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The appearance of anatomically modern Homo sapiens in Europe, the Near East,
and Africa must represent either an in situ evolution of Neandertals or a
migration. Those who suggest the latter claim a sudden replacement of Neandertals
by anatomically modern Homo sapiens. However, the ‘‘evidence’ actually cited
claims only the sudden replacement of Middle by Upper Paleolithic industries. We
criticize the migration explanation on two grounds. (1) There is no “sudden
replacement” of Middle Paleolithic by Upper Paleolithic industries, but rather a
gradual change in the frequencies of already present tools. Numerous sites in these
areas exhibit transitional industries. (2) Concomitantly, there is no morphological
evidence indicating a ‘“‘sudden replacement’ of hominids. There is no absolute
association between anatomically modern Homo sapiens and Upper Paleolithic
industries. Instead, the evidence clearly shows that early anatomically modern
Homo sapiens is a late Middle Paleolithic local phenomenon.

THE RELATIONSHIP of Neandertals to
Homo sapiens has always been of great
interest to anthropologists. This work seeks
to examine one hypothesis concerning the
origin of anatomically modern H. sapiens,
and to test the implications of this hypothe-
sis against the archaeological and palaeon-
tological record.

By “Neandertals,”” we refer to all hominid
specimens dated within the time span from
the end of Riss to the appearance of ana-
tomically modern H. sapiens. Applying the
term in this way is not unique to this work.
Numerous authors have referred to this set
of specimens as “Neandertaloid,” “Neander-
thalian,” “Paleoanthropinae,” and so on. In
fact, this usage is synonomous in content
with the “Neandertal Peoples” referred to
by Howell (1957:342 and Fig. 4). The speci-
mens are identical, and include the often
disputed remains from Fontechevade—again
following Howell (Ibid. 341-342). Grouping
the specimens in this way can be justified on
two grounds. First, there is a gap between
this group and H. erectus. This gap is tem-
poral, rather than morphological, and is
probably the result of sampling accidents.
Nevertheless, there are only a very few speci-
mens spanning the time from the well-

represented H. erectus populations at ter-
minal Mindel to the beginning of Riss. With
the discovery of additional specimens from
this period, the temporal gap will close, as
the morphological and archaeological gap
has already done. Second, there is a general
unity of grade among the specimens so
referred. Neandertals evince crania expanded
to modern size and posterior teeth reduced
to modern size, along with anterior teeth
and supporting facial architecture main-
tained in the very robust H. erectus condi-
tion (Brace 1967a, 1968; Wolpoff 1969,
1971). In most cases, this morphological
pattern separates Neandertals from groups
occupying the same areas before as well as
after them.

We distinguish this usage from the more
restricted term: “classic”” Neandertals. The
later refers only to the people who inhabited
Western and Southern Europe from the be-
ginning of Wurm to the appearance of ana-
tomically modern H. sapiens (Howell 1952,
1957; Breitinger 1955; Howells 1967; Le
Gros Clark 1964; Hooton 1947; and many
others). Thus, an important distinction is
maintained throughout this work. The total
group referred to as Neandertal consists of
two smaller and mutually exclusive groups:
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