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The old theory, claiming that man evolved
exclusively from one center whence he
spread over the Old World each time
afresh after having entered a new phase of
evolution, no longer tallies with the pa-
laeontological facts. [Weidenreich
1940:381]

We have puzzled over why this long-lasting
debate about modern human origins has
been so intense. The content and tone of this
reply to our AA article suggest some answers
to this question. We address these below, as
well as the individual comments made about
our work. This reply does not include all our
disagreements with Stringer and Briuer’s
comment or with their other publications;
but in response to their unacceptable as-
sumption that specifics of their publications
that we do not criticize can be taken as areas
of agreement with them, we will try to address
as many details as possible.

The Muddle in the Middle

One of our colleagues is particularly con-
cerned that established and experienced pa-
leoanthropologists seem to draw such differ-
ent conclusions from the same data. While it
is certainly not the first time this has oc-
curred, we believe this debate can shed some
light on how this happens. In this exchange
we have found that there are three reasons
why controversy persists over modern human
origins.
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Confusion about the Theory the Eve Theorists Are
Defending

The definition of ‘the Eve theory is clear
and unambiguous, as stated in the classic
Stringer and Andrews article (1988a). To
quote Stringer’s definition (1989:122) in a
publication where he describes the theory
and cites Briuer as one of its sources:

Many recent proponents of this model
have suggested Africa as the probable con-
tinent of origin of Homo sapiens, with an
early Late Pleistocene origin for the species
and an initiation of African regional differ-
entiation, a subsequent later Pleistocene
radiation from Africa, and a final estab-
lishment of modern regional charac-
teristics outside of Africa.

They write of the intensity of their support for
the Eve theory in no uncertain terms (in this
and all subsequent quotations, the boldface
in quotes is ours):

Although we feel that an African origin for
Homo sapiens is highly probable, the exact
time, place, and mode of origin of the
species cannot yet be determined.
[Stringer and Andrews 1988a:1267]

I cannot at present recognize any un-
equivocal facts which would disprove even
a global ‘Out of Africa’ model. [Brauer
1989:148]

However, this is no longer the Eve theory that
Stringer and Brauer defend, and according
to them it never has been. Brauer now main-
tains:

The extreme ‘Out of Africa’ model, which
assumes that modern humans represent a
different species than Neandertals and
other archaic humans and that little or no
hybridization took place between the latter
and dispersing modern humans from Af-
rica, is regarded even by its authors as
merely a test model. [1993:404]

Stringer now describes his article with An-
drews as follows:

My co-authorship of a controversial paper
in Science supporting the “Out of Africa”
model for H. sapiens origins was not in-
tended to imply that there was no evidence
against the model or no problems with the
supporting palaeontological and genetic
evidence cited. [1992a:10]

In this reply they now say they support a
“recent African origins” hypothesis, and they
“do not feel that the Eve concept. . . is a very
useful way of characterizing” it. We would

normally encourage a change of mind on this
issue, butin denying that they ever supported
the Eve theory, they lose the opportunity to
explain where and why their minds have
changed. Besides creating unnecessary con-
fusion for those who have followed the de-
bate, this leaves us uncertain about which of
their ideas we should test.

Confusion about the Theory the Eve Theorists Are
Attacking

Simply put, Stringer and Brauer do not
seem to understand the theory that they are
so convinced is incorrect. When one of the
authors first addressed multiregional evolu-
tion, he wrote:

Under the multiregional model the
marked morphological and metrical simi-
larities of these geographically distinct cra-
nia [Predmosti 3, Zhoukoudian Upper
Cave 101, Mlade¢ 1, and Zhoukoudian Up-
per Cave 103] are explained as the result of
parallel evolution from distinct Middle
Pleistocene ancestors. [Stringer and An-
drews 1988a:1266]

But as stated in a number of places, multire-
gional evolution is the antithesis of parallel
evolution. Common trends throughout the
species are explained by genic exchanges and
common selection, acting on gene pools dis-
tinguished mainly by allele frequency differ-
ences. When this clarification was brought to
their attention (Wolpoff et al. 1988), the re-
sponse was “some of the predictions are evi-
dently not welcomed by proponents of the
model” (Stringer and Andrews 1988b:774).

Then in 1990 Stringer erroneously distin-
guished between a different interpretation of
the multiregional model and “the gene-flow,
or hybridization, model [which] traces mod-
ern populations back to a web of ancient
lineages whose genetic contributions varied
from region to region” (1990:98). This is con-
fusing because it is precisely the way Wolpoff,
Wu, and Thorne (1984) have perceived and
outlined the mechanisms of multiregional
evolution on numerous occasions. For in-
stance, in 1984 they described gene flow as
“the latticework that connects populations of
a polytypic species” (Wolpoff, Wu, and
Thorne 1984:461). Dropping this conten-
tion, Stringer recently asserted: “If we can
turn away from a universal multiregional
model for modern human origins, we cannot
so easily exclude a dual African and East Asian
ancestry model” (1993:222-223). But what is
this “universal multiregional model”? Itis cer-
tainly nothing we ever wrote about.
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Briauer (1992) seems equally confused,
since he asserts that features displaying re-
gional continuity do not show that there was
regional continuity.

Regional evolution . . . does not necessarily
reflect regional evolutionary changes
caused by local selection and/or drift and
gene flow (Wolpoff 1989), but merely the
common presence of certain features
which could just as well be explained by
gene flow between archaic and immigrant
modern populations [to help the reader,
Briuer uses gene flow in two different ways
in this citation, the second use seems to
mean “admixture”]. [1992:92]

With evidence of ancestry not acceptable for
corroborating regional continuity, one won-
ders if Brauer is focusing on a methodology
that allows the disproof of what he regards as
the alternative explanation, the Protsch/
Brauer theory of African origins. Notso, since
he further maintains “it would hardly be pos-
sible to provide concrete evidence of typically
African features among early modern hu-
mans in Europe and Asia” (Brauer 1992:89).
This approach provides a unique challenge
for those concerned with the philosophy of
scientific methodology, especially as applied
to the criterion of falsification.

Singly or together Stringer and Brauer con-
tinue to construct one after another “multire-
gional evolution hypothesis” in a form they
can disprove instead of trying to disprove the
hypothesis originally advanced. In this reply
they still characterize multiregional evolution
as requiring “long-term, substantial, interre-
gional gene flow,” that “this approach accepts
that allPleistocene hominids. . . are ancestral
to modern Homo sapiens,” and that “it is un-
clear whether regional continuity features
were supposedly being maintained through
drift or selection.”

Each of these characterizations is incor-
rect, and we ask the reader to examine some
published comments on these issues:

We take no position on the issue of magni-
tude [of gene flow]; both large and small
magnitudes for various species have been
reported. Moreover, while the gene flow
reported between adjacent human popula-
tions is usually anything but minuscule, we
admit the possibility that this magnitude
may be lower in other species, or in human
prehistory. ... It is our contention that
over geologic time, this issue is irrelevant
because genetic comparisons between hu-
man populations, or between humans and
the African apes, show that the actual mag-

[96, 1994

nitude of genetic change to be accounted
for during the evolution of Homo is surpris-
ingly small. [Wolpoff, Wu, and Thorne
1984:459]

The mtDNA data are consistent with a
model of restricted but recurrent gene flow
throughout the entire time period marked
by the time to coalescence. . . . The nuclear
DNA pattern [also] only clearly offers sup-
port for restricted gene flow among Old
World human populations. [Templeton
1993:69]

[Our] view traces all modern populations
backto. . .aweb of ancient lineages whose
genetic contributions to the presentvaried
from region to region and from time to
time. [Frayer et al. 1993:17; here, in claim-
ing that all populations have fossil ances-
tors, we did not imply that every fossil left
descendants]

Regional differences were maintained
through a series of balances between (1)
genic exchanges . . . and (2) selection (for
some features) and drift (for others).
[Frayer et al. 1993:17]

We invite the reader to follow the advice of
Stringer and Briauer and compare our various
publications on these topics. While our un-
derstanding of the multiregional model has
been honed over time and clarified in re-
sponse to constructive criticism, we have un-
waveringly maintained that clinal balances
for regional features have involved selection
for some features and drift for others, and
that our choice of features to illustrate the
multiregional pattern avoided those that
arose due to environmental adaptation. The
distribution of many features may reflect re-
gionality, but our point is that only a few can
unambiguously show it.

Stringer and Brauer just do not perceive
the implications of the clinal model that mul-
tiregional evolution is based on. For instance,
in addressing the issue of whether continui-
ties can be expected according to the Eve
theory, they agree “with the proviso that lim-
ited hybridization could have occurred which
might mimic the effects of in situ evolutionary
change.” The theory we have developed is
based on the balance of genic exchange (read
“hybridization” in their terminology) and lo-
cal selection and/or drift (read “in situ evolu-
tionary change”). As we view evolution, these
are not alternative explanations but integral
parts of the same normal process.



