in
North America.19
Oard (2006a, see map p. 128) suggests that after the
Babel dispersion people eventually migrated all across
Asia, and crossed from the eastern point of Siberia
to what is now Alaska, spreading south from there
into the Americas. If we use our Neanderthals as a
marker, the crossing to Alaska would most likely have
taken place after the Ice Age, when the Neanderthals
had “died out,” and could not have occurred early
in the Ice Age as suggested by Oard (2000; 2006a,
p. 130). Schroeder’s (2005) somewhat novel idea of
immediate post-Babel people sailing around an icefree Arctic ocean, and migrating south through the
Bering Strait to settle in countries around the Paciﬁc
Ocean could be supported only if Neanderthals could
be found in these areas. As we see from Fig. 8, none
have been found in these places so far; it appears that
people headed out from Babel in all directions by
land. (In any case, it would be questionable whether
any of these small migrating groups, struggling for
survival in an Ice-Age climate, would have had the
resources to build a seafaring boat.) It was only later,
in post-Neanderthal times, that people migrated to
the Paciﬁc rim lands, by which time the northern sea
would have been full of ice (Oard 2006a, p. 96).
As a side comment, the huge territory that was
occupied by Neanderthals has also had implications
for those who advocate illness or climate as the cause
of the Neanderthal morphology. It seems highly
unlikely that all the widespread Neanderthals could
have had rickets, syphilis or whatever; or that the
climate variations in these widespread regions would
have affected all these people the same way.
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The Ice Age, Geology, and Archaeology
As noted earlier, scholars believe that the
Neanderthals “disappeared” some time before the
end of the Ice Age. The Neanderthal demise and the
Ice-Age meltdown are therefore historical events that
occurred fairly close together in time.
Creationists understand this Ice Age to have
occurred in post-Flood times. How many years in
the past the Flood took place is subject to timeline
differences of opinion (for example, Masoretic versus
Septuagint genealogy numbers, and differing
calculations of chronology of biblical events). In
addition, there are assumptions necessarily inherent
in calculations of the length of the Ice Age itself; Oard
(2006a) goes into these in some detail. Indeed, if we
attach the “disappearance” of the Neanderthals to the
shortening of the human lifespan, the actual time in
history when people no longer displayed Neanderthal
characteristics may have differed in various parts of
the world because of lifestyle, climate, or other factors.
The Ice-Age meltdown, therefore, can only provide us
with a general historical marker with respect to the
Neanderthals.
It is hard for us to imagine what the world must
have been like during the catastrophic period of the
melting of the great continental ice sheets and the
glaciers in high mountains. Enormous amounts of
water were released from the melting ice, causing
ﬂooding and great changes in the landscape, and
raising world ocean levels from their minimum at the
height of the glaciation to approximately their level
today (Lamb 1997, pp. 114–116).
One country that has been affected quite clearly
by this kind of geologic history is Egypt. The high
mountains in the African countries south of Egypt
developed large glaciers during the Ice Age; in the
time of the Ice-Age melting, vast amounts of water
ﬂowed down the Nile tributaries and northward in
the Nile valley. At about the same time, a belt of heavy
monsoon rains moved northward in Africa, adding to
the extraordinary Nile inundations of this time (Bard
1999, p. 16; Close 1996, pp. 43–46). Great amounts of
silt washed down the Nile along with all this torrential
water and largely formed the huge fan-shaped
delta at Egypt’s north end on the Mediterranean
(Stanley and Warne 1993). This catastrophic ﬂooding
effectively destroyed many signs of prehistoric IceAge habitation along the Nile, of which only remnants
have been found by archaeologists (Close 1996, p. 43;
Edwards 1970, pp. 62–72; Mithen 2003, pp. 451–452;
Shaw 2002, p. 29). We might expect that the very
earliest people who lived in Egypt before the Ice-Age

The exaggerated dates of secular scientists have little meaning for those attempting to put an event into the creationist timeframe;
the only value here is to show that there was a time gap between the Neanderthals and the earliest humans in North America.
Jones (1998) and Snelling (2009) offer excellent overviews, that are not too technical, on the problems inherent in commonly used
methods of dating.
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meltdown would have been Neanderthals who had
migrated from Babel, and whose descendants moved
elsewhere when the meltdown ﬂooding began. During
this period of the inundations, Egypt was effectively
unpopulated. After the era of Ice-Age meltdown
ﬂooding ended, Egypt was eventually repopulated
by modern people; therefore all known civilization in
Egypt from earliest predynastic times on is post Ice
Age. This sequence of events in earliest ancient Egypt
has been well developed by various historians (see, for
example, Midant-Reynes, 2000; Shaw 2002).
Parenthetically, there are wider implications of this
early Egyptian history. We know that, to avoid famine
in Canaan, Abraham picked up and went to Egypt
(Genesis 12:10–20). There was a pharaoh reigning
there then, a pharaoh that was powerful enough to
intimidate Abraham, who lied about Sarah’s marital
status to protect himself (Genesis 12:13). This
means that by the time of Abraham’s visit, Egypt’s
population and civilization had developed sufﬁciently
to have a strong ruler in place, and the Ice Age was
long past. The currently accepted 700-year Ice Age
(Oard 2006b) does not ﬁt into the 427 years allowed
by Usshur (1658, p. 25) and Jones (2007, CD and
p. 57) for all the geological and historical events that
occurred between the Flood and Abraham’s Egyptian
sojourn. Furthermore, according to the Usshur/Jones
chronology, a 700-year Ice Age starting after the
Flood would place Jacob’s arrival in Egypt (Genesis
46, 47) during the period of the Nile inundations from
the Ice-Age meltdown, while the delta, where Goshen
was located, was still being formed from the silt. One
possible solution to this problem would be to shorten
the complete Ice Age, meltdown and all, to about 300
years. Another would be to go to the longer timeline
offered by the Septuagint chronology, as discussed
earlier. What is clear is that the current state of
acceptance of both the Masoretic genealogies and
the 700-year Ice Age is incompatible with the biblical
account and Egyptian history.
Another place that yields historical and geological
information from the Ice Age is the large cave at
Shanidar in the Zagros mountains of northwest
Iraq, where a number of Neanderthals have been
found (Hirst 2009; Trinkaus and Shipman 1993,
pp.334–341.) Because of the Neanderthal occupation,
we know that this cave had to have been there
during at least part of the Ice Age, and also had to
have survived the end-of-Ice-Age ﬂooding which took
place in the area (the cave is located on a hillside high
above the valley bottom). In addition, we know that
the mountains in this area must have been already
formed well before the end of the Ice Age.
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As in Egypt, so in Mesopotamia the Ice-Age
meltdown made an enormous difference in the geology
of the country. When the Shanidar Neanderthals
looked out of their cave toward the Greater Zab
River valley of Northern Iraq, they could not have
envisioned the great torrents of water that would
later ﬂow down this tributary to the Tigris River at
the end of the Ice Age. The entire southern half of
Mesopotamia is composed of the delta formed largely
by silts washed down the Tigris and Euphrates rivers
from the north during the great ﬂoods of the Ice-Age
meltdown (see, for instance, McIntosh 2005, pp. 8–9;
Nutzel 1979; Persian Gulf Once Dry, Green, and
Inhabited by Humans 2007; Postgate 1992). This
has implications for those who look for the Tower
of Babel on this delta, since everything in southern
Mesopotamia has to be post Ice Age, including the
ancient city of Babylon.
At the peak of the Ice Age, world ocean levels were
at their minimum because of the huge amount of
water that had been frozen onto the thick continental
ice sheets.20 The ancient stone constructions around
the world that are located under water, not far
from current shorelines, may well have been built
during the time of the lower ocean levels of the Ice
Age. Secular writers are understandably mystiﬁed
by these sophisticated prehistoric constructions
that do not coincide with an evolutionary worldview
(Hancock 2002); one might wonder whether these
underwater cities were built by Ice-Age people whom
we would deﬁne as Neanderthals. A Neanderthal
skull fragment has been recently dredged up from the
North Sea (Vieru 2009); since this sea has an average
depth of only 95 m, it would most likely have been dry
land at the peak of the Ice Age, and this Neanderthal
could well have lived there at that time (About the
North Sea 2009).
In a somewhat novel view of history, von Fange
(1994, see chart p. 222) places the entire Ice Age
and its meltdown before the Babel dispersion. This
sequence of events does not ﬁt with known facts for a
number of reasons, one of which is that Neanderthals
(that is, mankind) had already scattered widely
because of the Babel dispersion before the end of the
Ice Age. It is beyond the scope of this paper to go more
deeply into other aspects of why the Ice Age could not
have ended before Babel.
Additionally, the controversial question of whether
human tracks appear together with dinosaur tracks
is affected by this discussion of Neanderthals and the
Ice Age. In North America, especially, the subject is
somewhat mixed up with disagreement as to whether
certain tracks are actually human or not,21 and

At the peak of the Ice Age, the oceans dropped to a level that was about 120 meters lower than they are today (Gornitz 2007).
There has been a very large number of creationist papers on this subject, pro and con. For example, Rusch (1971) and Silvestru
(2004) have made the point that not nearly everything that looks like a human footprint really is one. Rosnau et al. (1989a, 1989b)
give a mixed review on the possibility of human footprints in Glen Canyon, Arkansas. For a comprehensive look at this subject,
see Kuban (2009), who has studied the alleged human tracks extensively.
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whether or not track layers are post Flood.22 What we
can say is that if large dinosaur tracks in the Americas
or Australia are post Flood, any human-looking
tracks that appear with them cannot have been made
by humans. This is because the large dinosaurs died
out long before post-Ice-Age modern humans reached
these lands23; only in countries where Neanderthal
sites occur could post-Flood dinosaurs and humans
have coexisted.
Closing comments
The question is necessarily raised whether
traditional paleoanthropology as a science has been
adequate for study of Neanderthals without the
additional input of specialized medical expertise.
Where only traditional paleoanthropology has been
applied, not only has the subject of the Neanderthals’
great age at death not even been considered, but faulty
medical notions have been accepted (for example,
with respect to disease as a supposed cause of the
distinctive Neanderthal characteristics). The result
has been that application of paleoanthropology alone,
without medical input, has led creationists down
quite a different path of thinking than the one they
might have taken if orthodontic and other applicable
medical expertise had been included.
This paper also points out the importance of
harmonization of various areas of scientiﬁc knowledge
with respect to any study. In this discussion of the
Neanderthals, we see that paleoanthropology,
medicine (including orthodontics, skeletal studies,
pathology, ageing studies), computer simulation,
genetics, history, paleoarchaeology, geography and
geology have all come into play, in addition to the
biblical record. It should always be understood that
one area of scientiﬁc knowledge does not supersede
the others in importance. All scientiﬁc disciplines
involved must be considered and all must contribute
equally; otherwise the conclusions may be skewed,
and may even be incorrect.
On the matter of the Neanderthals, there is no
compromise ground between the two sets of conclusions
that have been reached by the two major creationist
authorities (Cuozzo and Lubenow), because those
conclusions are largely mutually exclusive. Moreover,
the implications of this divergence of thought are
enormous for the young-earth creationist model, as
has been shown in this paper.
The Neanderthals have a lot to say to us, if we will
listen. But to hear what the Neanderthals are saying,
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we must consider the ramiﬁcations of Cuozzo’s work
which, in turn, balances on whether his scientiﬁc
expertise is valid or not. This leads to the inevitable
admission that if we cannot falsify Cuozzo’s scientiﬁc
conclusions on the Neanderthals, we are forced to
accept them. Ignoring them is not an honest scientiﬁc
option.
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