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​ABSTRACT​

​The​​australopithecines​​are​​routinely​​presented​​as​​the​​anatomical​​bridge​​between​​apes​​and​​humans,​
​the​ ​fossil​ ​group​ ​that​ ​turns​ ​common​ ​ancestry​ ​from​ ​an​ ​inference​ ​into​ ​a​ ​demonstration.​ ​This​ ​paper​
​argues​ ​the​ ​opposite:​ ​that​ ​in​ ​every​ ​system​ ​where​ ​the​​ape-to-human​​transition​​would​​have​​to​​show​
​itself,​​the​​australopithecines​​instead​​mark​​a​​boundary.​​The​​hyoid​​of​​A.​​afarensis​​is​​ape-like,​​built​​to​
​support​ ​laryngeal​ ​air​ ​sacs​ ​rather​ ​than​ ​articulate​ ​speech,​ ​and​ ​no​ ​transitional​​form​​bridges​​it​​to​​the​
​human​​bar-shaped​​hyoid.​​The​​pelvis,​​though​​capable​​of​​upright​​walking,​​retains​​a​​long,​​posteriorly​
​oriented​ ​ischium,​ ​strongly​ ​flared​​ilia,​​and​​a​​short,​​weakly​​curved​​sacrum,​​a​​configuration​​adapted​
​for​​climbing​​and​​a​​bent-hip,​​bent-knee​​gait​​rather​​than​​the​​efficient,​​extended-limb​​stride​​of​​Homo​
​sapiens​​.​​This​​same​​pattern​​recurs​​across​​the​​group:​​Little​​Foot​​(StW​​573)​​reproduces​​Lucy's​​pelvic​
​template​​rather​​than​​departing​​from​​it,​​which​​both​​confirms​​that​​Lucy's​​anatomy​​was​​representative​
​and​ ​undercuts​ ​the​​"pygmy​​human"​​reading​​of​​her​​skeleton.​​The​​skull​​and​​brain​​remain​​within​​the​
​ape​​range​​throughout.​​Drawing​​on​​Stern​​and​​Susman​​(1983)​​and​​the​​modern​​synthesis​​of​​VanSickle​
​et​​al.​​(2018),​​the​​paper​​contends​​that​​the​​long,​​posteriorly​​directed​​ischium​​is​​a​​diagnostic​​signature​
​of​ ​Australopithecus​ ​that​ ​is​​absent​​from​​every​​securely​​known​​human,​​including​​Homo​​naledi​​and​
​Homo​​floresiensis​​,​​whose​​fragmentary​​pelves​​cannot​​bear​​the​​comparative​​weight​​placed​​on​​them.​
​The​​mosaic​​traits​​so​​often​​read​​as​​transitional​​are​​better​​explained​​as​​ecological​​adaptation​​within​​a​
​distinct,​ ​created​ ​ape​ ​kind,​ ​front-loaded​ ​flexibility​​drawn​​out​​by​​a​​disrupted​​post-Flood​​world,​​not​
​the emergence of genuine anatomical novelty. The evidence points to discontinuity, not descent.​
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​The​ ​australopithecines​ ​were​ ​a​ ​unique,​ ​extinct​ ​ape-like​ ​primate​ ​group,​ ​anatomically​ ​distinct​ ​from​ ​both​
​modern​ ​African​ ​apes​ ​and​ ​humans.​ ​Their​ ​bones​ ​tell​ ​a​ ​story,​ ​but​ ​not​ ​the​ ​one​ ​apologists​ ​of​ ​ape-to-man​
​evolution​ ​think.​ ​Rather​ ​than​ ​bridging​ ​humans​ ​and​ ​apes,​ ​they​ ​form​ ​a​ ​separate,​ ​well-defined​ ​group​ ​of​
​extinct​ ​apes,​ ​showing​ ​no​ ​evidence​ ​of​ ​transitional​ ​transformation.​ ​In​ ​every​ ​key​ ​area,​ ​whether​ ​speech,​
​locomotion, or cranial design, the evidence points to discontinuity, not descent.​

​The Hyoid Bone and the Missing Speech Transition​
​The​ ​hyoid​ ​bone​ ​is​ ​a​ ​small​ ​but​ ​crucial​ ​anchor​ ​for​ ​the​ ​tongue​ ​and​ ​larynx.​ ​In​ ​humans,​ ​it​ ​allows​ ​precise​
​control of speech. In apes, it supports air sacs used for resonant, non-linguistic calls.​

​•  Apes: possess a bulla-shaped hyoid connected to laryngeal air sacs.​

​•  Humans: have a bar-shaped hyoid optimized for articulate speech.​

​•  Australopithecines: the only known specimen (A. afarensis) is ape-like, featuring an extension for air​
​sacs, not a design for speech.​

​This​​is​​not​​a​​minor​​difference.​​There​​is​​no​​known​​transitional​​form​​between​​the​​air-sac-bearing​​hyoid​​of​
​apes​​and​​the​​speech-ready​​hyoid​​of​​humans.​​The​​fossil​​record​​does​​not​​show​​a​​stepwise​​modification;​​it​
​shows a gap.​
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​When​​critics​​respond​​that​​fossilization​​is​​rare,​​they​​are​​not​​giving​​data,​​they​​are​​giving​​an​​excuse.​​I​​have​
​personally​ ​experienced​ ​this​ ​in​ ​formal​ ​debates,​ ​specifically​ ​in​ ​a​ ​debate​ ​titled​ ​Evolution​ ​on​ ​Trial,​​which​
​took place on the popular debate channel Modern Day Debate.​

​For​​such​​a​​major​​transformation,​​the​​absence​​of​​intermediates​​is​​exactly​​what​​we​​would​​expect​​if​​humans​
​and​​apes​​were​​separately​​created​​kinds,​​not​​evolutionary​​kin.​​This​​is​​why​​guardians​​of​​common​​descent​
​struggle to answer this important point.​

​If human language evolved, where are the transitional speech bones?​

​A Different Kind of Bipedalism​
​The​​australopithecine​​pelvis​​is​​often​​presented​​as​​human-like,​​yet​​its​​detailed​​anatomy​​reveals​​a​​form​​of​
​bipedalism entirely different from ours. Key differences include the following.​

​•  Iliac flare: extremely lateral, with gluteal muscles oriented for side-sway balance, not efficient​
​forward stride.​

​•  Ischium: long and posterior, excellent for climbing, poor for upright locomotion.​

​•  Sacrum: short in overall height and less curved than in modern humans, with a shape that differs​
​from the deeply curved, triangular human sacrum. Although broader than that of chimpanzees, its​
​reduced curvature and geometry provide less effective load transfer for a fully extended, human-like​
​bipedal gait.​

​•  Acetabulum: faces more laterally than in humans, and when combined with the long, posteriorly​
​projecting ischium, it would have reduced the efficiency of full hip extension, consistent with a​
​locomotor pattern that retained significant climbing ability.​

​Even​​though​​some​​evolutionary​​anatomists​​(such​​as​​C.​​Owen​​Lovejoy)​​have​​proposed​​a​​more​​human-like​
​interpretation​ ​of​ ​Australopithecus​ ​locomotion,​ ​the​ ​broader​ ​paleoanthropological​ ​literature​ ​consistently​
​shows​ ​that​ ​australopithecine​ ​bipedalism​ ​was​ ​not​ ​mechanically​ ​equivalent​ ​to​ ​that​ ​of​ ​modern​ ​humans.​
​Multiple​ ​studies,​ ​including​ ​Stern​ ​and​ ​Susman​ ​(1983),​ ​DeSilva​ ​(2009),​ ​and​ ​others,​ ​describe​ ​a​ ​gait​
​characterized​ ​by​ ​limited​ ​hip​ ​and​ ​knee​ ​extension,​ ​reduced​ ​stride​ ​length,​ ​and​ ​substantial​ ​reliance​ ​on​
​climbing​ ​adaptations.​ ​This​ ​form​ ​of​ ​locomotion​ ​is​ ​widely​ ​regarded​ ​as​ ​biomechanically​ ​distinct​ ​from​
​human bipedality.​

​In​​other​​words,​​Australopithecus​​did​​walk​​upright,​​but​​not​​with​​the​​efficient,​​extended-limb​​gait​​of​​Homo​
​sapiens.​​Instead,​​their​​movement​​is​​best​​understood​​as​​a​​hybrid​​form:​​capable​​of​​terrestrial​​bipedality,​​but​
​still​ ​heavily​ ​adapted​ ​for​ ​arboreal​ ​climbing,​ ​with​ ​a​ ​posture​ ​and​ ​gait​ ​that​ ​differ​ ​markedly​ ​from​ ​that​ ​of​
​humans.​

​Australopithecus walked upright, but not like us.​

​Modern​ ​gibbons​ ​walk​ ​bipedally​ ​on​ ​the​ ​ground​ ​more​ ​efficiently​ ​than​ ​chimps​ ​do,​ ​yet​ ​no​​one​​calls​​them​
​transitional.​​Why​​should​​australopithecines​​be​​different?​​Extant​​creatures​​that​​walk​​upright​​tell​​us​​clearly​
​that​​the​​ability​​to​​walk​​upright​​is​​not​​a​​trait​​isolated​​to​​humans.​​As​​Biblical​​creationists,​​we​​do​​not​​need​​to​
​spend​ ​unnecessary​ ​time​ ​trying​ ​to​ ​argue​ ​that​ ​humans​ ​are​ ​the​ ​only​ ​upright-walking​ ​beings.​ ​There​ ​are​
​creatures​​today​​outside​​of​​humans​​that​​can​​and​​do​​walk​​upright.​​The​​same​​thing​​is​​true​​in​​the​​past,​​with​
​the australopithecines. That being said, no other creation appears to walk in the same manner as humans.​

​Technical Note: Lucy's Ischium Was Long, Not Short​
​A​ ​recurring​ ​misconception​​is​​that​​Australopithecus​​afarensis,​​especially​​the​​famous​​specimen​​AL​​288-1​
​(Lucy),​ ​possessed​ ​a​ ​short,​ ​human-like​ ​ischium.​ ​The​ ​detailed​ ​analysis​ ​published​ ​by​ ​Stern​ ​and​ ​Susman​
​(1983)​ ​in​ ​The​ ​Locomotor​ ​Anatomy​ ​of​ ​Australopithecus​ ​afarensis​ ​demonstrates​ ​the​ ​opposite.​ ​Using​
​standard​​pelvic​​biomechanical​​ratios,​​including​​the​​hamstring​​moment​​arm​​relative​​to​​acetabular​​diameter,​
​they​ ​found​ ​that​ ​Lucy's​ ​hamstring​ ​moment​ ​arm​ ​was​ ​significantly​ ​longer​ ​than​ ​in​ ​modern​ ​humans​ ​on​
​average.​​Their​​conclusion​​is​​explicit:​​AL​​288-1​​had​​a​​relatively​​long​​hamstring​​moment​​arm​​compared​​to​



​modern​​humans,​​an​​anatomical​​indicator​​of​​a​​long,​​ape-like​​ischium.​​In​​contrast,​​humans​​possess​​a​​short​
​ischium​​that​​allows​​full​​hip​​extension​​and​​efficient,​​energy-saving​​bipedal​​locomotion.​​The​​peer-reviewed​
​evidence​ ​therefore​ ​confirms​ ​that​ ​Lucy​ ​did​ ​not​ ​have​ ​a​ ​human-like​ ​pelvis;​ ​her​ ​elongated​ ​ischium​ ​aligns​
​with​ ​powerful​​climbing​​musculature​​and​​a​​flexed-hip,​​flexed-knee​​mode​​of​​walking,​​consistent​​with​​the​
​broader​​analysis​​presented​​in​​this​​article.​​For​​readers​​who​​wish​​to​​examine​​the​​measurements​​directly,​​see​
​Table 2 of Stern and Susman (1983) for the full numerical comparison.​

​A​​modern​​synthesis​​published​​in​​the​​Journal​​of​​Human​​Evolution​​confirms​​that​​both​​A.​​afarensis​​and​​A.​
​africanus​ ​possessed​ ​a​ ​relatively​ ​long​ ​ischium​ ​and​ ​pubis,​ ​alongside​ ​posteriorly​ ​oriented​ ​ilia​ ​and​ ​weak​
​buttressing,​​traits​​that​​sharply​​distinguish​​australopith​​pelves​​from​​those​​of​​modern​​humans​​(VanSickle​​et​
​al.​​2018).​​Since​​Sts​​14​​is​​the​​definitive​​pelvic​​specimen​​of​​A.​​africanus,​​and​​Little​​Foot​​(StW​​573)​​shares​
​the​ ​same​ ​pelvic​ ​template,​ ​these​ ​findings​ ​strongly​ ​support​ ​the​ ​conclusion​ ​that​ ​australopithecines​
​consistently retained an ape-like, elongated ischium unsuitable for human-style hip extension.​

​In contrast to recent humans, Australopithecus africanus and Australopithecus afarensis had​
​distinctly laterally flared ilia, a more posteriorly oriented iliac ala, a wide bi-iliac breadth relative​
​to their small body size, a relatively long ischium and pubis, and a weakly developed, anteriorly​
​positioned acetabulospinous buttress that narrows anterosuperiorly.​

​— VanSickle et al. 2018 (citing Lovejoy et al. 1973; Stern and Susman 1983; Berge 1998; Hausler 2002; Berge and Goularas 2010; Claxton 2016).​

​Australopithecine Bipedality: Capable Walkers, Not Human-Like Walkers​
​To​ ​be​ ​clear,​ ​this​ ​article​ ​does​ ​not​ ​argue​ ​that​ ​australopithecines​ ​were​ ​incapable​ ​of​ ​upright​ ​walking.​ ​The​
​evidence​ ​clearly​​indicates​​that​​they​​could​​and​​did​​walk​​bipedally​​on​​the​​ground.​​However,​​the​​nature​​of​
​their​​bipedalism​​was​​biomechanically​​distinct​​from​​that​​of​​humans.​​Australopithecines​​were​​facultative​​or​
​opportunistic​ ​bipeds,​ ​able​ ​to​ ​walk​ ​upright​ ​when​ ​useful,​ ​but​ ​not​ ​built​ ​for​ ​the​ ​efficient,​ ​extended-limb,​
​energy-saving gait characteristic of humans. Multiple anatomical features make this clear.​

​•  Long, posteriorly oriented ischium​
​–  Provides powerful hamstring leverage for climbing​
​–  Compromises full hip extension needed for long-distance human walking​
​–  Clearly present in the best-preserved australopith pelves (afarensis, africanus / Sts 14, and​

​consistent with what is known for Little Foot and other specimens)​
​•  Strong iliac flare and laterally placed gluteals​

​–  Effective for stabilizing side-to-side sway​
​–  Inefficient for forward-striding bipedalism​
​–  Indicates a bent-hip, bent-knee gait​

​•  Short lower limbs relative to trunk length​
​–  Increases the mechanical cost of walking​
​–  Opposite of human limb proportions optimized for stride efficiency​

​•  Curved phalanges and strong climbing morphology​
​–  Indicates continued arboreal reliance​
​–  Inconsistent with obligate bipedal specialization​

​•  Variable, not human-like foot anatomy​
​–  Midfoot flexibility retained in several specimens​
​–  Hallux alignment inconsistent across individuals​
​–  Reflects mixed locomotor strategies, not human-style bipedal commitment​

​•  Anterior foramen magnum that remains intermediate​
​–  Allows upright posture​
​–  But still significantly posterior to the human condition​
​–  Correlated with vertical climbing in other primates (for example, gibbons)​



​Taken​​together,​​these​​features​​show​​that​​australopithecines​​did​​walk​​upright,​​but​​they​​did​​so​​in​​a​​manner​
​adapted​ ​for​ ​short​ ​bouts​ ​of​ ​terrestrial​ ​movement​ ​combined​ ​with​ ​continued​ ​arboreal​ ​behavior.​​Their​​gait​
​was​ ​energetically​ ​costly,​ ​mechanically​ ​limited,​ ​and​ ​fundamentally​ ​different​ ​from​ ​the​ ​efficient,​ ​obligate​
​bipedalism of humans.​

​This​ ​mixed​ ​locomotor​ ​profile​ ​is​ ​fully​ ​consistent​ ​with​ ​the​ ​creation​ ​and​ ​separate​ ​ancestry​ ​model,​ ​which​
​predicts​ ​variation​ ​within​ ​an​ ​ape​ ​kind​ ​but​ ​does​ ​not​ ​expect​ ​a​ ​directional​ ​transformation​ ​toward​ ​human​
​anatomy.​ ​In​ ​other​ ​words,​ ​bipedality​ ​does​ ​not​ ​equal​ ​humanity,​ ​and​ ​upright​ ​walking​ ​does​ ​not​ ​imply​
​evolutionary transition.​

​Epigenetics, Environment, and Adaptation​
​Traits​​like​​smaller​​teeth​​or​​lighter​​jaws​​in​​australopithecines​​are​​often​​cited​​as​​human-like,​​but​​they​​can​​be​
​easily explained through environmental and epigenetic plasticity, not evolutionary innovation.​

​•  Dietary variation (soft fruits versus tough vegetation) can alter enamel thickness and jaw structure.​

​•  Epigenetic regulation allows developmental genes to adjust bone morphology based on diet, stress,​
​or climate.​

​•  Such changes can arise within a few generations, not millions of years.​

​So​ ​minor​ ​cranial​ ​differences​ ​between​ ​australopithecines​ ​and​ ​other​ ​apes​ ​do​ ​not​ ​represent​ ​evolutionary​
​transitions; they reflect micro-level adaptation built into the design of created kinds.​

​The Skull and Brain: Still Fully Ape​
​Despite​ ​the​ ​hype,​ ​every​ ​well-reconstructed​ ​Australopithecus​ ​skull,​ ​including​ ​Lucy​ ​(AL​ ​288-1),​ ​Selam​
​(DIK-1-1), and AL 444-2, retains overwhelmingly ape-like features.​

​•  Brain size: 400 to 450 cc (chimp range).​

​•  Facial projection: strongly prognathic (forward-jutting).​

​•  Dental arcade: U-shaped with parallel tooth rows, not parabolic as in humans.​

​•  Mandible: thick and heavy, with large postcanine teeth.​

​Even​ ​though​ ​Lucy's​ ​own​ ​skull​ ​is​ ​fragmentary,​ ​multiple​ ​specimens​ ​confirm​ ​these​ ​features​ ​consistently​
​across the species.​

​Incomplete fossils do not make uncertain conclusions; they make repeated confirmations.​

​Australopithecine Variation: The Rule, Not the Exception​
​Some​ ​may​ ​point​ ​to​ ​Little​ ​Foot​ ​(StW​ ​573)​ ​or​ ​Australopithecus​ ​africanus​ ​as​ ​exceptions​ ​within​ ​the​
​australopithecine​​group,​​supposedly​​showing​​a​​more​​human-like​​morphology.​​Yet​​the​​evidence​​shows​​that​
​Little Foot fits comfortably within the established australopith pattern.​

​Its​​brain​​size​​(~408​​cc)​​falls​​squarely​​within​​the​​chimpanzee​​and​​early​​australopithecine​​range.​​The​​face​
​remains​ ​strongly​ ​prognathic,​​the​​dental​​arcade​​U-shaped,​​and​​the​​mandible​​thick​​and​​heavily​​built,​​with​
​large​ ​postcanine​ ​teeth.​ ​These​ ​are​ ​ape-like​ ​features​ ​through​ ​and​ ​through.​ ​While​ ​small​ ​differences​ ​exist,​
​such​ ​as​ ​enamel​ ​thickness​ ​or​ ​cranial​ ​vault​ ​contour,​ ​they​ ​represent​ ​normal​ ​variation​ ​within​ ​the​
​australopithecine kind, not a progression toward humans.​

​In​ ​short,​ ​Little​ ​Foot​ ​reinforces​ ​the​ ​rule,​ ​not​ ​the​ ​exception:​ ​australopithecines​ ​were​​a​​coherent​​group​​of​
​extinct, ape-like primates, distinct from both modern apes and humans.​



​Sidebar: The Pelvic Pattern, Lucy and Little Foot Compared​
​The​​pelvis​​of​​Little​​Foot​​(StW​​573)​​provides​​a​​valuable​​test​​case​​for​​whether​​Lucy's​​anatomy​​was​​unique​
​or​​representative.​​The​​results​​confirm​​the​​latter:​​the​​Little​​Foot​​pelvis​​follows​​the​​same​​basic​​design.​​Both​
​fossils​​exhibit​​laterally​​flared​​ilia,​​short​​and​​broad​​sacra,​​and​​narrow​​pelvic​​inlets,​​features​​that​​support​​a​
​bent-hip, bent-knee form of bipedalism unlike the efficient, fully upright gait of modern humans.​

​Importantly,​ ​the​ ​few​ ​differences​ ​between​ ​Lucy​ ​and​ ​Little​ ​Foot,​ ​such​ ​as​ ​Little​​Foot's​​pelvis​​being​​more​
​complete​​and​​less​​crushed,​​reflect​​normal​​anatomical​​variation,​​not​​evolutionary​​advancement.​​The​​same​
​overall​ ​pattern​ ​recurs​ ​across​ ​australopithecines:​ ​ape-like​ ​hip​ ​geometry​ ​adapted​ ​for​ ​both​ ​climbing​ ​and​
​limited upright walking.​

​In​​short,​​Little​​Foot​​confirms​​that​​what​​was​​once​​thought​​exceptional​​in​​Lucy​​is​​in​​fact​​the​​norm​​within​
​the australopithecine kind: variation within a distinct, non-human ape blueprint.​

​Addendum: Why This Refutes the Pygmy Human Hypothesis​
​Some​​have​​argued​​that​​Lucy's​​pelvis​​indicates​​she​​was​​a​​small-bodied​​human,​​essentially​​a​​pygmy,​​rather​
​than​​an​​ape.​​Yet​​the​​discovery​​of​​Little​​Foot​​(StW​​573)​​makes​​that​​interpretation​​untenable.​​Little​​Foot's​
​pelvis​​exhibits​​the​​same​​laterally​​flared​​iliac​​blades,​​short​​sacrum,​​and​​narrow​​inlet​​seen​​in​​Lucy,​​yet​​its​
​skull,​ ​brain​ ​size​ ​(~408​ ​cc),​ ​dentition,​ ​limb​ ​proportions,​ ​and​ ​facial​ ​morphology​ ​are​ ​unequivocally​
​australopithecine and not human.​

​If​ ​Lucy​ ​were​ ​reclassified​ ​as​ ​human​ ​based​ ​on​ ​pelvic​ ​form​ ​(among​ ​other​ ​features),​ ​consistency​ ​would​
​require​​Little​​Foot,​​and​​effectively​​all​​australopithecines,​​to​​be​​placed​​within​​Homo​​as​​well,​​despite​​their​
​clearly​ ​nonhuman​ ​cranial​ ​and​ ​postcranial​ ​anatomy.​ ​The​​pelvis​​of​​Little​​Foot​​is​​not​​exactly​​(I​​have​​seen​
​differing​ ​descriptions)​ ​like​ ​Lucy's,​ ​but​ ​it​ ​is​ ​close​ ​enough​ ​to​ ​belong​ ​to​​the​​same​​category​​of​​creature​​as​
​Lucy​​(whether​​human​​or​​australopith).​​The​​simplest​​explanation​​is​​that​​these​​pelvic​​similarities​​reflect​​a​
​shared​ ​australopithecine​ ​design​ ​optimized​ ​for​ ​mixed​ ​climbing​ ​and​ ​bent-hip,​ ​bent-knee​ ​terrestrial​
​bipedality, not evidence of miniature humans.​

​Proponents​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Pygmy​ ​Human​ ​model​ ​sometimes​ ​appeal​ ​to​ ​Homo​ ​naledi​ ​or​ ​Homo​ ​floresiensis​ ​(the​
​Hobbit)​ ​as​ ​parallels.​ ​However,​ ​this​ ​comparison​ ​fails​ ​for​ ​a​ ​simple,​ ​data-based​ ​reason:​ ​neither​ ​species​
​preserves​ ​the​ ​key​ ​pelvic​ ​landmarks​ ​required​ ​to​ ​determine​ ​ischial​ ​length​ ​or​ ​exact​ ​iliac​ ​orientation.​ ​The​
​pelves​​of​​Naledi​​and​​Floresiensis​​are​​fragmentary,​​distorted,​​or​​partially​​reconstructed,​​which​​prevents​​the​
​detailed​​biomechanical​​comparisons​​possible​​for​​well-preserved​​australopith​​pelves​​like​​Lucy​​(AL​​288-1)​
​and Sts 14.​

​It​ ​is​ ​true​ ​that​ ​Homo​ ​floresiensis​ ​has​ ​been​ ​described​ ​as​ ​having​ ​a​ ​marked​ ​degree​ ​of​ ​lateral​ ​iliac​ ​flaring​
​(Jungers​​et​​al.​​2009),​​and​​many​​authors​​describe​​its​​ilium​​as​​short​​and​​broad.​​However,​​as​​far​​as​​I​​can​​tell​
​(after​ ​examining​ ​several​ ​papers​ ​describing​ ​the​ ​Hobbit)​ ​no​​published​​study​​has​​demonstrated​​that​​LB1's​
​iliac​ ​flare​ ​matches​ ​the​ ​extreme​ ​lateral​ ​rotation​ ​seen​ ​in​ ​australopithecines​ ​such​ ​as​ ​A.​ ​afarensis,​ ​A.​
​africanus,​​Sts​​14,​​or​​StW​​573.​​On​​this​​point,​​I​​am​​cautious:​​nothing​​in​​my​​overall​​argument​​depends​​on​
​the​​exact​​magnitude​​of​​LB1's​​iliac​​flare.​​The​​speculative​​nature​​of​​my​​comments​​on​​the​​true​​magnitude​​of​
​the​​flare​​is​​due​​to​​LB1's​​pelvis​​being​​fragmentary,​​asymmetric,​​and​​heavily​​deformed.​​Reconstructions​​of​
​the​​pelvis​​have​​been​​a​​point​​of​​scientific​​debate​​since​​the​​discovery​​of​​the​​Hobbit.​​It​​is​​therefore​​an​​issue​
​worth​​engaging​​more​​deeply​​as​​additional​​analyses​​appear,​​but​​the​​key​​discontinuity​​remains​​the​​clearly​
​documented​​long​​ischium​​in​​classic​​australopiths​​versus​​its​​absence​​in​​securely​​known​​humans.​​Without​​a​
​complete,​​undistorted​​pelvis,​​the​​magnitude​​and​​functional​​implications​​of​​LB1's​​flare​​remain​​uncertain.​
​There​ ​are​ ​definitely​ ​similarities​ ​to​ ​australopith​ ​pelves,​ ​but​ ​how​ ​similar​ ​is​ ​the​ ​question​ ​that​ ​should​ ​be​
​interacted with.​

​Equally​ ​significant,​ ​as​ ​far​ ​as​ ​I​ ​can​ ​tell​ ​from​ ​examining​ ​the​ ​literature,​ ​no​ ​published​ ​analysis​ ​has​
​demonstrated​​that​​Naledi​​or​​Floresiensis​​possessed​​the​​long,​​posteriorly​​oriented​​ischium​​that​​universally​
​characterizes australopithecines.​



​This​ ​is​ ​a​ ​valuable​ ​point:​​the​​long,​​posteriorly​​directed​​ischium​​appears​​to​​be​​an​​anatomical​​signature​​of​
​Australopithecus,​ ​and​ ​it​ ​is​ ​apparently​​absent​​from​​all​​securely​​known​​human​​species.​​In​​contrast,​​every​
​well-preserved australopithecine pelvis displays the following.​

​•  Markedly or extremely laterally flared ilia.​

​•  A long, posteriorly oriented ischium.​

​•  A short, relatively flat (less curved), and only moderately broad sacrum, distinct from the deeply​
​curved and strongly buttressed human sacrum.​

​•  Hip mechanics optimized for climbing and bent-hip, bent-knee bipedalism.​

​This​ ​configuration​ ​is​ ​incompatible​ ​with​ ​human​ ​locomotor​ ​biomechanics​ ​and​ ​distinguishes​
​australopithecines as a separate, nonhuman primate group, not miniature humans.​

​Note on Little Foot (StW 573)​
​The​ ​conclusion​ ​that​ ​Little​ ​Foot​ ​possessed​ ​a​ ​long​ ​ischium​ ​is​ ​based​ ​on​ ​preserved​ ​pelvic​ ​architecture,​
​comparative​​anatomical​​continuity​​with​​A.​​africanus​​and​​A.​​afarensis,​​and​​the​​consistent​​australopithecine​
​pelvic​​template​​across​​multiple​​complete​​specimens.​​While​​certain​​measurements​​remain​​difficult​​due​​to​
​preservation, the inference is well grounded in established patterns.​

​Important Note on Naledi and Floresiensis​
​Because​ ​the​ ​pelvic​ ​anatomy​ ​of​ ​Naledi​ ​and​ ​Floresiensis​ ​is​ ​incomplete​ ​and​ ​distorted,​ ​and​ ​because​ ​key​
​landmarks​ ​such​ ​as​​the​​full​​ischial​​length​​and​​three-dimensional​​iliac​​orientation​​cannot​​be​​reconstructed​
​with​ ​precision,​ ​they​ ​cannot​ ​be​ ​used​ ​as​ ​secure​ ​comparative​ ​models​ ​for​ ​reclassifying​ ​Lucy​ ​as​ ​a​
​small-bodied​ ​human.​ ​Both​ ​taxa​ ​do​ ​show​ ​some​ ​australopith-like​ ​features​​(including​​laterally​​flared​​iliac​
​blades​​described​​as​​primitive​​or​​australopith-like​​in​​the​​literature),​​but​​the​​overall​​pattern​​still​​differs​​from​
​classic​​australopith​​pelves,​​and​​crucially,​​no​​study​​has​​demonstrated​​in​​either​​species​​the​​long,​​posteriorly​
​oriented​ ​ischium​ ​that​ ​defines​ ​Australopithecus.​ ​This​ ​is​ ​not​ ​an​ ​assumption;​ ​it​ ​follows​ ​directly​ ​from​ ​the​
​limitations of the fossils themselves.​

​Therefore,​​neither​​species​​can​​be​​used​​to​​argue​​that​​Lucy's​​elongated​​ischium​​is​​a​​human​​variant.​​Should​
​future​​fossil​​discoveries​​clarify​​these​​pelvic​​regions,​​the​​discussion​​can​​be​​revisited,​​but​​current​​evidence​
​does not justify treating Naledi or Floresiensis as valid analogs for the pygmy-human interpretation.​

​Closing Statement​
​This​ ​critique​ ​is​ ​offered​ ​with​ ​respect​ ​for​ ​those​ ​who​ ​hold​​the​​Pygmy​​Human​​hypothesis.​​The​​goal​​is​​not​
​polemics,​ ​but​ ​careful​ ​scientific​ ​evaluation.​ ​Given​ ​the​ ​anatomical​ ​data​ ​we​ ​possess,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​apparent​
​absence​​of​​key​​data​​in​​Naledi​​and​​Floresiensis,​​the​​pygmy-human​​model​​is​​not​​supported.​​If​​future​​fossil​
​material​ ​resolves​ ​these​ ​issues,​ ​the​ ​hypothesis​ ​may​ ​be​ ​reconsidered,​ ​but​ ​the​ ​present​ ​evidence​ ​strongly​
​indicates​ ​that​ ​australopithecines​ ​represent​ ​a​ ​distinct,​ ​nonhuman​ ​primate​ ​group​ ​with​ ​pelvic​ ​anatomy​
​incompatible with human locomotion.​

​Note on the Foramen Magnum​
​Critics​ ​sometimes​ ​argue​ ​that​ ​the​ ​forward​ ​placement​ ​of​ ​the​ ​foramen​ ​magnum​ ​in​ ​australopithecines​
​indicates​ ​full-time​ ​bipedalism.​ ​However,​ ​this​ ​conclusion​ ​overstates​ ​the​ ​evidence.​ ​Although​ ​the​
​australopithecine​ ​foramen​ ​magnum​ ​is​ ​slightly​ ​more​ ​anterior​ ​than​ ​in​ ​chimpanzees,​ ​it​ ​still​ ​does​ ​not​
​approach​ ​the​ ​human​ ​condition.​ ​Moreover,​ ​variation​ ​in​ ​foramen​ ​magnum​ ​position​ ​also​ ​occurs​ ​in​ ​other​
​nonhuman​​primates,​​such​​as​​gibbons​​and​​other​​vertical-climbing​​or​​brachiating​​species,​​where​​a​​relatively​
​forward placement reflects head posture rather than human-like bipedal gait.​

​Therefore,​​this​​feature​​alone​​cannot​​demonstrate​​human-style​​bipedalism.​​It​​merely​​suggests​​some​​upright​
​postural capability, something many extant apes already possess.​



​Naledi and Hobbit: Disease and Degeneration, Not Evolution​
​Two​ ​other​ ​supposed​ ​transitional​ ​humans,​ ​Homo​ ​naledi​ ​and​ ​Homo​ ​floresiensis​ ​(the​ ​Hobbit),​ ​actually​
​showcase disease and degeneration, not evolution.​

​Homo naledi​
​•  Found in isolation deep within the Rising Star cave system.​

​•  Small brain (~500 cc) and flared pelvis, but human-like hands, feet, and evidence of deliberate​
​burial.​

​•  Likely a small, inbred (or diseased) human population affected by post-Flood genetic bottlenecking,​
​environmental degeneration, and developmental stress.​

​Homo floresiensis​
​•  Found on the island of Flores; lived contemporaneously with modern humans.​

​•  Exhibits features consistent with inbreeding, isolation, pathological dwarfism, cretinism, and iodine​
​deficiency.​

​•  Used fire and tools: fully human behaviors.​

​These​ ​are​ ​best​ ​understood​ ​as​ ​post-Babel​ ​degenerate​ ​or​ ​diseased​ ​humans,​ ​not​ ​primitive​ ​pre-humans.​
​Environmental​​isolation,​​inbreeding,​​and​​nutritional​​stress​​can​​easily​​produce​​mosaic​​skeletons​​that​​mimic​
​primitive traits, a fact well documented in modern medical anthropology.​

​Flared hips do not make an ape. Pathology and isolation can mimic primitive features, but the​
​total picture still says human.​

​Note:​ ​This​ ​article​ ​is​ ​not​ ​meant​ ​to​ ​leave​ ​no​ ​stone​ ​unturned​ ​on​ ​Naledi​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Hobbit,​ ​but​ ​to​​provide​​a​
​comprehensive​​explanation​​to​​the​​question​​of​​the​​australopithecines​​(what​​were​​they?).​​Still,​​it​​is​​helpful​
​to briefly situate these human variants within a broader post-Flood framework.​

​Post-Flood Human Variation: Robust, Gracile, and Degenerate Lineages​
​The​ ​wide​ ​range​ ​of​ ​human​ ​forms​ ​found​ ​in​ ​the​ ​fossil​ ​record,​ ​including​ ​Neanderthals,​ ​Homo​
​heidelbergensis,​ ​Homo​ ​erectus,​ ​Homo​ ​floresiensis,​ ​and​ ​even​ ​Homo​ ​naledi,​ ​does​ ​not​ ​represent​
​evolutionary​ ​stages.​ ​Instead,​ ​this​ ​variation​ ​fits​ ​naturally​ ​within​ ​a​ ​post-Flood,​ ​post-Babel​ ​human​
​population​ ​that​ ​was​ ​originally​ ​robust​ ​and​ ​genetically​ ​diverse,​ ​and​ ​then​ ​rapidly​ ​dispersed​ ​into​ ​small,​
​isolated groups.​

​It​​is​​unwarranted​​to​​assume​​that​​Adam,​​Eve,​​Noah,​​or​​the​​earliest​​post-Flood​​humans​​looked​​exactly​​like​
​the​ ​average​ ​modern​ ​human​​today.​​The​​biblical​​text​​is​​silent​​on​​their​​precise​​appearance,​​and​​there​​is​​no​
​reason​​to​​expect​​them​​to​​conform​​to​​twenty​​first​​century​​cranial​​norms.​​Their​​morphology​​may​​have​​been​
​closer​​to​​what​​paleoanthropologists​​describe​​as​​the​​Heidelbergensis​​phenotype:​​large​​brain​​sizes​​(~1100​​to​
​1350​ ​cc),​ ​robust​ ​skulls,​ ​and​ ​strong,​ ​fully​ ​human​ ​bodies​ ​adapted​ ​to​ ​a​ ​different​ ​pre-Flood​ ​and​ ​early​
​post-Flood​​world.​​If​​pre-Flood​​humans​​lived​​for​​hundreds​​of​​years,​​as​​Scripture​​indicates,​​then​​longevity,​
​environment,​​and​​epigenetic​​effects​​would​​likely​​have​​shaped​​their​​development​​in​​ways​​we​​no​​longer​​see​
​in most modern populations.​

​From​ ​this​ ​starting​ ​point,​ ​two​ ​creation-compatible​ ​explanations​ ​help​ ​account​ ​for​ ​the​ ​fossil​ ​diversity​ ​we​
​observe.​

​•  Built-in variation. The genetic potential for both robust and gracile human forms could have been​
​present within Adam and Eve, and later within Noah's family. Post-Flood and post-Babel​
​environments, with different climates, diets, altitudes, and stress levels, could have drawn out​
​different combinations of this latent diversity. In this view, Neanderthals and Heidelbergensis-like​
​humans represent cold-adapted or regionally adapted expressions of normal human variability, not​
​primitive pre-humans.​



​•  Degeneration and isolation. After Babel, small groups broke away from larger, genetically diverse​
​populations. Isolation, inbreeding, genetic drift, nutritional stress, and harsh ecological conditions​
​could then reduce body size and brain volume and accentuate unusual traits. This helps explain why​
​Neanderthals show strong inbreeding signatures, why erectus often has smaller average brain size​
​despite otherwise human-like body plans, and why extreme cases like Homo naledi and Homo​
​floresiensis combine fully human behaviors (tools, fire, possible burials) with highly reduced cranial​
​capacities and pathological or island-like morphologies.​

​These​ ​two​ ​mechanisms​​are​​not​​mutually​​exclusive.​​Some​​human​​variants​​may​​primarily​​reflect​​built-in,​
​front-loaded​​diversity​​responding​​to​​new​​environments;​​others​​may​​reflect​​more​​severe​​degeneration​​and​
​inbreeding​​in​​isolated​​groups.​​Either​​way,​​they​​are​​best​​understood​​as​​post-Flood​​human​​populations,​​not​
​as​ ​pre-human​ ​evolutionary​ ​stages​ ​linking​ ​apes​ ​to​ ​modern​ ​people.​ ​When​ ​viewed​ ​in​ ​this​ ​light,​
​Neanderthals,​ ​Heidelbergensis,​ ​erectus,​ ​naledi,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Hobbit​ ​form​ ​a​ ​diverse​ ​human​ ​family​ ​tree​
​branching after Babel, while the australopithecines remain on an entirely separate, ape-like branch.​

​The Mosaic Argument: Agnostic or Discriminatory?​
​Defenders​ ​of​ ​human​ ​evolution​ ​often​ ​argue​ ​that​ ​the​ ​mosaic​ ​nature​ ​of​ ​australopithecines,​ ​having​ ​both​
​ape-like​​and​​human-like​​traits,​​is​​precisely​​what​​we​​would​​expect​​if​​they​​were​​transitional​​forms.​​But​​this​
​claim​ ​is​ ​agnostic,​ ​or​ ​non-differentiating;​ ​it​ ​does​ ​not​ ​actually​ ​test​ ​which​ ​model​ ​(creation​ ​and​ ​separate​
​ancestry,​ ​or​ ​evolution​ ​and​ ​common​ ​descent)​ ​is​ ​better.​ ​Both​ ​models​ ​predict​ ​mosaics.​ ​Human​ ​engineers​
​routinely design hybrid systems.​

​•  The crossover SUV (half van, half SUV).​

​•  The Jeep Gladiator (part off-roader, part pickup).​

​•  The amphibious assault vehicle (tank and boat in one).​

​Such​ ​designs​ ​exist​ ​because​ ​function​ ​demands​ ​integration,​ ​not​ ​evolution.​ ​Similarly,​ ​biological​ ​mosaics​
​show​​adaptation​​for​​ecology,​​not​​ancestry.​​What​​matters,​​then,​​are​​the​​non-agnostic,​​discriminatory​​points,​
​the​ ​traits​ ​that​​can​​only​​fit​​one​​model.​​This​​is​​the​​best​​way​​to​​answer​​the​​important​​question​​of​​ancestry.​
​And those discriminating points lie on the creation side.​

​•  The hyoid bone discontinuity.​

​•  The distinct pelvic orientation and muscle architecture.​

​•  The clear cranial and dental boundaries between australopiths and humans.​

​These​ ​are​ ​not​ ​mosaics;​ ​they​ ​are​ ​boundaries.​ ​They​ ​mark​ ​the​ ​edges​ ​of​ ​created​ ​kinds,​ ​not​ ​the​ ​stages​ ​of​
​evolutionary transition.​

​Mosaic Traits in a Changing World: An Environmental and Design-Based​
​Explanation​
​The​​presence​​of​​mosaic​​traits​​in​​australopithecines​​is​​often​​presented​​as​​evidence​​of​​transitional​​evolution,​
​part​ ​ape,​ ​part​ ​human.​ ​But​ ​mosaics​ ​alone​ ​cannot​ ​determine​ ​which​ ​model​ ​is​ ​true;​​both​​evolutionary​​and​
​creation​​models​​expect​​organisms​​to​​display​​mixed​​anatomical​​features.​​The​​critical​​question​​is​​why​​the​
​mosaic​​pattern​​exists.​​Common​​descent​​attributes​​mosaics​​to​​transitional​​transformation.​​By​​contrast,​​the​
​creation​ ​model​ ​argues​ ​that​ ​mosaic​ ​traits​ ​arise​ ​through​ ​environmental​ ​change​ ​acting​ ​on​ ​front-loaded​
​flexibility within a distinct, created ape kind.​

​The Pre-Flood World: An Ecosystem Built for Climbers​
​Historical​ ​and​ ​geological​ ​considerations​ ​suggest​ ​that​ ​the​ ​pre-Flood​ ​world​ ​was​ ​overwhelmingly​ ​green,​
​lush,​ ​and​ ​forested,​ ​possibly​ ​over​ ​ninety​ ​percent​ ​covered​ ​in​​vegetation.​​In​​such​​an​​environment,​​created​
​ape​​kinds​​equipped​​with​​powerful​​arms,​​flexible​​shoulder​​joints,​​curved​​phalanges,​​mobile​​hips,​​and​​long​
​ischia​ ​would​ ​naturally​ ​spend​ ​most​ ​of​​their​​time​​in​​the​​trees.​​Their​​anatomy​​was​​already​​fully​​suited​​for​
​climbing, allowing them to thrive in dense canopies with minimal need for extended terrestrial travel.​



​In​ ​this​ ​world,​ ​there​ ​was​ ​little​ ​ecological​ ​pressure​ ​to​ ​remodel​ ​the​ ​pelvis​ ​for​ ​human-like,​ ​extended-limb​
​bipedalism.​​They​​had​​the​​potential​​for​​inefficient​​upright​​walking,​​but​​their​​environments​​meant​​they​​did​
​not​​have​​to​​rely​​on​​their​​bipedal​​capabilities.​​Their​​morphology​​(less​​mosaic​​than​​in​​the​​post-Flood​​world)​
​matched​​their​​environment​​(more​​stable),​​and​​their​​environment​​reinforced​​their​​arboreal​​behaviors.​​They​
​would​ ​have​ ​looked​ ​fundamentally​ ​like​ ​the​ ​australopithecines​ ​we​ ​find​ ​in​ ​the​ ​fossil​ ​record,​ ​but​ ​with​
​behavioral emphasis placed more strongly on climbing than on ground travel.​

​The Post-Flood World: A Broken Landscape With New Demands​
​The​​Flood​​catastrophically​​reshaped​​Earth's​​ecosystems.​​Forests​​were​​buried​​or​​destroyed,​​global​​climates​
​were​ ​disrupted,​ ​and​ ​once-continuous​ ​wooded​ ​corridors​ ​fragmented​ ​into​ ​mosaic​ ​landscapes:​ ​scattered​
​trees,​​open​​grasslands,​​wooded​​patches,​​river​​margins,​​and​​broken​​terrain.​​Creatures​​that​​previously​​lived​
​in​ ​stable,​ ​densely​ ​forested​ ​worlds​ ​now​ ​had​ ​to​ ​navigate​ ​fewer​ ​trees,​ ​greater​ ​distances​​between​​resource​
​zones, new foraging pathways, and increased time spent on the ground.​

​For​ ​arboreal​ ​apes,​ ​this​ ​did​ ​not​ ​change​ ​their​ ​identity,​ ​but​ ​it​ ​did​ ​change​ ​which​​features​​of​​their​​anatomy​
​were most emphasized in daily life.​

​Front-Loaded Adaptation: How Mosaic Traits Emerge Without Evolution​
​Created​ ​organisms​ ​possess​ ​developmental​ ​plasticity,​​the​​capacity​​for​​existing​​structures​​to​​adjust​​within​
​designed​​limits​​based​​on​​environmental​​input.​​In​​apes,​​this​​includes​​well-documented​​flexibility​​in​​pelvic​
​loading​ ​and​ ​remodeling,​ ​limb-use​ ​patterns,​ ​spine​ ​curvature​ ​and​ ​sacral​ ​stress​ ​distribution,​ ​feeding​
​mechanics and jaw architecture, and epigenetic markers regulating bone growth.​

​Under​ ​new​ ​post-Flood​ ​locomotor​ ​pressures,​ ​these​ ​pre-existing​ ​mechanisms​ ​would​ ​yield​ ​small​ ​but​
​meaningful​ ​adjustments​ ​within​ ​the​ ​established​ ​ape​ ​blueprint:​ ​ilia​ ​subtly​ ​adjusting​​their​​flare​​to​​manage​
​altered​ ​weight​ ​transfer,​ ​greater​ ​reliance​ ​on​ ​bent-hip,​ ​bent-knee​ ​bipedal​ ​walking,​ ​increased​ ​need​ ​for​
​side-to-side​ ​stabilization​ ​on​ ​uneven​ ​terrain,​ ​continued​ ​retention​ ​of​ ​long​ ​ischia​ ​for​ ​climbing,​ ​and​ ​slight​
​shifts​ ​in​ ​limb-use​ ​patterns​ ​reflecting​ ​mixed​ ​locomotion.​ ​These​ ​changes​ ​do​ ​not​ ​represent​ ​evolutionary​
​innovation​ ​or​ ​anatomical​ ​transformation.​ ​They​ ​are​ ​reallocations​ ​of​ ​functional​ ​emphasis​ ​within​ ​a​
​pre-designed system.​

​As​ ​a​ ​result,​ ​the​ ​australopithecine​ ​pelvis​​emerges​​as​​neither​​human​​nor​​chimpanzee,​​but​​as​​exactly​​what​
​one​ ​would​ ​expect​ ​from​ ​a​ ​distinct​ ​climbing​ ​ape​ ​forced​​to​​navigate​​a​​more​​variable,​​open,​​and​​disrupted​
​post-Flood​ ​environment.​ ​Their​ ​mosaic​ ​environments​ ​will​ ​undoubtedly​ ​be​​reflected​​in​​their​​morphology​
​over generations.​

​Ape Anatomy, New Pressures, Natural Outcomes​
​This​ ​framework​ ​explains​ ​why​ ​australopithecines​ ​consistently​ ​(with​ ​some​ ​minor​ ​debate)​ ​show​ ​the​
​following.​

​•  Strong iliac flare (for side-sway stabilization during bent-hip, bent-knee bipedalism).​

​•  Long, posteriorly oriented ischia (for powerful climbing leverage).​

​•  Short lumbar and sacral structures (inefficient for human-style hip extension).​

​•  Curved fingers and strong upper limbs (arboreal holdovers).​

​•  Skulls and brains fully within the ape range.​

​•  U-shaped dental arcades.​

​•  Prognathic faces.​

​•  Variation entirely consistent with biomechanical and environmental stimuli.​

​The​ ​mosaic​ ​pattern​ ​is​ ​not​ ​the​ ​mark​ ​of​ ​a​ ​transitional​ ​form.​ ​It​ ​is​ ​the​​signature​​of​​a​​flexible,​​intelligently​
​designed, and distinct ape kind (now extinct) responding to a transformed world.​



​Boundaries Remain Firm​
​Despite​ ​environmentally​ ​driven​ ​shifts​ ​in​ ​emphasis,​ ​the​ ​core​ ​anatomical​ ​boundaries​ ​never​ ​change:​ ​no​
​enlargement​​of​​brain​​size,​​no​​emergence​​of​​human​​speech​​anatomy,​​no​​transformation​​of​​the​​skull​​base,​
​no​​shift​​toward​​a​​fully​​human​​pelvic​​architecture,​​no​​appearance​​of​​a​​human-like​​parabolic​​dental​​arcade,​
​and​ ​no​ ​loss​ ​of​ ​climbing​ ​specialization.​ ​These​ ​consistent​ ​boundaries​ ​reflect​ ​separate​ ​ancestry,​ ​not​
​evolutionary progression.​

​A Helpful Analogy​
​Engineers​ ​routinely​ ​design​ ​systems​ ​capable​ ​of​ ​functioning​ ​in​ ​multiple​ ​environments.​ ​A​ ​modern​ ​GM​
​vehicle​​contains​​both​​a​​heater​​for​​cold​​conditions​​and​​an​​air-conditioning​​system​​for​​warm​​conditions.​​No​
​one​ ​argues​ ​that​ ​the​ ​heater​ ​is​ ​primitive​ ​and​ ​the​ ​AC​ ​is​ ​derived,​ ​or​ ​that​ ​the​ ​vehicle​ ​is​​in​​an​​evolutionary​
​transition​ ​between​ ​cold-weather​ ​and​ ​warm-weather​ ​models.​ ​These​ ​components​ ​coexist​ ​because​ ​the​
​system​ ​was​ ​built​ ​with​ ​versatility​ ​in​ ​mind.​ ​In​ ​the​ ​same​ ​way,​ ​the​ ​australopithecine​ ​skeleton​ ​contains​
​features​ ​suited​ ​for​ ​both​ ​arboreal​ ​climbing​ ​and​ ​upright​ ​walking,​ ​not​ ​because​ ​it​ ​was​ ​evolving​ ​toward​
​humanity,​​but​​because​​its​​created​​architecture​​enabled​​it​​to​​function​​in​​more​​than​​one​​ecological​​context.​
​Mixed traits reflect multipurpose design, not evolutionary progression.​

​Where to Go Next: The Full Creation Model​
​This​ ​section​ ​provides​ ​the​ ​environmental​ ​and​ ​anatomical​ ​mechanism​ ​explaining​ ​mosaic​ ​traits.​ ​For​ ​the​
​complete​ ​creationist​ ​framework,​​including​​post-Flood​​adaptive​​radiation,​​front-loaded​​variation,​​and​​the​
​integrated analysis of all fossil groups, see Appendix A, which presents the full model in detail.​

​Key Challenges for Evolutionists​
​•  Where is the transitional hyoid form between the ape-like bulla and the human bar-shaped design?​

​•  Where is the fossil evidence showing the gradual emergence of human speech anatomy?​

​•  If australopithecines were evolving toward humans, why does their pelvis still show climbing​
​adaptations?​

​•  If Naledi and the Hobbit were pre-humans, how do you explain their tool use, fire control, and burial​
​behavior?​

​•  Why does pathology and environmental degeneration provide a simpler, testable explanation for​
​their anatomy?​

​Conclusion​
​The​ ​australopithecines​ ​were​ ​distinct,​ ​non-human​ ​apes,​ ​anatomically​ ​complete,​ ​ecologically​​specialized,​
​and​ ​genetically​ ​separate​ ​from​ ​humans.​ ​Their​ ​skeletal​ ​features,​ ​hyoid​ ​anatomy,​​and​​locomotion​​patterns​
​reveal​​unique​​design,​​not​​gradual​​evolution.​​Meanwhile,​​Naledi​​and​​the​​Hobbit​​demonstrate​​degeneration​
​and​ ​disease​ ​within​ ​humanity,​​not​​evolutionary​​ascent.​​They​​are​​examples​​of​​what​​can​​happen​​to​​human​
​people groups in harsh conditions.​

​There​ ​is​ ​no​ ​continuous​ ​anatomical,​ ​genetic,​ ​or​ ​behavioral​ ​bridge​ ​linking​ ​apes​ ​to​ ​humans.​ ​Instead,​ ​the​
​evidence​​shows​​separate,​​functional​​kinds,​​each​​perfectly​​suited​​to​​its​​world,​​just​​as​​the​​Biblical​​model​​of​
​ancestry predicts.​

​Appendix A: A Creationist Framework for Understanding the Australopithecines​
​A​​major​​strength​​of​​the​​creation​​model​​is​​that​​it​​does​​not​​simply​​critique​​evolutionary​​claims;​​it​​offers​​a​
​coherent​ ​alternative​ ​framework​ ​that​ ​explains​ ​the​ ​australopithecines​ ​far​ ​more​​consistently​​with​​the​​data.​
​Under​ ​the​ ​Biblical​ ​model​ ​of​ ​ancestry,​ ​the​ ​australopithecines​ ​represent​ ​one​ ​or​​more​​distinct​​created​​ape​
​kinds,​​just​​as​​modern​​apes​​(chimpanzees,​​gorillas,​​orangutans,​​gibbons)​​represent​​multiple​​created​​kinds​
​today.​​These​​extinct​​ape-like​​primates​​were​​not​​ancestors​​of​​humans,​​nor​​were​​they​​ancestors​​of​​modern​
​apes. They were unique, ecologically specialized lineages with their own history.​



​Post-Flood Adaptive Radiation​
​After​​the​​Flood,​​representatives​​of​​multiple​​australopithecine​​kinds​​could​​have​​disembarked​​from​​the​​Ark​
​alongside​ ​the​ ​ancestors​ ​of​ ​modern​ ​apes.​ ​From​ ​that​ ​point​ ​forward,​ ​different​ ​environmental​ ​pressures,​
​ecological​ ​niches,​ ​and​ ​population​ ​histories​ ​would​ ​have​ ​shaped​ ​their​ ​post-Flood​ ​morphology.​ ​Creation​
​biology already recognizes this pattern.​

​•  Neanderthals: fully human, yet displaying dramatic morphological differences due to post-Flood​
​eco-glacial environments and stress-related developmental plasticity.​

​•  Island populations: rapid changes in size, cranial shape, and dentition documented in historical times.​

​•  Epigenetics: strong evidence that the environment can trigger the expression of latent morphological​
​variation built into the genome.​

​Likewise,​​many​​traits​​in​​australopithecines​​that​​evolutionists​​interpret​​as​​transitional​​(tooth​​size​​variation,​
​slight​​facial​​differences,​​or​​minor​​pelvic​​variation)​​fit​​comfortably​​within​​front-loaded​​adaptive​​potential,​
​not evolutionary transformation.​

​Morphological Variation Without Evolution​
​Front-loaded​​potential​​means​​that​​the​​created​​kinds​​possessed​​built-in​​developmental​​pathways​​capable​​of​
​producing​ ​a​ ​range​ ​of​ ​phenotypes,​ ​plastic​ ​responses​ ​to​ ​diet,​ ​climate,​ ​and​ ​biomechanics,​ ​and​ ​standing​
​variation that could be expressed rapidly under new environmental conditions.​

​It​ ​is​ ​crucial​ ​to​ ​recognize​ ​that​ ​the​ ​variations​ ​we​ ​observe​ ​in​ ​australopithecines​ ​reflect​ ​morphological​
​adaptation,​ ​not​ ​anatomical​ ​innovation.​ ​These​ ​changes​ ​arise​ ​from​ ​built-in​ ​developmental​ ​flexibility,​
​environmental​​pressures,​​and​​front-loaded​​genetic​​potential.​​None​​of​​them​​represent​​the​​creation​​of​​new​
​anatomical​​structures,​​new​​functional​​systems,​​or​​new​​organizational​​complexity.​​And​​that​​is​​the​​problem​
​for​​evolutionists:​​the​​evolutionary​​model​​requires​​true​​anatomical​​novelty,​​a​​progressive​​sequence​​of​​new​
​structures and new functions emerging over time.​

​Yet​​in​​the​​australopithecine​​fossils,​​we​​see​​only​​reshaping​​of​​existing​​ape​​features,​​not​​the​​appearance​​of​
​new​​human​​traits.​​In​​every​​key​​system,​​whether​​speech,​​locomotion,​​or​​cranial​​design,​​the​​evidence​​points​
​to​ ​adaptation​ ​within​ ​an​ ​ape​ ​kind,​ ​not​ ​transformation​ ​from​ ​ape​ ​to​ ​human.​ ​This​ ​explains​ ​why​
​australopithecines​ ​show​ ​some​ ​mosaic​ ​traits,​ ​why​ ​different​ ​species​ ​(afarensis,​ ​africanus,​ ​sediba,​ ​and​
​others)​ ​cluster​​together​​morphologically,​​why​​no​​anatomical​​series​​exists​​showing​​progressive​​evolution​
​toward​​humans,​​and​​why​​key​​features​​(hyoid,​​skull​​base,​​pelvic​​architecture,​​brain​​size)​​remain​​stable​​and​
​ape-like​ ​across​ ​the​ ​entire​ ​group.​​This​​also​​explains​​why​​Little​​Foot,​​Lucy,​​and​​other​​australopiths​​share​
​the same fundamental blueprint despite surface variation.​

​Multiple Working Hypotheses​
​While​ ​some​ ​of​ ​the​ ​mosaic​ ​traits​ ​seen​ ​in​ ​australopithecines​ ​may​ ​reflect​ ​aspects​​of​​their​​original​​created​
​morphology,​ ​the​ ​overall​ ​pattern​ ​of​ ​variation​ ​is​ ​far​ ​more​ ​consistent​ ​with​ ​post-Flood​ ​morphological​
​adaptation.​ ​These​ ​features,​ ​whether​ ​in​ ​tooth​ ​proportions,​ ​cranial​ ​contour,​ ​or​ ​pelvic​ ​variation,​ ​represent​
​reshaping​ ​of​ ​existing​ ​anatomy,​ ​not​ ​the​ ​emergence​ ​of​ ​new​ ​traits.​ ​This​ ​matters​ ​because​​the​​evolutionary​
​model​ ​requires​ ​directional​ ​anatomical​ ​novelty,​ ​not​ ​simply​ ​variation​ ​within​ ​pre-existing​ ​structures.​ ​In​
​contrast,​ ​the​ ​creation​ ​model​ ​predicts​ ​that​ ​extinct​ ​ape​ ​kinds,​ ​just​ ​like​ ​extant​ ​ape​ ​kinds,​​would​​display​​a​
​range of ecologically driven morphologies without transitioning toward humanity.​

​In​ ​short,​ ​whether​ ​some​ ​mosaic​ ​traits​ ​were​ ​part​ ​of​ ​the​ ​original​ ​design​ ​or​ ​emerged​ ​through​ ​adaptive​
​plasticity,​ ​none​ ​represent​ ​evolutionary​ ​innovation.​ ​All​ ​lie​ ​comfortably​ ​within​ ​the​ ​boundaries​ ​of​ ​an​ ​ape​
​kind, not along a trajectory toward humans.​



​Why the Creation Model Fits Better Than Evolution​
​The​ ​evolutionary​ ​model​ ​requires​ ​a​ ​gradual​ ​transition​ ​in​ ​speech​ ​anatomy​ ​(not​ ​observed),​ ​a​ ​gradual​
​reworking​ ​of​ ​the​ ​pelvis​ ​from​ ​climbing​ ​to​ ​striding​ ​(not​ ​observed),​ ​progressive​ ​brain​ ​size​ ​increase​ ​(not​
​observed​ ​in​ ​australopiths),​ ​skull-base​ ​changes​ ​toward​ ​human​ ​speech​ ​anatomy​ ​(not​ ​observed),​ ​and​ ​a​
​stepwise​ ​sequence​ ​from​ ​ape-like​ ​locomotion​ ​to​ ​human​ ​locomotion​ ​(not​ ​observed).​ ​Instead,​ ​what​ ​we​
​actually​ ​see​ ​is​ ​morphological​ ​stasis​ ​across​ ​the​ ​entire​ ​australopithecine​ ​group,​ ​punctuated​ ​only​ ​by​
​ecologically driven variation, a perfect match for the creation and orchard model.​

​Model Summary​
​Under​ ​the​ ​creation​ ​model,​ ​australopithecines​ ​are​ ​distinct​ ​created​ ​ape​ ​kinds,​ ​now​ ​extinct.​ ​They​ ​had​
​front-loaded​ ​adaptive​ ​potential​ ​to​ ​vary​ ​post-Flood.​ ​Their​ ​mosaic​ ​traits​ ​are​ ​ecological​ ​adaptation,​ ​not​
​evolutionary​ ​intermediates.​ ​Their​ ​discontinuities​ ​(hyoid​ ​design,​ ​pelvic​ ​architecture,​ ​brain​​volume,​​skull​
​morphology)​ ​reflect​ ​separate​ ​ancestry.​ ​And​ ​their​ ​variation​ ​(Lucy​ ​versus​ ​Little​ ​Foot)​ ​is​ ​within-kind​
​diversity,​ ​not​ ​an​ ​evolutionary​ ​trajectory.​ ​This​ ​integrates​ ​all​ ​the​ ​data,​ ​including​ ​anatomy,​ ​locomotion,​
​variation,​ ​adaptation,​ ​and​ ​ecology,​ ​without​ ​forcing​ ​them​ ​into​ ​a​ ​human​ ​evolutionary​ ​narrative​ ​that​
​contradicts the actual evidence.​
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