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that the hyoid is morphologically, and therefore impor-
tantly, very human-like and very un-pig-like.

There are many similar examples of selective use of
the evidence scattered throughout this contribution. Al-
though few palaeoanthropologists would disagree that
modern humans have a more sophisticated system of
vocal communication than did the earlier hominids,
many would dispute the assertion that this enhanced
vocal ability was necessarily tied as tightly to modern
human anatomy as is suggested here. By being selective
with their evidence, Milo and Quiatt create a just-so
story. It is internally consistent and believable, but un-
fortunately it does not have a firm anchor in reality. On
present evidence, an equally strong argument could be
made for similar linguistic, cognitive, and behavioural
abilities in early anatomically modern humans and their
morphologically more archaic contemporaries. If this al-
ternative interpretation proves correct, the important
question to answer is why cognitive and linguistic skills
continued to develop in modern humans and not in Ne-
anderthals. There is no clear answer at present to this
question, and undoubtedly this is the reason so many
anthropologists are eager to tie linguistic and cognitive
ability to modern human morphology in the face of po-
tentially contradictory evidence. In my opinion, the so-
lution is not so simple, and the problem of linguistic
and cognitive evolution in the later hominids is far from
solved.
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Following Lieberman, Milo and Quiatt propose that the
anatomically modern humans who followed the Nean-
derthals had rapidly spoken phonemicized speech while
the Neanderthals did not; superior language, they sug-
gest, gave the more modern form a decisive advantage
over their predecessors. They cite a broad spectrum of
scholarship in support of their ideas, but the paper is
difficult to read, in part because too many sentences are
thinner in content than in words: “We see premodern
human culture as a suite of learned social behaviors in-
cluding systematic cooperation and sharing of informa-
tion and resources and fundamentally dependent on
technology.” “The dispersion of H. erectus (sensu lato)
out of Africa after 1.5 million years ago, implying partial
release from ecological constraints, seems to us pre-
sumptive evidence of relatively advanced cultural be-
haviors.” After I have conquered the syntax of sentences
like these I still don’t feel that I have learned very much.
Milo and Quiatt suggest that “early anatomically mod-
ern people were already acquiring an ability to organize
their social and territorial behavior and to respond flex-
ibly to changing environments which their predecessors
had not possessed.” This is as likely to have been true
of australopithecines (or, for that matter, of early rep-
tiles) as of early modern humans. Vague statements like
this are not really enlightening.

Too often, I feel, Milo and Quiatt offer opinions un-
supported by data. For example, they assert that the rela-
tively advanced cultural behaviors of Homo erectus
“must have included language, which we regard as indis-
pensable in maintaining a social environment capable
of buffering the cooperating group against the exigencies
of an increasingly large, heterogeneous, and unpredict-
able natural environment.” They also cite the opinions
of others rather than the data that would support these
opinions: ‘‘Pulleyblank (1983) and Lieberman (1986,
1991) agree with Hewes that it was the achievement of
fully phonemicized speech, with duality of patterning,
‘that . . . was the prime factor in the creation of an ““au-
tonomous mental world” . .. ."”” To be sure, the problem
about studying language evolution has always been the
paucity of data, but collecting opinions seems an unsat-
isfactory substitute.

Thus I finish this paper feeling that I have been given
a series of opinions bearing on two controversial ideas:
that only with anatomically modern H. sapiens did the
vocal tract become capable of full phonemicization and
that anatomically modern H. sapiens wiped out rather
than evolved from or interbred with the Neanderthals.
Maybe so, but I do not find new data that would support
these arguments, and I feel no more persuaded by them
than when I began the article.

Milo and Quiatt’s use of the term “group selection,”
apparently for the defeat of Neanderthals by anatomi-
cally modern H. sapiens, is unfortunate, since the phrase
is used in evolutionary biology to refer to a thoroughly
discredited selective mechanism. When they write, “Ap-
parently biology was still of primary importance to hu-
man adaptation,” they appear to believe that some be-
havior can be credited to biology and other behavior to
something else, presumably culture, whereas in fact ev-
erything that we and other animals are and do results
from the interaction of biology with the natural and cul-
tural environment. They write throughout as if phone-
micization must have been an all-or-none matter, but I
see no reason that the ability to recognize and produce
phonemic contrasts could not have developed step by
step, one contrast at a time, over hundreds of millennia.
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Once is an aberration (CA 30:157—90), twice a trend (CA
32:513—41), but this third publication of Neandertal-
bashing appears to reflect a policy, turning CURRENT AN-
THROPOLOGY into a Neandertal-focused Zeitschrift fiir
Rassenkunde—a sinkhole for any idea that belittles the
European Mousterians. In many respects, this article is
so speculative as to defy any kind of scientific rebuttal,
and, given the authors’ own admission that none of their
ideas can be considered a ‘/scientifically falsifiable hy-
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pothesis,” we wonder how this kind of armchair musing
ever makes it past the editor’s desk.

Milo and Quiatt’s misunderstandings of the anatomy/
behavior interface are exposed in their discussion of
Kebara. They argue that the purportedly greater number
of points at Kebara (considered Neandertal) is an indica-
tion of primitiveness compared with Qafzeh (considered
“modern’’ H. sapiens), where there are fewer, and go on
to speculate that “modern” H. sapiens “were expending
less overall effort on subsistence, which accords well
with their reduced postcranial robusticity.” Would a
hominid found with no points then be fully modern?
That the Kebara 2 skeleton resembles Neandertals in
some of its features does not mean that individuals who
resembled it made every tool or were responsible for
every living floor at Kebara. Indeed, Middle Paleolithic
Near Eastern populations are extremely variable, and
there is some doubt that taxonomic distinctions be-
tween the Neandertal and “modern’”’ populations there
even exist (Arensburg 1991). Furthermore, we find no
evidence for ““reduced postcranial robusticity’’ at Qafzeh
or Skhul; rather, these specimens possess a pattern of
muscularity (e.g., as measured by cortical thickness and
the expression of linea aspera) different from European
Neandertals and significantly greater than that in mod-
ern specimens from the later Pleistocene in the Near
East. Similarly unsupported is their contention that the
number of points found at a site can even remotely be
related to the postcranial morphology of an individual.
It is not even as though the points at Kebara were found
within the grave of the Kebara 2 individual and associ-

TABLE I
Reality Check

ated with it; rather, they were scattered through the
strata.

According to Milo and Quiatt, ““one ought not to ex-
pect direct correspondence between morphological and
technological change. . . . Neither should the appearance
of the anatomical prerequisites for rapidly spoken lan-
guage be taken as necessary and sufficient evidence for
the contemporaneous appearance of that or associated
behaviors. . . . the . . . motor changes which made possi-
ble rapidly spoken phonemic communication did not in
themselves produce that behavior.” Besides contradict-
ing their idea that the number of points correlates with
hunting intensity and modern behavior, this statement
makes it apparent that they have little regard for mor-
phology in reconstructing evolutionary changes. This
supposition is supported by their misunderstanding or
misstatements concerning the morphology of fossil
hominids at critical junctures of their argument (see our
table 1).

How can we reconcile Neandertals’ brain size and
anatomy with a reconstruction that denies them even
the most basic capabilities of other anthropoids? For ex-
ample, Milo and Quiatt contend that Neandertals seem
to have been practicing a radiating foraging pattern and
early moderns a circulating pattern implying “‘enhanced
ability to plan ahead and to predict the availability of
resources.”’ Yet many primates (not to mention birds
and other vertebrates) exploit resources across their
range in a seasonal round, arriving in different areas just
as, or even before, the resources are optimal. Moreover,
why is staying put indicative of the lack of planning
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Our Study of the Human Fossil Record

“/Cranial fragments [from Klasies] suggest a substantially
shortened face.”

“The [Klasies] mandibles generally have mental eminences.”

“Selection was operating on at least one genetically variable
population in Africa to . .. reform . .. the ... basi-
cranium.”’

“The shortened [African] face is related to the appearance of
the relatively short, broad, and rounded tongue.”

“Reduction and retraction of the face contributes to the pro-
duction of [the] marked flexure of the basicranium.”

““Marked flexure of the basicranium . . . [is] associated with
the modern human supralaryngeal tract.”

[in Europe ca. 40,000 years ago| “there is a persuasive con-
nection between anatomically modern human fossils, elab-
orated and differentiated blade tools, the regular produc-
tion of formal tools in bone, 1vory, and antler, and . . .
possibly, calendrical notation.”

The KRM 16651 zygomatic is the second-largest in the en-
tire African fossil record of Homo, exceeded only by that
of Bodo.

Two of the four Klasies symphyses lack mental eminences,
and a third is pathological in the region.

There are no basicrania for the African early modern hu-
mans listed here.

There are no fossil tongues, and in fact there are no faces
among the African early modern humans listed.

A number of Australopithecus boisei specimens (OH 5, ER
17400) have very flexed bases but the largest faces and
teeth known for any hominid.

We wonder about this association because of the above-
mentioned A. boisei specimens, but if true the Heim
(1989) reconstruction of the La Chapelle Neandertal places
its flexure well within the modern human range.

There are no 40,000-year-old anatomically modern human
fossils in Europe. The earliest dated specimens are at least
10,000 years younger, and according to Marshack (the
source cited) calendrical notation is even later. Milo and
Quiatt seem to equate the early Aurignacian with anatomi-
cally modern humans, although the makers of this indus-
try are yet to be found.




