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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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“classic,” and ‘‘non-classic.” The distinction
is crucial to the case we make, because
almost every statement made concerning
Neandertal morphology, variation, archae-
ology, and evolution will, when applicable,
be shown to apply to both “classic’’ and
“non-classic”’ groups. Following a technique
used by Howells (1967:190, footnote), the
two Neandertal subgroups are also explicitly
defined by listing included specimens.
Evidence of hominid morphology, cul-
ture, and stratigraphy has been used to
substantiate or reject any number of hy-
potheses concerned with the relationship of
Neandertals to anatomically modern H.
sapiens. One of the earliest hypotheses sug-
gests the sudden replacement of Neandertals
by a more modern taxon: anatomically
modern H. sapiens. A close examination of
the “sudden replacement” hypothesis indi-
cates that the claim was established for
tools, and not for hominids. For instance, as
recently as 1966 Le Gros Clark stated:
At the end of the Mousterian phase of
paleolithic culture, the Neandertal in-
habitants of Europe were abruptly re-
placed by people of completely modern
European type. There is reason to sup-
pose that this new population, the Aurig-
nacians, having developed their distinctive
culture elsewhere, probably in Asia, mi-
grated into Europe and, with their su-
perior social organization, quickly dis-

placed Mousterian man and occupied his
territory [1966:116-117].

ABSOLUTE DATES OF LATE NEANDER-
TALS AND EARLY ANATOMICALLY
MODERN HOMO SAPIENS

In actuality, the extent of the hiatus
measured between the radiocarbon dates of
the youngest clearly defined Neandertal and
the oldest clearly defined anatomically
modern H. sapiens specimens is not known
with any certainty. Radiocarbon dates for
this period of human evolution are neither
extensive (Brace 1964; Oakley 1966) nor
exceptionally accurate (Butzer 1964). The
faunal connections between levels at the
same site, let alone between sites, are more
often than not incorrect (Kurten 1968). For
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these reasons, only dates taken from the
actual strata where hominid specimens have
been found can be used. Even so, the
methodology of many earlier investigators,
and the possibility of burial, leave even this
association of dates with specimens subject
to doubt.

The youngest dates directly associated
with Neandertals (A2 dates according to
Oakley 1966:7) come from three sources:
Haua Fteah Layer XXXIII (McBurney 1967)
with mandibles I and II has a date of
40,000£500 BP; Tabun Layer C is dated at
40,900£1000 BP and Layer B at
39,700+800 BP (Oakley 1966); La Quina
Level H1 is dated at 35,250+530 BP (Oakley
1966). There is some question concerning
the validity of the La Quina date as repre-
senting a late Neandertal. The hominid from
Level H1 at La Quina is #14. This subject is
represented by the posterior-inferior section
of a left parietal (Henri-Martin 1923:242).
The individual represented was a juvenile,
and the level has a ‘“final Mousterian” in-
dustry. A fragment of this size and age
cannot be clearly categorized as either Ne-
andertal or anatomically modern H. sapiens
(Piveteau 1967). Even if the association with
the date is good, we do not know what type
of hominid is thus dated.

The earliest dated specimens of ana-
tomically modern H. sapiens come from the
Pavlovian burials at Dolni Vestonice
(25,820+180 BP) and Pavlov (26,620+260),
according to Oakley (1966). An earlier date
has been claimed for the Niah cave specimen
(Harrison 1959). However, this specimen
represents a burial (Harrison 1964:526), and
the date does not even come from the level
where the specimen was found, but rather
was taken in a “corresponding” area
(Ibid.:526). Without further substantiation,
the association of this crucial date with the
specimen cannot be unequivocally accepted
(see Fitting 1969:351).

With so few dates from this important
period, it is difficult to draw well substan-
tiated conclusions from the evidence
available. It is interesting that even these few
dates from widely scattered areas indicate
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Neandertals precede anatomically modern H.
sapiens. In no instance do either relative
stratigraphies or absolute dates indicate ana-
tomically modern H. sapiens contemporary
with or preceding Neandertals in any area as
would have to be the case if the former
evolved somewhere separately and then
“suddenly replaced” Neandertals all over the
world.

MIDDLE PALEOLITHIC INDUSTRIES

Not only do the hominids show a specific
sequence and temporal separation, but in-
dustries do also. Classically, the Wurm I/II
interstadial is said to separate Middle and
Upper Paleolithic industries. Wurm I/II is
here used in the most standard sense rather
than as in the more restricted French ter-
minology where this period is known as
Wurm II/III. This general time period has
been called Gottweiger (although the type
site seems to be Eemian): Paudorf; Arcy;
Laufen; Rixdorf; Stillfried B; Molga-
Sheksna;  Hengelo-Denekamp;  Bryansk;
Odderade; or Aurignacian interstadial. While
Pleistocene sequences in Europe have not
been completely worked out, and while
stratigraphic correlations are still uncertain,
we might quote from one of the most recent
geological monographs to the effect that

(of the last glaciation) the Middle Wurm

which covers the time between 53,000 BP

and 25,000 BP is the part of which not
very much is known. While some authors
assume the existence of the ‘“‘Gottweig

Interstadial” others deny the possibility

of a notable interstadial (in central

Europe). Certainly the Middle Wurm was

not a continuous cold time without any

temperature oscillation, but one has to
suppose the existence of cooler and war-
mer periods and of corresponding ad-
vances and retreats of the ice sheets.

[Woldstedt:1967; italics added].

Most prehistoric archaeologists and qua-
ternary geologists have found evidence for a
warmer period of interstadial magnitude,
during the Middle Wurm (Flint
1957:381-412; Alimen 1967:211; de Jong
1967:359; Bordes 1968:147; Kurten
1968:20ff; Basten 1969:3-11; Grazzini and
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Rosenberg 1969:279-92;  Zubakov
1969:Table Z). While the exact dates of
these warm periods are not precisely fixed
all seem to have occurred some time after
38,000 BP and were concluded by the outset
of extremely cold glacial conditions some
time after 28,000 BP. It is this “interstadial”
which we are using as a temporal horizon in
this paper.

Wherever continuous archaeological se-
quences spanning this period are clear there
seems to be no overlap or obviously rapid
replacement, but rather a gradual transition
from late Middle Paleolithic to early Upper
Paleolithic industries. This can be seen in a
number of ways. The relative frequencies of
various types of stone tools which charac-
terize the Middle and Upper Paleolithic do
not display sudden or dramatic changes
during the Wurm I to Wurm II period or its
geographical equivalent.

Most of the tool types which are con-
sidered characteristic of the Upper Paleo-
lithic are present (albeit in lower fre-
quencies) in late Middle Paleolithic as-
semblages.

The evidence on which the validity of this
statement rests is presented by geographic
area in the body of this paper. Numerous
examples of supposedly characteristic Upper
Paleolithic tool types (described by exca-
vators intimately acquainted with the ma-
terial) are seen in what can only be regarded
as Middle Paleolithic assemblages. One way
of visualizing this evidence is simply to list
the common Upper Paleolithic tool types (as
described by DeSonneville-Bordes and Perrot
1953) and note the extensive and repeated
occurrences in a Middle Paleolithic context
(see Table I). The occurrences identified in
Table I are based on both functional and
morphological analogies.

In other words, the variation between
these tool types occurring at Middle Paleo-
lithic and Upper Paleolithic sites is no
greater than the variation among the tool
types at Upper Paleolithic sites alone. Purely
stylistic variation in functionally similar
chipped stone tools has only rarely been
identified by Paleolithic archaeologists.
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TABLE I. PARTIAL LIST OF UPPER PALEOLITHIC TOOLS (STANDARD LIST)
IN MIDDLE PALEOLITHIC CONTEXTS*

Number Standard Type Middle Paleolithic Occurrences
1. Simple end scraper La Quina; Arcy-sur-Cure; Sipka Cave; Kiilna
Cave; Haua Fteah; Ordos
2. Atypical end scraper Repolust Cave; Weimar; Skhul
3. Double end scraper Peche de 1’Aze (lower layers)
4. Ogival end scraper Repolust Cave; Skhul; Ordos
5. End scraper on retouched blade Sipka Cave; Kiilna Cave; Haua Fteah
or flake
6. End scraper on Aurignacian blade La Chapelle-aux-Saints; Haua Fteah
7. Fan shaped end scraper Ordos; Kokkinopilos
8. Scraper on flake All sites .
9. Round or circular scraper Arcy-sur-Cure; Sipka Cave; Weimar
10. Thumbnail scraper Peche de I’Aze
11. Carinated scraper La Chapelle-aux-Saints; Repolust Cave; Haua
Fteah
12. Atypical carinated scraper La Chapelle-aux-Saints; Haua Fteah; Ordos
13. Thick-nosed scraper Krapina; Repolust Cave; Weimar; Haua Fteah;
Quafzeh (E)
14. Flat-nosed or shouldered scraper v
15. Core scraper Sipka Cave; Kiilna Cave; Weimar; Ordos
16. Plane (rabot)
17. Scraper-graver
18. Scraper-truncated blade El Wad (F)
19. Graver-truncated blade Skhul; Ordos
20. Borer-truncated blade Sipka Cave; Weimar; Peche de 1’Aze II
21. Borer-scraper
22. Borer-graver v
23. Borer Kiilna Cave; Sipka Cave; Weimar; El Wad; Ordos
24. Atypical borer or beak Arcy-sur-Cure; Ordos
25. Multiple borer or beak
26. Micro-borer Haua Fteah; Peche de I’Aze
27. Straight dihedral graver Arcy-sur-Cure; Krapina; Peche de I’Aze II
28. Lopsided dihedral graver Krapina
29. Angle dihedral graver Ordos
30. Angle dihedral graver on broken Skhul; Abou-Sif
blade or flake
31. Multiple dihedral graver Peche de I’Aze 11
32. Busked graver Quafzeh (E)
33. Parrot-beak graver Krapina; Weimar; Haua Fteah
34. Graver on straight truncation Arcy-sur-Cure
35. Graver on oblique truncation Repolust Cave; Ordos
36. Graver on concave truncation
37. Graver on convex truncation Krapina
38. Transverse graver on lateral re- Tabun (B)
touch
39. Transverse graver on notch
40. Multiple graver on truncation
41. Mixed multiple graver
42, Noalilles graver
43. Graver on core Arcy-sur-Cure; Repolust Cave; Weimar; Ordos
44. Flat graver Kokkinopilos
45. Audi knife Abri Audi; La Quina; Regourdou
46. Chatelperron point Haua Fteah; Quafzeh; Ksar Akil; Peche de 1’Aze
47. Atypical Chatelperron point Haua Fteah
48. Gravette point

*References by geographical area in text.



