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MODERN HUMAN ORIGINS -- WHA^5S NEW WITH WHAT'S OLD

In a lecture at George Washington
University this September, Richard Leakey
argued that one of the most controversial

and least well-understood events in human
evolution occurs toward the end of the

story. Where, when, and why did modern
humans like ourselves first appear, and how
did they come to occupy most of the earth?

Study of this stage of evolution is not new;
in fact, it began more than 160 years ago
with the first discovery of Neandertal
fossils in Belgium in 1830. As early as 1868,

the co-existence of extinct animals such as

mammoths with anatomically modern but

very robust humans was documented at the

site of Cro-Magnon, in southern France.

Why don't we know more after all this time

about an event so close to our own era?

And why are the arguments over this event

so bitter?

WHAT'S SO MODERN ABOUT MODERN
HUMANS?

Anatomically modern humans are
distinguished from their predecessors by
their relatively "gracile" (less robust or less

muscular) skeletons and smaller teeth.

Males, in particular, became smaller and
overlapped the female size range to a

greater extent than previously. Although
brain size did not increase in moderns from
the preceding "archaic" stage, the braincase

itself became taller, less elongated from
front-to-back, and more sharply flexed at

its base, where it joins the face. In essence,

the face became almost completely situated

under the braincase, rather than sticking

out in front of it as in earlier human
ancestors and other primates. Smaller teeth

also left the chin sticking out in front, and
reduced the need for heavy browridges to

take up some of the stress of chewing. (If

TH£ * CANDELABRA" VS. THE * HATBACK" THEORY
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you put your fingers on your remnant
"browridges" over the outer corner of your

eyes and clench your teeth, you can feel the

chewing stress transmitted to the browridge
area). Archaic Homo sapiens, with

modern-size brains but big brow-ridges,

large faces, and large teeth, occupied

Europe, Asia and Africa before the

appearance of modern Homo sapiens . The
term "Neandertals" refers in some theories

to one relatively isolated, cold-adapted

population of these "archaics." In other

theories, Neandertals refers to all later

"archaics," ca. 130,000 to 40,000 B.P. (before

present).

CANDELABRAS AND HATRACKS

Throughout this century, two basic variants

of the story have vied for acceptance by the

scientific community. The "candelabra"

view recognizes only one major branching
of the human line. After the initial

dispersal of humans to the three major Old
World continents, beginning as early as 1.1

million years ago with the species Homo
erectus . the populations of each region

evolved in parallel fashion into modern
humans. Some migration or gene flow
between the regions assured that new
characteristics appearing in one region

would eventually spread to all. In this

theory, most of the immediate ancestors of

the modern humans of Africa are found in

Africa, while the immediate ancestors of

the Chinese are found in China and so

forth.

western Europe are one such dead end; the

"Peking Man" or Homo erectus fossils of

east Asia are another. Until recently, the

central stem was always given a European
or Near Eastern identity, through such
fossils as "Piltdown" (a now-discredited

forgery), Swanscombe (a large English
skullcap without a face, dating to a period

just before the earliest Neandertals), or the

Skhul fossils from Israel. The central role of

Europe in human evolution was attributed

by some to the influence of a colder

climate, a limited growing season, and more
reliance on both hunting and food storage,

all of which would have promoted
intelligence and growth of the brain.

In the current version of the "hatrack"

theory, however, the central stem is

African, and all the earlier fossils of other

continents constitute the dead ends of

human evolution. Since, in this view, all

anatomically modern humans derive from
recent African ancestors, the modern theory

is called the "out-of-Africa" hypothesis.

How can two such disparate views continue

to co-exist? Why does not the data

exclusively support one or the other? And
why has the "hatrack" school shifted its

focus from Europe to Africa? Three new
D's—new dates, new data (fossil and
archaeological) and new DNA studies—have
combined to create a heightened level of

argument over modern human origins.

DATING THE DATA

According to this view, the immediate
ancestors of Europeans are their

predecessors on that continent—namely the

Neandertals. The current version of the

"candelabra" theory is referred to as

"multi-regional evolution" (MRE), because it

allows more migration from region to

region than earlier versions.

In a contrasting view, known as the

"hatrack" theory, a single main stem or

center pole leads to modern humans, with
branches at intervals through time
representing evolutionary dead ends.

According to this theory, the Neandertals of

By 35,000 years ago, the shift to modern
humans was virtually complete throughout

Europe, Asia, Africa and even Australia.

The most accurate dating technique for the

later periods of archaeology, radiocarbon,

gives good results back to about 35,000, but

not much older. Some dates of 38 to 40,000

are acceptable, but dates in the 40,000 or

older range are decidedly dubious. Most of

the story of modern human origins lies

beyond 40,000 years ago. Until recently,

there were no reliable ways to determine

the age of anything between 40,000 and
200,000 years ago.
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Recently, however, a range of new
techniques have come into general use for

exactly the period when modern humans
must have emerged, between 200,000 and
40,000 years ago. These techniques include:

1) measuring the accumulation of "radiation

damage" from soil radiation in buried

crystalline materials such as flints or quartz

sands (thermoluminescence), 2) measuring
the decay of uranium which soaks into

buried bones and teeth from groundwater
(uranium series), or radiation damage in the

crystals of tooth enamel (electron spin

resonance), and 3) studying the decay of the

proteins encapsulated in hard tissues of

fossil animals such as mollusc shells, bones,

teeth, and ostrich eggshells (amino acid

racemization).

Unlike radiocarbon, none of these

techniques is entirely independent of the

burial environment. Thermoluminescence
and electron spin resonance dates can be
thrown off by inaccurate measurement of

the soil radiation or by heating or re-

exposure of the sample before the

archaeologist finds it. Protein decay rates

are dependent on temperature, which is

difficult to estimate for 40,000 to 200,000

years ago. And the uranium which soaks

into bones and teeth can also wash out

again. Using two different techniques to

date the same site can help avoid these

problems, at least when the two sets of

results agree.

The effect of the new dating techniques has

been to make many sites and fossils in

Africa earlier than was previously thought.

The European dates did not change quite as

much, because the ebb and flow of ice ages

had provided a chronology that tied most of

the sites together, even in the absence of

exact numbers.

Once the chronology of Africa was based on
its own internal sequence of dates,

comparative faunal extinctions, and climate

changes, it became obvious that the earliest

fossils in Africa with "chins" and small

teeth were much older than the Cro-

Magnons of Europe. In a paper given last

spring on ostrich eggshell dates, I and my

colleagues suggested that several of the

most important early African sites with
modern humans (Klasies River Mouth and
Border Cave) date to as much as 105,000

years ago or older. Modern human teeth at

Mumba shelter in Tanzania were dated to

ca. 130,000 years by uranium series.

Meanwhile new dates for Zhoukoudian
(Peking Man sites), and other sites from
China and Java suggest that east Asia was
occupied exclusively by the more primitive

species Homo erectus until about 300,000

years ago. The new Chinese fossils

announced this year that supposedly
represent a transition between erectus and
sapiens do not show that this transition

happened in China first, as several

newspaper reports seemed to suggest. That
the earliest modern humans were African
seems quite well-established, although very

few sites have been dated thus far.

In Europe, the principal effects of the new
dates have been twofold. One is to

demonstrate the great antiquity in Europe
of the Neandertal-type long face, big nose,

and flattened bulge at the back of the head.

The oldest fossil now referred to as

Neandertal (Le Biache, France) was
discovered in 1976 and is about 190,000

years old, while older fossils (for example,
Arago in the Pyrenees) with some
Neandertal characteristics, date to the

300,000s or older. Secondly, newer, more
precise radiocarbon dates from the end of

Neandertal times, show that, in particular

areas, the transition from Neandertal to

Cro-Magnon was quite abrupt. A
Neandertal from St. Cesaire in France,

found in 1979, is about 35,000 years old,

while the Cro-Magnon fossils probably date

to at least 34,000, based on comparisons
with the Pataud site next door. Such an
abrupt transition does not leave enough
time for evolution to have occurred in

place. In addition, the oldest modern human
fossils and archaeological sites of the

Aurignacian culture of Cro-magnon are

found in eastern Europe just before 40,000

years ago, while Neandertals still lived in

the west, just what one would expect if

modern humans invaded Europe from
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Africa via the Near East. And in the Near
East itself, modern humans from Qafzeh, in

Israel, excavated in the 1960s, have been

dated to ca. 92,000 years ago by
thermoluminescence on burned flints, and
a similar antiquity was suggested for at

least some of these fossils by our work on
ostrich eggshells.

One problem in the Near East remains the

chronological relationship of the Qafzeh
modern humans to Neandertals. What might
explain Neandertal dominance of this

region after a brief period of modern
human occupation at 92,000 years? One
possible answer lies in the tiny bones of

birds, rodents and insectivores found with

the human fossils. Earlier modern humans
are accompanied by tropical African birds,

mice, voles and so on, while later

Neandertals are accompanied by cold-

adapted animals from Eurasia.

If Neandertals were the cold-adapted
archaics, and the earliest modern humans
were tropical, this shifting pattern implies

that the distribution of the two populations

was originally limited by ecological

considerations, and that the Near East

represented a boundary zone that shifted as

the world's climate changed. By 40,000

years ago, when modern humans returned to

dominate the region, they seem to have
invented a way to get around this ecological

limitation. The animals found at the post-

40,000 year-old modern human sites remain
primarily cold-adapted.

THE 'AFRICAN EVE' HYPOTHESIS

That humans were "modern" in appearance
in the tropics long before these

characteristics appear in Europe seems
confirmed by the new dates and data. But
what is the relationship of the first modern
humans in Africa to the later ones who
occupied Europe after 35,000 years ago?
This relationship is the hottest part of the

current controversy.

In 1987, geneticist Rebecca Cann and
colleagues proposed that a recent migration
out of Africa within the last 200,000 years

had totally replaced all other human
populations. None of the "archaic" East

Asians, or the Neandertals of Europe had
left any descendants at all. All modern
humans share a recent African ancestor.

The data used to support this hypothesis did

not come from the fossil record, or from the

dating lab, but from analysis of genetic

differences among people living today.

The most common and abundant genetic

material (DNA), which occurs in the

nucleus of the cell, changes too slowly to

measure recently evolved differences—even
comparing humans to chimpanzees reveals

a less than 1% difference between the two
species. But mitochondria, small organelles

within cells that are important in

converting food to energy, contain a more
rapidly changing form of DNA. Since sperm
consist almost entirely of nuclear DNA and
lack mitochondria, your mitochondria
derive entirely from your mother via the

ovum. A family tree of human genetic

similarities, based on mitochondrial DNA
(mtDNA), reflects only female ancestry,

hence the "Eve" in the hypothesis.

This last common ancestor of all humans is

thought to have been African because
Africans are more variable in their DNA
than the peoples of other continents, which
suggests that they have been in place the

longest. Furthermore, some genetic variants

are unique to Africa, while all the variants

on other continents are found in Africa as

well. If Neandertals from Europe or Homo
erectus from China contributed to our

ancestry, where is their unique DNA?

What about "Adam"? A similar study was
done on the genetics of the Y-chromosome,
which appears to determine maleness but

little else. Family trees based on similarities

in genetic make-up of the Y-chromosome
reflect only male ancestry, since women do
not have one. The same pattern was
observed—greater variability and unique
patterns in African populations, but no

unique patterns outside that continent. The

(continued on p. 12)
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TEACHERS CORNER:
ELECTRONIC LABORATORY

How can you outfit a physical anthropology

lab for less than $20? How can you teach

your students archaeological sampling and
surveying during a Wisconsin winter?

Several good simulation programs allow

students to carry out research via the

computer. Two of the best and most widely-

used are "Mystery Fossil" for Macintosh
computers by J.T. Omohundro and K.
Goodman (distrib. Mayfield Publishing Co,

1990, $16.95 for version 2.0) and
"Adventures in Fugawiland" for IBM-
compatible computers, by D. Price and G.

Gebauer, (also distrib. by Mayfield Publ.

Co., $17.95 for version 2.1).

Mystery Fossil is designed for Macintosh
computers. Like most Macintosh
applications, a series of menus leads the

student from one task to another. Students

are given excellent illustrations of three

"unknown" fossils (actually KNMER-1813,
3733, and Kabwe), and asked to place them
in a fossil species and on a human family
tree. They can study each fossil inside, top

or front view. A movable ruler allows the

student to measure the distance between
any two points on the skull by clicking the

mouse on those two points. For each fossil,

a series of note cards can be called up,

giving information on the discovery,

geological context, age, environment,
associated artifacts and fauna, and
morphology of the fossil. The electronic

glossary provides definitions of technical

terms. In addition, a list of comparative
fossils of known species is given for each
"mystery fossil"; pictures of these can be
called up and studied in the same way as

the unknown.

Students type notes for each fossil on a set

of computer note cards, which are saved.

Once the data has been collected, the

program presents three phylogenies and
asks the student to first choose the most
appropriate phylogeny for his/her
understanding of human evolution at that

time, and then to "paste" the mystery fossil

onto the appropriate species and location on
the family tree. Finally, the student can cut

and paste the notes and phylogeny into a

final report, which answers the questions

"to which species do you assign the mystery
fossil and why?", "which phylogeny best

represents this phase of human evolution

and why?" and "where on the phylogeny do
you place the mystery fossil and why?" In

the brief accompanying manual (16 page) is

a set of hints on "how to think like a

palaeoanthropologist."

My students in introductory anthropology
have been signing up to do this "lab" for

extra credit, in a fifty-minute period. They
enjoy it, but find the ruler somewhat
clumsy to use. "Mystery Fossil" 2.0 requires

a Mac Plus, SE, or II with at least 1 mb
memory, system 4.1 or later, a HyperCard
(and updated home stack) 1.2 or later, a

printing resource file (e.g. Imagewriter,

LaserWriter) and a printer.

The other program, "Adventures in

Fugawiland" shows the student a prehistoric

landscape (on the west side of Lake
Michigan) and asks him/her to choose and
excavate 10 of 25 archaeological sites,

labelled only by letter. Choice of site is

based on a random number table, or on an
intuitive sense of which sites best represent

the entire range of environments. The
computer "excavates" each site and shows
the results as a plot of features and
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artifacts, and as a table of site contents.

Once two sites have been excavated, the

student may compare the sites in terms of

contents, location relative to landscape

features, elevation, etc. Comparative data

may be displayed graphically in bar graphs

( e.g. number of houses per site) or plots of

two variables (e.g. number of obsidian

knives at each site ys^ number of copper

knives at the same site.) At least nine sites

must be "excavated" before constructing a

plot. The program also tests students on
their knowledge of prehistoric Wisconsin

gained through archaeological excavation.

With the option "Multiple choice questions,"

the computer randomly selects ten

questions, and prints out the student's

answer sheet. A 100-page manual contains

much useful information about excavation

strategies, dating, and data analysis. This
program may require as much as three

hours to complete, but an abbreviated
version can be completed in under one hour.

"Adventures in Fugawiland" requires a DOS-
based computer with graphics capability,

and runs from one floppy disk drive.

Alison S. Brooks

* * *

NEW NETSILIK FILM SERIES

Documentary Educational Resources
provides films and videos for teaching

anthropology. The most well-known series

in the collection are John Marshall's films

on the !Kung San of Namibia and Tim Asch
and Napoleon Chagnon's work on the

Yanomamo of Venezuela. Acquisitions of

other filmmaker/anthropologist teams
include work on the Alaskan Eskimo, the

Maasai, Balinese healers, U.S. immigration,
New Guinea tribes, Andalusian religious

festivals and more. Our most recent

addition if the Netsilik Eskimo series.

The Netsilik Eskimos of the Pelly Bay
region in the Canadian Arctic had long

lived apart from other people and had
depended entirely on the land and their

own ingenuity of sustain life through the

rigors of the Arctic year. A minimum of

cultural reconstruction was required during
the filming; the Netsilik families readily

agreed to live in the old way once mor^e and
showed considerable aptitude in recalling

and representing earlier ways of life.

The Netsilik series was produced under
grants from the National Science
Foundation and the Ford Foundation,
Education Development Center, Inc., and
the National Film Board of Canada. The
filming was done during the summers of

1963 and 1964 and winter of 1965 under the

direction of Asen Balicki and Guy Mary-
Rousseliere, both anthropologists with

Arctic experience. The series was released

in film in 1967 and became part of a widely

used social studies curriculum, Man: A
Course of Study. The entire series is now
available in video format.

For more information on the series and
DER's collection, please contact:

Judith Nierenberg
Documentary Educational Resources
101 Morse St.

Watertown, Massachusetts 02172

(617) 926-0491; FAX (617) 926-9519

Judith Nierenberg
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POINTS OF VIEW:
MULTICULTURALISM AND
MUSEUMS

The last decade has witnessed heated

national debate on multicultural issues-

debate causing unrest on our nation's

campuses and arguments in our nation's

classrooms and museums. What we teach,

what we exhibit, what students read, who
should be responsible for the teaching, the

exhibiting and the writing—all has become,
in the parlance of the day, "contested

terrain." As Steven Lavine and Ivan Karp
explain in their introduction to Exhibiting

Cultures: The Poetics and Politics of Museum
Display (1991):

Groups attempting to establish and
maintain a sense of community and
to assert their social, political, and
economic claims in the larger world
challenge the right of established

institutions to control the
presentation of their cultures. They
challenge exhibitions that overlap

with their concerns, demand real

power within existing institutions,

and establish alternative
institutions (pp. 1-2).

The Smithsonian Institution, as the largest

museum complex in the world, as well as

one of our nation's most important research

centers, has witnessed and participated in

the creative energy of the multiculturalism

debate, renewing its mandate to serve and

represent all of America's people. In its

1992 statement to the United States

Congress, the Institution articulated its

commitment to cultural pluralism:

The Smithsonian has deliberately

adopted, in all aspects of its work, a

viewpoint that is inclusive of the

many cultures that form the

Nation's heritage. Major new
initiatives, such as the Institution's

observance of the Columbus
Quincentenary, the future National

Museum of the American Indian,

and the proposed national African
American Museum exemplify the

Smithsonian's commitment to

preserving and presenting the

expressions of the Nation's
culturally diverse peoples. (Budget
Justifications for Fiscal Year
1993 :8)

In addition to planning entire new
museums, the Institution has established

new programs and new ties with various

communities across the country.

In 1988 and 1990 the Rockefeller

Foundation and the Smithsonian convened
two conferences, "The Poetics and Politics

of Representation" and "Museums and
Communities," "charged with examining
how museums exhibit cultures and relate to

the multiple communities in which they are

situated" (Karp, Kreamer, and Lavine:l). In

1990 a third conference was held, partially

funded by the Ford Foundation, "Gender

Contested Terrain
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Perspectives: The Impact of Women on
Museums." All three conferences considered

multiculturalism issues as they impact on
museums and all three conferences resulted

in publications. The Gender Perspectives

conference gave rise to a "Gender Issues

Action Group" at the National Museum of

American History that has created a set of

Draft Guidelines and Questions ("Fulfilling

the Mission: Incorporating Gender") to

redress gender inequities in exhibits. The
guidelines explain that:

Gender, defined in current scholarship

as the social construction of 'man' and
'woman'is an important analytical tool

which offers critical insights into

historical processes. Like class and
race, gender forces a consideration of

power and diversity--di verse
experiences, diverse perspectives, and
the diverse impact of any event,

technology, or era we attempt to

understand and exhibit, (p. 2)

According to the Action Group, since

gender pervades every museum exhibit,

exhibits that do not recognize gender issues

from the outset of planning tend to

perpetuate stereotypes. As Robert Sullivan,

Associate Director for Public Programs at

the National Museum of Natural History

and one of the Action Group's supporters,

points out about his museum's anthropology

cases, "95% of the women shown are seated

or squatting in a position lower than men.
Even in the case showing lions, the male
lion is shown poised for the hunt, while the

female rests curled around her young cubs,

even though in reality it is the female lion

that does most of the hunting." (Rebecca
Browning,"Gender Messages in Museum
Exhibitons," Four Star Newsletter.6). One of

the exhibits Sullivan would like to change
is an exhibit of Capt. John Smith trading

with Powhatan Indians on the James River
in 1607. In the exhibit, Capt. Smith stands

in a commanding pose on his boat as a bare-

breasted Powhatan woman gazes adoringly

up at him from a canoe.

The goal throughout the Guidelines is to

sensitize audiences to the "hidden messages"

of representation in exhibits, and while the

focus is on gender, the guidelines make
clear that similar guidelines could be
developed for race and other issues of

cultural diversity. The Guidelines urge

people to think about familiar situations in

a new way:

Many topics are understood as

feminine or masculine. What is the

dominant gender identification of

your topic and why? Could your
topic be broadened to be more
inclusive (i.e. "tractors", a masculine
topic can be broadened to "rural

life," that is more inclusive)? Why
is science considered masculine?

How does masculinity shape
science, and how is masculinity

defined by science? Do women and
men have different experiences and
attitudes towards science? How
will exhibits involving science deal

with these gender issues? (p. 4)

Ivan Karp, in an Introductory Essay

"Culture and Representation" asks the same
basic question that the Smithsonian's

Gender Equity Action Group is asking:

"What do exhibitions represent and how do

they do so?" (Exhibiting Cultures:\\). Most
people think of exhibits as either a neutral

vehicle for displaying objects or a space for

telling stories, but the hidden assumptions

behind every exhibit, as behind every

textbook, tell a different story; Exhibiting

Cultures and the "Points of View
Guidelines" help lift this "veil of hidden
assumptions."

What an exhibitor chooses to display, how
the objects or figures are arranged, how and
what story is told or not told, who and what
is included or not included—all these

represent or misrepresent reality. As Karp
explains, "Museums and their exhibitions

are morally neutral in principle, but in

practice always make moral statements."

Furthermore, it is the alleged neutrality

(and authority) of exhibitions that is the

"very quality that enables them to become
instruments of power as well as instruments

of education and experience." (p. 14)



Page 9 Anthro Notes

Students assume the authority of the

textbook author much as visitors assume the

authority of the exhibit curator—but

knowledge changes almost daily,

information is not frozen in time, and
scholarship is filled with debate and
informed by new perspectives, such as the

new social history that is changing the way
both men and women view our past. Since

it can take ten or even twenty years to redo

major museum exhibits, the "authority"

behind these exhibits can be particularly

problematical for young students, whose
textbooks may be only five years out of

date, but whose museum visits may be to

exhibits even twenty years out-of-date.

Exhibitions, like textbooks, convey more
than neutral information or facts. Like

map projections, perspectives and values are

represented in exhibitions and textbooks,

particularly social studies textbooks. And
here as well the insights from Lavine and
Karp's volume, Exhibiting Cultures, are

instructive: "the struggle is not only over

what is to be represented, but over who will

control the means of representing" (p. 15).

Several of the volume's essays speak to this

issue of control and creation, and it appears

that the most powerful agent in the

construction of exhibitions is "neither the

producers of the objects nor the audience,

but the exhibition makers themselves"

(p.15). The objects (or facts or figures) are

not neutral, and it is the exhibition creators

(or textbook writers) who are actually

creating the reality. When these creators

are dealing with the identity of "others," the

debate over who should be creating that

reality can become intense and divisive,

such as when western anthropologists create

exhibits describing non-western "tribal"

peoples.

In Michael BaxandalPs essay, titled

"Exhibiting Intentions...," in Exhibiting

Cultures, he likens an exhibit to a game in

which there are three independent players—

the original object maker, the object

exhibitor, and the exhibit viewer—but "each

of the three is playing, so to speak, a

different game in the field" (p. 36). The
object maker is a member of his or her own
culture that is understood to the maker as to

any insider; the exhibitor is the classic

"outsider" attempting to understand the

object and the culture from which it comes;

and the exhibit viewer, more likely to share

in the culture of the exhibitor, brings the

first two players together. Baxandall's

major point is that the viewer comes to the

exhibit with his or her own set of

assumptions and is thereby an active agent

in the interpretation of the exhibit.

Baxandall draws several prescriptive

conclusions from his analysis:

1) that objects and artifacts least likely

to be misunderstood are those made for

exhibition (such as works of art);

(continued on next page)
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2) that exhibitors should be explicit

about the cross-cultural aspect of

most exhibitions, including the

viewer's cultural background;

3) that the exhibitor should

emphasize factual material and
leave interpretation and conclusions

as much as possible to the viewer

who is an active agent in the field

of exhibition.

In this way the exhibitor will recognize that

he or she "cannot represent cultures," and
that "the activity the exhibition exists for is

between viewer and maker (p. 41)."

Baxandall's conclusions, of course, relate as

much to teaching as they do to exhibiting

(just substitute the word teacher for

exhibitor, student for viewer, and subject

matter for object maker.) One can easily

transfer Baxandall's analysis to the

classroom since students come to any
subject with their own assumptions and
understandings, and what they take away
from the classroom is a blend of what they

discover anew and what they bring to the

experience from their own past.

Teaching students about other cultures can
be as daunting as creating exhibits to

inform the public abut other cultures. As
Ivan Karp explains in his introductory

essay, "Culture and Representation":

Cross-cultural exhibitions present such

stark contrasts between what we know
and what we need to know that the

challenge of reorganizing our
knowledge becomes an aspect of

exhibition experience...Almost by
definition, audiences do not bring to

exhibitons the full range of cultural

resources necessary to comprehend
them; otherwise, there would be no
point to exhibiting. Audiences are left

with two choices: either they define

their experience of the exhibition to fit

with their existing categories "" of

knowledge or they reorganize their

categories to fit better with their

experience, (p. 22)

But how can audiences, any more than
students, be encouraged to "reorganize their

categories," to shift their values and beliefs

to fully understand other cultures' ways of

dealing with the world, to understand that

other voices, other ways of understanding
the world exist? The challenge, according

to Karp, is "to provide within exhibitions

the contexts and resources that enable

audiences to choose to reorganize their

knowledge" (pp. 22-23). Many of the essays

in the volume offer specific avenues
through which exhibitors can, in fact, offer

context and resources through which new
voices can be heard, new voices can be

represented and finally understood.

Voice, like representation, is a major theme
in Exhibiting Cultures. Whose voices are

represented in any exhibit (or, for that

matter, in any account of the past)? In his

introductory essay to Part 3, "Museum
Practices," Steven D. Lavine asks several

pertinent questions regarding voice:

How can the voice of an exhibition

honestly reflect the evolving

understanding of current
scholarship and the multiple voices

within any discipline? How can
museums make space for the voices

of indigenous experts, members of

communities represented in

exhibitions, and artists? How can

the widely varying voices of

museum visitors be heard by
exhibition makers and reflected in

their designs? Can an exhibition

contain more than one voice, or can

a voice exhibit more than one
message? (p. 151).

Whose voices need to be heard? Just as

some educators argue that students should

have a larger role in determining

curriculum, and that teaching should

respond more directly to students' learning

styles, so Elaine Heumann Gurian argues

that because museum visitors are creators of

meaning during their museum visits, so

their voices should be heard in the

planning, design, and development of

exhibits. In a paper entitled "Noodling

10
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Around with Exhibition Opportunities,"

Gurian argues that exhibition makers
should enfranchise the learner, that

"exhibition content and presentation are

inseparable," and that "choice of style is an

expression of intention" (pp. 176-77).

Gurian argues for exhibitions that reach

audiences through various learning styles

and for exhibitions that use experimental,

imaginative, affective, theatrical,

entertaining, and hands-on approaches, such

as those pioneered by Michael Spock and
Gurian at the Boston Children's Museum
and by Frank Oppenheimer at the San
Francisco Exploratorium. "Regardless of

exhibition content, producers can choose

strategies that can make some portion of the

public feel either empowered or isolated"

(p. 177), and Gurian's approach strongly

encourages museums to reach out to hear

and respond to the widest possible diverse

voices.

Considering issues of representation and
reality, audience and voice, multi-

culturalism and cultural diversity, enables

educators and exhibitors alike—whether in

museums, schools, colleges or universities—

to re-examine the impact of their work, and
to ask what messages, hidden or otherwise,

they are communicating—through exhibi-

tions, textbooks, and classroom dialogue.

The last two decades of our nation's debate

over multiculturalism has, if nothing else,

forced upon museum and school
professionals alike a re-examination that

undoubtedly will influence our disciplines

and our professions for decades to come.
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available to the general public.)

"Gender Messages in Museum Exhibitions"

by Rebecca Browning. Four Star,

Newsletter of the Smithsonian
Institution's Women's Council, Fall,

1992.

Ruth O. Selig

11



Page 12 Anthro Notes

("MODERN HUMAN ORIGINS" continued

from p. 4)

most variable DNA in both studies

belongedto the small isolated populations of

hunter-gatherers in the Kalahari Desert

(!Kung) and Zaire forest basin (Mbuti, Aka,
Efe) respectively.

At first, the major debate was over possible

errors or omissions in the sample (use of

African-Americans instead of Africans,

assuming little admixture in the maternal
line) and the timing of the dispersal from
Africa. Using the degree of differentiation

developed within Australia and New
Guinea (first colonized ca. 50-40,000 years

ago), or among the populations of the

Americas as a guide, it was estimated that

human mtDNA diversifies from a common
ancestor at a rate of 2-4% per million years.

Since the total amount of difference

observed in modern populations was only

about 0.57%, this implies a time scale of

140-290,000 years since all humans last

shared a common ancestor.

More recently, the family tree itself has

been questioned on statistical grounds.

Given enough time and repeated tries, the

computer program used to generate the

published family tree can also generate

alternative trees in which Africa plays a

diminished role. The genetic basis for total

replacement of all previous human
populations by the descendants of "African
Eve" appears to be in doubt, although this

does not negate the importance of the early

fossil evidence from Africa.

ANCIENT AFRICANS,
ANCESTORS?

WHOSE

What was the relationship between the

Neandertals or other archaics of regions

outside Africa and their successors? Is there

any evidence of population movement from
Africa to Europe or east Asia? Did the

invaders interbreed with the older

populations of these areas, or did they

simply wipe them out? Much of the

argument hinges on current analyses of the

fossils themselves. Three issues are central:

1) who were the Neandertals (and what
"explains" their robust body form), 2) are

there any intermediate fossils between
Neandertals (or archaics) and modern
humans, and 3) are there regional

continuities in facial shape or teeth that

continue across the transition from
archaic/Neandertal to modern.

Up through the early 1970s, many scholars

tended to lump Neandertals with other

archaics as having modern brains and large

primitive faces (and teeth). Western
European Neandertals, whose faces were
longer and more projecting, and whose
elongated heads appeared to have an
"occipital bun" of bone at the back, were
simply more extreme than others. It was
widely suggested that "if you gave a

Neandertal a shave and a haircut [and a

shopping trip to J.C. Penny], you wouldn't

recognize him on the New York subway."

In the 1970's Erik Trinkaus began a lengthy

study of Neandertals from a new
perspective—below the neck. His study

suggested very strongly that aH
Neandertals, including those from the Near
East but not the archaics from tropical

environments and east Asia, shared a

common and very unusual "post-cranial"

form. Their bones, even the fingers and
toes, were extremely thick and bore heavy
markings for the muscle attachments that

could not beduplicated in modern samples

of skeletons. The joint surfaces were
sometimes twice as large as the modern
human average. Discovery of a pelvis from
Kebara, in Israel, suggested that the way
the body was carried was quite different, as

the spinal column was more deeply indented

into the back than in ourselves. Yet, from
the same site, a hyoid bone, which attaches

to the voice box, suggested that the

movement of the throat, tongue, and voice

box in producing speech was similar to ours,

despite the greater distance in Neandertals

between the neck and the back of the

throat.

In addition, Neandertals, like other cold-

adapted animals, had very large deep chests

and short lower arms and legs, to better

12
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conserve body heat. New studies of the face

suggested that the very long projecting face

and huge, broad nose were distinctive; other

large-faced archaics from Africa or East

Asia had shorter, flatter faces, with more
angulated cheek bones. The distinctions of

Neandertals from other archaics appeared

quite striking, and resulted in most scholars

excluding fossils formerly grouped as

"Neandertaloids" from this category.

Neandertal morphology was peculiar: you
would definitely notice it even on the N.Y.

subway!

Are there any transitional fossils? In

Africa, several fossils are intermediate

between archaics and moderns. Even the

early moderns themselves at Klasies River

Mouth, for example, are described by
Trinkaus as more robust in their limbs than

Cro-Magnons of Europe. In Europe, the

argument is very heated. Those who argue

for interbreeding between Cro-Magnons and
Neandertals (Wolpoff and Smith), or even
for an indigenous evolution from
Neandertals to Cro-Magnons (Brace), point

to the less extreme characteristics of some
later Neandertals, or to the presence of

significant brow ridges and rugged large

faces along with definite chins at modern
human sites in central Europe.

Transitional or even archaic Homo sapiens

fossils from Asia are quite rare; most of the

best specimens from China have not been
well-published in an accessible format.

Regional continuities in Asia, however, are

striking to proponents of the multiregional

evolution theory (Wolpoff, Wu, Thorne, and
Pope). If the earliest modern Asians came
from Africa, why do the earliest ones we
find already have the flat upper faces, and
dental characteristics of Asians today? Why
are the earlier archaic Asians also flat-

faced? "Out of Africa" theorists (Stringer)

argue that the flat faces and other features

are either primitive features retained in

that population, or simply adaptations to

the cold dry Asian climate that are favored
each time a new human population reaches

the area.

REVOLUTION OR EVOLUTION?

In his recent book, The Last Chimpanzee,

Jared Diamond argues that modern humans
became fully modern in their behavior

rather suddenly about 40,000 years ago.

This "great leap forward" or "human
revolution" is largely based on the

perspective from Europe, where major
changes in technology (blade and bone
tools); economic strategies (ambush hunting,

fishing); size of social networks; and
symbolic activities (art) occurred over a

few thousand years as the Cro-Magnons
replaced the Neandertals.

The recovery of new sites, fossils and data

dating to between 250,000 and 40,000 has

accelerated since the 1960's. Even with the

limited exploration of Africa to date, it

seems that, like modern human facial shape,

some of the modern behaviors of the

"human revolution" appear well before

40,000 years ago in Africa. While the later

Neandertals ran down their prey and
stabbed it with sharpened sticks or an
occasional stone-tipped spear, central and
eastern Africans hafted small delicate stone

points onto spear- or even arrow-shafts;

made stone blades, backed triangles or

crescents, barbed bone points, and other

bone tools; engaged in regular fishing and
ambush hunting; ground their food (and

some pigments) with grindstones; scratched

designs on ostrich eggshell fragments; and
traded precious raw materials such as

obsidian over more than 500 miles. Like the

later Neandertals, the early modern humans
also buried their dead with grave goods.

By 50-40,000 years ago, new data show that

Africans wore beads of ostrich eggshell, and
engaged in organized mining of precious

raw materials. Elsewhere, modern humans
had used boats to reach Australia, New
Guinea, and New Caledonia, where rock art

has been dated to 32,000 years ago. Outside
of Europe, the "great leap forward" began
earlier and was more like a slow jog, with
occasional detours and backward
movements.
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BUT WERE THE CRO-MAGNONS
AFRICAN?

Although modern humans appear to have
developed earlier in Africa, physical

anthropology and archaeology do not

demonstrate migration of modern humans
to Europe. Despite earlier claims for the

fossils from Grimaldi, Italy, African
characteristics such as nose shape and
width, wide distance between the eyes, and
forward projection of the mouth, do not

occur in the early Europeans. Grimaldi
itself is not only not "African" but is

considerably later in time than the earliest

modern Europeans—new dates suggest an
age of less than 28,000 years. According to

recent dates on archaeological sites, the

Aurignacian culture of the Cro-magnons
appears first in central and southeastern

Europe, just before 40,000 BP, spreading to

near Barcelona, Spain by ca. 38,000 and
finally to France and Germany by 34,000.

Southern Spain, near the straits of

Gibraltar, is one of the last areas to make
the transition from the Mousterian culture

of Neandertals—archaeology does not

suggest an invasion via this route. The big

blades, thick scrapers, and bone points of

the Aurignacian are quite unlike anything
from the preceding Mousterian culture of

Neandertals, so it was assumed that it came
into Europe from outside. Yet there is

nothing "outside" in this time range, either

in the Near East or in north Africa, from
which the Aurignacian can be derived. In

much of Africa and the Near East, at ca.

40,000, the stone industries were
characterized by finely-made small blades,

many with narrow points created by
blunting or battering the sides, or by small

points with a tang or projection for hafting.

The Aurignacian does show up in the Near
East, but recent dates suggest that this is

only after it is well-established in Europe,

at about 34,000. The Near East may have
been a migration corridor, but it was open
in both directions.

CHEwiM^ STRESS AMD fcRCWJWDbES

CAN THIS CONTROVERSY BE
RESOLVED?

The controversy over modern human origins

is particularly heated because it concerns

ourselves and our most recent history. The
argument has been widely featured in the

public media: Time, Newsweek, The New York

Times, and at least two television specials

on PBS. Unlike the controversy over earlier

phases of human evolution, many of the

voices expressed in these pieces are the

voices of non-scientists, who argue that up
to now, Eurocentric bias has suppressed

recognition of our "true" heritage. While the

discoveries of the past two decades have
gone far towards demonstrating the priority

of continents other than Europe in the

evolution of modern humans, the data also

suggest that this was not a simple event of

evolution followed by migration in one
direction. Replacement of earlier

populations may not have been total. More
and better dates and data, particularly from
regions such as western Asia, Turkey and
the Balkans, as well as Africa, may go far

towards clarifying the complex interactions

involved in this transition.

(continued on next page)
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Excellent discussions on this topic can be U.S. News and World Report - September 16,

found in recent journals: '91.

Discover - September '92. A bibliography on human evolution is

available from the Anthropology Outreach

Scientific American - April '92, October '91, and Public Information Office, NHB MRC
December '90. 112, Smithsonian Institution, Washington,

DC 20560.

Science - February, 7, April 3, May 29, June

12, 1922; August 23, 1991; March 11, 1988.

*

Alison S. Brooks

* *

CATASTROPHE IN RHYME

by I. Doolittle Wright

/ repeat my perennial scold, But if Darwin were with us today,

Our profession is shaped by the mold, Consider just what he might say;

Of the covert view, 'Examine the strata,

That the roots of the new. Containing the data,

Are not to be found in the old. And use the ensuing array.'

The source of the general rule, Now ponder that primitive brood,

Transmitted by Marcellin Boule, Eating their undercooked food;

That Neanderthal, The ones that are early,

Had no offspring at all, Are rugged and burly,

Is the Neocatastrophist School. With tools that are simple and crude.

But it seems unaccountably strange, Then look at what happens with time,

To deny that the strength of a range As a result of the technical climb.

Of natural forces The reduction of stress,

Suffice as the sources Means there's more of the less,

That shape biological change. With moderns emerging sublime.

There's something completely absurd, If we stick to the fossils involved,

In the view that's been recently heard; The problem is easily solved;

The claim that stasis, Since Neanderthal form,
Can serve as the basis, Can serve as the norm,

Of all that has ever occurred. From which our species evolved.

Mechanics are never detected,

In the popular view that's projected; [From C. Loring Brace, "Modern Human
Since all that works, Origins: Narrow Focus or Broad Spectrum."
Is change by jerks; The David Skomp Distinguished Lectures in

And Darwin is flatly rejected. Anthropology, Delivered April 16, 1992,

Indiana University.]

For that's how most scholars behave,

And it's easy enough to be brave,

When objection at most,

Is the groan of the ghost,

As it turns in its Westminster grave.
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