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Homo luzonensis
Scientists claim to have discovered a new human species.
In a blockbuster report, Science News said,
A new member of the human genus has
been found in a cave in the Philippines,
researchers report.
Fossils with distinctive features indicate that
the hominid species inhabited the island now
known as Luzon at least 50,000 years ago,
according to a study in the April 11 Nature.
That species, which the scientists have
dubbed Homo luzonensis, lived at the same time
that controversial half-sized hominids named
Homo floresiensis and nicknamed hobbits were
roaming an Indonesian island to the south called
Flores (SN: 7/9/16, p. 6).
In shape and size, some of the fossils match
those of corresponding bones from other Homo
species. “But if you take the whole combination
of features for H. luzonensis, no other Homo
species is similar,” says study coauthor and
paleoanthropologist Florent Détroit of the
French National Museum of Natural History in
Paris. 1

evolution in Asia.

The phrase, “an increasingly complicated
picture of hominid evolution” means these fossils
are inconsistent with the current consensus.
But some scientists not involved in the
research say it’s too soon to declare the Luzon
fossils a brand-new Homo species. Détroit’s
group, so far, has been unable to extract ancient
DNA from the fossils. So “all [evolutionary]
possibilities must remain open,” says
archaeologist Katerina Douka of the Max
Planck Institute for the Science of Human
History in Jena, Germany. 3
All evolutionary possibilities always remain
open because the evolutionary myth is not a fact.
If the evolutionary myth were true, it would not
keep changing because truth never changes.
(Why are creation possibilities never open? ☺)

The Fossil Evidence
Here’s what the report in Nature said:

Reading further into the story, Science News
immediately began to backtrack.

Abstract
A hominin third metatarsal [foot bone]
discovered in 2007 in Callao Cave (Northern
Luzon, the Philippines) and dated to
67 thousand years ago provided the earliest
direct evidence of a human presence in the
Philippines. Analysis of this foot bone
suggested that it belonged to the genus Homo,
but to which species was unclear. Here we
report the discovery of twelve additional
hominin elements that represent at least three
individuals that were found in the same
stratigraphic layer of Callao Cave as the
previously discovered metatarsal. These

If the find holds up to further scientific
scrutiny, it would add to recent fossil and DNA
evidence indicating that several Homo lineages
already occupied East Asia and Southeast Asian
islands by the time Homo sapiens [modern
humans] reached what's now southern China
between 80,000 and 120,000 years ago (SN:
11/14/15,
p.
15). The
result:
an
increasingly complicated picture of hominid
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specimens display a combination of primitive
and derived morphological features that is
different from the combination of features
found in other species in the genus Homo
(including Homo floresiensis and Homo
sapiens) and warrants their attribution to a new
species, which we name Homo luzonensis. 4
Here are the “twelve additional hominin
elements that represent at least three individuals.”
The picture in Nature might be confusing because
they show multiple views of each fossil. We have
shaded the duplicate views to make the 12 fossils
stand out more. The pictures of the teeth are also
somewhat confusing because of the “threedimensional rendering of enamel (dark blue),
dentine and cement (light brown).” 5

represented. On the basis of the unique mosaic
of primitive (that is, Australopithecus-like) and
derived (that is, H. sapiens-like) morphological
features observed on these specimens, we
assign them to a new species, H. luzonensis. 6
In other words, “We can’t identify them, so we
assume they must have come from a new
species.”
There are “notable similarities;” but there are
also differences that are “distinct.”
Implications of H. luzonensis for hominin
evolution
The Late Pleistocene hominin fossils from
Callao Cave show a combination of dental and
postcranial (hand and foot) features that is
distinct from currently known species of the
genus Homo (Supplementary Table 3). The
premolars of H. luzonensis combine size and
shape features seen in other Late Pleistocene
species of the genus Homo (for example, H.
neanderthalensis,
H. floresiensis and H.
sapiens) with primitive morphological features
of the crown, EDJ and roots, which are
typically found in earlier hominins, including
Australopithecus
and
Paranthropus
(Supplementary Table 3). The molars are
extremely small and their external morphology
resembles those of H. sapiens and—to a lesser
extent—those of H. floresiensis, whereas some
of their EDJ shapes show affinities with those
of Asian H. erectus. Notable similarities are
observed between H. luzonensis and
Australopithecus in the anatomy of their manual
and pedal elements. The morphologies of the
hands and feet of Australopithecus, which are
generally described as an intermediate between
the morphologies of great apes and modern
humans, are typically interpreted either as
indicating adaptations to various degrees of
bipedalism and climbing and/or suspension or
as reflecting the retention of plesiomorphic
features in obligatory bipeds. However, the
partial and fragmentary nature of the H.
luzonensis postcranial elements presently limits
further interpretation of its locomotor and
manipulative abilities.
The origin of H. luzonensis, as well as its
phylogenetic relationships with other hominins
present in eastern Asia at around the same
time—including H. sapiens, H. floresiensis and
Denisovans, and hominins recently discovered
in China—remains to be determined. As is the
case for most hominins recovered from tropical
Asia, attempted DNA extraction from H.
luzonensis fossils has been unsuccessful. Direct
dates on H. luzonensis tooth and bone samples

Continued excavations in Callao Cave
(Fig. 1) that originally yielded the hominin third
metatarsal (which we here call CCH1 for
‘Callao Cave Hominin 1’) have produced
another twelve hominin elements (Extended
Data Fig. 1a) from the same stratigraphic layer
(layer 14): seven postcanine maxillary teeth
(CCH6-a to CCH6-e, CCH8, CCH9; Fig. 2a, f,
g), two manual phalanges [hand bones] (CCH2
and CCH5; Fig. 2b, c), two pedal phalanges
[foot bones] (CCH3 and CCH4; Fig. 2d, e) and
a femoral shaft [leg bone] (CCH7; Fig. 2h).
CCH1 and CCH6-a are directly dated by Useries analysis to minimum ages of 67 thousand
years (kyr) and 50 kyr, respectively. Crown
morphology, grade of occlusal wear and exact
correspondences of interproximal contact facets
demonstrate that five of the upper right teeth
belonged to a single individual (CCH6-a to
CCH6-e; Extended Data Fig. 1b–g and
Supplementary Information). The presence of
two right upper third molars (M3; CCH6-a and
CCH9) and a juvenile femoral shaft (CCH7)
indicates that at least three individuals are
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indicate it was present on Luzon before 50 kyr
ago and the recent discovery of stone tools and
a butchered rhinoceros in the nearby Cagayan
Valley indicates that hominins, perhaps H.
luzonensis, have been present on Luzon since
more than 700 kyr ago. Clearly, both H.
luzonensis and H. floresiensis were present east
of the Wallace Line on Luzon and Flores,
respectively, at the same time and perhaps even
over a similar temporal interval. The skeletons
of both species present anatomical traits that are
either rare or absent elsewhere in the
genus Homo but have similarities with those
of Australopithecus. As is the case with the
island of Flores, a substantial sea crossing has
always been required to reach Luzon from any
mainland, even during the lowest sea level
periods of the Quaternary period (Fig. 1). The
insular nature of Luzon and the Philippine
archipelago east of Palawan more generally is
reflected in the high rates of endemism
recognized in vertebrate faunas. Given the
highly endemic nature of the Luzon vertebrate
faunas, evolutionary convergences and/or
reversals under the effects of insular
evolution may explain the distinct anatomy
of H. luzonensis; however, further discoveries
and more definitive evidence are needed. The
discovery of H. luzonensis underscores the
complexity of the evolution, dispersal and
diversity of the genus Homo outside of Africa,
and particularly in the islands of Southeast
Asia, during the Pleistocene. 7
In plain English, the connection with other
fossils (if there is any connection) “remains to be
determined.” They can’t make a DNA comparison
because they haven’t been able to extract any
DNA. These fossils might upset the current story
about human evolution, but perhaps not, because
the similarities might just be the result of
“convergent evolution” (the notion that unrelated
species happened to evolve similar features) or
“reversals” (an evolutionary regression which is
misleading). All we can be sure of is that more
money is needed to study the fossils. ☺
Some evolutionary scientists question the
results.
The mosaic of fossil features that the team
interprets as distinctive, for instance, may have
been a product of interbreeding between two or
more earlier Homo species, creating hybrids,
but not a new species.
Or perhaps a small population of, say, H.
erectus that survived on an isolated island like
Luzon for possibly hundreds of thousands of
years simply acquired some skeletal features
7
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that its mainland peers lacked, rather than
evolving into an entirely new species, says
paleoanthropologist María Martinón-Torres. 8
In other words, they have discovered seven
teeth and five bones which they can’t positively
identify as having come from a known species,
and if they come from an unknown species, it
doesn’t really fit with the previous story of human
evolution.

The Real Tragedy
The real tragedy is that money that could be
spent on legitimate scientific research is wasted
on evolutionary nonsense.
On pages 254 through 258 of this same issue
of Nature was an article by 19 researchers (with
names including Mohammed, Elizabeth, Joseph,
Juan, Frankenberger, Kang, and Liu—if you care
about diversity) titled, “Effective breast cancer
combination therapy targeting BACH1 and
mitochondrial metabolism.” That seems pretty
important--but here’s what was on the cover of
that magazine.

Judging from the cover, the editors of Nature
think speculation about some teeth is more
interesting to their readers than an effective
breast cancer treatment. Admittedly, the breast
cancer article might be as bogus as the H.
luzonensis article. We are in no position to judge.
We simply want to point out how obsession with
evolution diverts attention from more important
scientific studies.
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Evolution in the News

Kentucky Derby
Controversy
Who really won?
Maximum Security passed the finish line just
barely ahead of Country House in the 154th
Kentucky Derby; but was disqualified after 20
minutes of reviewing the tape to see if Maximum
Security fouled other horses. Who really won?
WE DID because it took Maximum Security 123.9
seconds to cross the finish line, and Country
House was even slower.
Evolutionists say that small evolutionary
changes (micro-evolution) can build up over long
periods of time WITHOUT LIMIT to produce major
changes (macro-evolution). For 20 years, we
have said that the Kentucky Derby has proved
that notion to be false. 9
This was the 154th Kentucky Derby; but after
30 years, the distance of the track was changed
to 1¼ miles, so this was actually the 124th Derby
at the modern distance. For the past 124 years,
breeders have been trying to breed horses that
can run 1¼ miles faster than any other 3-year-old
horse.
They are highly motivated because
“Country House won the mile-and-a-quarter race
and collected a $1.86 million check for his
owners.” 10
The Kentucky Derby is a real scientific
experiment. The same age horses (3 years old)
race the same distance (1¼ miles) on the same
track (Churchill Downs) at the same time of year
(the first Saturday in May). This experiment has
been repeated 124 times.
Data from the first 60 years best fits a straight
line starting at 129.8 seconds decreasing by
0.126 seconds per year down to 122.2 seconds.
The winning times from the last 64 years best fit a
straight line starting at 121.7 seconds, increasing
by 0.0147 seconds per year, ending at 122.6
seconds. Horses haven’t gotten faster in the last
64 years. The Kentucky Derby Limit of 122
seconds +/- 2 seconds was reached 64 years
ago. It isn’t surprising that Country House took
124 seconds.
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Linear Extrapolation
Evolutionists sometimes fail to realize that
linear extrapolations aren’t always valid. They
use current rates of erosion, for example, to
extrapolate back in time. At some point, linear
extrapolations bend and are no longer straight.
Linear extrapolation based on the first 60
years of the modern Kentucky Derby predicts that
the 2019 Kentucky Derby winning time should
have been 114.6 seconds. The extrapolation
does not hold because the Kentucky Derby Limit
has been reached, and the line bent. Every
extrapolation of change fails at some point,
therefore conclusions based on extrapolations
should be viewed with healthy skepticism. This is
true for everything from stock prices to fuel
economy. Things never continue to change at the
same rate.
Stability is more reliable than extrapolation.
Things that haven’t changed for years aren’t likely
to change in the future—unless something forces
them to change.

Predictions
Often, after a new fossil has been discovered,
evolutionists claim that the theory of evolution
“predicted” that such a fossil would be discovered.
A prediction made after the fact isn’t really a
prediction—it is a biased interpretation. Often, the
theory has to be changed after the fact to
accommodate the “prediction.”
Twenty years ago, we said that the winning
Kentucky Derby Time would be 120 to 124
seconds from that date forward. We have been
right for the past 20 years. Horses have evolved
to run as fast as they can. They have reached the
limit proving that there is a limit to evolution. We
feel confident in that prediction because it is
based on stability, not questionable extrapolation.

that “evolutionists” (a term that only
exists in certain circles outside science)
are engaging in philosophy rather than
science is doing multiple disservices: one,
it does a disservice to the countless
millions of man-hours spent on gathering
evidence underlying the model of evolution,
and on using – yes! – the scientific method
to analyze this evidence. Second, it does a
disservice to those working in the field of
biology by making claims as to their
relative legitimacy: you may divisively and
derisively choose to call them
“evolutionists” if they use the theory of
evolution as a paradigm for their work, but
I assure you that no such division exists
between these and other researchers in the
field. Third, it trivializes the strenuous
lengths these people go to in pointing out
how wrong they or others might be, in the
hopes of getting it right overall. To
attack each other’s hypotheses and try to
find fault with them is one of the most
important aspects of scientific inquiry.
Using an example from the page I landed
on (http://scienceagainstevolution.org/
v4i4f.htm): you seem to imply that Ian
Tattersall seems to be betraying his fellow
“evolutionists” by criticizing the
hypothesis that hominids never coexisted,
or that his criticism somehow renders the
entire debate null and void. To me this is
how science really is supposed to work: you
develop a model based on a certain
interpretation of the evidence at hand, but
once new evidence is discovered, or once a
person makes a more compelling case for a
different model based on existing evidence,
the theory changes. This is not, as you
seem to believe, a proof that the whole
theory is built on sand; rather, it is a
demonstration that scientists are
continually testing the foundation these
theories rest upon and trying to replace
bad rock with better. I find it encouraging
and fascinating that the story of human
evolution I was taught as a teenager has
been pretty significantly changed in recent
decades, and I find it equally fascinating
that as a whole, we are still mystified and
unsatisfied by the models that are used now
– hence all the question marks in those
pictures I was looking for!
Well, that’s my two cents. May it find
you in good health.
Regards,
Jeremy

Email

Scientific Fact
A science teacher questions whether
or not scientific theories are factual.
We received this thought-provoking email from
a science teacher:
Dear Mr. Pogge,
I came across your site when looking for
pictures contrasting different models for
human evolution.
I was a little concerned about your
claim that high school teachers present
scientific theories as factual, and am
hoping to reassure you.
I would like to say that in my case at
least, not only do I not present the theory
of evolution as truth, I also don’t present
theories relating to the electron as truth
either (something you seem to hold as selfevident in your writings). If you care to
read more, I elaborate below, but for
clarity and conciseness I want to break
cleanly here and suggest that to claim a
scientific model in physics represents
truth and another in biology does not, is
to paint an inaccurate picture of how
science is done in either field. More
accurate is to state that neither model
represents truth, and neither is meant to.
In my opinion, there is no such thing as
truth in any realm of science; in fact, I
like to say to my students that what we
strive for are merely models that are less
wrong than the ones that came before. In
such a way, we progress e.g. from the
ancient Greek model of 4 elements, to
Thomson’s less wrong model of atoms as plum
pudding, to Bohr’s less wrong model of
nucleus and circular-orbit electrons, to
modern quantum field theories, etc etc. You
write that you are a former electrical
engineer (I was a physics major and teach
both physics and biology): as you know,
modern electronic devices such as the
transistor cannot be satisfactorily
explained without quantum-based models, and
in fact were invented by Bardeen et al. in
the mid-20th century as an outgrowth of
applying quantum models to solid-state
physics. So to claim old textbooks aren’t
contradicted by new ones, as you did in one
of your essays, is to be too narrow in the
timeline of your example – textbooks
written before the transistor would be
outdated and woefully incomplete at best,
and textbooks written in the mid 1800s
would have nothing whatsoever to say about
electrons and also have a lot of inaccurate
information about the realms of physics
that were later re-addressed using quantum
mechanics and relativity.
To give a parallel example: Lord Kelvin
was very wrong when he estimated the age of
the Earth as being on the order of millions
of years, and this is because nobody had
yet discovered nuclear fission, and he was
working from a wrong set of assumptions
about how fast the Earth was cooling – it
turns out to be cooling much slower than he
knew, so the Earth is much older than his
estimate!
To return to my main point: claiming

Since we are out of space in this newsletter,
we would like to invite you readers to respond
with your thoughts, which we might include when
we address this in detail next month.
Just to clarification our positions, when we say
something is taught in American public schools,
we believe that to be an accurate generalization in
the majority of cases, realizing that there are
exceptions.
Our claim about old electronics
textbooks not being contradicted by new ones
was addressed in a previous newsletter. 11
We await your thoughts!
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Web Site of the Month – May 2019
by Lothar Janetzko

James Tour’s Presentation
https://evolutionnews.org/2019/04/chemist-james-tour-is-scathing-hilariousshow-me-the-chemistry-of-abiogensis-its-not-there/
“Show Me the Chemistry” of Abiogenesis. “It’s Not There”
This month’s website review looks at the YouTube video of Dr. James Tour’s Presentation at Discovery
Institute’s 2019 Dallas Conference on Science and Faith, produced by Evolution News & Science Today.
According to their website, “Evolution News & Science Today (EN) provides original reporting and
analysis about evolution, neuroscience, bioethics, intelligent design and other science-related issues,
including breaking news about scientific research. It also covers the impact of science on culture and
conflicts over free speech and academic freedom in science. Finally, it fact-checks and critiques media
coverage of scientific issues.” On the main page of the EN website you will find links to TRENDING and
RECOMMENDED. The video of the James Tour presentation, which he entitles “The Mystery of the Origin
of Life”, can be found as one of the links listed under RECOMMENDED.
Dr. Tour’s video presentation is about 58 minutes long. He begins his talk by discussing his work in
nanotechnology, which is “the branch of technology that deals with dimensions and tolerances of less than
100 nanometers, especially the manipulation of individual atoms and molecules.”
The main part of Dr. Tour’s presentation deals with the claims of scientists regarding the origin-of-life. He
points out that researchers are not close to creating an artificial cell. He describes in detail the complexity of
how cells work and the function of the cell membrane. He believes much that is published in high profile
science journals is not based on good science and is just speculation on how life may have evolved. Near
the end of his presentation, Dr. Tour presents the following slide:
Ramifications of calling conjectures facts
•

Claims that mislead the patient taxpayer are unhelpful and the public will eventually
distrust scientific claims into other fields.

•

Uncorrected or unfounded assertions jeopardize science beyond a singular field,
especially since there is mounting distrust in higher education in general.

•

Condescending comments toward the public (or a student), if they will not embrace our
conjectures as facts, will lead to continued division between scientists and nonscientists,
which can yield public reluctance to fund our research.

•

We must tell the truth with specificity. If it is a fact, say it. If it is not a fact, say it.

•

Blackballing scientists if they bear legitimate non-conformist views, by excluding them
from professional societies and academies, withholding their funding or denying them
tenure, is anti-scientific and it will retard the advancement of science.

You are permitted (even encouraged)
to copy and distribute this newsletter.
Disclosure, the Science Against Evolution newsletter, is edited by R. David Pogge.

All back issues are on-line at ScienceAgainstEvolution.info.
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