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Itwas a single armbone�sticking out of the sandy hillside of a slope
inHadar, Africa. Paleontologist Donald Johanson noticed it on a routine
trip searching for fossils. That one bone led to the unearthing of a skeleton
nearly 40%complete�askeleton thatwas destined to become one of the
most famous (andmost controversial) fossils of all times. Eventually, in
fact, itwould shakeevery limbon thehominid family tree, turningupside
down then-current theories about howman came towalk upright. Dr. Jo-
hansonnamedhis findAustralopithecusafarensis�thesouthernape from
theAfar depressionofnortheasternEthiopia (Johansonet al., 1978, p. 8).
The creature quickly earned the nickname �Lucy,� after theBeatles�song,
�Lucy in the SkywithDiamonds,�whichwas said to be have been playing
all through the celebratory night back at Johanson�s camp.The fossil, of-
ficially designated AL 288-1, consisted of skull fragments, a lower jaw,
ribs, an armbone, a portionof apelvis, a thighbone, and fragments of shin-
bones. Itwas thought to be an adult, andwas dated at 3.5million years.
This fossil findwasnot onlyunusually complete, but alsowasbelieved to
havewalked in an upright fashion, and to have been the oldest ancestor to
humans�thebaseball equivalentofagrandslam.
We invite you to examine the scientific evidence regarding this famous

hominid fossil, and thendetermine foryourselfwhetherLucyandherkin
were, in fact, our human ancestors, or merely ancient apes. Consider the
following anatomical discoveries that have beenmade since Johanson�s
initialdeclarationofLucyasanewhominidspecies:

LUCY�S RIB CAGE
Due to the impossibility of reconstructing Lucy�s skull from the few

fragments available, the determination that Lucy walked upright (like a
human) had to be derived fromher hips and ribs. Peter Schmid, a paleon-
tologist at theAnthropological Institute inZurich,Switzerland, studied
Lucyforquite some time,andsummarizedhisefforts as follows.

When I started toput the skeleton together, I expected it to lookhu-
man.Everyonehad talkedaboutLucyasbeingverymodern, very
human, so Iwassurprisedbywhat I saw. Inoticed that the ribswere
more round incross-section,more likewhatyousee inapes.Human
ribs are flatter in cross-section. But the shape of the rib cage itself
was the biggest surprise of all. The human rib cage is barrel shaped,
andI just couldn�tgetLucy�s ribs to fit thiskindof shape.But Icould
get themtomakeaconical shaped ribcage, likewhatyousee inapes
(asquoted inLeakeyandLewin,1992,pp.193-194).

True, ribs can be �tweaked� and rotated so that they appearmore �barrel-
like� or conical, but the best (and correct) arrangementwill always be the
originalmorphology. The facets from the ribs that line up on the vertebrae
provide a tighter fit when aligned correctly. In Lucy�s case, her ribswere
conical, like those found inapes.

LUCY�S PELVIS AND GENDER
From the beginning, Lucywas considered an adult female. Johanson�s

original assessment stated: �Themost complete adult skeleton is that of
AL288-1 (�Lucy,�Fig. 5). The small body size of this evidently female in-
dividual (about 3.5 to 4.0 feet in height) ismatchedby someother postcran-
ial remains�� (Johanson andWhite, 1979, p. 324). It would be from the
shattered fragments of the pelvis thatDonald Johanson andotherswould
interpret theAL288-1 fossils as being a female�primarily due to the di-
minutive size. But these boneswere far frombeing problematic.AsHaus-
ler and Schmid discovered: �The sacrum and the auricular region of the
iliumare shattered into numerous small fragments, such that the original
form is difficult to elucidate.Hence it is not surprising that the reconstruc-
tionsbyLovejoyandSchmidshowmarkeddifferences� (1995,29:363).
In regard to Lucy�s pelvis, Johanson affirmed: �Lucy�s wider sacrum

and shallower pelvis gave her a smaller, kidney-shaped birth canal, com-
pared to that of modern females. She didn�t need a large one because her
newborn infant�s brainwouldn�t have been any larger than a chimpanzee

infant�s brain� (1994, p. 66). That admission begs the question as towhy
this fossil was not categorizedwithin the chimp family. But this gender
declaration poses additional problems for Lucy. AsHausler and Schmid
noted: �IfAL288-1was female, then one can exclude this species from
the ancestors ofHomo because its pelvis is certainly less primitive than
the pelvis of Sts 14 [designation for a specificA. africanus fossil�BH/BT]�
(29:378). Both of the pelvisesmentioned, displayed some degree of dam-
age, and bothweremissing critical parts, but it should be noted that in re-
gard to theLucyfossil,more thanoneattemptwasmadeat reconstruction.
After reconstructions of the inlet and midplane of Lucy�s pelvis, and

comparisons to other fossils andmodern humans, it has been shown that
the shape of Lucy�s pelvis was not structured correctly to give birth. The
pelvis was just too narrow to accommodate anAustralopithecine fetus.
Hausler andSchmidnoted thatLucy�s pelviswas ridgeless andheart-shaped,
whichmeans that �she�wasmore likelya�he.�Theynoted:

Contrary toSts14, delivery inAL288-1wouldhavebeenmorecom-
plicated than in modern humans, if not impossible, due to the pro-
truding promontorium�. Consequently, there ismore evidence to
suggest thatAL288-1wasmale rather than female.A femaleof the
samespecies asAL288-1wouldhavehadapelviswith a larger sag-
ittal diameter and a less protruding sacral promontorium�. Over-
all, the broader pelvis and themore laterally oriented iliac blades
ofAL288-1wouldproducemore favourable insertion sites for the
climbingmuscles inmore heavily builtmales�. Itwouldperhaps
be better to change the trivial name to �Lucifer� according to
theold romangodwhobrings light after thedarknightbecause
with suchapelvis, �Lucy�wouldapparentlyhavebeen the last
ofherspecies (29:380, emp.added).

Thisdeclarationhas receivedanenormous reaction fromtheevolutionist
community, asmanyscientistsworkdiligently todefendLucy. IfHausler
andSchmid�s conclusion is correct, then this implies that the equivalent
female of this specieswouldhavebeen even smaller�somethingunheard
of in trying to compare this creature tomodern humans! Lucy�s pelvis is
notwhat it shouldbe for anupright-walkinghominid�but thedimensions
do fallwithinprimates foundamong theape family.
LUCY�BIPEDAL, OR SWINGING FROM THE TREES?
Butwhat doLucy�s armsand legs tell us in regards toher locomotion?

If she were a biped, surely her upper and lower extremities would point
toward an upright stance.After all, the bone that led to Johanson�s discov-
ery of Lucy was that of the arm. Yet the bony framework that composes
Lucy�s wrists may be the most telling of all. Brian Richmond and David
Strait of GeorgeWashington University inWashington D.C. experienced
whatmanymight call a �eureka!�momentwhile going through someold
papersonprimatephysiologyat theSmithsonian Institute.
��Wesawsomething that talked about special knucklewalking adap-

tations inmodernAfrican apes,�Dr. Richmond said. �I could not remem-
ber ever seeing anything aboutwrists in fossil hominids.�Across the hall
wasacast of the famous fossilLucy.Weranacross and lookedat it andbin-
go, it was clear as night and day�� (see BBCNews, 2000). TheMarch 29,
2000,SanDiegoUnionTribune reported:

Achancediscoverymadeby looking at a cast of the bones of �Lucy,�
the most famous fossil of Australopithecus afarensis, shows her
wrist is stiff, like a chimpanzee�s,BrianRichmond andDavidStrait
of GeorgeWashington University inWashington, D.C., reported.
This suggests that her ancestors walked on their knuckles (Fox,
2000).

RichmondandStrait discovered that knuckle-walkingapeshaveamech-
anism that locks thewrist into place in order to stabilize this joint. In their
report, they noted: �Herewe present evidence that fossils attributed to
Australopithecusanamensis (KNM-ER-20419)andA.afarensis (AL288-1)
retain specializedwristmorphologyassociatedwithknuckle-walking�
(2000,404:382,parenthetical inorig.).Theywentontonote:
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Pre-bipedal locomotion is probablybest characterizedasa rep-
ertoire consisting of terrestrial knuckle-walking, arboreal
climbing and occasional suspensory activities, not unlike that
observed in chimpanzees today.This raises the question ofwhybi-
pedalismwould evolve froman ancient ancestor already adapted
to terrestrial locomotion, and is consistentwithmodel relating the
evolutionofbipedalism toa change in feeding strategies andnovel
non-locomotorusesof thehands� (p.384, emp.added).

Not onlyhaveLucy�swrists and arm-bonesbeen called intoquestion,
but there also is a mountain of evidence that demonstrates this fossil was
better adapted for swinging through trees, likemodern-day chimps. After
thoroughly examining A. afarensis fossils, Stern and Susman noted: �It
is demonstrated thatA. afarensispossessed anatomic characteristics that
indicate a significant adaptation formovement in the trees� (1983, 60:280).
Theywent on to comment: �TheAL333-91 [designation for specificA.
afarensis fossil�BH/BT] pisiform [bone of the hand�BH/BT] is �elon-
gate and rod shaped�and thus resembles the long, projecting pisiform of
apes andmonkeys� (60:281). Stern and Susman�s research details the fact
that the hands and feet ofAustralopithecus afarensis are void of the nor-
mal human qualities assigned to hands and feet. In their concluding re-
marks, theynoted:

Itwill not have escaped the reader�s attention that the great bulk of
evidence supporting the view that theHadar hominidwas to a sig-
nificant degree arboreal�.Wediscovered a substantial body of
evidence indicating that arboreal activitieswere so important toA.
afarensis thatmorphologicadaptationspermittingadeptmovement
in the treesweremaintained (60:313).

So not onlywereLucy�s ribs and pelviswrong, but her limbswere physio-
logicallymoreconducive toswinging in the treetops.

AUSTRALOPITHECINE TEETH:
MORE EVIDENCE LUCY REMAINED IN THE TREETOPS
OneofDonald Johanson�s specialties is identifying differenceswithin

the teeth of alleged hominids. In fact, a great deal of attention is given in
his original description to the dentition of this species. Bymeasuring the
various differences inmolars and canines, he systematically assigns var-
ious fossils topredeterminedgroups.However, hishighlyobservant eyes
may havemissed some important microscopic data. Anthropologist Alan
Walker has been working on ways of extracting behavior from the fossil
record.Oneof thesemethods includesquantitative analysis of toothmic-
rowear.Using image enhancement andoptical diffractionmethods of scan-
ning,Walkerbelieveshemightbeable to reconstructancientdiets frompa-
leontological samples. In speaking ofWalker�s material, Johanson noted:
�Dr.AlanWalker of JohnsHopkins has recently concluded that the pol-
ishing effect he finds on the teeth of robust australopithecines andmodern
chimpanzees indicates that australopithecines, like chimps,were fruit eat-
ers�. If theywereprimarily fruit eaters, asWalker�s examinationof their
teeth suggests theywere, then our picture of them, and of the evolutionary
path they took, is wrong� (Johanson and Edey, 1981, p. 358). So rather
than foraging on the ground for food,we havemicroscopic evidence that
Australopithecineswere fruit eaters.
AUSTRALOPITHECINE EARS�HUMAN-LIKEORAPE-LIKE?
Knowing that modern human bipedalism is unique among primates

(and othermammals), FredSpoor and colleagues decided to evaluate the
vestibular apparatus of the inner ear�an area designed to help coordinate
bodymovements.Modernhuman locomotor activity requires that theves-
tibular apparatus of the inner ear be able tomaintain body posture, even
thoughwe are constantly balancing all of our weight on very small areas
of support.Anyonewhohassufferedvertigoknowsfirsthand justhowcru-
cial this area is for balance and everyday activities. Using high-resolution
computed tomography, Spoor, et al., were able to generate cross-sectional
images of the bony labyrinth that comprised the inner ear. They wrote:
�Among the fossil hominids, the earliest species todemonstrate themod-
ernhumanmorphology isHomoerectus. In contrast, the semicircular ca-
nal dimensions in crania fromsouthernAfrica attributed toAustralopithe-
cus andParanthropus resemble those of the extant great apes� (1994, 272:
645).With that singledeclaration,Spoor andhis colleagueshavedrawna
linewhich unequivocally states all fossils prior toHomoerectushave ape-
likemorphology that allowed them to climb trees, swing from branches,
orwalkhunchedoveron theirknuckles.So,notonlywere the ribs, pelvis,
limbs,hands, and feetof this �fruit eater�chimp-like,but therealso isevi-
dencewhich suggests that theorgan required for balance inAustralopithe-
cusafarensiswaschimp-likeaswell.

LUCY�HOMINID OR CHIMP?
When Lucy first arrived on the scene, newsmagazines such as Time

andNationalGeographicnoted that she had a head shaped like an ape,with

a brain capacity the size of a large chimp�s�about one-third the size of a
modernman�s. Adrienne Zihlman remarked: �Lucy�s fossil remainsmatch
up remarkablywell with the bones of a pygmy chimp� (1984, 104:39). It
shouldbeno surprise then, that inStern andSusman�s analysis ofA.afar-
ensis, theypointedout:

These findings of ours...all seem to lead ineluctably to the conclu-
sion that the Hadar hominidwas vitally dependent on the trees for
protectionand/or sustenance (60:311).

All of these facts point toward the truth that Lucywas simply an ape- like
creature.

CONCLUSION
Youmight be askingyourselfwhy this charadehasbeenallowed togo

on for so long. The answer�woven around power, fame, and money�
canbe found inJohanson�sownwords.

There is no such thing as a total lack of bias. I have it; everybody
has it. The fossil hunter in the field has it�. In everybody who is
looking for hominids there is a strongurge to learnmore aboutwhere
the human line started. If you areworking back at around threemil-
lion, as Iwas, that is very seductive, becauseyoubegin toget an idea
that that is whereHomo did start. You begin straining your eyes to
findHomo traits in fossils of that age�.Logical,maybe, but also
biased. Iwas trying to jamevidence of dates into a pattern that
would support conclusions about fossils which, on closer inspec-
tion, the fossils themselveswouldnot sustain (Johanson andEdey,
1981,pp.257,258, emp.added).

Hewent on to admit: �It is hard forme now to admit how tangled in that
thicket I was. But the insidious thing about bias is that it doesmake one
deaf to the cries of other evidence� (p. 277). In the March 1996 issue of
NationalGeographic, Dr. Johanson himself admitted: �Lucy has recently
been dethroned� (189[3]:117). His fifteenminutes of fame had ended. As
LeeBerger declared: �Onemight sayweare kickingLucyout of the fam-
ily tree� (as quoted inShreeve, 1996). Isn�t it ironic howoften that family
treegetsprunedand trimmed?
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