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Abstract 

The science of human origins, known formally as ‘paleoanthropology’, was effectively born in the 

fierce late nineteenth century debate as to the human status of Neanderthal.  Critical social theory 

on ‘scientism’ has generated a wealth of research on the ways the various human sciences 

contribute to the structuring and organizing of social relations.  This includes Foucault’s 

well-known genealogical studies of clinical medicine, which have provided sociologists with 

crucial insight into how classifying and ordering practices actually create ‘Man’ in the way they 

operate as a field – or “technology” – of power (Foucault 1970).  However, as yet there has been 

very little produced by sociologists interested in the impacts of science on society with regards to 

paleoanthropology specifically.  This is especially surprising considering that Neanderthal, the 

quintessential ‘missing link’ and the hub of paleoanthropology’s speculative and explanatory 

universe, clearly occupies a central place in the socio-historical emergence of ‘humanness’ as an 

ontological category.  Moving forward from the basic observation that the original 1856 

discovery of fossilized Neanderthal remains in a cave in Germany’s Neander Valley generally 

coincided with the end of the colonial period, my dissertation seeks to fill a void in sociology via a 

genealogical study of paleoanthropological science.  Drawing largely upon the insight of 

Foucault but also that of Saïd, I undertake a discourse analysis of the early debates surrounding 

Neanderthal with an aim toward shedding light upon the ways in which Neanderthal propagated or 

concealed certain anxieties, particularly as they relate to biological kinships.  This is then applied 

to an exploration of how the debates surrounding Neanderthal were in turn pivotal to the 

emergence of today’s prevailing paleoanthropological models of human origins.  The profound 

ontological and epistemological tensions embodied by these models, I argue, wholly reflect the 

inherently ambiguous nature of the missing link as both concept and metaphor.  The result is that 
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missing links, because of the discursive field in which they function, are a powerful source of 

normativity and stratification.   
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Several years ago a number of old friends and neighbors sat in my house talking.  

Among them was Sarah Jones, a Negress born shortly after emancipation.  Two 

of the group, being New Englanders, were, as might be expected, discussing 

ancestors.  Mrs. Jones listened intently.  Then she turned to me and asked: 

“Professor, who were my ancestors?” 

 

– Carleton S. Coon (1963) 

 

Chapter One 
 
 

British author H.G. Wells professed in his non-fiction Mankind in the Making (1903) that “[t]he 

time may not be very remote when it will be understood that for complete initiation as an efficient 

citizen … it is necessary to be able to compute, to think in averages and maxima and minima” 

(p.94).  Some three years after the publication of Wells’ The Grisly Folk (1921), a short-story 

account of Crô-Magnon Man’s primeval encounter with Neanderthals, Canadian Davidson Black 

(1924[1964]), writing from his Peking archaeological outpost, told his Rockefeller financers in 

New York that “politics is but a branch of the science and art of anthropology” (p.69).  Wells and 

Black were committed Darwinists expressly interested in the question of human origins, yet they 

stand distinct from their early twentieth century peers in this explicit perception of an intimate 

connection between scientific rationality and the governing of lives in the modern age.  Their 

insight in fact resonates with early twentieth century critical social theory on ‘scientism’, which, in 

the eyes of many sociologists, went on to find an apex in French philosopher-historian Michel 

Foucault’s argument that it is classifying and ordering practices which actually create ‘Man’ in the 

way they operate as a field – or “technology” – of power (Foucault 1970).  For Foucault, ‘Man’, as 

something that can be studied, understood, articulated and thus managed via control of the laws 

which determine its nature, is a wholly ‘modern’ thing.   

Foucault recognized that anthropology shares a vocabulary with psychiatry as an analytic 

of Man.  Yet psychiatry and clinical medicine were his primary concern and he was generally 
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circumspect about the ways anthropology itself operates as a mode of social ordering.  To date, 

specific inquiry as to the role in the history of alterity played by the work of those, Wells and Black 

included, expressly interested in human origins has by and large only been offered by philosophers 

(for example Corbey 2005) and, less directly, historians of science (Bowler 1976, 1986; Desmond 

1989; Reader 1988; Van Riper 1993).  Foucault’s eschewal of anthropology despite the fact that 

anthropologists have always had so much to say about ‘others’, particularly ‘racial’ others, is likely 

a main reason why contemporary sociology has been practically devoid of thoroughgoing 

engagement with this issue. 

Today the anthropology of human origins is known as ‘paleoanthropology’.  Since the 

1856 discovery of fossilized Neanderthal remains and the practically simultaneous publication of 

Darwin’s Origin of Species, the paleoanthropological account of man’s ‘ascent’ has typically gone 

like this:  “There is a link somewhere in [our] ancestral line, on the very edge of humanness, that 

connects creatures that clearly were human to creatures that clearly were not” (Edey 1972:10), and 

“[t]he peculiar quality of this ancestral species from man’s most distant past – this missing link – is 

pieced together … from the evidence of excavation” (Campbell 1972:7).  But how exactly might 

the effort to scientifically determine the ‘missing link’ – “the ultimate concern” the famed Richard 

Leakey (1981:9) has called it – actually function as a mode of social ordering?  Said differently, 

how does paleoanthropology relate to the way lives are structured and organized within state 

borders and around the world?  With the early twentieth century musings of the Darwinists Wells 

and Black about science’s connection with politics as a starting point, and drawing upon 

Foucault’s insight into the relations between political power and the body, I position my 

dissertation as a response to this question.  That is, I seek to fill a void in critical social theory; 

shedding light on the ways paleoanthropology has contributed and continues to contribute to the 
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governing of social relations. 

 

Not only is it the case that sociologists have by and large never cast any specific critical gaze upon 

human origins science.  Paleoanthropologists themselves, despite the so-called Linguistic Turn in 

mid-twentieth century philosophy and the attendant ‘crisis of representation’ which made waves in 

anthropology broadly (see Grimshaw and Hart 1993), remained largely unwilling to move beyond 

the maxim ‘there is no biological basis to race’ and actually question the resilience of racism via 

explicit deconstructivist-styled analysis of their own work.  They ploughed ahead, insisting on the 

search for the missing link.  There has been no shortage of paleoanthropologists and prehistoric 

archaeologists who have acknowledged the ethnocentrism that pervaded Victorian era science, or 

in C. Loring Brace’s words “how matters of distinctly nonscientific nature can have a bearing on 

scientific assessment” (Brace 2000:108); yet in practically all cases, as Goodrum (2009) has 

recognized, when they write about the history of their discipline they end up merely explicating 

eighteenth and early nineteenth century intellectual battles between representatives of competing 

paleoanthropological paradigms and inferences as to the origin of civilization drawn in the wake of 

ongoing fossil discoveries and developments in methods of excavation and dating.  This includes 

Glyn Daniel’s (1966; 1968; 1977) landmark works tracing what might be called the ‘history of 

thought about deep history’, but also more contemporary endeavours to take stock of the respective 

pasts of archaeology (e.g., Trigger 1989) and physical anthropology (e.g., Spencer 1997), which, 

along with paleobiology, represent the current triumvirate of paleoanthropology’s disciplinary 

matrix. 

‘Insider’ works that come closest to critiquing the ways modern Western society has 

determined its forms of exclusion have arguably been anthropologist Lee D. Baker’s From Savage 
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to Negro: Anthropology and the Construction of Race, 1896-1954 (1998) and, before that, 

paleontologist Stephen J. Gould’s The Mismeasure of Man (1981).  Baker deftly depicts the 

connections between the history of his discipline and the political and intellectual watersheds in the 

United States’ history of race and race relations in the first half of the twentieth century, and in turn 

Gould’s work stands as perhaps the pre-eminent argument that evolution has no inherent drive 

towards long-term progress (Wiber 1997).  However the words ‘Neanderthal’ or ‘Crô-Magnon’ 

(the two archetypal forms of human Wells helped extend from the scientific arena to the cultural) 

are never utilized by Baker.  Predictably, nor does he ever make reference to Marcellin Boule, 

widely regarded as the early twentieth century’s “best informed scholar in the world on the subject 

of human origins” (Teilhard de Chardin 1921[1965:26]), and a man who, as Hammond (1982) 

confirms, did much to shape the modern socio-cultural conception of the Neanderthal as a 

backward slouching cave brute.    For his part, Gould, while he does engage human origins 

science specifically, he nevertheless also remains committed to Darwinism as a master narrative, 

seeking to liberate Darwinian theory from misuse by the misguided; concluding that “scientists 

who deal with issues of race and evolution must recognize the complexity of the interrelationship 

between them” (p.13-14).  Thus, despite its importance, Gould’s own ‘step back’ is at most only 

partial.   

There are a number of less recognized insider works that consider the issue of ‘othering’, or 

at least racism as one form of othering, in terms of paleoanthropology.  Trinkaus and Shipman’s 

The Neandertals: Changing the Image of Mankind (1992), for example, explores the social 

contexts in which human origins science emerged, including drawing attention to the ideological 

impulses behind sociobiology.  Wolpoff and Caspari, in their Race and Human Evolution (1997), 

similarly approach paleoanthropology from a historical perspective; their aim being, in their 
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words, to understand “how our own philosophies of science were related to social and scientific 

history and training” (p.13).  And for his part, Colin Renfrew, in his Prehistory: The Making of the 

Mind (2007), offers an analysis of ‘the sapient paradox’ – the apparent gap between the point in the 

distant past when a group of archaic hominids began to look like us and when they began to 

actually think and act like us – grounded in recognition of the racialized assumptions that 

underpinned scientific thinking in Darwin’s time.  Yet for all they bring to the discussion with 

respect to the issue of human origins, race and racism, none of these works, stated intention or not, 

can themselves be said to constitute sustained effort to analyze paleoanthropology as object.  The 

authors only obliquely raise questions as to the relation of the discipline, its history and how it is 

practiced, to the maintenance of modern systems of domination and control; while doing even less 

to respond critically to these questions.  To put it another way, theirs is indeed an internal critique.  

Like Gould, each approaches the discipline of paleoanthropology from a position firmly planted 

within that discipline, applying the very logic and point-of-view intrinsic to the ontological and 

epistemological commitments of paleoanthropology’s various models of human origins in an 

effort to move within, around or through the broader socio-political tensions recognized as latent 

within those models. 1   This then leaves thoroughgoing critical inquiry into the broader 

socio-political functioning of paleoanthropology to ‘outsiders’; namely historians of science and 

sociologists interested in the role of social activity in the development of scientific knowledge. 

 

Ian Tattersall is the current Director of the American Museum of Natural History in New York 

City.  His “Race: Scientific Nonproblem, Cultural Quagmire” (2004) sees Tattersall conclude that 

                                                      
1
 Whereas internal criticisms tackle an issue that presents itself within a particular paradigm of thought, 

utilizing criteria afforded exclusively by that same paradigm, immanent criticisms approach from beyond the 
paradigm’s limits.  The aim is to contextualize, as method, not only the object of investigation but also the 
ideological basis of that object, exposing the category to which it belongs as a product of a historical 
process. 
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“race has become something to which biologists have relatively little to contribute beyond 

insisting on the cognitive equivalence of all humans” (p.25-26).
2

  “It is incumbent on 

anthropologists,” declares the American Anthropological Association (AAA 1999) in a clear 

statement of values, “to be involved in the debate on enlarging our understanding of human rights 

on the basis of anthropological knowledge and research” (para.6).  Tattersall, a winner of the 

Association’s W.W. Howell’s Prize, fails to recognize any contradiction in his ‘neutral’ discipline 

being a means of pursuing the Association’s blatantly non-neutral will to help delineate the 

‘human’ from the ‘non-human’ so as to ostensibly protect all that is integral about the former. 

Tattersall is by no means alone.  Contradictions, paradoxes and tautologies of thought 

pervade contemporary paleoanthropology and in many instances are much more conspicuous than 

his.  This would include David Pilbeam’s (1992) claim that “[t]o understand human evolution we 

need to know what makes us human” (p.1) as well as Leakey’s “[paleoanthropology represents] 

the search for the identity of all mankind” (Leakey and Lewin 1993:16), entailing as it does 

possession on the part of Leakey and his colleagues of at least some a priori notion of what 

‘mankind’ even looks like before a search for it can actually begin.  They also feature prominently 

in earlier stages of the Age of Reason’s intellectual landscape, well before the original 1856 

discovery of fossilized Neanderthal remains in Germany’s Neander Valley.  Some two and a half 

centuries ago, Samuel Johnson (1755), Carl Linnaeus’ almost exact contemporary, defined 

‘human’ in his great A Dictionary of the English Language as ‘having the qualities of a man,’ and 

man as ‘a human being’; circular logic on par with influential Prussian linguist-lawyer Wilhelm 

von Humboldt’s “Man is man only by means of speech, but in order to invent speech he must 

already be a man” (quoted by Lyell 1863:468).  Set each of these tautologies against the backdrop 

                                                      
2
 This is effectively the same argument offered forty years earlier by anthropologist-primatologist Sherwood 

Washburn (1963), who parodied the controversial attempts by Carlton Coon to trace the origin of races.   
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of the dichotomy inherent in paleoanthropology’s constant interplay of ‘beginnings’, implying 

foundationalism, and ‘continuity’, implying a boundless, infinite gradient between the non-human 

and the human belying the very possibility of ever even discerning any actual ‘Omega point’, as 

Black’s research partner in Peking, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, called it, and we get a still clearer 

sense of paleoanthropology positioned less as a mode of knowledge discovery and more as a mode 

of knowledge manufacture; whereby the search for the missing link plays a complex functional 

role, reflected in the fact every missing link that has ever been ‘found’ – and there have been many 

– has always seen a new one quickly take its place.  

Paleoanthropology was born as a fierce debate near the end of the colonial era, in the midst 

of abolitionism, over Neanderthal Man’s relation to Homo sapiens (Kurtén 1984:111).  And a 

review of recent academic literature tells us that the controversy regarding the human status of 

Neanderthals remains a defining feature of the discipline.  Tattersall, ten years before his open 

recognition of race’s persistence as a ‘cultural quagmire’, himself claimed in his The Last 

Neanderthal (1995) that “there is no better way in which we Homo sapiens can judge our own 

uniqueness in the living world than by measuring ourselves against the Neanderthal and his 

achievements” (p.7).  Because the Neanderthal clearly occupies a central place in the 

socio-historical emergence of ‘humanness’ as an ontological category, my research thus places 

particular focus on the Neanderthal too.  Specifically, I seek to understand how early 

racial-paleoanthropological discourse of Neanderthals intersected with clinical medicine and 

modern jurisprudence in the late colonial era, what Penniman (1965) has compellingly (from the 

point-of-view of de-constructivism) called ‘The Constructive Period’ in anthropology, and a point 

in history when, according to historian George W. Stocking Jr. (1994), race and nation were often 

conflated.  As a genealogy of paleoanthropology, close critical analysis of the historically shifting 
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fortunes of Neanderthals can show us what role those tautologies which endure as prominent 

features of paleoanthropological thought play in maintaining the missing link’s status as mediator 

between the ‘normal’ human and the ‘abnormal’ or ‘animalistic’.  In doing so, it can 

simultaneously reveal how today’s leading scientific explanations of human origins, ‘Human 

Revolution’ (and its counterpart ‘Evolutionary Continuity’) and ‘Population Replacement’ (and its 

counterpart ‘Multiregional Theory’), rooted as they are in colonial-era understandings of what it 

means to be human, maintain the powerful hold of Neanderthal, the original and quintessential 

missing link, on the popular imagination. 

Altogether, what I argue in this dissertation is that the ambiguous character of the missing 

link – a thing that is at once both a disconnect (a gap) and a bridge – is central to the ongoing 

modern socio-historical process by which artifices of human identity, including racial categories, 

are created, inhabited, transformed, and destroyed.  In other words, the Neanderthal functions as 

an inimitable technology of boundary maintenance.  Questions of ‘Man’ and questions of alterity, 

race included, cannot be divorced from one another within paleoanthropology, and Neanderthal is 

an integral part of the process by which modern Western peoples, particularly those in positions of 

authority, manage social relations on the basis of scientific knowledge. 

 

Theoretical Context 
 

Debates about cultural difference and otherness provoke fundamental questions with regard to the 

nature of social knowledge (Hallam and Street 2000).  The theoretical concerns and themes I 

address in this dissertation contribute to ongoing poststructural and postcolonial debates about 

representation and encounter; moving forward from the work of Foucault but also engaging that of 

Polish-born anthropologist Johannes Fabian and, more particularly, Palestinian-American literary 
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theorist Edward Saïd. 

Central to Foucault’s ideas about governmentality is his broader thesis, laid out in works 

such as Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (1991), that ‘power is everywhere’, diffused 

and embodied in discourse, knowledge and ‘regimes of truth’.  What we today call ‘history’, 

according to Foucault, has in fact become the story of what men have called truths and of their 

struggles over those truths.  Foucault’s argument that knowledge is not innocent but profoundly 

connected with the operations of power informs Saïd’s Orientalism (1978), a book not about 

non-Western cultures, but rather about the Western representation of these cultures.  Fabian’s 

thesis is similar.  Like Saïd, he recognizes that othering expresses the insight that the Other is 

never simply given, never found or encountered, but made.  Where Fabian departs however, and 

this is precisely where his analysis is most congruent with my own, is the emphasis he gives to 

spatio-temporal remoteness as a necessary conceptual category in the constitution of alterity.  

Specifically, his argument in his Time and the Other: How Anthropology Makes its Object (1983) 

is that since the nineteenth century, travel to remote regions appeared to European observers as in 

fact travel to earlier stages of human history. 

Saïd uses the Foucauldian concept of discourse to re-order the study of colonialism.  

Orientalism stands as a theory of discourse as strategies of power and subjection, inclusion and 

exclusion, the voiced and the silenced.  In Orientalism Saïd examines how, historically, the 

formal study of the ‘Orient’, along with key literary and cultural texts, consolidated certain ways of 

seeing and thinking which subsequently contributed to the functioning of colonial power.  

Literary and cultural texts are not materials that traditional analysts of colonialism really ever 

considered.  Nevertheless, thanks to Orientalism and the changing perspectives on ideology and 

culture, they are now increasingly seen as central to the making and functioning of colonial 
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societies.  Certain texts are accorded the authority of academics, institutions and governments, 

Saïd explains.  “Most important, most texts can create not only knowledge but also the very 

reality they appear to describe.  In time such knowledge and reality produce a tradition, or what 

Foucault calls a discourse, whose material presence or weight, not the originality of a given author, 

is really responsible for the texts produced of it” (p.94).    

Saïd accords a greater importance to individual authors than does Foucault.  But like 

Foucault he also wishes to connect these individuals to structures of thought and the workings of 

power.  Accordingly, he brings together a range of creative writers, statesmen, political thinkers, 

philologists and philosophers who contributed to Orientalism as an instrument which then 

provided the lens through which the ‘Orient’ would be viewed and controlled; control that itself 

spawned these ways of knowing, studying, believing and writing.  Thus knowledge about and 

power over colonised lands are integrally related enterprises (Loomba 2005:43).  Relying on the 

works of both Foucault and Saïd, my general hypothesis in this dissertation is that, in the context of 

human origins science, knowledge about prehistoric peoples and power over peoples deemed 

‘prehistoric’ are integrally related enterprises, too.  There are reasons why, and this is merely one 

of countless examples of the power of ‘prehistoricizing’, the Cree community of Attawapiskat is, 

to quote Liberal Party leader Bob Rae (CBC 2011), ‘Third Word’, and it is quite unlikely that it has 

much to do with the people who live there being any more, to use Boule-inspired vocabulary, 

‘backward, dimwitted or lowbrow’ than the rest of us.  And that ‘us’ would include former 

neoliberal mayor of Toronto, Mel Lastman, who, before a 2001 trip to East Africa (where so much 

work pivotal to the development of modern models of human origins was undertaken by 

paleoanthropologists in the early twentieth century), quipped “What do I want to go to a place like 

Mombassa?... I just see myself in a pot of boiling water with all these natives dancing around me” 
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(quoted in Caplan 2008:16). 

For middle- and upper-class Victorians, dominant over a vast working-class majority at 

home and over increasing millions of ‘uncivilized’ peoples of ‘inferior’ races abroad, power was 

self-validating.  As Patrick Brantlinger has argued in his “Victorians and Africans: The 

Genealogy of the Myth of the Dark Continent” (1985), there may be many stages of social 

evolution and many seemingly bizarre customs and “superstitions” in the world, but there was only 

one “civilization,” one path of “progress,” one “true religion”.  From this vantage point, the work 

of early paleoanthropologists in the far reaches of the globe appears as much a kind of mission to 

consolidate certain Western ways of seeing and thinking as it does ‘a search for prehistoric Man’, 

especially considering no paleoanthropologists from these ‘Third World’ lands ever came to 

Europe, the United States or Canada precisely because there was no paleoanthropological episteme 

in operation in these lands during the Victorian era, at least not until Euro-American scientific 

rationality became hegemonic across the world .
3
 

What is known today as science and technology studies (STS), the interdisciplinary field 

that draws on history of science, social studies of science, philosophy of science and other 

disciplines, has done much to show us how neither science nor technology is a natural kind, having 

simple properties that define it once and for all (Sismondo 2010:10).  The concepts of purity and 

hybridity offered by prominent STS figure Bruno Latour are particularly relevant to a 

Foucault-Saïd account of paleoanthropology in that this ‘oneness’ spoken of by Brantlinger is 

                                                      
3
 There may remain a few locales around the world where this kind of scientific rationality has still not taken 

hold.  In a speech to the 2004 Indigenous Rights and Development in Latin America Symposium held in 
Germany, Carlos Viteri, Executive Secretary of the non-governmental organization El Instituto para el 
Ecodesarrollo Regional Amazónico, stated that “[i]n the weltanschauun of indigenous societies, in their 
understanding of the purpose and meaning that the lives of people have and should have, there is not a 
concept of development. That is, no conception of life in a linear process, establishing a before and after 
stage – namely, a sub-developed and developed dichotomy through which peoples must pass to achieve a 
desirable life, as in the Western world. Nor are there any notions of wealth and poverty determined by the 
accumulation or lack of material goods” (quoted in Ceruti, 2009: 10–11). 
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clearly analogous to ‘pureness’, whereby to purify is to impose a certain ‘naturality’; to create firm 

identity boundaries, including that demarcating the ‘civilized’ from the ‘uncivilized’. 

In his Laboratory Life (1979), written jointly with Steven Woolgar, Latour proposes that 

scientific facts are ‘constructed’ rather than ‘discovered’ in the laboratory; a point clearly 

congruent with Saïd’s insight into how the Other is never simply given, never found or 

encountered, but actively made.  Equally pertinent, in his later We Have Never Been Modern 

(1993) Latour urges that students of science and technology must not assume a ready-made divide 

between the realm of the natural and that of the social; even though science operates precisely 

under the pretext that in fact this divide exists.  For Latour, in the midst of the fallacy of the divide 

two sets of practices take place in our world today, and these have complex relations with one 

another.  The first, by means of translations or mediations, produces mixtures and hybrids.  The 

second, by means of purifications, creates distinctions and differences.  “Without the first set”, 

Latour contends, “the practices of purification would be fruitless and pointless.  Without the 

second, the work of translation would be slowed down, limited, or even ruled out” (p.10). 

Understanding how hybridization and purification articulate within paleoanthropology, or 

more precisely how hybridization and purification are embodied by the missing link, helps us to 

make sense of how this discipline acts as a mode managing social relations, or what Foucault calls, 

in the broadest terms, governmentality.  That paleoanthropology emerged as a formal field of 

inquiry of its own at the height of the controversy surrounding the human status of ‘Negros’ is 

compelling when considered in terms of Foucault’s argument that it is essential for European 

‘moderns’, as a matter of efficiency, to have a ‘gentler’ way of managing social relations than via 

the torturing or killing methods utilized by the sovereign of the ancien régime.   

Early paleoanthropology literature features frequent reference to colonial Africa, the ‘Dark 
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Continent’.  This same literature reveals how closely paleoanthropologists worked with myriad 

other Westerners – administrators, preachers, soldiers – appointed with the task of changing the 

ways of ‘dark people’ and all the other ‘animalistic’ peoples of the world.  Minimally, all 

interactions between the two sides, the colonizer and the colonized, required some degree of 

mediation, of cultural and linguistic translation, however problematic the communications that 

resulted.  Such processes always occurred with a measure of friction – that is, always with 

hybridization as the production of new forms of culture and the transformation of meanings and 

practices.  Scientific-administrative rationality was essential here.  Indeed, “[t]he missionary”, as 

famed British paleontologist Sir Arthur Keith writes, confirming the close association of scientists 

and converters, “cannot preach profitably unless he thinks anthropologically and prehistorically” 

(Jones 1926:viii).     

Discourses necessarily relate to the range of material processes through which people 

shape the environment.  Discursive relations and representational practices are constitutive of the 

very ways that nature is made available to forms of economic and political calculation and the 

ways interventions in nature are socially organized (Castree and Braun 1998:16).  Almost all the 

various fields of anthropology, including paleoanthropology, archaeology and ethnology, seek out 

and engage the material world.  In addition to the ‘non-living’ material itself, be it fossils or stone 

tools, early anthropology often featured the use of excavation labour, the exchange of goods, and in 

some cases even sexual intercourse.  “Food gatherers differ from other animals in that food 

gatherers consider their marital rights as property”, wrote American anthropologist Carleton Coon 

in 1963.  “A man who has many wives is a man of prestige.  A stranger who visits the camp and 

is considered important enough to be sent home happy is loaned a woman.  Many white men have 

been so accommodated” (p.105).  In other words, there was almost always human bodies involved 
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in research, and not just that of the anthropologist or, in the case of paleoanthropology proper, 

fossilized skeletons.  This is pivotal to the hybridization process.  Paleoanthropologist Robert 

Broom recalls in his compellingly titled “On Australopithecus and its Affinities” (1937) his 

working at a cave site near Sterkfontein, South Africa, with “three Kafir boys” (p.289), a statement 

which, largely innocuous in and of itself, takes on new and insidious meaning when set against the 

backdrop of what was, to that point, almost a century of sustained semantic relationships creating a 

vague impression of unity between the labourers and the very ‘primitive’ material they laboured 

(on behalf of Broom and other experts) to excavate.  This would include musings of Broom’s on 

the page immediately prior:  “Mr. Cooper, who owns the caves, in writing a short account of the 

caves for a little guide book to places of interest round Johannesburg, had written ‘Come to 

Sterkfontein and find the missing-link’” (p.288).  The insinuation here, latent but powerful, is that 

the missing link is in fact the ‘three Kafir boys’.  It is they which hold affinities with Broom’s 

semi-human australopithecus.  

Yet at critical moments, paleoanthropological work also entailed endless forms of 

purification, through which attempts were made to separate and distinguish subjects and 

phenomena.  The historical back-and-forth between a given skull’s status as ‘classic’ Neanderthal 

or merely ‘Neanderthaloid’ is an equally critical example of paleoanthropological 

hybridization-purification in practice, whereby the suffix ‘oid’ functions as the necessary foil to 

‘pure’.  It is little coincidence, I will argue, with particular reference to Saïd, that this constant 

tension between ‘classic’ (pure) and ‘oid’ (mixed) manifests most intensely in discourse relating to 

archaeological material found around the geo-cultural fringes of Europe, especially what we know 

today as the ‘Middle East’. 

In his Stone Age Africa (1936) Louis Leakey, the son of British missionaries, averred that 
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“the great stronghold of the true negro type to-day is the Congo” (p.178; italics mine); the region of 

Africa practically most spatially distant from Europe.  Conversely, in the same work, Leakey 

insisted “the French Algerian Stone Age ‘race’ is most comparable to the Crô-Magnons of Europe” 

(p.176); Algeria, in turn, being spatially closest France and Britain.  Critically, only a year later, 

the input of Keith completes (or at least continues) the discursive hybridization-purification 

process promulgated by Leakey, whereby Keith recognizes the ‘purity’ of the Congolese Negro 

and duly ‘oids’ (or ‘greys’) Middle Easterners, who, like the Alergians, are in greater proximity to 

Europe and thus are somewhere in between white and black.  “The skulls of the Carmel people 

[(ancient skeletal remains found in 1931 and 1932 in Tabūn Cave in present day Israel)] serve us 

very well in illustrating the peculiar nature of the Palestinian races”, write Keith and McCown 

(1937:50). 

 

The Tabūn woman represents an Eastern variety of the Neanderthaloid family[;] ...probably closer to 

the form of humanity which was the parent of both the Paleoanthropic and Neanthropic branches of 

mankind.  If evolution is true, we should expect to find from time to time such a state of affairs as it 

has been our good fortune to discover in the Holy Land (p.52).   

 

From living spaces and child-rearing techniques to scientific racism, from sanitation works to the 

codification of customary laws, the colonial administrator proper tried to cleanse, classify and 

discipline in the territories he administered.
4
  The words of Leakey and Keith show us that 

paleoanthropology was an asset to the colonial administrator and a significant part of the broader 

colonization process.   

Without hybrids there is nothing to purify.  On the other hand, by constantly establishing 

new divisions the work of purification, including the Cartesian methods of analysis and critique, 

multiplies the sites where further hybridization becomes possible.  My investigations of how 

                                                      
4
 I have yet to find an example in my reading of an instance when a colonial administrator was a woman. 



 
 

16 
 

paleoanthropology is practiced in the field lead me to the conclusion that this back-and-forth 

hybridization-purification process occurs almost the very instant any fossil bone is found.   

Excavation of fossils and humanly altered physical remains of past societies, stone tools 

included, requires imposition on the field site, any field site, of a ‘Cartesian coordinate system’, 

literally a three-dimensional gridding of nature, providing scientists with a ‘God’s-eye view’ and 

thus an enabling condition for knowledge-making processes characterized by endless ‘lumping’ 

and ‘splitting’ in settings of post-excavation laboratory analysis of excavated material.  What has 

been identified in archaeology as the problem of artefactual variability (see Miller 1985) equally 

applies to paleoanthropology, archaeology’s close cousin.  Effort on the part of archaeologists to 

grapple with a variability of artefacts assumed to reflect the variability of society resulted, 

especially in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, in a prodigious quantity of 

classificatory studies in which artefacts were attributed to ‘cultures’ and ‘styles’, including the 

Neanderthal’s ‘Mousterian’ culture.  Because no means of exact dating existed to help early 

prehistoric archaeologists, classifying entailed not only establishing the order (categories) of the 

materials uncovered, but also the sequence; thereby creating hierarchies that fit with conventional 

notions of evolution and progress over time. 

Paleoanthropologists themselves have long been aware that the investigation of artefactual 

variability has major consequences for paleoanthropological theory.  Less obvious and more 

problematic is the suggestion that the symbolic processes intrinsic to both archaeology and 

paleoanthropology have led to peculiarities and bias in archaeological and paleoanthropological 

investigations.  In theory the material form, such as skull or tooth shape, is supposed to stand as a 

signifier for, for example, the First American ‘type’ (First Americans long-believed by 

anthropologists to have migrated across the Bering Strait from northeastern Asia).  In practice, 
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however, a symbolic inversion may occur in such a way that the name of the human type comes to 

act merely as a label for the actual subject of the study, which remains at the level of objects.  Said 

differently, the kind of multiple objectivizations that led to Mayor Lastman’s ‘backward Third 

World African’ quip become so firmly entrenched as ideology that these same objectivizations 

gradually disappear from view, hidden like the submerged mass of an iceberg.  When this 

happens, there is a reversal of sorts.  The icon that is the ‘African Bushman’ – “the unchanged 

nomad of nature”, as Keith (1931:137) has called him – comes to inform the interpretation of the 

skull plucked from the ground, which would otherwise remain at the level of faceless potentiality 

(until some other discursive regime was impressed upon it).      

Among the most significant products of modernity’s work of purification are two 

interconnected Great Divides.  For Latour (1993), the internal divide distinguishes nature from 

culture (the divide modern Western science is premised upon), and the external divide 

differentiates European from non-European.  What makes non-Europeans both scandalous and 

identifiable in the eyes of the European is their constant mixture of nature and culture; such 

mixture being a common feature of those ‘magical’ or ‘shamanistic’ (see for example 

Lewis-Williams 2005; Goodwin 1946; Von Koenigswald 1937; Jones 1926) practices of 

‘primitive’ hunter-gather peoples so-labelled by Europeans.  These interconnected divides, 

particularly as they embody the question of where nature ends and culture begins, are fundamental 

elements of paleoanthropology’s long-dominant models of human origins – including Human 

Revolution and its theoretical antagonist, Continuity Theory.  And the relentless ‘lumping’ and 

‘splitting’ (hybridizing and purifying) of fossilized bone – clearly reflected in 

paleoanthropological discourse regarding the Middle East, the “melting pot of Neanderthal and 

sapiens man” (Cole 1954:183) – into one or another species, subspecies or race category maintains 
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these models as appropriate.  Claims that natives were deluded in their understanding of reality 

(and thus inherently inferior to modern Europeans) not only authorized colonial rule but also 

paleoanthropologists’ situating natives as living examples of the ‘missing link’:  “Were it not for 

Victorian-era geologist George William Stow studying imprisoned South African Bushman”, 

Keith’s close associate reverend Neville Jones tells us, “we should know next to nothing about this 

race as a noteworthy survival of Upper Palaeolithic man” (Jones 1926:62).   

Altogether, in the context of Latour’s co-notions of hybridization and purification, Saïd’s 

Foucault-informed ideas about othering remind us that the ‘real’ relations of society do not exist in 

isolation from their cultural or ideological categories.  Just as Latour’s hybridization and 

purification operate in an endless reciprocation, any kind of ‘final’ demarcation, for Foucault, is 

impossible.  All ideas are ordered, he says, through “some material medium, even if that medium 

is concealed, even if it is doomed to vanish as soon as it appears” (Foucault 1989:112).  This 

ordering imposes a pattern on these ideas: a pattern which Foucault calls ‘discourse’.  To tackle 

the ideological functioning of a science, paleoanthropology or any other, in order to reveal and 

modify it is not to uncover the philosophical presuppositions that may lie within it.  Nor, as 

Foucault says, should the point of tackling ideology be to return the science in question – in the 

manner of Gould – to the foundations that initially made it possible, and that legitimated it.  

Rather, the point is to question the science as a discursive formation; to challenge the formal 

contradictions of its objects, its types of enunciation, its concepts, its theoretical choices.  In other 

words, the point is to treat it as one practice among others (p.112).   

 

Methodology 
 

The above is a relatively new way of thinking for sociologists interested in science’s socio-political 
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effects, and to be sure Foucault, particularly with his study Madness and Civilization: A History of 

Insanity in the Age of Reason (1964), was highly influential in developing an approach to discourse 

now used by many in our discipline. 

When looking at any ‘discursive formation’ Foucault would attempt a genealogical 

investigation into why, at a particular point in time, one set of sentences in a body of literature 

about a particular topic is more likely to occur.  His answer was that discourses do not simply 

reflect social reality but in fact actually shape and maintain prevailing perceptions of reality and 

dominant viewpoints.  Further, because people are positioned as ‘subjects’ within a discursive 

practice, discourse can also shape identity and, at the level of individual, a person’s sense of self.  

The often used example within Foucault’s line of thought is the relationship between the convicted 

criminal and the professional clinical psychologist, Diagnostic Statistical Manual of Psychiatric 

Disorders in hand, who tries to ‘figure the offender out’ and help a set of other 

institutionally-sanctioned experts get him on the ‘right track’.  Internalizing the judgement of 

psychological and criminal discourse, the convict monitors his own arduous journey back to 

‘normalcy’ (purity).  This modern strategy of controlling bodies by controlling minds is 

discernible in discourse on the evolution of man, discourse which keeps people cognizant of, we 

might say, the ‘animal inside’ the man and the need to guard against its appearance in civilized 

space.  In the words of early twentieth-century Danish anthropologist Kaj Birket-Smith, 

anthropology is “mankind’s great means of self-education, since it tries to explain in order to create 

understanding, and thereby provides the opportunities for aiding development and putting it on the 

right track” (quoted in Montagu 1969:4).      

Confinement made the criminally and psychologically ‘deviant’ conveniently available to 

varieties of doctors who then began to view madness as a natural object, worthy of inquiry.  The 
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conceptual distinction between the sane and the insane, or normal and pathological, was 

maintained as long as the physical segregation embodied by hospitalization or imprisonment was 

upheld.  Foucault sees the social forces driving the confinement of certain people into mental 

hospitals or prisons as including the need for, among other things, an extrajudicial mechanism for 

getting rid of undesirables as well as the regulation of unemployment and wages (the cheap labour 

of the chain-gangs and workhouses applied downward pressure on the wages of the ‘free’ masses).  

In the fierce mid-nineteenth century debate over the original Neanderthal fossils the word 

‘pathological’ was frequently used, and these debates were generally concurrent with the 

implementation of various Indian Acts and other official policies and laws developed by colonial 

governments.  “Savages when ill-fed and living in unfavourable condition may simulate the habits 

of anthropoids”, wrote American anthropologist Frank Baker in his “The Ascent of Man” 

(1890:319); yet another reflection of the prevailing Euro-American perception of the inherent 

closeness of ‘savages’ to nature.  Indeed the confinement of aboriginal peoples to reservations 

across the globe made the hunter-gatherer, like the convicted criminal, conveniently available to 

varieties of doctors, the eminent Smithsonian psychologist-anthropologist Aleš Hrdlička included, 

who then began to view American Indians as critical to understanding pathologies that could, if 

diligent monitoring was absent, ‘afflict the rest of us’.     

 If the sociologist interested in the relationships between scientific knowledge and 

socio-political power is to understand fully the meanings of the interactions she or he observes in a 

given body of literature, that sociologist must have a grasp of the way in which people think about 

those aspects of the social world she or he is investigating (Best 2012:130).  Coming to terms with 

and understanding the discourse of paleoanthropologists provides insight into the organizing 

principles that people (including policy makers interested in, among other things, the rights of the 
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‘human’) draw upon in their everyday lives to make sense of the world around them.  One of my 

overriding aims with this dissertation is hence to show, via a discursive exploration of 

paleoanthropology’s past, the situation of ‘humanness’ at the present.  The fundamental 

assumption upon which my study pivots is that the underlying ‘rules’ that allowed early 

paleoanthropologists to classify prehistoric peoples, particularly the Neanderthal, within such 

health-medical categories as ‘pathological’, ‘microcephalic’, ‘idiotic’ or indeed even ‘lowbrow’ 

still operate today, governing and delimiting our ability to think certain things in certain ways.  

We know that the heavily biased early twentieth-century Neanderthal arbitration work of the 

eminent French paleoanthropologist Boule did not represent the triumph of historical progress but, 

instead, was merely one outcome of a series of complex and discontinuous forces and influences 

over time.  This evinces how all forms of ‘knowledge’ and ‘truth’ are merely a snapshot of events 

that have succeeded in emerging from the perpetual struggle of ideas and ideologies that 

characterize our way of interacting.  If the outcome of given historical power struggles had been 

different, the notion of ‘the truth’ with respect to Neanderthal Man we would have inherited might 

now look radically different. 

One who employs discourse analysis as a research method tends to conceive of discourses 

as knowledge systems, inherently dynamic, but sustaining the institutional make-up of a society.  

Despite having a kind of galvanizing effect, interlocking various social institutions (formal 

government, health and medicine, education, business, media, etc.) and thus playing a central role 

in the conduct of conduct, they are nevertheless neither universal nor timeless.  A distinguishing 

feature of discourse analysis is hence a concern not only with continuity but also with change, both 

at the more abstract, structural level and also at the level of particular texts (Fairclough 2003).  

Discourses, except at the lowest levels of generality (the level of the most specific and localized 
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discourses) must actually be combinations of other discourses articulated in particular ways.  If 

they were not ad-mixtures of sorts – i.e., if there was not some measure of ideological tension – 

then no new discourses would ever emerge in history.  

Analysis of discourse thus does not really mean a concern with detailed analysis of texts – 

at least not exclusively.  There is also the crucial concern of discerning the broader rules that 

govern bodies of texts and utterances.  Identifying different discourses within a text is only 

possible when we think of a discourse as, on the one hand, representing some particular part of the 

world, and, on the other, representing it from a particular perspective (one which comes complete 

with certain categories of assumptions).  With this in mind, following Saïd, I am very much 

interested in the question of ‘who’ was doing paleoanthropological research, particularly in the 

early years of the discipline when there was no formal academic degree in ‘paleoanthropology’ per 

se to be attained. 

The remarkable amount of work (anthropological, archaeological, ethnological) actually 

made by figures with formal careers in law and medicine, even psychiatry, is compelling because, 

as we have seen, legal systems as well as health and medical systems shape politics, economics and 

society in innumerable ways and serve as social mediators of relations between people.  At the 

time of the original Neanderthal discovery so-called gentleman scientists, financially independent 

men who pursued scientific study independent of any university or government-run research body, 

were a common feature of the Euro-American intellectual landscape.  Just as pertinent, since the 

late eighteenth century there were also a considerable number of scientists who wore two hats 

simultaneously, one as ‘scientist’ and one as ‘statesman’, and indeed their scientific interests often 

expressly pertained to the question of origins, the peopling of the world, and human progress.  In 

the United States this of course includes Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin, both key 
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figures in the drafting of the American Constitution and thus progenitors of the liberal commitment 

to notions of private property, progress and the ability of individuals to pull themselves up by their 

bootstraps,
5

  Later this would include Theodore Roosevelt, advocate of natural history 

scholarship, leader of the Progressive Movement and President of the United States in the first 

decade of the twentieth century.  Scientist-statesmen were at least as numerous in Europe during 

this general period, and included Virchow, Cuvier and Huxley in Germany, France and Britain 

respectively; Huxley, for example, an official Privy Councillor who served on numerous Royal 

Commissions. 

The world of formal bureaucratic administration at this early stage in the formation of 

formal and informal political spaces characterizing our contemporary West was thus considerably 

infused with paleoanthropological thinking.  But the opposite occurred too.  Discourse on law 

and statecraft, ranging from the work of Adam Smith to Jeremy Bentham to Herbert Spencer to 

Karl Marx, overtly fed back upon paleoanthropological theory and praxis.  The openly Marxist 

work of eminent British prehistoric archaeologist V. Gordon Childe is one example of this.  Even 

when this dual hat-wearing – ‘scientist’ and ‘statesmen’ – tapered off toward the mid-twentieth 

century, roughly marking the professionalization of paleoanthropology, the end of the colonial 

period, the beginning of the Cold War and the emergence of world governing institutions like the 

United Nations and World Bank, predicated as they are upon ideas of ‘humanness’ given form via 

immense constellations of modern Western knowledge matrices of which paleoanthropological 

data is a fundamental component, the open relationship between human origins discourse on the 

one hand and socio-political discourse on the other continued.   

                                                      
5
 Lehmann-Hartleben (1943) stated that Jefferson’s approach to understanding Native Americans 

“anticipates the fundamental approach and the methods of modern archaeology by about a full century” 
(p.163).  Leo Lemay (2009) states that, among other things, Franklin’s contribution to the official curriculum 
of the Academy of Philadelphia “anticipated today’s comparative anthropology” (p.184).  
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Early arbitrators on the original ‘Feldhofer’ Neanderthal specimen, despite their often 

divergent theoretical commitments, exercised a shared language game which saw a ‘brute’, 

‘savage’, ‘primitive’ and ‘idiotic’ vocabulary caught up in a series of theoretico-conceptual 

dichotomies: among others, monogenism/polygenism, revolution/continuity, progress/stagnation, 

highbrow/lowbrow, Occident/Orient; all grounded within the broader binary of 

normal/pathological.  In terms of the emphasis on identifying ideological representations in texts 

there are numerous reasons, related but separable, for why this is important.  Such was the 

eminence of, for example, Virchow and Huxley, their respective statements as to the human status 

of the Neanderthal served to anchor a knowledge grid forming the conditions of possibility within 

which (even if they disagreed) figures like Haeckel, Dubois, Black, Hrdlička, Boule and Keith set 

the basic terms upon which today’s dominant paleoanthropological models of humanness are 

themselves articulated.  And the prevalence of such phrases as ‘lowbrow’ in popular speech 

today, allied as they are with derogatory words like ‘idiot’ or, for that matter ‘Neanderthal’ (Dean 

Baker, co-director of the Washington D.C.-based Center for Economic and Policy Research, 

recently called Barack Obama a “Neanderthal protectionist”), testifies to the survival of 

physiognomic beliefs among persons many of who may even be unaware that systematized 

treatises on physical characterology exist.   

In addition to ‘names’ of the dual hat-wearers then, Virchow and Huxley and others, I am 

equally interested in what these men are actually ‘saying’ in the context of interpreting 

archaeological material and disseminating their views to other scientists, lawyers, bankers, social 

commentators, politicians, policymakers, and/or the public at large.  And this becomes especially 

important toward the end of the nineteenth century when professional functions become more 

specialized and rigid – that is to say, when the ‘hats’ turn to ‘hat’ – and notions of ‘survival of the 
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fittest’ were used in a defense of competitive individualism and its economic corollary of free 

market capitalism (see Hsü 1986; Rachels 1990).  British India lawyer Henry Maine, 

ethnologist-lawyer John Ferguson McLennan and Swiss jurist Johann Jakob Bachofen were all 

expressly concerned with the evolution of specific social institutions and were all at least as 

important as Darwin to the development of evolutionary cultural anthropology (De Waal Malefijt 

1974:123).  But by the early twentieth century the semantic contact points between the scientific 

and the legal become much less explicit and it is the historical discursive context of given 

statements added to literal socio-political relationships between statement-makers that become 

most salient to paleoanthropology’s operation as a mode of governmentality.  John D. Rockefeller 

Jr. was the son-in-law of chairman of the Senate Finance Committee and board member of the 

American Museum of Natural History, John Pierpont (J.P.) Morgan.  That Davidson Black, the 

Canadian discoverer of Peking Man, was financed by the Rockefeller Foundation’s Oriental 

Education Commission and would describe his discovery in terms that refer to the ‘progress’ (or 

lack thereof) of ‘modern savages’ brings Rockefeller’s personal credo that ‘the supreme worth of 

the individual [is] above all else’ into sharp relief, especially considering the fact that United 

States, during the Cold War, played an instrumental role in the worldwide neoliberalization that 

opened up space for China to be integrated into the world economy, where the rights of the 

individual, including the right to private property, is indeed ‘above all else’. 

Language is a key component of discourse.  No real understanding of the social effects of 

discourse is possible without looking at what happens when people talk or write.  Discourse 

analysis oscillates between a focus on specific texts and what Fairclough in turn calls the ‘order of 

discourses’, the relatively durable social structuring of language; which is itself one element of the 

relatively durable structuring and networking of social practices (for example science, law, 
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economics).  In turn, vocabulary is obviously a distinguishing feature of a language.  Discourses 

‘word’ or ‘lexicalize’ the world in particular ways.  The research methodology known as ‘content 

analysis’, related to but separable from discourse analysis, principally goes after these ‘words’, 

counting them and transforming observations of found categories into quantitative data.  

Discourse analysis, in contrast, tends to place emphasis on identifying ideological representations 

in texts.  In other words, discourse analysis is fundamentally concerned with power relations and 

the situatedness of the meaning of language, both of which are outside the bailiwick of content 

analysis (Weldes and Laffey 2004). 

Ideologies can be ‘enacted’ in ways of acting socially and inculcated in the identities of 

social agents.  Covert semantic relationships – like that between evolution and progress – are thus 

at least as important as the ‘words’ themselves, and my dissertation, particularly the chapters 

covering the original Neanderthal debate and the rise of paleoanthropological thinking, places 

specific emphasis on identifying such relationships.  The sociologist Herbert Spencer was a key 

figure in propagating the common contemporary conflation of evolution, cultural as well as 

biological, with progress, the very one Gould criticized.  But indeed so were Durkheim, Marx and 

Engels and other early sociologists with keen interest in (even dependence upon) knowledge of the 

prehistoric world.  The work of these ‘classical’ sociologists represents a powerful discursive 

bridge between paleoanthropology and formal politics in the modern age.  As a standout example, 

Joseph Kaines (1872), a member of the Royal Anthropological Institute, quotes social theorist 

Auguste Comte (who was a key influence on French Government committee-man Durkheim) to 

draw a parallel between ‘the mind of the child and the mind of the savage’.  For Comte, “man has 

ability to raise himself out of this primitive darkness, and ... the brutes have not” (Comte 

1858:546).  This kind of, to borrow from Oxford zoologist Jonathan Kingdon (1993), ‘Self-Made 
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Man’ thinking is one of the prominent narrative tropes surrounding Europe’s Crô-Magnons 

(Neanderthal Man’s prehistoric foil) as well as liberal humanist politics. 

‘Co-locations’ are just as revealing as covert semantic relationships.  I am particularly 

interested in the words that typically come before and after a word like Neanderthal (irrespective of 

whether the word appears in political, sociological or explicitly paleoanthropological texts).  In 

my analysis of early paleoanthropological literature I specifically sought out explicit references to 

Neanderthal, and in turn directly noted the various words with which it was associated or 

‘co-located’.  More often than not what I indeed found, and will show in my description of the 

original Neanderthal debate, were repeated references to ‘subspecies’ or ‘races’, or ‘normality’ and 

‘abnormality’.  Combinations of different metaphors deeply embedded within cultures, including 

the tendency of Westerners to speak of New World peoples in zoological terms, further allows me 

to attribute causal effects to linguistic forms (see Maasen, Mendelsohn and Weingart 1995).  

Coon (1963), for example, speaking about a tribe in East Africa called the Sandawe, claims that 

“[f]rom the zoogeographical standpoint it is much easier to interpret the Sandawe living today ... as 

a relict population left behind during a southward movement” (p.648).  Again, critically, 

attributing causal effects to such linguistic forms as this offered by Coon can only happen through 

a careful account of meaning and context. 

Altogether, it is these understandings of discourse which inform the main analytical 

component of my research, particularly the first and the third of the three general steps in my 

dissertation, as outlined here. 

 

Chapters Two and Three 

1. I open with a language-focused overview of early paleoanthropology spread out over the 

first two chapters; including a primary-text laden account of the 1850s and 60s debate 
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surrounding the original ‘Feldhofer’ Neanderthal specimen and the fundamental role this 

debate played in the genesis of today’s leading paleoanthropological models of humanness.  

The main advantage of starting with the beginnings of paleoanthropology and moving 

forward into the twentieth century is that it shows how paleoanthropology today still 

contains features embedded in it during the debates which formed it.  As we will see in 

Chapter Two, when we look closely at the words spoken and the social positions and 

professional titles of those speaking them we begin to discern what was for these speakers a 

freight of conflicted political meanings yielded by the discovery of Neanderthal Man, 

meanings that called on not just temporal but, equally important, spatial terms; particularly 

those of distance and closeness between kinds, classes and peoples (Corbey 2005; Beer 

1992).  In Chapter Three, we see that the dissonance created by Neanderthal was in fact so 

great that it could only be quelled by the discovery of a new ancient man – Crô-Magnon – 

more befitting Europe’s ‘civilized’ peoples, in particular the so-called Aryan race.   

 

Chapters Four and Five 

2. The discovery of ‘Oriental Man’, which is my term for all the Neanderthal-like missing 

links beyond Europe (i.e., Java Man, Peking Man, and the various African ‘Men’) is 

explored in Chapter Four.  Here focus is placed on contextualizing Oriental Man in 

attempts by anthropologists to extend the socio-political power of Neanderthal to 

extra-European locales, particularly those places where European countries were 

beginning to relinquish their formal colonial control.  From this point, having juxtaposed 

Neanderthal Man and Oriental Man, or more precisely having shown how the two ‘Men’ 

are effectively homologous in their political functioning, I move toward a general 

description of the prevailing paleoanthropological theories of human origins.  
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Specifically, in Chapter Five I analyze the semiotics of the ‘Out of Africa II vs. 

Multiregional Theory’ theoretical dichotomy and likewise that of ‘Human Revolution vs. 

Cultural Continuity’.  My aim is to not only provide an account of what exactly these 

models of human origins postulate on their own ontological and epistemological terms, but 

more to the point how they found their form in debates going all the way back to that 

surrounding the human status of the Feldhofer Neanderthal.  Importantly, I also focus here 

on how the tension between the foundationalism of some models and the 

anti-foundationalism of the others keeps the missing link, as both concept and metaphor, in 

a continuous and powerful state of ambiguity, whereby the missing link is simultaneously a 

disconnect, a gap or a gulph and a bridge or attachment.   

 

Chapters Six and Seven 

 

3. In Chapter Six I begin to draw explicitly upon Foucauldian theory.  I describe how exactly 

paleoanthropology is practiced at both the level of ‘site excavation’ and in the laboratory 

where archaeological material plucked from the earth is put through processes of scientific 

interpretation inevitably consisting of acts of ‘lumping’ and ‘splitting’ on the part of the 

physical anthropologist expert.  What I seek to show here is that the lumping and splitting 

practices, in other words purifying and hybridizing, actually serve to take advantage of or, 

as necessary, mitigate the freight of political meanings yielded by the mid-nineteenth 

century discovery of Neanderthal Man.  Lumping and splitting is enabled by 

paleoanthropology’s prevailing models of human origins but is also fundamental to the 

maintenance of those very models, and thus fundamental to the missing link’s inherent 

ambiguity.  A close examination of twentieth century paleoanthropological research 

undertaken in the Middle East helps illuminate just how such scientific interpretation of 
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fossil material thus plays out as boundary-making in terms of social relations of power.  

Finally, I conclude, in Chapter Seven, that Neanderthal Man was by no means the only 

missing link to ever exist in a Western socio-cultural imagination characterized by an 

Occident-Orient dichotomy.   

 

In the context of modern artifices of human identity like race, the ‘Neanderthalness’ of certain 

people, particularly those constituting the ‘Third World’, positions them as missing links too.  As 

such, like Neanderthal Man, they reside at the hazy interstice demarcating the normal-pathological 

polarity. 
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Chapter Two 
 

 

The logical possibility of a missing link had been discussed even before Lamarck (Leaf 1979), and 

the question ‘where is the boundary between man and animal?’ and the apparently related question 

‘what is a monster?’ haunt literature and theory going back well into the mid-eighteenth century 

(Beer 1992).  Within the study of human anatomy during this period emerged the belief, which 

found pointed expression in the early nineteenth century work of Viennese physician Franz Joseph 

Gall, that the shape of an individual’s head said much about that individual’s personality; even, in 

some cases, propensity for criminality.  In this Chapter, we see this belief employed to make sense 

of skeletal remains newly discovered by industrial entrepreneurs in Germany’s Neander Valley.  

The repeated comparisons made by scientists interested in these remains, including Herman 

Schaaffhausen, the first ‘official’ scientist to weigh in on the bones, of the healthy to the sick and 

the civil to the criminal or savage were all caught up within emerging, sometimes conflicting 

feelings of a connection between nature and nation as well as protestant ideas about the virtues of 

industrious living.  In shedding light upon the early discourse surrounding Neanderthal then I 

begin laying the groundwork for an analysis of how the missing link functioned in the Victorian 

mind, not only in the manifest context of paleoanthropology and evolutionary theory but also in the 

implications it bore for various modern artifices of human identity, including race but also class 

and gender.  My principal concern is to show, with a focus on the repeated comparisons of 

Neanderthal to other people or peoples, how questions of boundaries – what is in, what is out, the 

object and the abject – were as much a way of seeking out connection as they were of reinforcing 

distance.  
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Discovery in the Neander Valley 
 

In the mid-eighteenth century Genevan political philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau claimed that 

apes “have not acquired any measure of perfection, and [are] still found in the primitive state of 

nature” (Rousseau 1755:155).  And before him in Enlightenment Europe thinkers such as John 

Locke and Adam Smith were writing about rationality, reason and liberalism in relation to 

observed affinities between humans and animals.  Each of these ideas had influence on early 

nineteenth century treatises on evolution and change.  Charles Darwin’s On the Origin of Species: 

The Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life (1859) – appearing after the death of 

Comte but during the lives of Marx, Engels, Spencer, Tylor and Morgan (De Waal Malefijt 

1974:122) – ultimately found widest readership and impelled pitched quarrels in intellectuals 

circles over the where, when and how of life on earth.  The discovery of extraordinary skeletal 

remains in the small Feldhofer Grotte on the southern bank of the Düssel River in northern 

Germany’s Neander Valley in August 1856, three years before the publication of Origin of 

Species, saw the ‘Neanderthaler’ juxtaposed so closely upon the evolutionary debate as practically 

to have ensured attention from Europe’s leading scientists. 

The Industrial Revolution arrived in Germany’s northeast along with the 1841 completion 

of the first railway line from Düsseldorf to Elberfeld.  The Neander Valley’s abundant limestone, 

previously worthless, had by this point become a valuable construction material (Schmitz and 

Weniger 2006:5).  Accessing it however often entailed having to remove all the soil, clay and silt 

that had built up on top of the stone itself, sometimes to a depth of several meters.  It was two 

pickaxe-wielding quarrymen, in the midst of removing this material from the partially collapsed 

Feldhofer cave, who discovered the bones.  The workers thought they were likely the remains of a 

cave bear.  Their foreman nevertheless alerted the quarry co-owners, Wilhelm Beckershoff and 

Friedrich Wilhelm Pieper, who in turn saw fit to pass them on to local school-master, amateur 
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natural historian and avid fossil collector, Elberfeld’s Johann Carl Fuhlrott.   

There were only fragments of the skeleton “due to the carelessness of the workers at the 

grotto” (Fuhlrott 1859:151), and most of the skull’s facial portion was missing; yet Fuhlrott, a 

transmutationist, could tell immediately that the material represented something human in form, if 

nevertheless curiously different.
6
  There were numerous signs suggesting the deceased individual 

to have been distinctly short and stocky.  The femurs were slight in length but robust; with 

oversized end points upon which powerful muscles were surely attached.  The bits of the arm 

bones suggested a similar stoutness of the upper limbs, and the five ribs and fragment of pelvis 

salvaged were likewise compact and sturdy.  The calvarium (skullcap) was no less unusual: squat, 

thick; with great, prominent brow ridges and a bulging occipital. 

With keen regard for the sediment and surface debris built up in the cave, and noting the 

bones’ strong similarity to those of a gorilla skeleton recently found in Liberia by American 

missionary-naturalist Thomas S. Savage (Fuhlrott 1865:19), Fuhlrott conjectured that the deceased 

may actually have lived in a prehistoric age; probably before the ‘diluvial period’ (great flood) 

spoken of in the Old Testament. 7   Having caught wind of Fuhlrott’s enthusiasm, the local 

newspaper Barmer Bürgerblatt (1856) soon published a short piece on the find, acknowledging 

that the bones could potentially be those of someone belonging to Central Europe’s ‘Uvolk’ (first 

people) or, in the eyes of the paper’s editors at least, perhaps the remnants of some kind of ‘grazing 

horde’ (animal or human, it is never made clear) that had at some time passed through the 

Rhineland.  The shape of the skull, according to Barmer, was similar to that of anthropology’s 

                                                      
6
 As well as the skullcap, the workers retrieved fifteen ‘postcranial’ bones in all: a fragment of the right 

shoulder-blade, the right collar-bone, the right upper arm bone with both forearm bones, the left upper arm 
bone with inner forearm bone, five fragments of ribs, the left half of the pelvis and both thigh-bones (Schmitz 
and Weniger 2006:5).   
7
 Huxley also refers to Savage’s observations of the gorilla in his Evidence as to Man’s Place in Nature 

(1863). 
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‘flathead’ race, living examples of which “still live in the American West” (p.3).
8
   

Fuhlrott was confident about his original assessment, but not certain.  He sent a plaster 

cast of the skull to one German expert in human anatomy he had a reasonable chance of receiving 

a favorable response from, the University of Bonn’s Herman Schaaffhausen.  Later Fuhlrott 

packed all of the material into a wooden chest and took it personally to Bonn.  Another anatomist 

at the University, Franz Josef Carl Mayer, who favoured catastrophism and opposed transmutation, 

was sick in bed at the time of Fuhlrott’s visit, and so missed a chance to share the distinction of first 

official examination of the strange Neanderthal remains (Schrenk and Muller 2005:4).9  Now 

Schaaffhausen was more excited by Fuhlrott’s collection than he ever would have been with just a 

cast of the skull alone.  In Schaaffhausen’s eyes, this material from the Neander Valley quarry 

was indeed extraordinary. 

In his On the Crania of the Ancient Races of Man (1858), first published in Müller’s 

Archiv, Schaaffhausen recorded his opinion on the fossils as he had articulated it months earlier at 

an 1857 meeting of the Lower Rhine Medical and Natural History Society at Kassel.  In this 

written report Schaaffhausen gave detailed measurements of the supraorbital ridge (beetle-brow), 

noting, similar to the editors of the Barmer Bürgerblatt newspaper, how such is “observed chiefly 

in the crania of savage races” (p.163).  He also noted the bulging occipital, the large frontal 

sinuses, and the ribs, which he claimed “more resemble the ribs of a carnivorous animal than those 

of a man” (158).  Schaaffhausen’s conclusion, ultimately, was that “these remarkable human 

remains belonged to a period antecedent to the time of the Celts and Germans, and were in all 

probability derived from one of the wild races of North-Western Europe spoken of by Latin 

                                                      
8
 The Native American group known as the Choctaw were referred to by French ethnographer 

Antoine-Simone Le Page du Pratz as ‘flatheads’ in Le Page du Pratz’s Histoire de La Louisiane (1758).  
9
 Variously written as August Franz Josef Carl Mayer or August Franz Joseph Karl Mayer. 
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writers; and which were encountered as autochthones [(aboriginals or natives)] by the German 

immigrants” (1861:171). 

Schaaffhausen was the first recognized ‘scientist’ to weigh in on Neanderthal.  A 

conspicuous feature of his interpretation, but also that of Fuhlrott and the Barmer Bürgerblatt 

editors, is the immediate figuring of the Neanderthal within a set of delineations: one between 

humans and animals, another between different human groups (‘autochthones and immigrants’) 

themselves, and yet another between the living and the long dead.  Each of these three 

delineations are subtly blended in a way clearly suggestive of racial gradation.  “[W]e should not 

be justified in regarding the cranial conformation of the [Feldhofer specimen] as perhaps 

representing the most savage primitive type of the human race”, Schaaffhausen (1858) writes, 

“since crania exist among living savages, which, though not exhibiting such a remarkable 

conformation of the forehead, which gives the skull somewhat the aspect of that of the large apes, 

… exhibit an equally low stage of development” (p.160; italics mine).  Explicitly citing Emil 

Huschke and Anders Retzius, among other renowned scientists of the day, Schaaffhausen 

highlighted the morphology of the skulls of various known ‘races’ to bring weight to his words. 

In 1854, two years before the Feldhofer discovery, Huschke had published his Schädel, 

Hirn, und Seele (Skull, Brain and Mind), an ambitious work within which the German 

anatomist-embryologist sought a connection between the human brain and soul while also 

declaring Caucasians to be the “frontal race”, Mongolians the “parietal race”, and black Africans, 

with their more “ape-like character”, the “occipital race”.  In Schaaffhausen’s report, which of 

course gave special attention to the bulging occipital, Schaaffhausen juxtaposed Huschke’s 

estimate of “the cranial contents of a Negress (1127cc) and an old Negro (1146cc)” against his own 

measurement – “1033.24 cubic centimetres” (Schaaffhausen 1858:162) – of the Feldhofer skull; 
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thus leaving readers familiar with Huschke’s work to infer that the being that died in the Feldhofer 

cave, with his visibly protruding occipital, in fact existed somewhere close to ‘Negros’ on the 

racial spectrum.   

Schaaffhausen also believed that the Feldhofer skull was distinctly similar to the “ancient 

rounded Irish skull” (p.164) as well as a number of ancient Scandinavian skulls (p.166) described 

in 1849 by Retzius in Retzius’ Kroniologisches, the same work wherein the Swedish 

anatomist-anthropologist offered his seminal ‘dolichocephalic’ and ‘brachycephalic’ 

(long-headed; short-headed) classification system for human crania.  This is important because 

reference to such rounded ‘northern’ skulls, as Schaaffhausen calls them, has the effect of further 

grounding Schaaffhausen’s racialization of Neanderthal; now not only in terms of a juxtaposition 

of apes from humans, the native from the immigrant, and the living from the long dead, but also the 

degenerate from the strong and fit.  For Schaaffhausen, certain savages in the world today, though 

clearly like apes in terms of morphology, do not enjoy the general vitality of the ape.  

 

[W]hen it is found from these [Retzius’] numerous examples that a marked prominence of the 

supraorbital region, traces of which can be perceived even at the present time, occurs most frequently 

in the crania of barbarous, and especially of northern races, to some of which a high antiquity must be 

assigned, it may fairly be supposed that a conformation of this kind represents the faint vestiges of the 

primitive type, which is manifest in the most remarkable manner in the Neanderthal cranium, and 

which must have given the human visage an unusually savage aspect.  This aspect might be termed 

brutal, inasmuch as the prominent supraorbital border is also characteristic of the facial conformation 

of the large apes, although in these animals the prominence in question is not caused by any expansion 

of the frontal sinuses.  These sinuses have been found by [English biologist Richard] Owen to be 

wholly wanting, as well in the Gorilla, as in two Tasmanians and an Australian skull, a circumstance 

which is in accordance with the weak bodily constitutions of these savages (p.166). 

     

This then is an oblique paralleling by Schaaffhausen of ‘barbarous northerners’ (apparently pushed 

to the extremities of Europe by a superior race of invaders) to savage Australians, and in turn a 

paralleling of both of these ‘races’ to the Neanderthal.   
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Because the publication of Darwin’s Origin of Species was by this point still a year away, 

and thus because Schaaffhausen possessed no firm intellectual framework for conceiving of 

history in terms beyond a few thousand years, this ultimate ‘barbarous races before the Germans’ 

conclusion was not terribly bold in and of itself.  It was well known that the Romans had battled 

obscure peoples in the far corners of Europe as they expanded their range, and indeed 

Schaaffhausen, after citing Caesar’s antipathy toward the peoples he encountered in northwestern 

Europe, similarly cited the Roman writers Strabo and Diodorus, who claimed that “the Irish were 

voracious cannibals, and considered it praiseworthy to eat the bodies of their parents” (p.167).  

More pertinent still, European philologists, and to a considerable extent American too (see for 

example Henshaw 1889), had by that point already long understood world linguistic patterns as 

evincing an ancient ‘Aryan’ migration to the region from somewhere in southwestern Asia
10

, and 

in fact (as in the case of Retzious) in the decades preceding the Feldhofer discovery people across 

Europe were finding human bones with crania that often exhibited ‘unrefined’ features not unlike 

those characteristic of peoples European explorers had, since the Age of Discovery, been 

encountering on far-off continents.  Without ever using the word ‘Aryan’, Schaaffhausen appears 

to be invoking Aryan theory when he speaks of ‘before the Germans’.    

The most provocative aspect of Schaaffhausen’s report was that it was imbued with hints of 

transmutationism, an early form of evolutionist thinking.  Indeed Schaaffhausen’s report was 

presented against the backdrop of what was in German and French-speaking countries at the time a 

growing number of publications overtly engaged in working out the details as to how change might 

occur in the natural world.     

                                                      
10

 In 1786, Sir William Jones had argued for the affinity of Greek, Latin, Gothic, and Celtic to ancient 
Sanskrit, and in 1819, Jacob Grimm, in his Deutsche Grammatik, put forward the famous ‘law of the 
permutation of consonants’ within the Indo-Germanic group of languages. 
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Franz Unger was an Austrian botanist at the University of Vienna.  His 1852 publication 

“An Attempt at a History of the Vegetable Realm” (Versuch einer Geschichte der Planzenwelt) 

outlined his notion of common descent with modification, whereby, for Unger, instead of species 

themselves changing, it is some individuals that metamorphosed while the old type remained in 

existence for some time (see Temkin 1959).  Four years later, but two months before the 

discovery in the Neander Valley, Prince Charles Lucien Bonaparte, an active ornithologist and 

nephew of the famous Napoleon, offered an address to delegates at a convention of ornithology, 

articulating his belief that species are racial groups stabilized by the influence of the environment.  

Each of these two positions were thematically consistent with early evolutionary theories 

expounded by other intellectuals in Europe, including Darwin’s Origin argument, only a few years 

away from public debut, that races are merely species in the making that are merely not yet made 

stable (Wilkins 2009:126). 

Between the work of Unger and Bonaparte, Schaaffhausen himself discussed the idea of 

species transformation in his 1853 treatise “On the Constancy and Transformation of Species”.  

The immutability of species which most scientists regard as natural law is not proved, he 

proclaimed, for there are no unchangeable and definite characteristics of the species, and the 

borderline between species and subspecies [Art and Abart] is wavering and uncertain.  “Should it 

be thought derogatory to man”, asked Schaaffhausen rhetorically, and distinctly reminiscent of 

Rousseau’s words more than a hundred years earlier, “to regard him as the last and highest 

development of animal life, and derive all the superiority of his nature from the perfection of his 

organism ... especially as a series of most telling facts evidence the approximation of the most 

highly developed ape to the lowest type of man most clearly?” (Schaaffhausen quoted in Büchner 

1872:301-302). 
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German responses 
 

The barrier between ‘man’ and ‘brute’ was a highly contested borderland in mid-nineteenth 

century Europe.  The participants in this contest were not just scientists and religious leaders.  In 

fact there was also an internal battle between two factions of scientists themselves.  

Wholly against the notion of evolution, and thus wholly against the idea that man has 

‘brutes’ in his ancestry, was the prominent German physician, pathologist and anthropologist 

Rudolf Virchow, whose influence in the second half of the nineteenth century extended beyond 

science, especially in Germany, to the social and political domains, and might be comparable to the 

influence of France’s Georges Cuvier, the leading proponent of catastrophism, a half century 

before him (Radovcic 1988:51).  At the February 1857 Congress of National Scientists in Kassel, 

where Schaaffhausen and Fuhlrott presented the Feldhofer remains to the public for the first time, 

Schaaffhausen tried to pre-empt Virchow, insisting, among others things, that there is no reason 

whatever for regarding the unusual size of the Feldhofer skull’s sinuses as an individual or 

pathological deformity.  On the contrary, Schaaffhausen (1858) claimed, as per the Feldhofer’s 

autochthon status the skull “is unquestionably a typical race-character, and is physiologically 

connected with the uncommon thickness of the other bones of the skeleton, which exceeds by 

about one-half the usual proportions” (p.162). 

It was not enough.  Virchow, leader of Prussia’s Progressive party from 1880 to 1893 and 

founder of ‘social medicine’, disagreed with this and practically every statement Schaaffhausen 

made.  And because he was a leading world authority in the field few dared oppose him (Radovcic 

1988:52).  Virchow insisted the Feldhofer remains were simply those of a recently deceased idiot 

suffering from ‘hohlengicht’ (cave-gout) who, because of this affliction, must “have walked only 

in a somewhat grotesque manner” (quoted in Schrenk and Muller 2009:6). 

Left-leaning ideas of an inherent wrongness of class disparity informed Virchow’s view of 
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Marxist revolution having the potential to eradicate epidemic diseases among the poor (Trostle 

2005:25).  Virchow’s conception of the workings of the human body manifest as a kind of fusion 

of Marx’s views of a modern industrial Europe in sad ‘disorder’ and the emerging (and in some 

ways complementary) ‘holism’ which went on to find purchase in the work of late 

nineteenth-century French sociologist and once-accused German sympathizer Émile Durkheim, 

who, directly inspired by Comte and Spencer, offered “rules for distinguishing between the normal 

and the pathological” (Durkheim 1895[1964]:47).11  According to Virchow, the state, like the 

organism, was made up of individual units that carried out their own life-functions and also 

cooperated in the health of society as a whole.  People with mind and body disoriented by 

exploitive economic systems compromised the sanctity of that whole.  And thus the peculiar 

morphology of the Feldhofer specimen simply represented one individual’s biological deviation 

from the set standard.  The Feldhofer Man was a modern man; a sick man.  The entire idea of 

viewing the Feldhofer skull as sufficient evidence of a race, all of whom had the same type of skull 

formation, is simply untenable, Virchow declared, “[b]ecause then you would have to believe that 

it was entirely a pathological race” (Virchow 1872:163).   

Compliant with Virchow’s ardent anti-evolutionism, Mayer, Schaaffhausen’s anatomist 

colleague at the University of Bonn, even went so far as to claim that the painful rickets must have 

caused such chronic and severe frowning in the victim as to form the bony ridges above the eyes.  

Pointing out that a Cossack detachment had camped in the Neander Valley in 1814 during the 

Russian pursuit of Napoleon back across the Rhine, Mayer suggested that the distinctive curvature 

                                                      
11

 When society experienced sudden change or transition individuals were susceptible to normlessness 
(‘anomie’ Durkheim called it), the consequences of which were social pathologies like suicide.  Also, Marx 
vaguely chided the anthropomorphic starting point of Darwin’s language for the way it, in his eyes, 
naturalized a foul status quo; finding it “amusing” that Darwin would “recognize among beasts and plants his 
English society with its division of labour, competition, opening-up of new markets, ‘inventions’, and 
Malthusian ‘struggle for existence’ (Marx and Engels 1975:120).   
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of the femur indicated a horseback-riding Oriental who, far away from his homeland, deserted his 

comrades and crawled, sick and naked, into the cave to die (Davis 1865:xv):  “After all, the skull 

is more like that of a Mongol than that of an ape, or a gorilla, or a New Zealander” (quoted by 

Huxley 1864:437).  The fact that many of the great apes have a sagittal crest running from the 

front of their skulls to the back for the attachment of jaw muscles Mayer viewed as underscoring 

his point.  If the skeleton was that of a human ancestor leading from the primate line then the top 

of the skull should feature some kind of vestige of a sagittal crest.  But there was no such crest on 

the Feldhofer skull.  The only part of Schaaffhausen’s position Mayer may have agreed with, 

conserving elements of a traditional stereotype, was Schaaffhausen’s Retzius-informed reference 

to Irishmen.  While Schaffhausen thought the Feldhofer skull was distinctly similar to an ancient 

rounded Irish skull described by Retzius, Mayer in turn was of the opinion that it represented a 

degraded creature; ‘the disease of rickets being common among those who lived in wet houses and 

ate nothing but potatoes’ (Reader 1981:10).  Nevertheless, Mayer’s ultimate conclusion was blunt; 

even mocking: “Were this the skeleton of the oldest man, then the oldest man was a freak, and in 

antediluvian times, as today, there must have been malformed human beings such as are welcomed 

by the adherents of the teaching of the descent of mankind from the apes …” (Mayer 1864:16). 

Another prominent German to weigh in was the left-leaning zoologist and Frankfurt 

Parliamentarian Carl Vogt, much of whose work was imbued with well-known antagonism toward 

Marx (reflecting fierce competition between he and Marx over recognition for their related but 

separable socio-political philosophies).  Vogt, a scientific materialist, did accept the Feldhofer 

specimen’s potential antiquity, and in this sense he stood distinct from Virchow and Mayer.  

Nevertheless Vogt diagnosed the skull’s forehead as “that of an idiot or microcephalus”.  In his 

Lectures on Man (1864), Vogt proclaimed that “[a]s surely as a man of the white race with a brain 
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like that of the Hottentot Venus … would be an idiot, so surely would a white man with a Neander 

skull be an idiot in the midst of his more gifted race” (p.304).  Alas, African Hottentots and 

Neanderthals, in the eyes of Vogt, were similar in their lowness of intellect. 

Altogether, outside Schaaffhausen the general conclusion of the learned men of Germany 

was that the Feldhofer specimen represented some poor wretch who had suffered from various 

diseases that twisted his body and deformed its mind.    

 

Responses from beyond Germany 
 

With Schaaffhausen’s On the Crania of the Ancient Races of Man translated into English in 1861 

by British naval surgeon and zoologist George Busk, the esteemed geologist Charles Lyell visited 

Germany and brought photographs of the Feldhofer specimen as well as a cast of the skull back to 

London, which was exhibited between the skulls of a gorilla and a Negro (Constable 1973:14).  

Now the controversy surrounding the Neanderthal Man spread throughout Britain, the rest of 

Europe, and even, though with less initial force, to the ‘New World’. 

Proportionally, there were as many outside of Germany against the notion that the 

Feldhofer specimen represented an ancient race of man as there were in Germany itself, despite 

Schaaffhausen’s report, via Busk’s translation, reaching the English-speaking countries after the 

publication of Origin of Species.  The editors of The Medical Times and Gazette were among the 

first to respond, and were openly sceptical.  So too were German-born French physician and 

anti-evolutionist Franz Pruner-Bey (1863); England’s C. Carter Blake (1865), who was a founding 

fellow of the Anthropological Society of London; English physician and craniologist Joseph 

Barnard Davis; James Hunt, who was the President of the Anthropological Society; English 

biologist-paleontologist Sir Richard Owen; and Principal of Montréal’s McGill University, the 
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geologist and Doctor of Laws Sir John William Dawson.   

In the mid-nineteenth century the Medical Times and Gazette was Britain’s leading medical 

journal.  In 1862, reviewing the evidence for and against what they called “Homo Antiquus”, the 

editors of this journal opined that those who supported the notion that the Feldhofer specimen 

represented an individual from a prehistoric age were “in danger of allowing the wanderings of 

imagination to take the place of scientific deduction, and to lead us far away from sober fact” 

(MT&G 1862:672).  Schaaffhausen’s analysis, in their eyes, actually presented a profile of the 

Neanderthaler comparable to ‘Elshie, the Black Dwarf’, a hermit character regarded by locals in 

Sir Walter Scott’s Tales of My Landlord series as being in league with the Devil.  “A theory of 

rickets and idiocy”, they wrote, apparently (though not explicitly) taking Virchow’s lead, “would 

… go some way towards unravelling the mystery” (p.671). 

Pruner-Bey took a similar tack.  At the time of the Feldhofer discovery he had just arrived 

in Paris from Cairo, where his time spent as the Director of Egypt’s Military Hospital convinced 

him that ‘Negro blood had a negative influence on Egyptian moral character’ (Pruner-Bey 1846).  

This belief, still openly regarded as “interesting and instructive” (Wright 1912:132) more than fifty 

years later, was congruent with that put forward by American lawyer-ethnologist Lewis Henry 

Morgan and French statesmen Alphonse de Lamartine – Morgan claiming that “the moral and legal 

relations which constitute kinship [are] just another aspect of physiological relations” (Durkheim 

(1912[2001:8]) and De Lamartine, in his Voyage en Orient (1875), that “the blood of the race 

always acts and manifests itself after thousands of years on the physical forms and the moral habits 

of the family and the tribe” (p.289).  Using his own collection of skeletal remains as a point of 

comparison, Pruner-Bey likewise favoured the ‘idiot’ hypothesis put forward by Virchow.  He 

also noted that the Feldhofer skull in many respects resembled those not of ancient Irishman, as 
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Schaaffhausen had claimed, but in fact ‘existing Irishmen’ with low mental organization 

(Pruner-Bey 1863).   

Blake continued the general theme at an 1865 meeting of the Anthropological Society of 

London, in which Davis and Hunt, the President of the Society, were also in attendance.  At this 

meeting, immediately after a discussion on whether or not “photographs of the hands of [a] negro 

boy from Bunu” showed “indications of his being web-footed”, Blake read a paper entitled 

“Certain Simious Skulls, With Especial Reference to the Skull from Louth, Ireland”, which 

included remarks about the Feldhofer Neanderthal skull.  According to Blake the skull looked like 

that of a modern African or Mongol of Asia; which thus saw Blake’s interpretation less aligned 

with Pruner-Bey than the Cossack-minded Mayer.12  At this same meeting the anti-evolutionist 

Davis, who in 1865 co-authored Crania Britannica with psychiatrist-archaeologist John Thurman, 

argued that the strange shape of the Feldhofer skull was actually a kind of abnormality that can be 

found from time to time worldwide, and thus, contrary to Schaaffhausen’s suggestion, not a 

race-character of any kind (Davis 1865b:288).  Davis cited a ‘No. 1224 Congo Negro skull’ held 

by Samuel George Morton, a renowned Philadelphia anatomist who believed the mental faculties 

of American Indians to be of “a decidedly inferior cast when compared to Caucasian or Mongolian 

races” (Morton 1839:81).  In citing this skull from the Congo, Davis’ intention was to underscore 

his point about how, indeed, in practically all societies across the world people are sometimes born 

with skulls that display premature synostosis (p.294-295).  Plainly criticizing Schaaffhausen, 

Davis (1865a) ultimately argued that it was “very unfortunate that the transmutationists should 

have taken up the case [of the Neanderthaler] as an illustration of the theory of the genetic 

derivation of man from beast” (p.xvii).  Hunt closed the meeting.  “The impression produced on 

                                                      
12

 Hrdlička (1913) notes that “Blake and his followers regarded the specimen as probably proceeding from 
an idiot” (p.99). 
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my mind by the reproduction of the subject [the cast of the Neanderthal skull]”, he proclaimed, 

“was an unpleasant one” (p.xvii).  Ultimately, Hunt expressed his support for Davis’ idea that the 

strange appearance of the skull had something to do with abnormal synostosis. 

There were still others to weigh in.  Owen, who in earlier years had sparred with Huxley 

on the formation of the human skull and, following that, the structural differences between the 

brains of apes and humans, was the founder of the British Museum (Natural History).  Of course 

Schaaffhausen, as we have seen, cited Owen’s measurements of skulls of great apes to make a case 

for the ‘weak bodily constitutions of the savages’.  Nevertheless, Owen went against 

Schaaffhausen’s interpretation of the Feldhofer skull, wholly agreeing, along with Hunt, with the 

‘common abnormality’ position put forward by Davis (Theunissen 1989:11).  And Dawson 

(1864) made a similar claim too.  His position is particularly unique, however, in the way Dawson 

argued that such peculiar skull shapes are not a worldwide ‘occasional phenomenon’, but in fact 

such ‘occasionality’ only occurs in Europe.  That is to say, in some places beyond Europe such 

cranial morphology is in fact constant and universal.  Specifically, according to Dawson, 

“characters for which [the skull] is eminent, are found, perhaps in a less degree, in the rude tribes of 

America and Australia” (p.53-54).  “It is also doubtful”, Dawson continued, “whether this 

skeleton really indicates a race at all”: 

 

It may have been one of those wild men, half-crazed, half-idiotic, cruel and strong, who are always 

more or less to be found on the outskirts of barbarous tribes, and who now and then appear in civilized 

communities to be consigned perhaps to the penitentiary or gallows, when their murderous 

propensities manifest themselves (p.54). 
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This hypothesis of Dawson’s represents the most explicit superimposition of an ‘individualist’ 

interpretation of the Feldhofer remains (‘it could have been a madman’) over a broader racial 

schematic (‘it could have been a member of a rude tribe’).  But Dawson’s words are also 

significant for the way they also blend the idea of racial gradation with negative prejudgements 

concerning urban and rural living.  Echoing the tradition of xenophobia as it exists in European 

folklore, Neanderthal Man is here quite close to being made one with those fallen, feral creatures, 

referenced throughout the early nineteenth century by numerous influential thinkers, including 

German naturalist Johann Friedrich Blumenbach, who considered feral children such as 

Hannover’s famed Peter the Wild Boy “a specimen of the true natural man” (Blumenbach 

1811:331); by which he meant man as animal.   

 

But beyond Pruner-Bey, Blake, Davis, Hunt, Owen and Dawson, a small number of the day’s 

science-minded élite outside Germany did support Schaaffhausen’s interpretation, or at least were 

willing to take his views on the prehistoric potential of Neanderthal Man relatively seriously.  

This included Busk, the translator of Schaaffhausen’s report and a close friend of 

anatomist-biologist Thomas Huxley; the English lawyer-geologist Lyell’ France’s eminent brain 

expert and the founder of the Société d’Anthropologie in Paris, Pierre Paul Broca; Galway 

geologist William King, and University of Edinburgh Principal William Turner.  It also included 

Huxley himself. 

Busk attached a brief note to the end of his translation of the Schaaffhausen report, offering 

his own opinion on the discovery in the Neander Valley.  Busk’s particular explanation of the 

brow-ridges did, however, somewhat differ from Schaaffhausen’s.     
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Dr. Schaaffhausen appears to regard this extraordinary conformation as due to an expansion of the 

frontal sinuses.  In this we [Busk never makes clear who exactly, other than himself, he means by 

‘we’] are not disposed altogether to agree with him; but as we have had an opportunity, through the 

kindness of Sir Charles Lyell, of examining only plaster cast of the cranium, in which the interior is not 

shown, we, of course, are able to speak but doubtfully on the subject.  A main reason for our 

disagreement with Professor Schaaffhausen arises from the circumstance that a considerable elevation 

of the same part is often observed in recent crania, more especially, as he states, in those belonging to 

savage and barbarous races, in which no extraordinary expansion of the sinuses is found to exist 

(p.173). 

 

For Busk then, while it was certainly interesting that certain savage races of the world display the 

same prominent brow-ridges as Neanderthal, it was unlikely that these brow-ridges were in any 

way related to size of sinuses.  Nevertheless, citing “figures taken from the cranium of a Red 

Indian … procured from an ancient burial-place in Tennessee, and in which … the supraorbital 

prominence is most marked” (Schaaffhausen 1852), Busk agreed that the Neanderthal bones were 

likely of enormous antiquity.  Specifically, and here Busk intimates his support of evolutionary 

theory, while the shape of the skull was indicative of savagery, “the conformation of the cranium 

… in this instance is so remarkable, as justly to excite the utmost interest, approaching as it does in 

one respect that of some of the higher apes” (p.172).   

Lyell, in his The Geological Evidences of the Antiquity of Man (1863), relied heavily on the 

authority of Huxley in his description of the Feldhofer skull, but some opinions offered were 

uniquely his own.  “It is now admitted that the differences between the brain of the highest races 

of man and that of the lowest, though less in degree, are of the same order as those which separate 

the human from the simian brain”, Lyell wrote, continuing the theme of racial gradation 

conspicuous in the analysis of the Neanderthal fossils offered by others going all the way back to 

Schaaffhausen.  

 

[A]nd the same rule holds good in regard to the shape of the skull.  The average Negro skull differs 

from that of the European in having a more receding forehead, more prominent supercillary ridges, and 
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more largely developed prominences and furrow for the attachment of muscles; the face also, and its 

lines, are larger proportionally.  The brain is somewhat less voluminous on the average in the lower 

races of mankind, its convolutions rather less complicated, and those of the two hemispheres more 

symmetrical, in all which points an approach is made to the simian type (p.90-91).   

 
 

Lyell never fully accepted human evolution.  Nevertheless his consideration of the Neanderthal 

skull entailed open engagement with the fundamental tenets of evolutionary theory put forward by 

both Darwin and Lamark.  Lyell also applied the healthy/pathological dichotomy to his analysis.   

 

The direct bearing of the ape-like character of the Neanderthal skull on Lamarck’s doctrine of 

progressive development and transmutation, or on that modification of it which has of late been so ably 

advocated by Mr. Darwin, consists in this, that the newly observed deviation from a normal standard of 

human structure is not in a casual or random direction, but just what might have been anticipated if the 

laws of variation were such as the transmutationists require.  For if we conceive the cranium to be 

very ancient, it exemplifies a less advanced stage of progressive development and improvement.  If it 

be a comparatively modern race, owing its peculiarities of conformation to degeneracy, it is an 

illustration of what the botanists have called “atavism,” or the tendency of varieties to revert to an 

ancestral type, which type, in proportion to its antiquity, would be of lower grade (p.92).   

 

 

Broca, considered a political radical in France because of his Cuvier-defying evolutionary 

beliefs, was much more succinct in his analysis than Lyell.  Broca proclaimed that “[i]diocy, 

competent to produce a cranium of this kind [shape], is necessarily microcephalic [small in size]; 

now this skull is not microcephalous, therefore it is not that of an idiot” (quoted in Huxley 

1864:441).  King, a former student of Lyell, was also more decisive.  Of all the writers in favour 

of the great antiquity potential of Neanderthal, King was in fact most emphatic.  “In general 

terms”, he wrote in his “The Reputed Fossil Man of the Neanderthal” (1864), “the Neanderthal 

skull is of an elongated oval form, with a basal outline bearing much resemblance to that of the 

Negro” (p.90).  And attached to this particular comparison of the Negro to the Neanderthal was 

King’s repeated use of the word ‘species’.  King never flat out stated that the Neanderthal was a 

representative of a distinct kind of human, but the insinuations were obvious.  Not only did he 
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refer to Neanderthal as ‘Homo neanderthalensis’ in a footnote on the last page of his analysis, but 

he also spoke of ‘our species’ in terms clearly meant to exclude or ostracize Neanderthal, creating 

a clear, ‘natural’ (biological) line of difference between ‘us’ and ‘them’.  “On the whole, there is a 

remarkable absence of those contours and proportions [in the Feldhofer skull] which prevail in the 

forehead of our species; and few can refuse to admit that the deficiency more closely approximates 

the Neanderthal fossil to the anthropoid apes than to Homo sapiens” (p.90).  Not just the forehead, 

but the back of the Feldhofer skull was noteworthy for King: “The Neanderthal cranium, in its 

posterior features, is approached by some savage races; also occasionally by a few inhabitants of 

the British Isles” (p.91). 

In King’s analysis then, while we see perhaps the most explicit conflation of species and 

race concepts, in his reference to ‘a few inhabitants of the British Isles’ we also see yet another 

effort to connect specific non-European racial characteristics to ‘pathological individuals’ in 

Europe itself; effectively making savagery an individual problem for some ‘degraded’ people of 

Europe and a wholly racial problem for practically everyone beyond.  King argued that given the 

‘flatness’ of the Neanderthal head (flatness being the same term used by the editors of the German 

newspaper Barmer Bürgerblatt to describe the crania of Indians ‘still living in the American 

West’) Neanderthals must thereby have been incapable of higher intellectual function, including 

believing in God and understanding morality.  King’s point of comparison was the Mincopies of 

the Andaman Islands in the Indian Ocean, “the most degraded races we are acquainted with” 

(p.93).  “The Andamaner, it is indisputable, possesses but the dimmest conceptions of the 

existence of the Creator of the Universe: his ideas on this subject, and on his own moral 

obligations, place him very little above animals of marked sagacity” (p.96).  Highlighting the 

cranial morphology of Andaman Islanders as well as gorillas and chimpanzees, King goes on to 
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say “[t]here seems no reason to believe otherwise than that similar darkness [as that of 

Andamaners and apes] characterized the being to which the [Feldhofer] fossil belonged” (p.96).        

Huxley insisted it would take decades of research to really verify the ‘truth’ of natural 

selection (Lightman 1987:156-157), yet was adamant that indeed, in his words, Man’s place in 

nature and relation to the universe of things was “[t]he question of questions” (Huxley 1863:71).  

Just as Schaaffhausen had done, Huxley took pains to qualify his own account of Neanderthal.  In 

1863, the year Abraham Lincoln set all Negros in the United States free, Huxley informed Lyell 

that “[t]here can be no doubt that, as Professor Schaaffhausen and Mr. Busk have stated, this skull 

is the most brutal of all known human skulls, resembling those of apes” (quoted in Lyell 1863:84).  

But, as it was for Broca, the ample braincase was a particular point of intrigue for Huxley.  With 

specific reference to Schaaffhausen’s measurements of “some Hindoo skulls” (46 cubic inches as 

compared to 114 cubic inches for “the most capacious healthy European skull”), Huxley claimed 

that “[t]he Neanderthal cranium stands … in [brain] capacity, very nearly on a level with the mean 

of the two human extremes, and very far above the pithecoid maximum” (Huxley quoted in Lyell 

1863:84).  Huxley too was against the idiocy hypothesis, claiming that “idiotcy [sic] is compatible 

with very various forms and capacities of the cranium, but I know of none which present the least 

resemblance to the Neanderthal skull” (p.85).  Referencing the natives of Australia, who “are 

probably as pure and homogenous in blood, customs, and language as any race of savages in 

existence” (p.87), he argued ultimately that the Neanderthal skull “manifests but an extreme degree 

of a stage of degradation” (p.85).    

This assessment of Huxley’s thus positioned him as somewhat a fence-sitter on the issue.  

The Neanderthal, for Huxley, had a big brain and was somewhat intelligent, but no more than the 

contemporary savage.  He became still more cautious however after the University of 
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Edinburgh’s Turner weighed in with his own opinion; one which featured, compellingly, reference 

by Turner to a separate calvarium found during mid-nineteenth century excavations for the 

construction of Aberdeen’s Gordon Hospital, handed to Turner by Scotland’s Assistant 

Commissioner of Lunacy, Arthur Mitchell.  Turner acknowledged a certain apishness in the 

Feldhofer skull.  Nevertheless, after an erudite summation of the known facts, he offered a 

warning that balanced this apishness with the ‘apes among us’ argument offered by Dawson, King 

and others.  

 

How cautious … we ought to be in generalizing either as to the pithecoid affinities or psychical 

endowments of the man to whom it [the skull] appertained.  It is as yet but an isolated specimen; of its 

history prior to the day of its discovery, we are altogether ignorant; its geological age even is quite 

uncertain.  In coming to any conclusion, therefore, we have no facts to guide us, save those which are 

furnished by an examination of its structural characters. And whatever marks of degradation these may 

exhibit, yet they are closely paralleled in the crania of some of the men, and women too, now living 

and moving in our midst (Turner 1864:258). 

 

In 1864, after Turner and the same year the Government of France decreed physical anthropology 

“a science of public utility” (Hrdlička 1919:16), we see Huxley, making explicit reference to 

Turner’s opinion, return to reflecting on the Neanderthal; now reminding his readers that the 

connection between this set of skeletal material and the evolution of modern humans was still 

anyone’s guess.  Huxley in fact offered an analogy that referenced British jurist and social 

reformer Bentham, famed inventor of the Panoptic Prison as “a new mode of obtaining power of 

mind over mind, in a quantity hitherto without example” (Bentham 1787[1995]:29). 

 

If the dissector of Jeremy Bentham had found a levator claviculæ, or a couple of bellies of the flexor 

brevis digitorum arising from the tendons of the deep flexors of the foot, as is sometimes the case in 

man, he would have had a perfect right to say that these were pithecoid characters; but it by no means 

follows that he should have supposed the philosopher to be the ‘missing link’ (Huxley 1864:442). 
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As it was then, though Busk, Lyell, Broca, King, Turner and Huxley all offered some 

definite degree of support for Schaaffhausen’s original opinion on Neanderthal, there was no one 

in the greater-European intellectual community willing to say that the Feldhofer remains 

unequivocally belonged to a species of a prehistoric age now fully and completely extinct.  

Huxley believed in evolution by natural selection; believed in the prehistoric potential of 

Neanderthal Man; but like most Victorian scholars he also believed in racial differences of the kind 

that might indeed explain the Neanderthaler’s beetle-brows and bulging occipital.  In a 1866 book 

called Pre-Historic Remains of Caithness he co-authored with Minister of Finance in colonial 

India, Samuel Laing, Huxley even noted “extensive coincidences” (Laing and Huxley 1866:131) 

between a ‘flattened’ Aboriginal Australian cranium held at London’s Museum of the Royal 

College of Surgeons with the by now oft-referenced ‘Irish river-bed forms’. 

Just as in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries the antiquaries of the time were 

drawn from the class of country gentlemen, the ‘cultured’ classes, whose wealth and leisure were 

dependent upon an agricultural or small-town mode of life, in the late eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries their numbers were increased by the addition of similar men of leisure drawn 

from the classes enriched by the great industrial activities of the age (Casson 1940:187).  The 

wealthy English banker and Liberal Party MP, Sir John Lubbock, was one such man.  Huxley’s 

racial contextualization of the Feldhofer skull was backed by Lubbock, who in 1865 authored 

Pre-historic Times, as Illustrated by Ancient Remains and the Manners and Customs of Modern 

Savages (1865), which went on to become a best-seller for half a century (Daniel and Renfrew 

1988:41).  This book title chosen by Lubbock evinces how ‘modern savages’ were quickly 

becoming regarded by scientists and the science-minded ‘men of leisure’ as living examples of 

Stone Age life.  Lubbock modified the Stone Age temporal category, part of the ‘Three-Age’ 
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(Stone, Bronze, Iron) periodization system put forward by archaeologists and, by 1865, already in 

use for decades; by dividing it into the Paleolithic (old stone) and later Neolithic (new stone) 

periods.  The Paleolithic was characterized by flaked stone tools, whereas the Neolithic was 

characterized by more sophisticated ground and polished tools.  Organizing the past in this 

fashion implied a certain linear progression, whereby history as well as human biological 

development went from simple to complex in an ever ascending line to the present.  In support of 

the Feldhofer skull’s potential great antiquity Lubbock (1865), similar to Broca, King and Huxley 

before him, proclaimed there is not the slightest reason for the ‘idiot’ hypothesis and speculated 

that the Neanderthal may have indeed come from the Paleolithic age, adding that “though the shape 

of the skull is so remarkable, the brain appears to have been of considerable size, and, indeed, is 

estimated by Professor Huxley at about seventy-five cubic inches, which is the average capacity of 

the Polynesian and Hottentot skulls” (p.332).        
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Chapter Three 
 

The input offered by the various figures in Chapter Two reveal that the Feldhofer skeletal remains 

necessitated thinking about living peoples as much as dead objects, and simultaneously whole 

societies as much as individuals.  The greatest anxieties generated by the Neanderthaler clearly 

concern forced connections – in other words, biological kinships, internalized, that people have no 

hope of opting out of.  There were various ways of dealing with the fear of forced connections and 

the attendant idea that, in the developmental metaphor of evolution, the primitive past may not be 

safely past.  One way of course was to appeal to a Christian God responsible for differentiating 

humans from animals by gifting man with a mind or soul.
13

  But such an argument was 

increasingly difficult to defend, or at least openly articulate, in the face of an increasingly 

pervasive scientific rationality, including a modern system of medical jurisprudence insisting on 

‘objective answers’ only.  Practically everyone had a stake in how exactly Neanderthal was 

defined, including those, toward the end of the colonial era, already enjoying positions of 

socio-political power.  Rather than appealing to God, the strategy utilized became one of 

construing an amplified animalness in the ‘other’, not only savage races from far way lands but 

also lower class Europeans and associated ‘undesirables’.  Crô-Magnon, as we see in this Chapter, 

became pivotal to this process precisely because Crô-Magnon before long became positioned as 

‘ancient but so very like us’; the effect of which was the establishment of a ready-at-hand tool that 

could be utilized to alienate Neanderthal, and thus those people of the world ‘Neanderthal-like’, 

                                                      
13

 Undoubtedly aware of the Neanderthal debate (though his writings are practically devoid of any mention 
of Neanderthals) Russel Wallace, Darwin’s protagonist, refused to accept the natural evolution of the mind 
(Bowler 1986:3).  In 1869 Wallace wrote that “[i]n the brain of the lowest savages, and, as far as we know of 
the prehistoric races, we have an organ … little inferior in size and complexity to that of the highest types. 
…But the mental requirements of the lowest savages, such as the Australians or Andaman Islanders, are 
very little above those of many animals. …How, then, was the organ developed so far beyond the needs of 
its possessor?  Natural Selection could only have endowed the savage with a brain a little superior to that 
of the ape, whereas he actually possesses one but very little inferior to that of the average members of our 
learned societies” (Wallace 1869[1991]:32).  
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when and where necessary.     

 

Gentleman of fortune continue the search 

In 1797, fifty-nine years before the discovery in the Feldhofer Cave of Germany’s Neander Valley, 

John Frere, MP for Norwich and the squire of Roydon Hall, wrote a letter to the secretary of the 

Society of Antiquarians in London to say he had found humanly manufactured stone tools in a 

brick-clay pit at Hoxne, near the Waveney River, England, in the same stratigraphic levels as the 

bones of long-extinct animals like tropical hippopotamuses (Collins 1976:8).  So numerous were 

the chipped stones, remarked Frere, in a foreshadowing of Fuhlrott’s frustration at the ‘careless’ 

Neanderthal quarry labourers, that the “workmen emptied baskets of them into the ruts of the 

adjoining road before becoming aware of their value” (quoted by Wright 1912:297).  Frere’s 

report, published in 1800 in the journal Archaeologia, was roundly ignored by the scientific 

community (Büchner 1872:25).  In the 1830s, during surveying and digging operations for canal 

construction, Jacques Boucher de Perthes, “a gentleman of fortune who holds a position under 

government” (Edinburgh Review 1863:132), began finding scores of bones and stone axes in the 

gravel terraces of the river Somme valley in north-western France that he recognized as similar to 

worked flints he had seen in Italian caves years before.  De Perthes argued that the artefacts 

accumulated before the ‘Deluge’ spoken of in the Old Testament, and solicited the help of locals to 

find more.  But his reports, including his 1846 book Antiquités Celtiques et Antédiluviennes, 

which Darwin admitted years later at having read, were ignored too.  However, the dismissal of 

both Frere and De Perthes swiftly changed to attention in the immediate wake of the Neanderthal 

discovery and the publication of Darwin’s Origin of Species.  Here Lyell, as much an influence on 

Darwin as the political economist and demographer Thomas Malthus, had a direct role. 



 
 

56 
 

In the autumn of 1858, the year Schaaffhausen provided the world with the first official 

analysis of the Feldhofer specimen, Scottish geologist Hugh Falconer, having returned from 

British India where he served as a scientific advisor, saw De Perthes’ collection in Abbeville and 

via letter persuaded English geologists Joseph Prestwich and John Evans to visit the gravel beds in 

France’s Somme Valley and undertake a firsthand examination of the evidence, something no one, 

including France’s renowned medical doctor Marcel-Jérôme Rigollot, who openly scorned De 

Perthes, had bothered to do.  Evans was a man “typical of the very learned and very painstaking 

antiquary of the early nineteenth century”, and indeed “had the advantages of wealth, which gave 

him the necessary leisure for his studies” (Casson 1940:252).  Evans was accompanied to France 

by his young son Arthur.  It was Arthur Evans in fact who soon discovered a flint implement in 

situ; his father duly concluding that the stone tools at Abbeville represented the “remains of a race 

of men who existed at the time [of the Deluge]” (quoted in Daniel and Renfrew 1988:36).  In 1859 

Lyell, who had by now brought the casts of the Feldhofer skull to London for Huxley and others to 

see, also assessed the site; himself obtaining seventy flint instruments, many “not unlike some 

stone implements, used to this day as hatchets and tomahawks by natives of Australia” (Lyell 

1863:113).  “Then”, proclaimed a triumphant De Perthes in a 1860 address to his Société 

d’émulation, “the doctor Rigollot, who, on hearsay, had for ten years been my constant adversary, 

… understood that I was right” (De Perthes 1864:13). 

As Lyell confesses in his widely circulated Antiquity of Man (1863), he, like so many 

others, was largely unconvinced by the pre-Origins musings about transmutation and change; this 

reflected in, for example, his visiting a burial place in 1840s Mississippi and expressing ‘strong 

bias’ “as to the antecedent improbability of the contemporaneous entombment of man and the 

mastodon” (p.200).  Yet the Feldhofer discovery, the publication of Darwin’s Origin of Species 
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and the stone tools found by De Perthes influenced him.  Lyell’s own contribution to the cause of 

the evolutionists was his confirmation of two very important things: first, that the stratifications at 

the site where De Perthes found the worked stones evinced enormous geological time periods and, 

second, that the chalk plateau of Picardy, France, had to have once been connected to the chalk 

lands of Kent, England, before long-term erosion forces created the Straight of Dover.  Along 

with Prestwich, Lyell also believed that the winter climate of the Somme at the time the stone tools 

were manufactured was at least some twenty degrees colder than at the present, and that the life 

habits of the people living in the region may have resembled those of today’s natives living around 

Hudson’s Bay (Edinburgh Review 1863:135).   

The people who had for so long ignored De Perthes were now talking.  Indeed, as Lyell 

(1863) confirms, “[a]fter a lively discussion on the subject in England and France it was 

remembered not only that there were numerous recorded cases leading to similar conclusions in 

regard to cavern deposits, but also that Mr. Frere had, so long ago as 1797, found flint weapons, of 

the same type as those of Amiens” (p.104-105).  Lyell’s summary of this lively discussion 

included a note about the assumption by many in France that the locals assisting De Perthes were, 

in Lyell’s words, “negligent peons”: “Some of the tools figured in the [De Perthes’ article] 

‘Antiquités Celtiques’ were so rudely shaped, that many imagined them to have owed their 

peculiar forms to accidental fractures in a river’s bed; others suspected frauds on the part of the 

workmen, who might have fabricated them for sale” (p.95).
14

   

But more than just Frere’s discovery of stone tools in England was now remembered.  In 

1852 a cave with an entrance almost completely covered by a slab of sandstone was found by 

                                                      
14

 De Perthes was known to have given two to five francs for a ‘stone axe’ specimen found by the workmen.  
He doubled the price if he were apprised of the specimen’s discovery before it was removed from the matrix 
in which it was embedded (Edinburgh Review 1863:133). 
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chance near the little French town of Aurignac, in the Department of the Haute Garonne, by a 

labourer named Jean-Baptiste Bonnemaison.  In the haphazard amateur excavation of this cave 

(presumably undertaken by Bonnemaison, but the records are not clear) skeletal remains of at least 

seventeen men, women and children were found.  Because this was well prior to the Feldhofer 

discovery, the 1859 publication of Origin of Species and indeed the Lyell-led 1859 vindication of 

De Perthes and Frere, the skeletons of Aurignac Cave were hence given a terse Christian reburial 

some place nearby.  Yet after 1859 a growing body of Europe’s social élite began prowling 

through the caves and grottoes of civilized Europe.  This included a French magistrate named 

Eduard Lartet, who recalled Bonnemaison’s discovery and promptly re-examined the Cavern 

d’Aurgicnac.  It seems no one in town (Bonnemaison included) could remember the precise 

location of the hasty burial made eight years previous, and thus “[t]he skeletons could not be found 

in their place of second internment” (Büchner 1872:14).  Nevertheless, in the flat terrace in front 

of the cave Lartet did find an ancient hearth and the fragmented remains of slaughtered animals.   

Shortly after his work at Aurignac, the now highly motivated Lartet found many flints, 

stone tools, and bones; some with distinctive cut-marks on their surface “exhibiting evident 

impressions of human agency” (Wells 1862:301) near Massat in southern France.  And in 1863, 

with both financial and shovel-in-hand assistance from the wealthy English banker-industrialist, 

Henry Christy, he also dug up, in ancient soil under a cliff in France’s Vézere Valley, a mammoth’s 

tusk with a picture of a mammoth engraved on it; which immediately reminded Lartet of a 

remarkable but otherwise forgotten bone with engravings of two deer found by another lawyer, this 

one named Brouillet, in a grotto near the town of Savigné (Wendt 1955:210; see also Graziozi 

1960).  Lartet and Christy quickly became firm backers of the notion that, in Christy’s words, “the 

various races of men (though at widely different periods) have passed through what has been 
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designated as the ‘Age of Stone’” (Christy 1865:362).  Their discoveries, including the engraved 

mammoth tusk, were displayed as the showpiece of the Paris Exhibition of 1867.  Because 

mammoth’s were known to be long extinct, many took it as further proof that men who drew 

pictures, thinking men, lived in the distant age of the mammoths.  If true, this would be more 

evidence against Irish Archbishop James Ussher’s by now already widely doubted Old 

Testament-based calculation of 6000 years for the age of mankind.  Yet it was only another small 

drawing etched in bone.  In the eyes of the anti-evolutionists of the 1860s (and there was still a 

number, Virchow included, who remained holdouts), outside of the dubious Feldhofer Neanderthal 

all that existed to this point were ‘theories’ coupled with crude stones and drawings on animal 

bones.  What was needed was a quality ancient human fossil itself.  And it had to be definitely 

‘human’, that is to say European, and not freakishly ‘humanoid’ and thus either pathological or 

simply a deceased member of a ‘savage’ race like the Mongols, the Australians, the Hottentots, the 

Polynesians, the Negros or even, in many Victorian’s eyes, some ‘existing Irish’ or other ‘brutish 

peoples’. 

In 1866, three years after Lartet and Christy dug up the engraved mammoth tusk, 

archaeologist Édouard Dupont, with the aid of a grant by the Belgian government, discovered an 

incomplete lower jaw in a limestone cave called Trou de la Naulette in the valley of the River 

Lesse near the Belgian village of Furfooz.  No one knew what to make of this find.  Among the 

few to comment on it was French doctor-ethnologist Ernest Hamy and the eminent Broca, the latter 

of whom, as we have seen, wholly opposed the notion that the Feldhofer skullcap was that of an 

idiot.  In his Précis de Paléontologie Humaine (1870), Hamy suggested that this massive chinless 

jaw belonged to the same race as the cranium found in the Feldhofer cave of the Neander Valley.  

In turn, because only a skullcap, two thigh bones and a number of rib and pelvic fragments were 
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recovered from the Neander Valley’s Feldhofer Grotto, Broca emphasized the importance of the 

Furfooz jaw.  If it was indeed of the strange ‘Neanderthal race’ then this went some distance to 

confirming that the Feldhofer specimen was not just some kind of pathological one-off.  Indeed 

the Neanderthaler could have conceivably been an ancestor of modern Europeans.  The jaw, 

proclaimed Broca, is the first evidence to provide the Darwinians with an anatomical argument – 

“It is the first link in the chain which, according to them, ought to lead from Man to monkeys” 

(quoted in Boule and Vallois 1957:225). 

But Broca’s statement, predictably, brought no finality to the issue.  The Feldhofer 

remains indeed did not include a jaw, and thus any comparison between Feldhofer and Furfooz was 

tenuous at best.  More fragmented remains of a rather atypical aspect were soon found at Grenelle, 

a borough of Paris, which a number of scholars associated with the remains found at Furfooz; 

calling the new set of bones ‘Furfooz-Grenelle Men’.  Nevertheless, this did equally little to move 

the debate forward.  Ancient skeletal remains both complete and ‘unquestionably human’, needed 

in order to even finally validate the very notion of a human prehistory, were yet to be found.   

 

Crô-Magnon as Neanderthal foil 
 

By 1868 the time had come.  Two years after La Naulette, Eduard Lartet’s son Louis made a 

discovery the importance of which was matched only by the original 1856 Feldhofer find.  

Workman seeking gravel for a railroad near the village of Les Eyzies in France’s Dordogne region 

exposed the remains of four men, a woman and an infant buried under a rock shelter known as 

‘Crô-Magnon’.  “With prudence and good feeling, such as are unfortunately too often wanting, 

but which all lovers of Palethnological Studies will be glad to hear of, the Contractors at once 

stopped the works” (L. Lartet 1869[1875]:66).  The rock shelter was officially excavated by the 
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junior Lartet at the request of Victor Duruy, France’s Minister of Public Instruction, “from whom 

studies of this kind receive high encouragement” (p.62).  Each skeleton was arranged in a way 

suggesting deliberate burial, and the woman’s skull featured a large fracture indicating some sort 

of trauma before death.  Pierced sea shells and an ivory amulet were also found at the rock shelter, 

the latter by a local schoolboy who had been middling around the site (Movius Jr. 1969:331).  

Most important though was the site’s stratigraphy, which, in addition to the fact that the bones were 

situated in association with the remains of extinct animals, indicated a remarkable age of 25,000 

years, perhaps 30,000, for the Crô-Magnon skeletons.  Critically, this was approaching what some 

assumed to be the age of the Neanderthal of glacial Europe. 

The immediate analyses of Crô-Magnon understandably came from Europe’s 

French-speaking scientific community as the French had first access to the material.  Other than 

the Lartets, those to immediately weigh in included anthropologist Gabriel de Mortillet, who was 

once a pupil of Lartet Sr. and went on to be entrusted with the arrangement of the prehistoric 

collections in the French Museum of National Antiquities at St-Germain-en-Laye.  There was also 

Broca, who was De Mortillet’s associate at the Anthropological Society of Paris; Pruner-Bay, who 

had argued that the Feldhofer Neanderthal skull was similar to some ‘existing Irishmen’; and the 

naturalist Jean Louis Armand de Quatrefages.   

Louis Lartet, the excavator of the Crô-Magnon rock shelter, was convinced the remains 

were not only distinct from Neanderthal and the apparently Neanderthal-looking Furfooz-Grenelle 

Men, but also of a high antiquity.  He pointed to the layers of sediment, artifacts and debris that 

had accumulated above the skeletons as obvious evidence of this antiquity.  De Mortillet, who 

believed in universal unilinear cultural evolution and whose political and social activism make him 

an influential figure in the history of paleoanthropology (Goodrum 2009:342), agreed that the 
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Crô-Magnon specimens were unique from the Furfooz type, drawing upon Retzius’ cranial 

classification scheme to make his point.  De Mortillet however disagreed with Lartet about the 

exact age of Crô-Magnon, arguing that though the remains may have been prehistoric they were 

nevertheless still post-Ice Age.  Within this scheme of De Mortillet’s there thus remained some 

vague scope for Crô-Magnon to have evolved out of Neanderthal because, in his eyes, the former, 

however antiquated it might be, seemed to appear on the scene after the latter.   

For his part Broca (1868[1875]) emphasised just how important the Crô-Magnon find was 

in terms of the ongoing debate with respect to Neanderthal, and thus the debate as to the origins of 

Homo sapiens.  “No discovery could be of greater interest to Anthropologists than that of these 

bones” (p.97), he proclaimed.  His explanation of the importance is worth quoting in its entirety 

for the way it reflects two key things with respect to the inherent ambiguity of the missing link 

concept:  First, it reflects what was the prevailing evolutionary view that races were merely 

species in the making and indeed different races would become entirely different species if given 

enough space and time, and, second, that the ‘human race’ had duly become a species unto itself, 

whatever its ancestral racial ‘cousins’ now are.   

 

The remains of the Men of the Quaternary Period [Neanderthals] that we have hitherto been able to 

study belonged, for the most part, to individuals of short stature, with a rather small cranium, and a 

more or less prognathious face.  Hence it has been concluded that the primitive population of Europe 

belonged to a Negroid race, according to some, and according to others to a Mongoloid race....  The 

facts on which this opinion rests I take as exact; but it rests also on a preconceived idea, which, for my 

part, I have long combated – namely, that in Quaternary Europe there was only one race of Men.  

Starting with the ethnocentric theory, that the diversity of the Human Race is produced by the 

influence of time and circumstances, the holders of the above-mentioned opinion admit that the typical 

differences ought to be less and less as we look back to past ages; and when the Polygenists object that 

the separation of the principal groups of races was already complete in the earliest historical times, 

they are told that it was not in those times, so close to our own, but in the immense and incalculable 

preceding periods that the divergences from the original type were manifested (p.98).   
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Among others things, Broca was thus grappling with the evidence that suggested Neanderthal Man 

and Crô-Magnon Man lived in Europe concurrently.  But what, in Broca’s eyes, was their exact 

relationship?  Crô-Magnon’s status as ‘first European’ had as yet not fully solidified.  With the 

Crô-Magnon woman’s skull in mind, or more precisely the hole in that skull, Broca was evidently 

engrossed, in ways reminiscent of Dawson’s ‘Wild Man’ hypothesis, on the potential murderous 

propensity of Crô-Magnon Man; murderousness of course being a trait not at all be becoming of 

the ‘civilized’ European.   

 

The great volume of the [Crô-Magnon’s] brain, the development of the frontal region, the fine 

elliptical profile of the anterior portion of the skull, and the orthognathism of the upper facial region, 

are incontestable characters of superiority, which are met with usually only in the civilized races.  On 

the other hand, the great breadth of face, the alveolar prognathism, the enormous development of the 

ascending ramus of the lower jaw, the extent and roughness of the muscular insertions, especially for 

the masticatory muscles, give rise to the idea of a violent and brutal race, especially when we are 

nearly certain that the Woman was killed with a blow of an axe and that the Old Man bore on his femur 

traces of a severe wound (p.120).      

 

Pruner-Bey’s concern was similar to Broca’s.  For Pruner-Bey, what had to be determined was 

Crô-Magnon’s moral qualities, and as far as he was concerned the available evidence indicated that 

these qualities were indeed altogether suspect (Pruner-Bey 1869[1875]:74).  Pruner-Bey’s 

opinion was at least partly based on the hole in the woman’s skull.     

 

Of sombre aspect, with an imposing stature, and conscious of his strength, ignorant of moderating his 

passions by a cultivated morale, he [Crô-Magnon] could be violent, and turn against the weaker sex 

the weapon intended to kill his prey.  Indeed, whether we regard the wound inflicted on the woman ... 

as the result of a family quarrel, or of a combat between hostile tribes, it must be noted that as yet 

nothing parallel has been found among human remains dating from this distant period (p.86-87; italics 

Pruner-Bey’s).        

 

 
However, not only the bones of Crô-Magnon but also his apparent ornaments were compelling for 

Pruner-Bey.  “His ornament was in accordance with the grossness of his instinct”, he claimed.  
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“Like the lowest savages of today, this old hunter had perforated shells for adornment” (p.86).  To 

this Pruner-Bey added, echoing his earlier assessment of the Irishness of the Feldhofer remains, 

that “in Phoenix Park, near Dublin, there was found under a dolmen a necklace of shells” (p.87).        

De Quatrefages (1869[1875]) believed that the Crô-Magnon bones were distinct and 

proclaimed, like Broca, that they “afford another opportunity of instruction to anthropologists, the 

importance of which can hardly be exaggerated” (p.123), and that “the Cro-Magnon skulls 

introduce new elements into the question of European origins”.  In 1875, in their co-authored 

Crania Ethnica (1875), De Quatrefages and Hamy argued that the Crô-Magnons were in fact 

probably even more ancient than the Furfooz race; that they were likely the first human in France, 

if not all of Europe.  At this point De Mortillet saw fit to refine his assessment first offered in the 

immediate wake of the Crô-Magnon discovery.  Specifically, he maintained his original argument 

that the Crô-Magnon cultural industry developed slowly but steadily, but now added the notion, 

and this is the key difference, that Crô-Magnon nevertheless eventually came to be replaced at the 

beginning of the ‘robenhausien’ (De Mortillet’s term for the Neolithic) by an entirely different 

industry, indicating “a great invasion” at that time.  “From whence came this invasion?”, asked De 

Mortillet (1883), stressing what he interpreted as the ‘new’ culture’s strong preference for 

depictions of animals and other things of ‘nature’ as opposed to drawings or carvings of ‘living 

peoples’.  “It came from the Orient” (p.613). 

Just as Neanderthal had been then, from the outset Crô-Magnon proved highly controversial.  

For some, distinctions between the two types in terms of morphology and morality were easily 

made.  For others, such distinctions were not easy at all.  The prehistoric potential of Neanderthal 

was undoubtedly strengthened by the discovery of the very old Crô-Magnons (however old the 

latter were), yet it was still unclear as to how these two types related to one another, or indeed if 
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they were even distinct ‘types’.  Exact timing was part of the problem.  Was one in the region 

before the other, or were they contemporaneous?  Altogether, far from solving the missing link 

problem Crô-Magnon Man, at least in the beginning, amplified anxiety about our relationships to 

other forms of life and also, equally critical, about a variety of social relations within and beyond 

Europe.  If Crô-Magnon Man was not ‘born in Europe’ but indeed migrated there, the only 

conceivable direction he could have come from was east.      

According to what was at the time an emerging ‘Aryan theory’, a prehistoric migration of 

peoples of ‘noble heritage’ sharing a Sanskrit-based language migrated west from somewhere in 

Eurasia, quite likely somewhere in the vicinity of the Caucasus Mountains.  The same year Origin 

of Species was published, Swiss linguist Adolphe Pictet (1859), a champion of German 

Romanticism and brother of biologist Francois Jules Pictet, argued on the basis of the theory of a 

parent language and some sort of linguistic family tree that the most primitive peoples and 

languages of the world were to be found in this general region.  Max Müller made this view of 

Pictet’s widely acceptable to philologists, so that the term Aryan became current both for the 

language and for the race (Penniman 1965:148), and indeed ‘Caucasian’ remains a common term 

for describing ‘white’ people today.  But it was very difficult, in the most concise terms, to make 

Aryan theory work if indeed Crô-Magnon was in Europe before the much more ‘primitive looking’ 

Neanderthal.  The situation was little better if Crô-Magnon and Neanderthal ‘were always there’, 

living side-by-side.  The increasing ascendency of Aryan theory thus obliged the integration by 

paleoanthropologists of the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century of the European 

fossil record into Aryan thinking.   

In his 1883 insistence on “great invasion” terminology we do indeed see shades of an 

attempt, muddled as it was, by De Mortillet to reconcile the Crô-Magnon find with this emerging 
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notion of a migration into Europe by an eastern people.  And in the years following De Mortillet’s 

account, even if it went somewhat counter to De Mortillet’s ideas, we see sustained effort to 

recognize Crô-Magnon’s ‘nobility’.  As Daniel and Renfrew (1988), have argued, gradually the 

ideas of migrating hordes became popular among late Victorian archaeologists who were reacting 

to the unilinear idea of progress and instead wanted to explain cultural change in terms of influence 

from outside (p.55).  In his L’Homme Avant Histoire, published in 1886, Vanden-Berghe, a 

Belgian politician, claimed that Crô-Magnon “has in his head, his face and its members, an odd 

mixture of nobility and bestiality.”  Citing Hamy, Vanden-Berghe called Crô-Magnon the 

“precursor of civilization, the initiator of the art and industry”, and insisted that Crô-Magnon “must 

necessarily ally in mind creative thought and productive force” (p.50-51).  In turn, 

Vanden-Berghe calls Neanderthal an “animal”, noting its “low forehead” and “receding 

eyebrows”, and claiming that the bulging occipital of Neanderthal Man “still occurs sometimes in 

the present day, in the atavism of some criminals” (p.50).  At the same time Vanden-Berghe was 

writing, ethnologist John Wesley Powell (1888) of the United States Bureau of Ethnology argued 

in his “From Barbarism to Civilization” (1888) that the “ultimate destiny” of the Egyptian, the 

Semitic, and the Turanian races “was controlled by the progress of Aryan culture” (p.109).  This 

was followed by American anatomist Frank Baker’s “The Ascent of Man” (1890), wherein Baker 

argued that “[b]etween the lowest and most brutalized labourers and the cultivated and intelligent 

classes there exist anatomical differences as great as those which separate the white and the negro” 

(p.319).  Altogether then, within ten years of the 1868 discovery of Crô-Magnon, the terms 

Crô-Magnon, Aryan and Caucasian were now finding synergy with one another as racial 

categories.   
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Accommodating the Aryans 
 

As at La Naulette, a robust jawbone was found at Šipka Cave, Moravia, Czechoslovakia in 1880; 

this by a researcher named Karel Jaroslav Maška.  Though it was twelve years after Crô-Magnon, 

the Šipka find immediately fell into the possession of Virchow, whom was by now openly 

concerned by the increasing Aryan theory-driven nationalism in Europe, especially Germany.  

Virchow predictably called this new specimen a pathological case (Radovcic 1988:55), quashing 

any chance of broader speculation among Europe’s scientific community as to it whether it 

belonged to a Neanderthal race long extinct, still ‘alive’, or still alive but evolved into something 

no longer fully distinguishable as ‘Neanderthal’ – be it, depending on one’s particular theoretical 

affinities, the Crô-Magnons or, on the other hand, an Australian or even some ‘existing Irishmen’. 

In 1886, in a cave called Spy d’Orneau in the Belgian province of Namur, geologist Max 

Lohest and archaeologist Marcel de Puydt unearthed, at a depth of sixteen feet, two nearly perfect 

skeletons with skulls “which presented the Neanderthal type in exaggerated form” (Laing 

1892:335) in association with “paleolithic implements of stone and bone … of the rudest 

description” (p.335).  Reporting on the find, palaeontologist Julien Fraipont of the University of 

Leige enumerated the Spy skeletons’ various pithecoid features, particularly what he and Lohest 

saw as simian-like curved femurs, declaring them to be further evidence of “an ascending 

evolution, the most characteristic of humanity [during the Quaternary Period]” (Wilson 1891:765).   

 

If the most ancient ethnic type known has been capable of being modified … to the extent of giving 

rise to races as different as that of Cro-Magnon and those of Furfooz, if … it has been capable of losing 

so many inferior characteristics [as in Crô-Magnon], and of gaining so many others [as in Furfooz]…, 

it is not too difficult to believe that Pliocene man had perhaps more pronounced inferior characteristics 

than the men of Spy [extreme Neanderthal], and that those of the Miocene possessed perhaps more 

pronounced simian and less numerous human characteristics (Fraipont quoted in Wright 1912:392).   
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Fraipont made no direct mention of an ‘invasion’, but the ‘contemporaries’ argument is clear.  

Most important in this account though is that, for Fraipont, there was a highly bestial ancestor to 

the ‘extreme Neanderthals’ of Spy, which in turn, whenever it occurred, diverged into the less 

extreme Neanderthals of Furfooz on the one hand and the more overtly European-looking 

Crô-Magnons on the other.  This was a variation of the unilineal scheme then; one that saw a split 

near its end, with one side leading to the rather brutish Furfooz and the other the more refined 

Crô-Magnon, though in both, according to Fraipont, “[w]e are justified in assuming that the human 

race has progressively acquired a more and more vertical posture” (Nature 1888:212).  

 Virchow disagreed with Fraipont about the Spy specimens’ simian characteristics.  

Without having seen them in person, he dismissed these new skeletons as modern oddities 

coincidental to the Feldhofer idiot with rickets (Constable 1973:17).  Nevertheless, the Spy find 

became the focal point of the 1889 International Congress of Anthropology and Prehistoric 

Archaeology of Paris.  The Congress brought together the most illustrious scientists of various 

nations of Europe and the European colonies.  French anthropologist Joseph Deniker, a close 

associate of Broca who went on to write the widely distributed Races of Mankind (1900), also 

disagreed about the ‘Neanderthalness’ of the Spy specimens.  And Broca’s student Paul Topinard, 

whose views influenced colonial administrator Herbert Hope Risley’s ‘Aryan invasion’ informed 

ethnographic studies of the South Asian caste system (see Higgitt and Islam 2013), sided with 

Deniker.  But beyond these two figures, and of course Virchow, practically everyone else found 

the Spy specimens genuinely compelling because of how much more complete than the original 

Feldhofer Neanderthal they were and because the stone tools recovered at the Spy site provided 

evidence of the Neanderthal’s primitive stage of culture.   

The French doctor-ethnologist Hamy, who, like so many others, De Mortillet and 
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Fraipont included, equated evolution with progress, claimed that “the discovery made by M. 

Fraipont at the cavern of Spy gave proof of the existence near the middle of the Quaternary Period 

of a special human race” (Wilson 1891:765), by which he meant a race of humans – Neanderthals 

– distinct from Crô-Magnon.  The terms used by Huxley in an 1891 summation of the anatomical 

characters of the Spy skeletons he entitled “The Aryan Question and Prehistoric Man” reflect 

commitment on the part of Huxley to this same ‘distinct race’ position. 

 

They were short of stature, but powerfully built, with strong, curiously curved thigh-bones, the lower 

end of which are so fashioned that they must have walked with a bend at the knees.  Their long 

depressed skulls had very strong brow-ridges, their lower jaws, of brutal depth and solidity, sloped 

away from the teeth downwards and backwards, in consequence of the absence of that especially 

characteristic feature of the higher type of man, the chin prominence (Huxley 1891:513).   

 

Huxley, in his words, was uncertain whether Neanderthal “was sufficiently sapient to speak or not; 

and whether or not he answered to the definition of ‘rational animal’ in any higher sense than a dog 

or an ape does” (p.514-515).  Evoking Fraipont’s argument of a split between Furfooz and 

Crô-Magnon from a Neanderthal stem, Huxley argued that “[if Neanderthal] characters belong to a 

stage in the development of the human species, antecedent to the differentiation of any of the 

existing races, we may expect to find them in the lowest of the existing races, all over the world, 

and in the early stages of all races” (Huxley 1891:516).  Here then, critically, Neanderthal Man’s 

prehistoric potential is being solidified, and this apparently in direct proportion to Crô-Magnon’s 

rapid approach to the status of archetypal European.  In the words of Oxford archaeologist Stanley 

Casson (1940), Huxley had produced primaeval man at last in flesh and bone: 

 

He recognized … the Neanderthal skull itself, as of certain human origin, and there was now identified 

at last the actual maker of the implements whose author had hitherto existed solely by inference.  

Huxley had further done enormous services in establishing that, while cranial characters were of 

importance in ethnological classification, other factors were necessary also, and that a variety of 

evidence was necessary to establish differences of race (p.239). 
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Huxley’s description of Neanderthal in fact stands in stark contrast to Laing’s description, a year 

later, of Crô-Magnon.  In his Human Origins (1892), Laing, a former British Minister in Colonial 

India and co-author, with Huxley, of Prehistoric Remains of Caithness (1866), proclaimed the 

Crô-Magnon race to be “totally different” from the Neanderthals: “The brow-ridges and generally 

bestial characters have disappeared; the brain is of fair or even large capacity; the stature tall; the 

forehead fairly high and well-rounded; the face large; the nose straight, the jaws prognathous, and 

the chin prominent” (p.338).  Laing also emphasized the flint tools and ornaments found at the 

Les Eyzies Crô-Magnon site, and the way the bodies appeared to have been deliberately buried.   

In his lifetime Virchow never openly changed his anti-evolutionist position, but a 

seemingly slight change in his choice of words in the wake of the Crô-Magnon discovery further 

suggests that Neanderthal and Crô-Magnon were scientifically defining one another.  Throughout 

his career Virchow of course had repeatedly testified against the possibility of the very existence of 

any kind of ape-man midway.  Even in 1872, some four years after Lartet’s discovery of 

Crô-Magnon, he was citing the thoroughly non-scientific manner in which the original Feldhofer 

bones were discovered (they were haphazardly dug up by labourers in a quarry) as grounds for 

dismissing statements as to the Neanderthaler’s ancientness.
15

  Nevertheless, by 1877, in an 

Aryan Theory-infused paper entitled “Contributions to the Physical Anthropology of the Germans 

with Special Consideration of the Frisians”, Virchow, with reference to Blumenbach, a staunch 

advocate of the idea of a ‘Caucasoid on top of Mongoloid on top of Negroid’ racial gradation, 

analyzed a series of skulls from the Netherlands, declaring that their peculiar low-vaulted cranial 

formation suggested the specimens represent a last relic of the ‘Neanderthal race’ of the early 

                                                      
15

 Virchow had even visited Fuhlrott’s home (while Fuhlrott was away travelling) and had Fuhlrott’s wife 
allow him to personally inspect the Feldhofer bones, thus giving Virchow, in his eyes, a greater ability to 
speak with authority on Neanderthal than so many others whose analyses were based only on secondary 
evidence (Virchow 1872). 
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Stone Age.  “[T]here is nothing against the possibility”, he continued, “that the [Neanderthal-like] 

Frisians had occupied before the later conquering Germanic tribes a district of northwest 

Germany” (Virchow 1877:238; see also Ripley 1898).  This was by no means a definite statement 

in support of evolutionism, but nevertheless it may reveal a subtle shift in Virchow’s thinking, 

whereby he was now prepared to see the Neanderthal as a distinct race.  More than a decade later 

Virchow, by then in his late sixties, actually went so far as to offer this compellingly ambiguous 

statement at a 1889 Congress of Anthropologists assembled in Vienna: “We have sought in vain 

the missing links that are supposed to connect man with the ape.  The primeval man, the genuine 

pranthropes, has not yet been found” (Harris 1916:34).   
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Chapter Four 
 

It seems the first time the term ‘paleoanthropology’ was ever used was at the 1889 Paris Congress, 

which places it some twenty-seven years after the first publication of the word ‘prehistory’ in the 

English language.
16

  The period between 1868 and 1889, as we have seen, generally coincides 

with the development of the tension between Neanderthal and Crô-Magnon, but it is also the time 

when the powerful British Empire was giving up its formal control of its colonies.  At the 1889 

Paris Congress, De Quatrefages, in his opening address, noted ‘the accord’ between natural history 

and archaeology.  De Quatrefages claimed that natural history and archaeology were founded 

upon modern sciences regarded up to that time as having a relation together, but which were 

nevertheless united by an alliance that has become more fruitful.  “From this [alliance] the past of 

the human race plunged into an immense unknown, far beyond the reach of history or even the 

most obscure legends, and embracing only the geological times with which their investigations had 

to deal (American Naturalist 1891:387).  This quote about the human past being ‘plunged into an 

immense unknown’ is important for the way it, as De Quatrefages clearly implies, sets up scientific 

rationality as the only viable response.  In this Chapter I move toward showing how the end of 

European settlement and political control over the rest of the world, whereby new modes of 

domination and control were required, occurred hand-in-hand with the rise in paleoanthropology 

as a formal scientific discipline.  While the Neanderthal became a way of governing social 

relations in intra-European contexts, the discovery of what I call ‘Oriental Man’ – the culmination 

of Java Man and Peking Man (and, later, the various incarnations of African ‘Men’) – plays out, as 

we shall see, as an extension of Europe’s Neanderthal Man on a global scale.    

                                                      
16

 Goodrum (2009) notes Lubbock’s Pre-historic Times (1862) and Daniel Wilson’s Prehistoric Man (1862) 
as marking the first usage of the term ‘prehistory’ in the English language.  
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Discovery of Oriental Man 
 

Vichow’s use of ‘pranthropes’ as the scientific name for the missing link is unique in the literature.  

‘Pithecanthropus’, the term utilized by German zoologist, monogenist and science illustrator Ernst 

Haeckel, a former pupil of Virchow’s, gained much more traction.  Haeckel was the foremost 

popularizer of Darwinism in the second half of the nineteenth century (Richards 2008).  While 

Lartet was excavating the Crô-Magnon rock shelter Haeckel, driven to explore what Huxley called 

the ‘question of questions’ “from the morphological, historical, physiological, and psychological 

points of view” (Haeckel 1899:5), came out with his best-selling The History of Creation (1868; 

Natürliche Schöpfungsgeschichte).  In this book Haeckel gave primacy to comparative anatomy 

and ‘ontogeny’ – the development of the individual from conception to maturity – over and above 

paleontological data because, in his view, the former modes of analysis already sufficiently 

demonstrated the unity of the vertebrates, including man.  The individual human foetus, in its 

stages of in-utero gestation prior to birth, was held by Haeckel as paralleling the entirety of man’s 

evolutionary history, from one-time simple multi-celled organisms in a distant epoch to the most 

complex and intelligent of all animals today.  In what he deemed a fundamental ‘biogenetic law’, 

where ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny, the human embryo, at four weeks, is practically identical 

to the embryos of a dog or a tortoise.  At nineteen weeks the foetus appears a near perfect match 

for living monkeys; including possession of a rudimentary tail.  The differentiation between the 

embryos of humans and primates occurs only near the very end – ‘phase twenty’.  In all, according 

to Haeckel, human evolution, going back thousands of years, consisted of precisely twenty-two 

phases, the twenty-first then being an “intermediate link” between apes and humans.  The 

hypothetical name he forged for this creature evoked Huxley’s consideration of whether 

Neanderthal Man was sufficiently sapient to speak or not.  Indeed Haeckel gave the missing link 
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the scientific name ‘Pithecanthropus alalus’ – literally ‘ape man without speech’.17 

Darwin praised Haeckel’s work.  Darwin’s overriding argument in Descent of Man (1871) 

– that although man had risen “to the very summit of the organic scale” and had developed a 

“god-like intellect”, he “still bears in his bodily frame the indelible stamp of his lowly origin” 

(p.405) – in fact appeared an open nod to Haeckel’s ontogenesis theory.  Haeckel (1868) was 

explicit as to which kind of people today the ‘animal in the man’ stamp is most discernible: “Wild 

savages”, with their rudimentary language, poorly developed powers of abstraction, and 

uncivilized practices, “have barely risen above the lowest stage of transition from man-like apes to 

ape-like men, a stage which the progenitors of the higher human species had already passed 

through thousands of years ago” (p.364).18  According to Darwin’s theory of evolution there had 

been gradual transitions from one species to another through time, a notion fundamentally 

incongruent with Linnaeus’ long-dominant idea that species were more or less idealized types to 

which the individuals comprising them had to conform, however imperfectly.  Darwin had to 

concede that species did have some kind of reality in space (Tattersall 1995), and to be sure, as we 

have seen in myriad statements on Neanderthal and Crô-Magnon, ‘types’ thinking remained a 

fundamental feature of anthropological thought.  But Darwin was also very well aware of the 

practical difficulties so often encountered in defining species, and the idea of natural selection 

cleverly enabled him to attack the notion of immutability by denying species stasis in time (p.20). 

Nevertheless, while “Darwin’s Origin had pointed the way to the missing link, and the 

                                                      
17

 Only in his genealogical sketches of 1907 and 1908 did Haeckel upgrade Neanderthal man the 
intermediate stage “between Pithecanthropus and Homo australis, [the latter being] the lowest race of 
recent man” (1908). 
18

 For example, paleontologist Roy Chapman Andrews recounted in his popular Meet Your Ancestors 
(1946) how in the Philippine Islands, in 1910, a native ‘possessing a blunt bony tail-stump two and one-half 
inches long’ was brought to him for inspection.  “Obviously”, proclaimed Chapman Andrews, “it was a 
projection of the coccyx, which instead of being bent under as usual, continued in a direct line with the 
spine” (p.15).   
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geological records led people to expect continuity in the development of man as of other creatures” 

(Penniman 1965:175), the known fossil record seemed so full of gaps between successive life 

forms; giving the immutability espoused by anti-evolutionists a last critical foothold.  Darwin 

went to considerable lengths to explain how these gaps were a result of the imperfect nature of the 

geological rock record, and Haeckel had tried to convince people that proof in the form of rocks 

and fossils was not really required anyway since comparative anatomy and ontogeny of living 

vertebrates already evinced the reality of evolution.  But evolutionists were still keen to find 

ancient bones revealing transitional progression between major groups in order to deflect some of 

the criticism levelled at Darwinian theory by evolution’s detractors.  A young Dutch anatomist 

named Eugène Dubois, with his early training in Germany, became convinced that the missing link 

was to be found in Asia; which of course was the place the Aryan theorists were claiming was the 

site of a major split in human evolutionary history.   

Dubois found Haeckel’s ideas informative, as well as the work of Russel Wallace in the Far 

East.  Also compelling in Dubois’ eyes was the fact that, in 1879, Richard Lydekker, a 

paleontologist to the geological survey of India, claimed a new ancient hominid species, 

“Palaeopithecus sivalensis”, on the basis of an upper jaw uncovered in northern India’s Siwālik 

Hills (Von Koenigswald 1956:28).
19

  Upon completing his studies in medicine at the University 

of Amsterdam, Dubois promptly enlisted as a physician for the Dutch army and sailed to Padang, 

Sumatra, in November 1887, the heart of the colonial Dutch East Indies.  For nearly a year he was 

busy with his hospital work but in 1888 began to dig in some Sumatran caves.  Dubois found 

nothing at the start and blamed locals he had working for him, “as indolent as frogs in winter” 

                                                      
19

 Dubois even quotes Virchow: “Large areas of the earth are still completely unknown as concerns their 
fossil treasures.  Amongst these are precisely the habitats of the anthropoid apes: tropical Africa, Borneo 
and the neighbouring islands are still totally unexplored.  A single discovery may change the whole states 
of affairs” (quoted in Von Koenigswald 1956:29). 
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(quoted in Theunissen 1989:40), for the lack of progress. 

The village people had long known that there were ancient skeletons to be found in their 

homeland.  The huge fossilized bones of extinct elephants they sometimes happened upon were 

believed to be the remains of giants, called Raksasas, whose images guarded every temple in Java 

and Bali from evil spirits (Moore 1953:236-237).  In 1889 Dubois heard news that such bones had 

been found in Wadjak, Java.  Intrigued, he departed for Java immediately.  There, relying on 

convict labour, he began to examine an old stratum near the hamlet of Trinil, on the Solo River.  

About four feet thick, the stratum had been recently re-exposed by erosion at just about the level of 

the water.  In 1891, the same year anthropologist-physician Émile Rivière found at France’s La 

Mouth cave a stone lamp, “broken into four pieces by the pick of the workman” (MacCurdy 

1910:551), Dubois found a right upper-molar tooth which he interpreted as having belonged to a 

very man-like chimpanzee.  Three months later “[t]he amazing thing had happened.  Dubois had 

actually found the fossil his scientific imagination had visualized” (Elliot Smith quoted in Broom 

1951:7) – an ancient humanoid skull-cap, and a femur as well. 

In 1894 Dubois, from the Javanese capital Batavia, sent a letter to Haeckel describing his 

finds.  He followed this with a more formal account, published as “Pithecanthropus erectus, eine 

menschenäliche Übergangsform aus Java” (‘A Human-Like Transitional Form from Java’).  By 

1895 Dubois had sailed back to Europe to present his fossil collection at the third International 

Congress on Zoology at Leyden, dubbing it the missing link.  Over the course of several months 

he also exhibited his findings in Liége, Paris, London, Dublin, Edinburgh, Berlin, and Jena.  For a 

full twenty years after Leyden opinions were divided.  In fact, the majority of commentators 

refused to grant Dubois’ Pithecanthropus the missing link status he sought for it.   

Early support for this claim, predictably, came from Haeckel, but also another German, the 
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up-and-coming anatomist Gustav Schwalbe.  In keeping with Aryan theory, Haeckel embraced 

the notion of an Asian origin of man partly because it biologically and culturally construed western 

Europeans, especially the German people, as advanced (Brace 2000:110).  Haeckel was 

particularly enthusiastic about Dubois’ proposed phylogeny or ‘family tree’, within which Dubois’ 

new Pithecanthropus held a featured place.  Not only, as we have seen, had Haeckel predicted 

such a missing link would be found, but he had in fact already adopted the image of the tree in 

drawings supplementing his 1883 publication The Evolution of Man. 20   The University of 

Strasbourg’s Schwalbe offered the world the closest examination of Dubois’ Pithecanthropus in 

the context of possible evolutionary relationships with what was by the end of the century Europe’s 

steadily growing collection of Neanderthal remains.  Schwalbe’s conclusion, much to Haeckel’s 

satisfaction, was that Pithecanthropus, with its smaller braincase and pronounced brow ridges, was 

clearly more primitive – that is, apelike – than modern humans, while the Neanderthals, less 

primitive than Pithecanthropus, were themselves still clearly distinct from “the true human being” 

(Haeckel 1906:76).   

In France the only support for Dubois came from Deniker, known for his highly detailed 

race models of Europe, and the renowned Paris anthropologist Léonce Manouvrier, known for his 

Comte-inspired belief that anthropology had to be interdisciplinary – that is, it must draw upon and 

inform all “arts aimed at management of men”, particularly medicine, hygiene, morality, 

education, law and politics (Manouvrier 1890).  Manouvrier gave a cautious commentary on 

Dubois’ find at a January 1895 meeting of the Société d’Anthropologie.  But later he was more 

confident, agreeing with Dubois “on this fundamental point”: 

 

                                                      
20

 In his explanation of his illustration, Haeckel remarks that “The Asiatic Man-like Apes are … mostly of a 
brown, or yellowish-brown colour, and have the head short from back to front (brachycephalic), like their 
countrymen, the Malays and Mongols” (p.181). 
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[T]he fossil parts of Trinil indicate, in all probability, until proved otherwise by the discovery of new 

parts, the existence in Pliocene time of an anthropomorphic race more or less approaching the lowest 

human races known and, as such, occupying the status of Huxley’s missing link or one of the links 

which must connect mankind and mankind’s anthropoid strain.  The name given to this human or 

pre-human race doesn’t matter much considering its cranial inferiority as compared to that of the 

lowest human races (Manouvrier 1896:470; italics original). 

 

For his part Deniker, in his words, saw Pithecanthropus as “being more closely related to man than 

to the anthropoid apes, or even a man of a race inferior to all existing ones” (p.360).
21

 

Across the English Channel at least a few academics, most of them small players in 

Britain’s scientific community, were supportive too.  E. T. Newton of the Jermyn Street Museum 

was impressed that the bones presented by Dubois were in a similar state of mineralization as those 

of extinct animals found in the same stratum (Dubois 1896:249).  In turn, anatomist George 

Dancer Thane of University College London expressed optimism that “[j]ust as the racial character 

of the Neanderthal skull was established by the discoveries at Spy, so it may be hoped that in the 

future other [Java] specimens will be forthcoming which will establish the value of these as 

bringing before us a distant stage in the phylogeny of Man” (p.255).  Thus, just as Manouvrier 

(and so many others whom had earlier written about Neanderthal) conflated race with species by 

referring to a ‘pre-human race’, Thane framed race as a ‘phylogenic stage’. 

In the United States, perhaps the only commentator that came close to supporting Dubois 

was German-American theologian and philosopher Paul Carus, who, in his The Rise of Man (1907) 

related life in tropical regions of the world with a lack of environmental compulsion to evolve.  

“We may assume that this ape-man or pithecanthropus”, writes Carus, “had been temporarily cut 

off from a retreat to warmer regions [in the face of advancing glaciers] and so he was compelled to 

                                                      
21

 Deniker (1900) premised his assessment of Java Man on his observation that the average weight of a 
man’s brain in European races was 1360 grams, a woman’s 1211 grams, and brains weighing less than 
1000 grams were “generally considered as abnormal or pathological” (p.18).   
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work out the progress of the race under penalty of extinction”.  But not all of these ape-men, Carus 

continued, remained in northern climes.  This included present day people of the Indian 

subcontinent, the so-called ‘low castes’.    

 

We assume further that from time to time some families or tribes escaped to the south and found there 

more comfortable surroundings, but as soon as their hardships ceased, their development was arrested, 

and so their several types constitute the mile-stones on the path of progress, mementoes of what the 

man of today might be had he not longer remained in the school of anthropogenesis.  There are the 

Veddas [indigenous peoples] of Ceylon, the Nigritoes of the South Sea Islands, the Bushmen, the 

Hottentots, the Negros of darkest Africa, and of the Soudan.  In the meantime, the advance of the race 

continued in the north (p.72-73).   

     

 

Of all the commentators from outside of Germany the most supportive of Dubois’ claims 

was Cambridge University’s Wynfried Duckworth, best known for his Studies in Anthropology 

(1904).  In this book Duckworth offered detailed morphological descriptions of the crania of 

various extra-European races, generally positioning these races, within a worldview explicitly 

informed by Aryan theory, as childlike and sexualized.  Of an Andaman Islander skull Duckworth 

noted “certain infantile features which have been retained to maturity …, common among 

individuals of the races of small stature, among whom the Andamese are to be placed” (p.241).  

Of a ‘Nagar’ (Pakistani) skull he cited English barrister Godfrey Vigne, who in the early nineteenth 

century noted “the renowned beauty of the [Nagar] women” (p.217).  For skulls from Dardistan 

(another region of present-day Pakistan) Duckworth cited Gottlieb Wilhelm Leitner, who had 

argued that “[t]he people of Dardistan seem to have the remnants of an old civilization resembling 

the purest parts of the Aryan polity … [but which have] however, been obscured by the 

introduction of Mohammedism into the country” (p.217).  And in describing skulls from Syria, 

Duckworth cited Norfolk MP, Frederick Walpole, who during his voyages as a Naval officer once 

observed ‘Ansariés’ (people of northern Syria) to be “a fine large race with more bone and muscle 
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than is generally found among the Orientals: browner than the Osmanlee but lighter, fairer than the 

Arab” (p.207).  It was against this ‘infantile, erotic and Mohammedist’ analytic backdrop that 

Duckworth (1912) offered his opinion on Dubois’ find; one featuring not reference to Walter 

Scott’s ‘Black Dwarf’, but, similarly, Shakespeare’s ‘Caliban’ – the character in Shakespeare’s 

The Tempest described as ‘a thing most brutish’, a ‘thing of darkness’, ‘as disproportionate in his 

manners [as] in his shape’.  In Duckworth’s words, “[h]ere we find described a creature of 

Pliocene age, presenting a form so extraordinary as hardly to be considered human, placed so it 

seems between the human and simian tribes.  It is Caliban, a missing link,– in fact a 

Pithecanthropus” (p.2-3).   

 

But other than Haeckel, Schwalbe, Manouvrier, Deniker, Duckworth and a smattering of relative 

unknowns, the majority of scientists on both sides of the Atlantic disagreed with Dubois.  These 

negative opinions were themselves basically polarized: Pithecanthropus was either a full-fledged 

human or full-fledged animal, but certainly not any kind of in-between, as Dubois insisted.  

Chapman Andrews (1946) summarized the position of the early doubters.  “In the first place, they 

argued, it was by no means certain that the skull cap, jaw, teeth, and femur belonged to the same 

individual given that the femur lay some fifty feet away from the other bones and it was a 

mud-flow deposit.  In the second place ... it might well be an “ape monstrosity,” not a normally 

developed creature, and have no definite human relationship” (p.62).  The suggestion was even 

made, reminiscent of the debate over the original Feldhofer specimen, that the remains were those 

of a modern small-brained mental deficient. 

In America, among the most prominent critics were palaeontologists Edward Drinker Cope 

and Henry Fairfield Osborn, the latter of whom, according to U.S. President Roosevelt (1916), 
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wrote “the most important book [Men of the Old Stone Age (1916)] on the evolution of man since 

Darwin’s ‘Descent of Man’” (Roosevelt 1916:114).  Representing the growing field of 

neuroscience Columbia University’s Frederick Tilney, author of The Brain from Ape to Man 

(1921), also weighed in. 

Much to Dubois’ chagrin, Cope, a Lamarckian who as a young man spent years in 

European museums to avoid the Civil War back home, emphasized the humanness of 

Pithecanthropus by calling it variously “the Java man” or a “Paleolithic man”, deploying the latter 

term to argue for a close affinity, perhaps equivalence, with the Neanderthal type; a species which 

he viewed, like Dubois himself, as altogether human and thus no ape-man at all (Angerhofer 

2008:51).  One of the compelling factors in Cope’s eyes was the work of Virchow.  Dubois’ 

Pithecanthropus had a brain capacity of 1,000 cubic centimetres, distinct from both the 1,500 

cubic centimetres for a normal human and 500 cubic centimetres for gorillas.  But, Cope noted, 

Virchow had already given 950 cubic centimetres as the cranial capacity of some ‘Negritos’ and 

only 860 cubic centimetres ‘for an inhabitant of New Britain’ [an island of Papua New Guinea].  

There was another aspect to Java Man that convinced Cope: 

 

The tooth might do for a gorilla but the femur is long and straight, entirely human.  From the shape of 

the femur it is evident that the individual to which it belonged walked erect, which implies the 

remarkable column on the head, which, more than any other anatomical peculiarity, differentiates man 

from the apes (Wright 1912:395).
22

   

 

And, it was the gorilla-like tooth that initially swayed Cope’s compatriot Osborn, nephew of J. P. 

                                                      
22

 Paul Carus is perhaps the only American commentator that sides with the British view.  In his The Rise 
of Man (1907), Carus, citing physician-anthropologist Hermann Klaatch of the University of Heidelberg, 
claims that the typically human bone is exactly distinguished by a slight curve, and so it appears that the 
straightness of the bone has nothing to do with man’s erect carriage.  “Hence it is not impossible that Du 
Bois’s [sic] pithecus anthropus erectus may have been nearer in his walk to the Simians than his discoverer 
assumes” (p.56).   
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Morgan, the wealthy Washington power broker who firmly believed in the notion of racial 

superiority and purity and went on to become President of the American Museum of Natural 

History (Regal 2004:80).  Osborn claimed that the dentition of Dubois’ Pithecanthropus was 

“more human than the gibbon but did not resemble those of man closely enough to positively 

confirm the prehuman theory” (quoted in Leakey and Goodall 1969:61).  But Java Man’s brain 

was another matter.  Osborn (1927) grounded his analysis in the work of the neurologist Tilney, 

who judged Java Man’s brain to resemble that of a three year old child.  “It was possible”, wrote 

Tilney (1921), “even probable, that according to the configuration of the brain, that 

Pithecanthropus has acquired some mode of speech, primitive no doubt yet sufficient for purposes 

of rudimentary communication” (p.737).  Tilney insisted “[i]t is likewise probable that this life 

took form in tribal organization, and being gregarious he had learned some of those social and 

economic advantages accruing from living in a community.  He may have some crude notion of 

the division of labor and its compensations in sharing results” (p.737).
23

  Nevertheless, this tribal 

Java Man “was doomed to extinction”, proclaimed Tilney, “and no traces of him are found which 

indicate his survival much beyond the earlier stages of the Lower Paleolithic (250,000 years ago)” 

(p.737).  With the ideas of Tilney in mind, Osborn drew parallels between Java Man and 

indigenous peoples of India.       

 

[T]he brain of the Trinil man [(Java Man was excavated near the village of Trinil)] has been shown by 

Tilney to be distinctly pro-human, with a fairly well developed forebrain or intelligence area.  

Consequently, we may now regard Pithecanthropus erectus as a very primitive type, a case of arrested 

development, possibly related to the Neanderthal stock, surviving in the southern sub-tropical forests 

of Asia, with a brain capacity of 940 ccm.—not far inferior to that of native Indian Veddahs with a 

brain capacity of 1,000 ccm (p.485).       
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 This appears a veritable echo of sociologist Frederick Engels’ argument that it is “impossible to infer that 
man, the most gregarious of all animals, is descended from nongregarious immediate ancestors” (quoted in 
Lanpo 1980:6). 
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Back in Europe, among those against Dubois’ claims was of course Virchow.  There was 

also Lydekker, whose work in India was one of the reasons Dubois looked to Asia for the missing 

link in the first place; Turner, one of the commentators on the original Feldhofer Neanderthal skull; 

and physician and eventual President of the Royal Society of Medicine, Sir John Bland-Sutton.  

Britain’s famed Sir Grafton Elliot Smith and Sir Arthur Keith also weighed in. 

In addition to what was a genuinely problematic fifty foot in situ separation of the skull and 

femur, the compelling factor for Virchow was the skull’s deep stricture, which he held to be found 

exclusively in apes and gibbons.  Another of Virchow’s reasons for assuming that the 

Pithecanthropus was as an ape and not an ape-man was the absence of any kind of tools in the 

vicinity of the bones where they were found (Nesturkh 1959:245).  As for Lydekker, he deemed 

the evidence simply too thin for anyone to make a confident assertion about it being any kind of 

evolutionary mid-way.  The bones that Dubois did have, he argued, appeared fully human; the 

skullcap likely that of a microcephalic idiot (Dubois 1896:245).  Turner and his University of 

Edinburgh colleague, Daniel J. Cunningham, also considered the calvaria fully human; the femurs 

as well.  Turner, contra Cope, actually perceived a ‘slight bend’ in Java Man’s femurs, and 

whereas the Bonn anatomist Mayer, some forty years earlier, accounted for the bend in the 

Feldhofer Neanderthal leg bones with reference to Mongols on horseback, here Turner cited 

British India physician Havelock Charles’ insight into the ‘squatting nature’ of the natives of 

Punjab.  And with respect to the skull, Turner pointed to the cast of a microcephalic woman held 

at the University of Edinburgh “with a frontal flattening very like that of the Java calvaria” (p.243).  

For his part, Bland-Sutton claimed that each of the calvaria, femur and tooth found by Dubois 

should be separately discussed because they have no relationship to each other.  According to 

Bland-Sutton, just as the Feldhofer Neanderthal fragments exhibited clear and undoubtable 
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evidence of rickets, the Java Man femur was that of a human suffering from a rare disease called 

myositis ossifcans (p.249).    

Elliot Smith and, in particular, Keith had become the undisputed heavyweights in 

paleoanthropology in Britain, and so, not unlike Virchow in Germany, their words were taken most 

seriously.  Both shared the view that Pithecanthropus’ small brain meant it was altogether an ape, 

even if it walked around on two feet.  Huxley’s analysis of the Feldhofer Neanderthal skull 

already effectively set brain size as the definitive characteristic of the genus Homo (Reader 

1981:1), evinced for example by Deniker, after Huxley, giving brain size top priority in his widely 

circulated Races of Mankind (1900).  Elliot Smith and Keith well knew, as Deniker did, that 

“there were many human beings – microcephalic idiots – with a brain capacity half the size of 

Pithecanthropus, who walked upright, performed small tasks with their hands and talked – even if 

there was little sense in what they said” (Dart 1959:20).  Nevertheless, they disagreed that Java 

Man was any kind of missing link mid-way.   

Keith, who saw evolution and progress as “the same thing” (Keith 1925:42), became 

interested in racial types – including “the pure negro or the typical mongol” (Keith 1931:99) – after 

an early career spent as a physician for a British gold-mining project in Siam.  He turned to the 

study of ‘the machinery of human evolution’ after being put in charge of the Museum of the Royal 

College of Surgeons, and in time became the chief advocate of Elliot Smith’s view of how exactly 

evolution worked.  In Keith’s words,  

 

He [(Elliot Smith)] … rightly foresaw that before the anthropoid characters would disappear from the 

body of primal man, the brain, the master organ of the human body, must first have come into its 

human estate. Under its dominion, the parts of the body such as the mouth and the hands, the particular 

servants of the brain, became adapted to higher uses (Keith 1915:434).
24

  

                                                      
24

 Uniquely, Elliot Smith underscored Pithecanthropus’ animalness by arguing it to have been 
predominantly left-handed.   
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For Keith, a big-brained being, very similar to Homo sapiens, had already been walking upright 

before either the Neanderthals or Dubois’ small-brained Java Man came into existence.  Though 

Pithecanthropus had been completely adapted to upright walking and its teeth may have been in 

the main human, for Keith practically every other attribute of Dubois’ specimen, including its 

small brain, was more or less ape-like.  Thus Pithecanthropus was not a mid-way between archaic 

apes and modern man, and in fact must have occupied a side-branch of the human family, an 

offshoot from the same animal ancestor as humans, but one that did not survive.  “The gorilla of 

today”, Keith wrote in The Antiquity of Man (1915), “is not a human ancestor, but retains, we 

suppose, in a much higher degree than man does, the stock from which both arose.  It is in this 

light that I would interpret Pithecanthropus” (p.269). 

Evincing just how important paleoanthropological research had become in post-colonial 

Europe and America, by 1900 nearly eighty articles and books had been published in reaction to 

Dubois’ find, not including popular articles of which there was an even far greater number.  

Despite the controversy, or perhaps precisely because of it, the Dutch Government gave Dubois 

museum space and a salary as curator of a massive collection of myriad mammal fossils from 

Indonesia and India, and indeed Dubois used his Pithecanthropus to appeal to feelings of Dutch 

national prestige in being at the forefront of research into the natural history of man (Van Osterzee 

2000:28).  But just as validation of the missing link potential of Neanderthal did not really take 

hold until the discovery of Crô-Magnon, it was actually not until well into the 1920s when ancient 

Sinanthropus pekinensis, ‘China man from Peking’, fossils were discovered in caves near Beijing 

by, among other researchers, Canadian anatomist Davidson Black, the son of a lawyer and a former 

research pupil of Elliot Smith, that Dubois’ find began to be taken seriously.  In between Java 

Man and Peking Man however was the infamous 1912 discovery by lawyer Charles Dawson of the 
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‘Piltdown Man’ skull in Southern England, immediately heralded by Elliot Smith (1913) as “the 

most primitive and most simian … so far recorded” (p.147); practically a word-for-word echo of 

Huxley’s opinion some fifty years earlier of the ‘Australian-like’ Feldhofer skull from Germany’s 

Neander Valley.25   

 

Oriental Man as global extension of Neanderthal 

Piltdown Man excited members of the British social élite to search for evidence of human 

evolution in the British Isles.  This included Michael Holland of Sussex, England, who had 

worked as an administrator in Africa’s Gold Coast and, later, political officer for General Jan 

Christiaan Smuts, the South African Prime Minister, in East Africa.  The exact shape of stone 

tools was by this time considered an important determinant of the degree of a prehistoric human’s 

intelligence, and the stone tools found in Sussex by Holland formed a critical part of English 

palaeontologist Arthur Smith Woodward’s argument that the cultural level of Piltdown Man was 

on par with that of “the natives of Tierra Del Fuego” and the “black natives of Tasmania” 

(Woodward 1948), the race the French prehistorian André Vayson De Pradenne (1941), six years 

prior, claimed to have been “most primitive and nearest to Neanderthal man and the anthropoids” 

(p.213).  Amsterdam psychiatrist Klaas Herman Bouman had already argued that the symmetry of 

an ancient hand-axe indicated it was to be used with either the left or right hand, and further that the 

asymmetry of the Neanderthal’s stone tools indicated that right-handedness was at best only 

                                                      
25

 Seeking to account for the hoax, Radovcic (1998) notes that in the early 20
th
 century the age of human 

ancestors was such a burning issue that the scientific contribution of individual European countries was 
measured by the number of fossil man sites they could boast.  “Germany was at the forefront in this 
respect, with the discovery of Neanderthal man and [others like Homo heidelbergensis].  The 
English...were in the course of trying to prove the antiquity of their fossilized ancestors, including bones 
found as early as 1888 along the Thames in Kent – later called the Galley Hill skeleton.  Perhaps this desire 
of English scientists ...inspired one of their members to fabricate [Piltdown Man]. 
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nascent in Neanderthal (Von Koenigswald 1956:173).  Elliot Smith too had already stressed the 

animalness of Pithecanthropus by arguing it to have been predominantly left-handed.  Woodward 

pointed to the stone tools found by Holland to bolster his argument that Piltdown Man’s “brain, in 

shape and size, was scarcely inferior to that of modern man, and he could probably speak and 

express himself at least as well as any of the existing savages” (p.53).  A portrait of Piltdown Man 

was even made by artist John Cooke depicting what the creature would have looked like; and the 

Piltdown discoverer, “Mr. Dawson, …on seeing this portrait, smiled and observed that he thought 

he could match it [in certain living people] in Sussex to-day” (p.55).  Cooke used an English boy 

as a model, and depicted Piltdown Man with pointy ears.  And in yet another reference to a 

Shakespearian character, Woodward noted that the boy model “was actually born with the ear 

flattened out against the head and ending upwards in a similar point”: 

 

The upper margin only began to curl over on the third or fourth day after birth, when the projection was 

directed downwards.  There is not much doubt that this is the shrunken and overturned remnant of a 

point such as is often seen in monkeys.  It is now commonly known as Darwin’s Point.  Whether it 

survived as an upturned point in the earliest men is uncertain, but it is interesting to note that the 

fabulous satyrs and Puck, which lived a primitive life in the woods, are always credited with an ear of 

this type (p.55-56).   

 

 

A number of authors, including Radovcic (1988), have argued that the Piltdown forgery 

was motivated by nationalism and represents an effort on the part of Britain’s scientific community 

to keep pace with the ‘early man’ discoveries of Germany (Neanderthal) and France 

(Crô-Magnon).  When we look closely at the words of the esteemed Keith, however, another 

motive may become apparent: the Piltdown skull, observed Keith, was “so fraught with strange 

facts that anthropologists were compelled to re-orientate their conception of the mode, time and 

place of human evolution” (Keith 1931:254; italics mine).  This simultaneous reference to 
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‘strangeness’ and ‘orientating’ is another hint at what I argue is a functional aspect of 

paleoanthropology that goes beyond merely answering ‘the question of questions’, whereby ‘to 

orient’ is not only a verb, but also a noun, ‘Orient’, defining what is today a geographic-cultural 

arena.  The Piltdown skull was, according to Woodward (1948), seen by “some medical men” as 

possessing a certain distinct “spongy condition” that is also seen in diseased skulls of certain 

modern European peoples.  Immediately after the ‘medical men’ noticed this feature in Piltdown 

Man, it was one of the first things noticed in a newly discovered Peking Man, on practically the 

other side of the world, in the heart of the Orient. 

 

The period between the mid-nineteenth century to the beginning of World War II was marked by a 

series of unfair treaties which saw China lose its autonomy to various foreign countries which, with 

a particular interest in China’s natural resources, forced China to submit to the creation of 

numerous foreign-controlled enclaves or Treaty Ports (Van Osterzee 2000:125).  During the early 

twentieth century it was common for Europeans with scientific and technical expertise to be 

‘employed’ by the Chinese government, “as there was few native Chinese with their [the 

European’s] particular level of sophisticated Western knowledge” (Regal 2004:82).   

In 1918, Swedish geologist and mining advisor Johan Gunnar Andersson began the first 

formal excavations in the Zhoukoudian cave complex, some forty miles south-west of Beijing.  

With large sums of money given to him by Sweden’s government (Von Koenigswald 1956:42), 

Andersson arrived in China in 1914; describing the country as an “ever-changing foreign colony, 

with its various elements of diplomats, agents of high finance, technical experts, missionaries and 

adventurers” (Andersson 1934:1).  In the early years of his time there his closest fossil hunting 

helpers consisted of a Chinese boy and a man sent by the Swedish Diamond Drill Boring 
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Company, C. F. Erikson, “who knew everything . . ., from the art of finding water in solid rock to 

the wonderful method of reading human character from the bumps and dents of crania” (p.2).  

Later Andersson was assisted by natives he described as “willing to harness [themselves like a 

human mule] to a cart, one in the traces and one pushing behind”, adding that “[i]f the wind is 

favourable to him the economical coolie likes to rig up a small sail to assist him” (p.33-34). 

Andersson’s fossil exploring efforts were initially stymied by locals – those he wasn’t 

using for their brute muscle-power – concerned that digging would disturb the spirits that guarded 

all graves.  “It was easy to see that our operations awakened their [the locals’] misgivings”, 

Andersson opined, “which seemed to me perhaps natural, since these people are extremely 

superstitious and imagine that practically every stone and every tree is guarded by spirits who can 

avenge themselves on anybody who does anything to disturb them” (p.236).  In the Forward to his 

Children of the Yellow Earth (1934), he expresses his frustration in terms that bring to mind the 

frustration other Europeans commonly felt toward Africa, the so-called ‘Dark Continent’: “Certain 

stages of [Chinese evolutionary] development appear in full daylight, but in others we can only 

grope our way to the truth!  At other times there is impenetrable darkness” (p.xvii; exclamation 

Andersson’s).  Andersson’s Peking neighbour, the American paleontologist Chapman Andrews 

(1946), characterizes those living where Andersson was digging this way: “Angry men are bad 

enough, heaven knows, but when a Chinese woman works herself into a frenzy, everyone hunts 

cover” (p.91).  Nevertheless, critically, just as the belief system of the natives in Java played a role 

in convincing Dubois that he was in the right spot for finding the missing link, that of the locals in 

China was precisely what bolstered Andersson’s confidence in finding the missing link in this 

other Oriental location.  Indeed, in the wake of the ‘frenzied Chinese woman’ and tense 

negotiations, sometimes mediated by money and at other times firearms (after “councils of war”; 
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Andersson 1934:237), Andersson exclaimed to Austrian geologist Otto Zdansky, sent to Peking by 

wealthy financier-industrialist Ivan Kreuger (Broom 1950:14), “[i]n this spot lies primitive man.  

All we have to do is find him” (Andrews 1946:91).
26

 

In the spring of 1921 Andersson journeyed down the Yellow River, stopping at a village 

called Chin Kou in the Kung Hsien district of Honan, where “[t]he knowledge of a great find of 

‘dragon bones’ was shared by many [whom knew] there was a ‘foreign devil’ [Andersson] down in 

the valley who was willing to pay big money for dragon’s bones” (p.136-137).  The material 

brought to Andersson was highly fragmented, in part because, in Andersson’s words “the 

carelessness of the peasants in excavating” (p.137).  Later that same year a conversation with a 

local quarry worker led Andersson and Zdansky to Dragon-bone Hill near Beijing (Wu and Poirier 

1995:29), where some sixty Chinese workers, under the direction of Zdansky, soon unearthed a 

strangely shaped fossil tooth in the Hill’s Zhoukoudian cave.  Zdansky, who after his time in 

China went on to a professorship at the University of Cairo, passed the tooth on to Black, an expert 

on comparative osteology.  The tooth found by Zdansky was so unique in its essential 

characteristics that Black decided it must have belonged to a race as distinctive as Dubois’ 

Pithecanthropus (Moore 1953:262).   

Another tooth, a molar, was found at Zhoukoudian cave in 1926.  It was unknown if it 

belonged to man or beast.  Pressed for an answer, Andersson (1934), invoking his experience with 

the old Chinese woman who had months before ‘worked herself into a frenzy’, proclaimed that 

“our old friend is neither a man nor a carnivore but rather something half-way between the two.  It 

is a lady” (p.106; italics Andersson’s).  A third tooth was found in 1927, which happened to be the 
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 Moore (1953) and Von Koenigswald (1956) offer very similar quotes as Andrews’.  However, Andersson 
(1934) himself says “I have a feeling that there lie here the remains of one of our ancestors and it is only a 
question of your [Zdansky’s] finding him” (p.101).  I include the quote offered by Andrews and Moore 
because their respective works were much more widely circulated in the English-speaking world than 
Andersson’s translated Children of the Yellow Earth (1934).  
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same year that Oliver Wendell Holmes of the United States Supreme Court upheld the broad right 

of society to protect itself, via sterilization, against the perpetuation of the imbecile and hopelessly 

unfit (Hart 1931:44).  And in 1928 a lower jaw, several more teeth, skull fragments and even stone 

tools were eventually found, causing increased excitement in the archaeological community.  At 

this point, Andersson remarked: 

 

Yes, Sinanthropus is growing like a bally weed.  I never realised how great an advertising medium 

primitive man (or woman) was till this skull turned up.  Now everybody is crowding around to gaze 

that can get the least excuse to do so and it gets embarrassing at times. … The work of unmasking the 

villain or of extracting Sinanthropus from his clinging hard matrix progresses slowly (quoted in Van 

Osterzee 2000:118).   

 

 

The Zkoukoudian cave skull was more complete than that from Java, which was broken off 

just above the ear and was in reality only a skull cap.  Because so many skull parts were found but 

practically nothing of the remainder of the skeleton, the priest-anthropologist Henri Breuil, who 

came from France to visit the site, was interested in how the customs of “this early Chinaman” 

(Andersson 1934:122) compared to those of “certain modern savage races, among whom it 

happens that the head is severed from the body and interred separately” (p.125).  Black was more 

interested in the jaw.  This he juxtaposed with those of modern Chinese children, a young and a 

full-grown chimpanzee, the Neanderthal and Piltdown jaws, and the jaw of “an adult Northern 

Chinaman” (p.109).  Ultimately, Black (1930[1964]) came to see his Sinanthropus and Dubois’ 

Pithecanthropus as basically one and the same species.  In a letter he wrote to Dubois he 

proclaimed “[t]he more I study this specimen [Peking Man], the more clearly it becomes evident 

that here we have a form sufficiently generalized in character to be not far removed from the type 

from which Neanderthal and modern types were both derived” (p.109).  Black also saw the 
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relative lack of refinement in Peking Man’s stone tools as a compelling factor.  “It may be 

considered probable”, he argued in his Fossil Man in China (1933), “that endocranial volumes of 

1000 ± 50cc occur in mentally normal individuals among many modern racial groups” (p.94). 

 

In view of his known usage of fire and of his ability in the manufacture of crude stone artefacts it was 

to be expected that the cranial capacity of Sinanthropus would not be found to differ markedly from 

that of some of his modern successors.  On the other hand the very crudity of his lithic culture (vide 

infra) serves to imply a possible difference in the relative representations within his brain of those 

cerebral regions whose more advanced development makes possible to the modern savage his superior 

technique (p.94).   

 

 

Given his obvious Peking Man-inspired enthusiasm for the missing link claims of Dubois, 

it must have come as a wonder to Black that Dubois in fact did not appreciate the support, and in 

fact rejected all efforts by Black to equate Pithecanthropus with Sinanthropus.  Dubois staunchly 

defended his claim that his own Java Man, unique in his eyes, was in fact the mid-way between 

apes and humans; arguing that Black’s Peking Man was nothing more than a Neanderthal and thus 

fully human.  Ironically, for Dubois, the morphological differences that did appear between 

Neanderthal Man and Peking Man, in particular the latter’s 918cc cranial capacity – “certainly 

very low for a human skull” he would write in a 1933 paper – versus the known 1,300cc cranial 

capacity of Neanderthals, simply meant that this particular Chinese individual must have been 

abnormal or pathological (Trinkaus and Shipman 1995:241). 

Supported by a $80,000 grant from the Rockefeller Foundation and its ‘Oriental Education 

Commission’, which effectively led the reactionary Chinese government to relinquish the right to 

study these human fossils found on their own territory (Lanpo 1980:22), Black’s work was 

respected by Keith, even though Keith was still unwilling to pin the coveted missing link badge on 
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any fossil remains yet found, Peking Man included.
27

  Keith (1931) was willing to concede that 

“that hallmark of humanity – the chin” (p.265), added to the “already human size of brain” (p.274), 

presents the strongest evidence for Black’s Peking Man being a very early stage in the evolution of 

man.  Nevertheless, for Keith, Peking Man was still a strange form of humanity: “[it] differed 

from his contemporary, Piltdown man, far more than the negro now does from the Chinaman” 

(p.274).  

Jewish German anatomist-anthropologist Franz Weidenreich was selected by the 

Rockefeller Foundation to be Black’s successor in Far East paleoanthropology after Black’s 

sudden death in 1934, and in time became the world’s noted authority on Peking Man and other 

Asiatic finds.  Citing the finding by Scottish surgeon Arthur Logan Turner that in approximately a 

third of skulls of Aboriginal Australians today the frontal sinuses are completely absent, 

Weidenreich (1937b) noted with interest the general absence of large sinuses in Peking Man, 

which, along with “a surely very primitive configuration of the frontal lobe of the brain”, he 

interpreted as indicating “real primitive characters for hominids” (p.61).  He also reasoned that 

Dubois’ original Pithecanthropus might perhaps represent “a small female type” given “the 

lowness of its skull-cap” (p.63).  Weidenreich thus agreed with Black about both Sinanthropus 

and Pithecanthropus, in Weidenreich’s words, “belong[ing] to the same group of hominids when 

compared with other [inferior] forms” (p.64).  Nevertheless, he disagreed with respect to Black’s 

theory that Peking Man and Java Man existed precisely on that dividing line demarcating man 

from the animals.  He disagreed, that is to say, with the notion that ‘Oriental Man’ was the missing 

link.  For Weidenreich, “[i]n its general form and size [the Peking] skull agrees with the Java skull 

to such an extent that it identifies Pithecanthropus too as a true man, and a creature far above the 
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 Dart (1959:48) claims it was a $44,944,665 grant.  It is unclear how Dart came upon this figure, and it 
seems implausible. 
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stage of an ape” (quoted in Moore 1953:244; italics mine).   

 

Paleoanthropology goes to the Dark Continent 
 

Given early twentieth century advances in the geological sciences that determined global climate 

shifts had periodically pushed vast glaciers down from the North Pole, what was certain was that it 

was practically impossible for Europe to be the site of human origins.  It was after the glaciers 

retreated that, in the words of President Roosevelt (1916), “[b]oth the human and the brute 

inhabitants migrated thither in great waves from Asia and Africa” (p.117).  But in precisely which 

of these two continents did humankind begin?  “Was Africa the cradle of humanity?”, asked 

missionary-anthropologist Edwin W. Smith in a 1935 Presidential Address to the Royal 

Anthropological Institute entitled ‘Africa: What Do We Know of It?’.  “Did it [Africa] witness 

man’s evolution from the anthropoid? (Smith 1935:18).    

In his The Descent of Man (1871), Darwin postulated Africa as the likely location of the 

first humans because, he reasoned, this was the only area of the world where chimpanzees and 

gorillas, the animals closest to humans, could still be found.  In 1921, a Swiss miner named T. 

Zwigelaar, “not highly educated but of good common sense” (Hrdlicka 1926:179), was working 

for the Broken Hill Development Company at Northern Rhodesia’s Broken Hill zinc mine.  

Zwigelaar noticed his “black boy” (quoted by Hrdlička 1926:178) strike a strange looking rock, 

which turned out to be a well-preserved skull “so gross-looking that for many years some scientists 

preferred to consider it as a pathological anomaly – an acromegalic” (Singer 1962:20).  “The 

enormous size of the face and the beetling brows”, wrote English osteologist-zoologist William 

Pycraft (1928), one of the first to assess the Broken Hill find, “at once arrest attention; and these 

features become still more emphasized when this face is compared with a modern man, albeit of a 
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type as low as the Tasmanian” (p.16).  Parts of a fossilized femur were also found.  “When [this 

femur was] complete”, continued Pycraft, combining the controversy surrounding the Java Man 

femur with the (by that point) commonplace paralleling of Neanderthals to Andaman Islanders, “it 

was certainly straighter than in any modern femur seen by me, except that of an Andaman Island 

Pygmy” (p.41). 

Pycraft concluded that this new ‘Rhodesian Man’ had considerable affinities with 

Neanderthal, but nevertheless “the Pre-Dravidians [the people living in India before the invasion 

from the northeast of fair-skinned Aryan peoples], and consequently the Australian aborigines, are 

to be derived from an offshoot of the Rhodesian, rather than the Mousterian [Neanderthal], line” 

(p.49).  The upshot of this account of Pycraft’s was that Neanderthal Man and Rhodesian Man are 

close cousins, and both distinct from Crô-Magnon Man; a position generally harmonious with that 

put forward some five years earlier by Harvard anthropologist Roland Dixon, whom described 

Neanderthals, “on the analogy of other crania regarded as of the same human variety”, as a 

“Proto-Australoid type” (p.98-99). 

In 1924, three years after the discovery of Rhodesian Man, quarrymen presented 

Australian-born South African anatomist Raymond Dart with a small skull uncovered in a mine 

near the town of Taung, in South Africa’s North West province.  In a paper published in the 

British scientific journal Nature, Dart (1925) introduced his ‘Tuangs child’ to the world, giving it 

the species name Australopithecus africanus.  Citing craniologist Frank Shrubsall’s studies of 

South African Bushmen, Dart insisted that “[t]he specimen is of importance because it exhibits an 

extinct race of apes intermediate between living anthropoids and man” (Dart 1925:195; italics 

Dart’s).  Specifically, for Dart, while Dubois’ Pithecanthropus was a kind of failed “ape-like 

man”, australopithicus on the other hand, was a “man-like ape”.  It was a mid-way creature, he 
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argued.  It lacked “the distinctive, localised temporal expansions which appear to be concomitant 

with and necessary to articulate man, [rendering australopithicus] no true man” (p.198).  Despite 

heightened tension between evolution supporters and detractors, reflected in 1925 being the year of 

the ‘Scopes Monkey Trial’ in Tennessee, initial responses to Dart’s publication were favourable.
28

  

Both Elliot Smith and the Czech-born American psychologist-anthropologist Aleš Hrdlička, at the 

time effectively the last remaining supporter of the notion that modern Europeans have 

Neanderthals in their ancestry, sent a cable congratulating Dart, as did South Africa’s Prime 

Minister, General Smuts (Walker and Shipman 1996:91).  Though cautious, Cambridge’s 

Duckworth, who of course had earlier compared Dubois’ Java Man to Shakespeare’s Caliban, 

likewise responded warmly to Dart’s claims.   

The discovery of Rhodesian Man and then the Tuangs child was quickly followed by a 

series of expeditions in British East Africa carried out by Louis Leakey, a student of Keith.  This 

eventually led to Leakey’s 1931 identification of what he argued were two distinct Stone Age 

cultures in prehistoric Kenya, one with similarities to the European Neanderthals’ ‘Mousterian’ 

stone tools and the other the ‘Aurignacian’ stone tools associated with Crô-Magnon.  Leakey was 

not only an anthropologist but also an adopted member of Kenya’s Kituyu tribe, which in the 

1950s led the Mau Mau Uprising against British settlers but were ultimately driven back by the 

British military.  Leakey, in a way that seems to prefigure the rift between the Kikuyu and the 

European colonial community in East Africa, outlined his findings in a book he titled, The Stone 

Age Cultures of Kenya Colony (1931).  “[W]e may presume”, he wrote, “that the superior race 

would monopolise the [Kenyan] caves (at any rate the better ones) to the exclusion of the less 

advanced race” (p.30).  Leakey was particularly interested in how the two distinct Stone Age 
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 The Scopes Monkey Trial was a famous legal case in which high-school teacher John Scopes was 
accused of teaching human evolution in a state-funded school. 
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cultures he identified related to the skull found in Rhodesia some ten year earlier.  For Leakey, 

whatever kind of hominid species was making the Neanderthal-like stone tools in Kenya in 

prehistoric times, it was more primitive than the type who, during the same historical period in 

Kenya, were making the more sophisticated Aurignacian tools:        

 

We must believe that the Kenya Aurignacians were the more advanced race, since we know from their 

skeletons that they were of the Homo sapiens type, and from the excavation of their caves that they had 

a wide range of specialised tools.  Nevertheless it is not safe to imply that the makers of the Kenya 

Mousterian tools were of the Neanderthal race, but we must consider them as having been more 

primitive than the contemporary Kenya Aurignacians, since they seem to have had fewer specialized 

tools (p.30).     

 

Eventually Leakey and his team also found an abundance of imperfect skeletal remains, including, 

at Kanjera near Lake Victoria (the East African lake ‘discovered’ and named by Britain at 

practically the same time the Feldhofer Neanderthal was discovered), two fragmentary skulls as 

large as those of a modern man and, at Kanam, a scrap of a hominid mandible they interpreted as 

dating back to the Pleistocene (Ice Age) and the likely remains of the makers of the stone tools they 

had already found.   

Keith, Elliot Smith, Duckworth and Woodward all congratulated Leakey at a 1933 

conference at Cambridge arranged by the Royal Anthropological Institute, even though Keith was 

originally doubtful about his protégé’s conclusions.  Before the conference Keith had already 

conceded, in a way that hinted at his view of a certain ‘lowness’ of African natives, that “one 

particular prejudice stands between me and a ready acceptance of the antiquity ascribed by Mr. 

Leakey to the stone cultures of East Africa” (Keith 1931:171).   

 

In our brief experience of the world we have never found that the negro or negroid peoples are gifted 

with inventiveness or have ever manifested a strong desire to improve their material culture.  This 

may not have been the case in earlier stages of their evolution.  Believing, however, that heredity is 

true, I have difficulty in even supposing that the native peoples of Africa were ever pioneers in 
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advancing the cultures of the world (p.171).   

  

Dart was initially congratulated too, but this warm reception changed to doubt, even hostility, 

when in 1931 Dart took his fossil to England so to convince paleoanthropologists there, including 

Keith, that his Australopithecus africanus truly belonged on the road leading to Homo sapiens.  

As we have seen, Keith was a firm believer in the primacy of brain size as an indicator of 

humanness.  Keith used this same line of reasoning to argue against the missing link status of 

Dart’s Taungs child, using adult European males as the comparative base standard.  The brain of 

the newly born human child, claimed Keith (1931), is not large.   

 

[I]n an average male child born to European parents, the brain chamber measures about 330 cubic 

centimeters.  ...[T]he full size – 1,480 c.c. – is attained about the 19
th
 or 20

th
 year.  Thus an average 

European boy, when he has reached the stage of dentition seen in the Taungs skull – which he does 

about the beginning of his 7
th
 year, should have a brain capacity of 1,225 c.c. – 84 per cent of his final 

allowance.  A girl of the same age has a cranial capacity of 1,115 c.c. – about 110 c.c. less.  If we take 

the Australian aborigine as a representative of small-brained humanity, then we estimate that a 

6-year-old boy of that race should have a cranial capacity of 1100 c.c. – and the corresponding 

aboriginal girl about 1000 c.c. (p.60-61).   

 

What all this meant, for Keith, was that in the matter of brain endowment, even while the Taungs 

child stood far above the chimpanzee, it “falls far short of any standard which can be regarded as 

human or even prehuman” (p.67).  Keith put it bluntly to the British press: “[t]he famous Taungs 

skull is not that of the missing link between ape and man” (quoted in Dart 1959:41).    

Dart’s in-person presentation of his Tuangs specimen to the American public took place 

some six years after he presented it in Europe, at a 1937 meeting of the Philadelphia Academy of 

Natural Science.  Initially reception here was just as poor, despite Dart stressing the importance of 

his specimen’s small ape-like brain yet distinctly human-like face and teeth.  Dart also 

emphasised the human-like position of the foramen magnum (the whole through which the spinal 
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cord attaches to the brain), described in 1890 by the American anatomist Baker as set straight 

below the skull in the civilized races, set farther back in the negro, and even further back in the 

orangutan.  “I was never able to discover what were Prof. Dart’s offences”, explained Broom 

(1950).  “Presumably the most serious was that when he found a very important skull he did not 

immediately send it off to the British Museum, where it would have been examined by an ‘expert’” 

(p.27).  However, when Broom began finding fossilized remains of even more Australopithecines 

many in the discipline, including Keith and William W. Howells, who, like Keith, also believed 

Neanderthal Man was not an ancestor of Homo sapiens, became convinced that this new ape-like 

yet upright walking creature was a prime candidate for a position close to the beginning of the 

human line.
29

   

In his Finding the Missing Link (1951), Broom describes his regular visits to a quarry near 

Sterkfontein, rarely returning without some kind of specimen – “[w]e had all the quarry-boys 

engaged in the hunt; and every visit cost us many shillings in tips to the natives.  But it paid us 

well” (p.45).  In 1938, Broom tried to track down the source of a fossilized tooth given to him by 

a quarryman named George Barlow.  “I was again at Sterkfontein on Saturday, when I knew 

Barlow would be away.  I showed the specimen to the native boys in the quarry; but none of them 

had ever seen it before” (p.49).  When Broom later insisted that Barlow tell him where he acquired 

it, Barlow informed Broom that it was given to him by a school-boy who acted as a guide in the 

caves on Sundays.
30

   

The London Illustrated News captioned a photo of the new fossil in dramatic terms: “The 
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 Broom’s own opinion on Neanderthal was that he was much less primitive than so many others believed, 
even if, nevertheless, Neanderthal indeed was not an ancestor to modern man (Broom 1950:4).   
30

 Broom immediately went to the boy’s school and paid him to hand over a partial cranium and mandible 
found in the same fossil deposit.  Encouraged by the apparent productive capability of a single boy, he also 
convinced the school’s principle to allow him, that same day, to lecture to all the students and teachers 
about caves and fossils. 
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Missing Link No Longer Missing”.  Having read this article, Berlin physician Paul Alsberg 

promptly wrote Broom to offer his thoughts as to the challenges posed by Broom’s discoveries.  “I 

think the difficulty of all those border-cases is to decide whether the fossil stands ‘still’ on the 

animal side, or stands ‘already’ on the human side” (p.80).  It seems that then South African Prime 

Minister Smuts, for most of his political life a vocal supporter of the segregation of the races, was 

emphatically open to this challenge, as was Jan Hendrik Hofmeyr, Administrator of the Transvaal.  

“[A]s it looks as if it [the problem of human origins] is going to be largely a South African 

problem, his [Smuts’] interest has been all the greater” (p.61).   

 

Before Gen. Smuts left for England and America in August, 1946, he telephoned me to see him at his 

office.  It was to ask me to continue the search for more “missing links.”  He considered the matter 

was of utmost importance not only for the advancement of universal knowledge, but in the interest of 

South African science.  He said he had seen Mr. Hofmeyr, and whatever funds were required would 

be provided by the Government.  I promised I would do as he wished (p.62).         

 

This duly took Broom back to Sterkfontein to do more excavations and engage the native 

labourers.  And on April 18, 1947, Broom, with his chief native assistant Daniel – as a fossil 

hunter, “worth his weight in gold” (p.65) – discovered more fossilized material of what he called 

Plesianthropus transvaalensis. 

Keith began to change his mind.  The fossils that Dart, Leakey, Broom and others had 

found in South Africa clearly represented something more than apes.  Admitting he was wrong 

and Dart was right, Keith even went so far as to suggest a new name for the South African fossils, 

‘Dartians’ (Keith 1947:377), rhyming with ‘Martians’, the aliens pitted in a ‘survival of the fittest’ 

struggle with mankind of H.G. Well’s War of the Worlds, a novel first published in 1898 
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(Williamson 2005).
31

 

The gradual shift in support for Dart saw figures such as American geologist George 

Barbour, who was earlier involved in the discovery of Peking Man, travel to South Africa to view 

the evidence first hand.  The pelvic bone discovered at Sterkfontein was lying on a table of 

Broom’s “between the corresponding bones of a chimpanzee and a modern Zulu woman”, Barbour 

wrote in 1949.  “The resemblance to the latter, and the entirely different proportions of its 

chimpanzee counterpart, were so glaringly obvious as to be beyond dispute” (p.136).  By 1950, a 

year after Barbour’s pronouncement, Howells, President of the American Anthropological 

Association and Chairman of the Second Symposium on ‘Origin of the Human Stock’, declared all 

this South African material to have “constituted a sort of creeping barrage, driving the 

anthropologists from the notion that the australopiths were just another kind of ape, to the 

acceptance of the fundamentally important fact of their bipedal adaptation” (quoted in Dart 

1959:207).  De Chardin, who had been involved in both the Piltdown and Peking Man 

discoveries, agreed.  “It becomes difficult”, he declared at the 1952 Wenner-Gren International 

Symposium on Anthropology in New York, “not to accept the idea that the Dark Continent is 

precisely the one which during the upper Cenozoic acted as the main laboratory for the zoological 

development and earliest establishment of man on this planet” (quoted in Moore 1953:309-310).  

Money, especially American money, had in the early decades of the twentieth century poured into 

anthropological expeditions across the Pacific Ocean to the Far East.  But Africa was now striking 

its own claim as the cradle of humanity. 

The new contest between Asia and Africa for the title of ‘cradle of humankind’ was loaded 

with political meaning because it hard direct bearing on how Neanderthal was to be understood.  

                                                      
31

 For Keith (1947), “[t]he Dartians are ground-living anthropoids, human in posture, gait and dentition, but 
still anthropoid in facial physiognomy and in size of brain” (p.377). 
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As we have seen, at the beginning of the twentieth century Schwalbe compared the three or four 

skeletal fossil types of early man then known, including Dubois’ Java Man.  The result saw 

Schwalbe (1906) reduce the entire history of human evolution to a single line of development.  

Boule went in practically the opposite direction.  His description of skeletal remains unearthed at 

a French site called La Chapelle-aux-Saints in 1908 (see Boule 1911) was taken by many in the 

scientific community as the final word that Neanderthals were, contra Schwalbe, not the missing 

link but rather a degenerate and archaic race that had diverged from the line leading to modern man 

and then disappeared without issue (Reader 1981:21).   

 

Three French abbots, brothers Abénée and Jean Bouyssonie as well as Louis Bardon, had 

excavated the La Chapelle cave and found little of significance beyond some stone implements 

belonging “to a pure Mousterian industry” (MacCurdy 1910:574).  But on their final day at the 

site they arrived to find a school-boy playing in the cave; kicking what the boy supposed was a 

smooth kind of pebble sticking out of the earthy floor.  “[T]he Abbés recognized that this was a 

piece of bone, and it led them to a further digging which revealed the grave and its contents.  The 

smooth bone was, indeed, a projecting bit of the [‘Old Man of La Chapelle’] braincase” (Smith 

Woodward 1948:102-103).  The abbots showed it and other remains subsequently uncovered to 

Henri Breuil, whom was fast becoming France’s leading expert in the specialized field of 

Paleolithic cave art.  But Breuil advised them to pass the collection on to an expert on comparative 

anatomy, whereupon, instead of it winding up at De Mortillet’s more liberal École 

d’Anthropologie it was taken to Boule at the Musée National d’Histoire Naturelle in Paris.   

According to Boule the La Chapelle specimen was unquestionably Neanderthal, 

possessing, ‘as all Neanderthals do’, many characters of inferiority.  These characters Boule went 
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on to describe in a concise 1908 report, which itself went on to form most of the basis of his later 

Fossil Men (1921).  Neanderthal Man has a “bestial appearance” and a “simian character” (Boule 

1921[1957]:213), proclaimed Boule.  He represents “the lowest rung of the human ladder” 

(p.218); “strikingly resembles the Anthropoid Apes” (p.220), with a “muzzle-like form of the face 

[not unlike] the skulls of chimpanzees, of gorillas” (p.221), and “approaches the Apes more than 

any other Man” (p.223).  This assessment proved influential as leading anthropologists in France, 

the United States and Britain quickly adopted a view effectively homologous with Boule’s.     

In France, the young geologist De Chardin (1921[1965]), who in the early stages of his 

career worked at the same Musée National as Boule, later interpreted all the emerging 

anthropological evidence as showing that the Neanderthal demise was inevitable.  In his words, 

and in a tone still reminiscent of an Aryan theory open to notions of conflict between peoples, 

“[a]cross the board, the mechanism of displacement by which the living groups successively 

chosen by history replace one another laterally more often than by a direct line of descent, is … one 

of the most general and certain laws of life (which functions in all social developments up to the 

present day)” (p.30). 

In the United States, anthropologist-archaeologist George Grant MacCurdy (1910), two 

years after Boule’s 1908 report, described the heel bone of the La Chapelle specimen as being 

characterized by its shortness and especially by the large dimensions of the upper forepart of the 

heel, the latter resembling in its proportions “that in the Veddahs [aboriginals of India] and in 

anthropoids” (p.575).  He amplified this subtle denigration of Neanderthal more than a decade 

later (after the publication of Boule’s Fossil Men), claiming that the primitive Neanderthal race, 

‘possessing course mental and physical fiber’, was completely supplanted by Crô-Magnon, “a new 

race” (MacCurdy 1924:.210).  Osborn (1927) similarly supported “a theory of the complete 
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replacement of the Neanderthal empire by invading races that had acquired superior intelligence 

under entirely different conditions of life” (p.487).  If a Neanderthal type did manage to avoid the 

“high brow” invasion, proclaimed Osborn, latently reminding his readers that Neanderthals were 

‘low brow’, they may have evolved into the North African “Negroid stock”:  

 

The new modern races, pure and blended – Mediterranean long-heads, Alpine broad-heads, blended 

Cro-Magnons, Nordics – apparently moved eastward over this northerly plateau and plains region and 

finally subdued the entire Central Eurasiatic empire of the Neanderthals.  These new races were not 

only distinguished by large brains and by equal powers of observation, of reasoning, of design, of 

tool-making, and of social, moral and political organization, but were also endowed with higher 

intellectual, spiritual and creative faculties which gave them both physical and intellectual supremacy 

over the Neanderthals and led to their entire occupation of western Europe (p.488). 

 

Even the American sociologist Hornell Hart invoked Boule’s ‘slouching cave brute’ assessment of 

the Neanderthal in the discussion on race Hart offered in his The Technique of Social Progress 

(1931).  However, noting how in 1930 a man living with many of the physical characteristics of 

the Neanderthal species was exhibited at a meeting of the Royal Society of Medicine, in Norwich, 

England, Hart subtly suggested that not all Neanderthals succumbed to the ‘invasion’.  “The man 

walks with the stooped and shuffling gate”, observed Hart, “has a jaw with the upward-curved 

bones, and has the protruding brow ridges characteristic of the Neanderthalers” (p.36).   

And in Britain, in the wake of Boule’s work, Cambridge prehistorian Miles Crawford 

Burkitt (1921) argued that Neanderthals were a “low type” of race, “a throw-back in the line of 

evolution of mankind, and this retrograde sport seems to have had no successor” (p.90).  For Keith 

(1915[1925]), Neanderthal was an evolutionary failure “replaced, with the dawn of the 

Aurignacian period, by men of the same type that now occupy Europe” (p.198).  Elliot Smith 

described Boule’s analysis of the La Chapelle specimen as ‘masterly’.  Boule, in his Fossil Men 

(1921[1957]), pointed to the frontal lobe and promptly ranked Neanderthal Man “between the 
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Anthropoid Apes and modern Man, and even nearer to the former than to the latter” (p.248).  

According to Elliot Smith (1924), “[t]he heavy overhanging eyebrow-ridges and retreating 

forehead, the great course face with its large eye-sockets, broad nose, and receding chin, combined 

to complete the picture of [the Neanderthal’s] unattractiveness …” (p.69).  Continuing on this 

trajectory, Elliot Smith declared that:  

 

In the diminutive prefrontal area of Pithecanthropus and, to a less marked degree, Neanderthal Man, 

we see illustrations of lower human types, bearing the impress of their lowly state in receding 

foreheads and great brow ridges.  However large the brain may be in Homo neanderthalensis, his 

small prefrontal region is sufficient evidence of his lowly state of intelligence and reason for his failure 

in the competition with the rest of mankind (p.153). 

 

The structure and shape of the skull, and this that of the brain, was evidently understood as wholly 

related to the capacity to actually think (or not think, as it were) as a human does, including the 

capacity for articulate language.  Human children are vulnerable in the first few years of life, the 

general reasoning went, because their brains are still developing.  In the words of the ethnologist 

Powell (1888):  

 

Every child is born destitute of the things possessed in manhood which distinguish him from the lower 

animals.  Of all industries he is artless; of all institutions he is lawless; of all languages he is 

speechless; of all philosophies he is opinionless; of all reasoning he is thoughtless; but arts, 

institutions, languages, opinions and mentations he acquires as the years go by from childhood to 

manhood.  In all these respects the new-born babe is hardly the peer of the new-born beast; but as the 

years pass, ever and ever he exhibits his superiority in all of the great classes of activities, until the 

distance by which he is separated from the brute is so great that his realm of existence is in another 

kingdom of nature (p.97-98). 

 

The ‘beasts’ and ‘brutes’ Powell speaks of here refer to animals in the conventional sense.  But in 

this same work Powell also refers to animals as ‘tribes’.  It was via the acquisition of reason, 

according to Powell, that “[t]he human race has been segregated from the tribes of beasts” (p.98).  
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Just as aboriginal people – ‘tribal people’ – were considered childlike, so too, as we clearly see in 

the work of Boule, were Neanderthals.  Neanderthals were understood as keeping their 

underdeveloped brain state throughout their lives, and their subsequent cognitive deficiencies were 

seen as instrumental to their cultural impoverishment and inability to compete with more 

intelligent ‘men’.  This general perception of the connection between matter, mind, culture and 

survival continued well into the post-War era. 

 Leakey largely agreed with his mentor, Keith, about the Neanderthal, and Sonia Cole, who 

worked closely with Leakey in the post-War years on various geological and archaeological 

expeditions in East Africa, largely agreed with Leakey.  “There is strong reason to believe”, 

Leakey wrote in his Adam’s Ancestors (1934), “that [Homo sapiens’] intelligence was superior to 

that of the Neanderthal group of humanity, and he also had better weapons.  It is thus hardly 

surprising that he soon either exterminated them or drove them out of the country” (p.145).  Cole 

(1954) offered ‘pedomorphosis’ as an account of how and why Neanderthals might have remained 

in a ‘child-like’ mental state even if they did not have the ‘soft features’ of a child; juxtaposing the 

Neanderthal with the infantile traits she and others perceived as characteristic of present-day 

Mongols and South African Bushmen.  According to Cole: 

 

Pedomorphosis has been defined as the retention of infantile characters in the adult; the adult 

descendent retains the characters of the youthful stage of his ancestors, while discarding the adult 

ancestral characters.  Thus there are many more resemblances between young apes and man than 

there are between adult apes and man; a glance at the skull of a young gorilla, for instance, will make 

this clear at once.  Modern man (particularly the Mongol race) is essentially pedomorphic, while 

Neanderthal man and the anthropoid apes show gerontomorphic (specialized or exaggerated) features 

(p.75).    

 

Dart argued in his Adventures with the Missing Link (1959) that “[s]ince Neanderthal Man of 

50,000 and even 150,000 years ago was culturally so much more impoverished than the living 
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Bushmen … we are entitled to doubt whether the language requirements of Neanderthal Man were 

sufficiently exacting to demand more than the “moo-moo,” “ba-ba” sort of language that we all 

went through when we were children” (p.216).  Another South African, the Oxford anthropologist 

Joseph S. Weiner, took pains to clarify that while Neanderthals may have been less cultured than 

Bushmen, the latter were in turn still childlike themselves.  Weiner argued in his “Physical 

Anthropology” (1965) that in fact “the Negro retains in adult life certain infantile characters in the 

shape of his skull” (p.192).   

In the United States, Coon, addressing the matter of pedomorphosis in his The Origin of 

Races (1963), adds Pygmies to the ‘infantile-looking Mongols and Bushman’; this some thirty-five 

years after Pycraft spoke of the similarities between Andaman Island Pygmies and Rhodesian 

Man.  According to Coon, within the white race some individuals appear to age with time and 

others not so much at all.  That is to say, there is variance.  On the other hand, Coon explains, 

there are some races in this world of which such a variance does not occur – individuals are 

youthful in form and intellect in childhood and pretty much the same in old age too. 

 

The classbook issued to the members of the Harvard class of 1925 at our twenty-fifth anniversary 

contains two portraits of each man who was still alive in 1950 and who could be reached.  One portrait 

was taken at graduation, the other twenty-five years later.  In some individuals almost no change can 

be detected; others had changed so much that they were unrecognizable.  Yet nearly all these men 

were of the same racial origin.  Age changes, then, vary within populations as well as between them.  

Not one of my class-mates, however, looked like a Pygmy or a Bushman (p.24-25). 

 

Another American anthropologist, John Pfeiffer, who was a close associate of “often aggressive 

Francophile” (Sackett 2011:25) François Bordes, embraced this notion of a ‘failure to change’ on 

the part of Neanderthals and Negros alike, returning to the point that childlike physical features 

equated with childlike intelligence and thus childlike culture.  The French anthropologist Bordes 

claimed that the Neanderthals of Western Europe had no chance against Crô-Magnon Man and his 
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intelligence and culture.  Just after American forces moved in to French colonial Indochina and 

began, to quote United States Air Force General Curtis LeMay, bombing the Vietnamese ‘back 

into the Stone Age’, Pfeiffer wrote in his The Emergence of Man (1969) that “[i]n any competition 

for the best living places and hunting grounds, and competitions must have occurred on many 

occasions, they [(Neanderthals)] came out second best” (p.227).  For Pfeiffer, repeating elements 

of the ‘displacementism’ already put forward by so many others, as soon as modern-type man 

migrated into Europe he dominated the Neanderthals who had not evolved sufficiently to hold on 

to their ancestral lands.  In other words, the world of the “natives” (p.227) changed, and they were 

unable to change with it. 

Most paleoanthropologists today recognize that the relationship between brain size and 

rationality is hard to define; even if they otherwise still believe they have a firm idea of what ‘true 

man’ is.  To borrow from Constable (1973), “[m]easuring intelligence by brain volume is a bit 

like trying to assess a computer’s power by weighing it” (p.52).  Nevertheless there was no 

shortage of scientists in the twentieth century who insisted on a direct relationship between cranial 

size and intelligence, and this includes figures directly involved in the analysis of Java Man, 

Peking Man and the various early African Men.  The consensus today is that Pithecanthropus and 

Sinanthropus, taken together with numerous finds from Africa, represent a single form of early 

human, ‘Homo erectus’ – even more primitive than the Neanderthals.  But if this new erectus type 

is in fact exceedingly primitive, then where exactly did this species come from and to what did it 

give rise?  In other words, is it indeed the long sought link between present day humans and our 

animal past?  This question has “no definitive answer even today” (Day 1998:12; Etler 2004; 

Lockwood 2007), yet it stands as a key piece of the Neanderthal and thus human origins puzzle; 

critical to the development of two sets of diametrically opposed hypotheses, each of which, 
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predictably, pivot to a considerable degree upon the question of the nature of human rationality, 

and indeed how such rationality manifests in Neanderthal Man. 
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Chapter Five 
 
 
Neanderthal Man of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries has important significations 

at the present moment in terms of how today’s dominant models of human origins deal with the 

way the missing link must necessarily constitute, as Beer (1991) has recognized, at once “an 

absence, a wide door, a gulph, and a cross-over, a chiasmus or creature” (p.19).  The theory of a 

linear sequence from ape to Neanderthal to white man never enjoyed majority support.  In the late 

nineteenth century Neanderthal began to be dismissed as a ‘degenerate’ species of humanity, 

wiped out in a distant past when a modern ‘progressive’ species entered its territory.  Bowler 

(1986) has argued that a degenerate Neanderthal appealed to those of the pre-War years who held 

an outlook that racial conflict was inevitable and subsequently justified modern empire-building 

(p.15).  It is hard to disagree with Bowler, especially to the extent that species and race were so 

often activated as synonymous concepts in early paleoanthropological literature.  In the previous 

chapter we explored the emergence of Oriental Man in the context of the end of the colonial period, 

whereby, while the lower classes and other ‘undesirables’ in modern Europe are systematically 

divested of their humanity by being consistently construed as distinctly Neanderthal-like, Oriental 

Man serves effectively the same purpose in extra-European locales.  The fact that the unearthing 

of Java Man was like finding a needle-in-a-haystack does suggest that any given 

paleoanthropological discovery is much more than a ‘remarkable coincidence’, as so many have 

described Dubois’ triumph (for example Fagan 1978; Reader 1981; Von Koenigswald 1956).  

Dubois, it seems, was always going to be triumphant.  And the very same can be said with respect 

to the discovery of Peking Man.  To borrow from Broom (1951), though its discovery “was not 

the result of any deliberate hunt for a missing link, the following-up of the clues … shows that the 

field is so vast that he who persists always succeeds” (p.14).   
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The objective of the present Chapter is to continue with the discourse analysis, but now 

highlighting in particular how the debates as to the human status of Neanderthal eventually came to 

manifest themselves in today’s prevailing models for human origins – Population Replacement 

(with its counterpart Multiregional Theory) and Human Revolution (with its counterpart 

Evolutionary Continuity).  Further, I seek to demonstrate here how the ontological and 

epistemological tensions so conspicuous in these contemporary models fully embody the missing 

link’s ambiguous gap-bridge character, whereby these models serve to constantly create 

connections and disconnections between various living social groups. 

 

Population Replacement vs. Multiregional Continuity 

By the mid twentieth century the Dark Continent has at least as much a claim to being the cradle of 

humanity as Asia.  As a graduate student in the 1970s, Christopher Stringer, now of the British 

Museum of Natural History, began comparing Neanderthal and Crô-Magnon skulls.  Stringer’s 

analysis led him, in the late 1980s, to significantly modify the ‘Afro-European sapiens’ hypothesis 

put forward by German anthropologist Günter Bräuer in the early 80s on the basis of Bräuer’s 

research on the Middle and Late Pleistocene African fossil record.
32

  Today Stringer is the leading 

proponent of the Population Replacement model of human origins, otherwise referred to as ‘Out of 

Africa II’.  He interprets genetic and fossil evidence as indicating that some kind of archaic 

hominid evolved into anatomically modern humans solely in Africa between 200,000 and 150,000 

years ago.  After becoming at least ‘physically human’ in Africa, that hominid left that continent 

some 125,000 to 60,000 years ago, supplanting populations of Homo erectus and Homo 

                                                      
32

 Bräuer was the first to argue systematically for an early, indigenous transition to modern Homo sapiens in 
Africa and a subsequent spread of this new human form in Europe and, perhaps with less certainty, Asia as 
well (Smith, Falsetti and Donnelly 1989:36). 
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neanderthalensis who themselves had migrated out of Africa in a much earlier ‘first wave’ (see 

Stringer and McKie 1997; Stringer and Andrews 1988).  Homo sapiens and Neanderthals are thus 

perceived by Stringer as radiating from a vastly distant ‘common ancestor’ trunk, incapable of 

crossbreeding successfully because, given the time that had elapsed, coupled with the vast 

geographical distances that separated the two populations, they had thus become distinct species.     

In the early twentieth century, University of Edinburgh anatomist Daniel John 

Cunningham (1907) drew upon Schwalbe’s work to compare the skull of a typical Neanderthal 

with that of an Australian Aboriginal named Pokalie whom had recently died at an Adelaide 

lunatic asylum (p.47).  More than half a decade later, with financial support from Britain’s 

Medical Research Council, Stringer began a project of comparative osteology which sought to 

exceed those undertaken before him, including those of Schwalbe and Cunningham, in its scope 

and detail.  Concentrating on Neanderthal, or more specifically the question of Neanderthal’s 

precise standing on the human evolutionary tree, he measured almost every known Neanderthal 

skull at that time existing in Europe and compared the data with measurements on Crô-Magnons as 

well as modern Eskimo, Zulu, Norse and Tasmanian ‘regional groups’.  Stringer’s conclusion, 

ultimately, was that “while the Cro-Magnons did fit the pattern of being a variant of modern 

humans, the Neanderthals were far more distinct and just as different from the Cro-Magnons as 

they were from other modern ‘races’” (Stringer 2006:192).
33

  In other words, the Neanderthals 

were truly an evolutionary misfit.   

                                                      
33

 Stringer (2012) summarizes his methodology this way: “The approach I used to measure and compare 
my samples of fossil and recent human skull is now called conventional morphometrics, although in 1971 
this was very much the standard approach and had been in use since before the time of Charles Darwin” 
(p.60).  Stringer and Gamble (1993) warned that the meaning of the differences in shape and proportion 
between Neanderthal and modern brains could not be known: “[I]t is dangerous to assume that brains of 
different shape and proportions must necessarily be different in quality,” and that “the evidence of 
endocranial casts is insufficient to judge, and we may be better off looking for evidence of brain capabilities 
in the archaeological record. . .” (p.83). 
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Today the major counter to Stringer’s Population Replacement is Milford Wolpoff’s 

Multiregional model, a view of human evolution that includes Neanderthals, which Wolpoff 

perceives to have been members of a single, continuously evolving human species that moved out 

of Africa in that ‘first wave’ some two million years ago.  For Wolpoff, any anatomically modern 

humans that did migrate out of Africa in a ‘second wave’ mingled with the other members of their 

Homo family, including the Neanderthals of Europe, who they eventually went on to encounter in 

multiple regions of the Old World, and who were already sharing their respective genetic codes 

with like others from different regions.  The result, argues Wolpoff, was the historic-cultural 

emergence of today’s diverse ‘Homo sapiens sapiens’ populations across the globe (see Arsuaga 

2002:72; Wolpoff 1993).  Given continual mingling of genes which had the effect of maintaining 

the family ties of these otherwise disparate regional types, the Multiregional model thus embodies 

a kind of shift away from the view of human evolution as a tree with distinct non-touching 

branches to something more like a garden trellis: “parallel vertical lines interconnected by a 

latticework of gene flow” (Shreeve 1995:47).  Altogether, while in Stringer’s Population 

Replacement model there is, by definition, no scope for Neanderthals to be ‘us’, or even ‘like us’ 

(the tree branches never touch), in Wolpoff’s Multiregional model such scope is ample; in fact 

requisite (the trellis parts frequently cross and cross again). 

Critically, while Stinger and Wolpoff’s respective models for human origins go in 

fundamentally opposite theoretical directions, they are still both tied to the same conceptual 

architecture which provides theoretical legitimation for those ideologies giving form to notions of 

an Occident and Orient in as much as they are both inherently grounded in that original debate 

regarding whether Neanderthal was a normal recently deceased human, a pathological recently 

deceased human, a normal human ancestor, a pathological human ancestor, or not an ancestor at 
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all, just an odd kind of animal.    

 

The Multiregional model tells us, among other things, that neither Schwalbe’s nor Hrdlička’s 

‘Neanderthal Phase’ hypothesis was completely washed away by the rising tide of 

displacementism as the latter figured in the Boule-dominated pre-War years of the twentieth 

century, a domination which in fact saw Schwalbe actually abandon his Neanderthal Phase stance 

in 1913 with the release of Boule’s work on La Chapelle (Schwalbe 1913).  In the 1960s, on the 

basis of what he saw as common morphological and cultural patterns across the Old World, 

another Czech-born paleoanthropologist, Jans Jelínek, was stressing the likelihood of a 

Neanderthal contribution to the formation of Upper Paleolithic Europeans.  The early stone tools 

found in various places far from the supposed African ‘cradle’ were themselves difficult to 

dismiss.  In the words of Soviet anthropologist Nesturkh (1959), “[o]ne of the oldest stone tools 

which scientists are quite certain is a tool, belonged to the Chinese ape-man, the Sinanthropus” 

(p.247); which implies that Asia could have conceivably been another cradle, simultaneous to 

Africa.  Also influential were the similarities between the archaic Pithecanthropus-Sinanthropus 

skulls on one hand and that of modern humans in China as perceived by a number of 

paleoanthropologists, most of them German, in the first half of the twentieth century.  This 

includes Hans Weinert of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute, Franz Weidenreich, whom was a refugee 

from Nazi Germany and a former student of Schwalbe at the University of Strasbourg, and Gustav 

Heinrich Ralph von Koenigswald, Dubois’ successor in Java. 

Most of Weinert’s work as an anthropologist was undertaken in the very midst of the Nazi 

regime, and thus did not have the widespread reach of the work of the Smithsonian’s Hrdlička on 

the other side of the Atlantic, even if Hrdlička himself was at the time a minority in the world’s 
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paleoanthropological community in terms of his Neanderthal Phase ideas.  Weinert argued that 

Neanderthal morphological characteristics fit nicely in between those of Pithecanthropus and those 

of modern man, and thus that it would be difficult on morphological grounds alone to deny the 

existence of a Neanderthal stage in the line which developed into Homo sapiens (p.245).  But 

Weinert found more than just skeletal morphology compelling.  To underscore the connection 

between ape and human blood groups in the debate regarding the missing link, he considered 

inseminating a female chimpanzee with the sperm of an “African Negro, probably best a jungle 

pygmy” (quoted in Sumaan 2012:225).  According to Weinert the evolutionary split between 

chimpanzees and humans was a recent event, and he even considered it entirely possible to actually 

breed a Negro with a chimpanzee. 

If there was any other European in between the Wars close to being a proponent of a 

Neanderthal Phase, it was Weinert’s fellow German, Weidenreich.  Having arrived in Beijing in 

1935, Weidenreich, as we have seen, came to agree with Black; lumping Java Man and Peking 

Man together and hypothesizing that modern racial variations in the human form have a very 

ancient starting point; one going all the way back to the geographically separated populations of 

Homo erectus in Indonesia and China.  Specifically, for Weidenreich, one branch of Peking Man 

eventually developed into the living Mongoloids, while some of Java Man’s progenitors went on a 

different tangent, very possibly giving rise to some of the living Australian Aborigines.  This 

perspective, in direct opposition to the ‘definite evolutionary dead-end’ theory of Java Man and 

Peking Man put forward by so many others in the early twentieth-century, places erectus firmly on 

the ancestral human line; with ‘racial crossing’ held as “practised ever since man began to evolve” 

(Weidenreich 1946:82).  Even if Weidenreich had relatively little to say about the Neanderthals of 

Europe directly, from his perspective, nothing about the Neanderthals prevented them from being 
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the ancestors of Crô-Magnon (Shreeve 1995).  While Hrdlička had pointed to the ‘shovel-shaped’ 

upper incisors of Native Americans to make a case that New World peoples migrated from 

north-eastern Asia some 15,000 years ago
34

, Weidenreich (1946) similarly argued that almost all 

Mongolians of today possess the same incisor type.  That is, “at least certain groups among the 

Mongoloid population of the earth must have taken over those specialties [(shovel-shaped 

incisors)] from Sinanthropus by inheritance” (p.84) 

Von Koenigswald, some thirty years Weidenreich’s junior, became equally important in 

helping establish the basic framework of the Multiregional model.  In 1934, with support from the 

Carnegie Foundation in Washington, he travelled to Java to follow up on Dubois’ work.  

Hundreds of natives were enlisted, and to encourage them Von Koenigswald not only bought every 

fossil they brought in, but even arranged festivals with native orchestras and dancing girls (Von 

Koenigswald 1947:15).  He “had underestimated the ‘big business’ ability of [his] brown 

collectors”, however:  “Behind my back they broke the larger fragments into pieces to increase the 

number of sales!” (p.15).  Describing what he called his “first personal encounter with Early 

Man”, Von Koenigswald eventually found himself venturing deep into Java to a place called 

Ngandong, north of Ngawi, on the Solo River, “followed by a whole caravan of coolies carrying 

our baggage on bamboo poles on their bare shoulders” (p.12).  A skull had been found by natives 

there, complete enough that it afforded even more accurate comparisons with the Peking Man 

skulls unearthed in China.  The result of these comparisons was increased confidence among the 

paleoanthropological community, even most of those whom saw Neanderthal as some kind of 

‘different’ human, that the two types – Peking Man and Java Man – had to be related.  Both Von 

                                                      
34

 Hrdlička also noted that in the kourganes (funeral mounds) of Siberia, among the peoples now living 
among the Yenisei and in eastern Siberia, are representatives of an earlier race, submerged by the others 
but identical with the Indians of north America (De Pradenne 1941: 225).  
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Koenigswald and Weidenreich were by now content to lump Peking Man and Java Man under the 

heading ‘Homo erectus’, believing in a roughly continuous evolutionary line, whereby 

“Neanderthal men represent the morphological and evolutionary link between [erectus] and 

modern man” (Von Koenigswald 1966:95).   

American anthropologist C. Loring Brace; South African born anatomist Ronald Singer of 

the University of Chicago; and to some degree British-American anthropologist Ashley Montagu, 

came to espouse variations of this view in the early post-War period.  In 1962, Brace published a 

paper in American Anthropologist titled “Refocusing on the Neanderthal Problem”, wherein he 

argued, in opposition to French anthropologist Henri Vallois (a co-author of Boule’s on later 

editions of Fossil Men), that the archeological and fossil evidence did not necessarily support the 

idea that the Neanderthals were replaced by Crô-Magnon populations migrating into Europe.  

That same year, Singer (1962) argued that “[t]he pithicanthropines, with their distinct hominid 

posture and with only a few apelike features, constitute essentially a stage of mankind that is 

ancestral to the later forms, Neanderthal Man and modern Homo sapiens” (p.19).  In turn, 

Montagu found what he viewed as Java Man’s “remarkable resemblance to the skull of the typical 

Australian aboriginal of today” (p.62) to be especially compelling: “It is quite possible”, he argued 

in his Man, His First Million Years (1969), that some members of the Wadjak [Java hominid] 

population reached Australia in Pleistocene [Ice Age] times” (p.62).    

Both Stringer’s Population Replacement model and Wolpoff’s Mulitregional model 

perceive the history of the Homo lineage as including changes in anatomy, in technology, and in 

subsistence strategies.  But the viability of either model is contingent on the precise nature of each 

of these changes (Lewin 1998:29).  The exact historical timing as well as the duration of the 

change are also just as important as the precise location (or, as it may be, locations) in the world 
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where the change occurred.  Evolutionary change can be understood as continuing at a gradual, 

steady rate or via short bursts of sudden transformation interrupting long periods of stasis.  

Whichever side one believes, to borrow from Wood (1976), has the effect of inherently “colouring 

the ways we look at fossil evidence” (p.14).  Today, this contest between gradual and sudden 

change tends to manifest itself in terms of Evolutionary Continuity versus Human Revolution, two 

competing theories, drawing largely upon comparative zoology and philology, that attempt to 

explain the patterns of human cognitive and neurological evolution, including language, in regard 

to the emergence of fully anatomically and genetically modern populations.  These theories 

assume that there was a point in the distant past when a particular evolutionary line (or lines) of 

early hominids started to look like us, but they aim to answer the question of when exactly they 

began to think like us; to reason like us.  Inherently attached to this question is another: Did 

Neanderthals reason?     

 

Human Revolution vs. Evolutionary Continuity 

The Human Revolution, otherwise known as the ‘Creative Explosion’ (Pfeiffer 1985) or ‘Great 

Leap Forward’ (Diamond 1989), is the name given to a perceived abrupt cognitive evolutionary 

step across a threshold between animal and human.  In this scenario the transition is held as a 

critical event, a line that is crossed, and not an infinite gradient that obviates the very possibility of 

such a line.  The apparently rapid emergence of Europe’s celebrated cave art, including that of 

Altamira Cave near Santander, Spain, discovered by nobleman-lawyer Marcelino de Sautuola in 

1879, is held as evidence of the jump.  The Human Revolution is purported to signal a 

fundamental behavioural shift or cognitive advance, a possible reorganization of neurological 

structure, and the onset of complex symbolic communication, music and religion – in a word, 
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culture – with seemingly little or no precedent in the global archaeological record. 

Notions of ‘revolution’ in a paleoanthropological context have distant roots in Cuvier’s 

catastrophy theory of the history of life on Earth, but explicit concern with a human revolution 

does not figure in the literature until the 1920s.
35

  The same year Boule published his Fossil Men, 

Irish archaeologist R. A. Stewart Macalister (1921), whom was Director of Excavations for the 

Palestinian Exploration Fund in the early years of the twentieth century, discussed what he calls, 

compellingly, a “breach in continuity” and a “relentless war of extermination against the 

aborigines”.  Macalister pointed to what he called ‘contemporary parallels’ for the disappearance 

of Neanderthal Man to bring credibility to the emerging scientific theory of prehistoric 

extermination, claiming that “[j]ust as the early colonists in Tasmania used to organize battues 

(hunting entertainment), in which the unfortunate aborigines were the game, so the incoming 

Upper Paleolithic people “shot at sight” whenever a Mousterian man [Neanderthal] made his 

appearance” (p.346).  Three years after Boule and Macalister, Keith (1924) started speaking of 

human evolution in terms of a “great step forward”; this just as Keith was also making moves to 

amplify the latent gender component of the ‘childlike Neanderthals’ argument that was gaining 

currency within the paleoanthropological community – “in all races of mankind”, Keith 

proclaimed, “the women tend much more than the men to retain the features of childhood and 

youth” (quoted in Chapman Andrews 1946:183; see also Keith 1931:75).
36

  Also in the 1920s, just 

as Peking Man was being uncovered in China, Swiss prehistoric archaeologist Hugo Obermaier 

argued in his El Hombre Fósil (1925) that the Upper Paleolithic “was, without doubt, due to the 

invasion of a wave of Aurignacian [Crô-Magnon] peoples, which completely eliminated the 
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 As Echegaray (1997) confirms, it was only in the 1910s that the beginnings of the Upper Paleolithic had 
been defined by a broad consensus.  
36

 A year before the Royal Anthropological Institute’s Kaines (1872), drawing upon the French sociologist 
Comte, compared the mind of the child with that of the savage. 
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neanderthal race in Europe, resulting in a revolution of far-reaching consequences for human 

culture” (p.124).  In Willoughby (2005) we can still discern the basic tenets of Keith and 

Obermaier’s ideas.  According to Willoughby:  

 

By 200,000 years ago, when the first members of Homo sapiens appeared in Africa, there were 

different species of humans throughout Eurasia.  It is only with the second out of Africa migration, 

after 50,000 years ago, that our own species spread north and replaced these others, probably without 

any interbreeding.  It is in this context that the first real archaeological transition occurred.  The 

African ancestors of the [first real people] were anatomically the same as [the first real people], but 

archaeologically indistinguishable from their archaic cousins elsewhere [in other extra-European 

places] (p.82).
 
 

 

The above clearly indicates congruity between Population Replacement and Human Revolution, 

and to be sure in the English language today the words ‘revolution’ and ‘replacement’ are certainly 

congruous.  Willoughby implies that the archaic populations living in Europe before Homo 

sapiens arrived had no real culture of any kind.  And she is by no means alone in her opinion.  

Early on in the Enlightenment, particularly in eighteenth-century Scotland, notions of ‘self-evident 

truths’ became closely associated with ‘good sense’.  One such truth, “in almost Chomskian 

fashion” says Brace (2000:32; drawing from Grave, 1960), was the assumption of a ubiquitous 

aspect of human capability demonstrated by the structure of language and its universal 

grammatical nature.  This and other ‘truths’ of the day had their basis in communal knowledge 

that could be much more easily vouched for than the judgement of a single individual.  

‘Communal sense’ – indeed ‘common sense’ – as a definition of the self-evident, went on to be 

hugely influential in the development of the American socio-economic worldview, transmitted as 

it was by Thomas Jefferson’s reference to the ‘self-evident’ in opening paragraph of the 

Declaration of Independence in the midst of an American Revolutionary War.   

During the Cold War, some one hundred years after Huxley questioned Neanderthal Man’s 
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ability to speak (as part of the broader question of whether or not Neanderthal was ‘sapient’), the 

English language was cementing itself as the dominant language of modern science and 

paleoanthropology continued to construct racialized connections between language and culture.  

This includes Dart and others, as we have seen, speaking of Neanderthals in terms of the ‘moo-moo 

and ba-ba’ language of children. 

The Cold War era ideas of Coon clearly insinuate culture as the fundamental difference 

between Europeans and non-Europeans.  “There was, in fact, only one Upper Paleolithic 

European race”, claimed Coon (1963).  “It was Caucasoid and it inhabits Europe today.  We 

know this not only from skeletons but also from the representations of the human body in Upper 

Paleolithic art” (Coon 1963:577).  “They [Europeans] expanded”, Coon continues, “migrating 

southward and eastward in many waves, one of which even reached India [British raj]; and their 

descendants are to be seen in America, Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa” (p.587).  

Research undertaken by many primatologists during the Cold War was by and large grist for the 

mill that equated lack of English language ability with ‘animalness’ within the general 

Replacementism-Revolution theoretical framework.  As perhaps the most salient example, in her 

compellingly titled In the Shadow of Man (1971), Goodall, a protégé of Leakey, argued that one of 

the major differences between man and his closest living relative is that the chimpanzee has not 

developed the power of speech: “Even the most intensive efforts to teach young chimps to talk 

have met with virtually no success.  Verbal language does indeed represent a truly gigantic stride 

forward in man’s evolution” (p.224). 

Today, a number of paleoanthropologists recognize Neanderthals as having used red ochre 

and perhaps body paint.  But the evidence is seen as scanty, and others, including for example, 

Mellars (in Appenzeller 1998), argue that “[a]ll ‘art’ that’s ever claimed to be Neandertal is so 
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amorphous, so lacking in crisp representation. … There’s always this massive question of whether 

it’s just someone doodling.  [What impresses] is the contrast between that and the clarity you get 

in the Upper Paleolithic” (p.1451).  While no proverbial spark ignited the Neanderthal mind, 

something did however happen to that line of hominids that led to the Homo sapiens whom 

produced the wonders of Altamira, Lascaux and Chauvet in Europe.  Klein (2009) uses the same 

‘mind-as-computer’ analogy oft-employed by artificial intelligence researchers, including Pollock 

in his evocatively titled How to Build a Person (1989), to buttress his particular case for a human 

revolution distinguishing the rather drab, unassuming Middle Paleolithic culture in Europe from 

the vibrant Upper Paleolithic.  “The anatomy looks the same”, says Klein, “but just look what 

happens to the cultural record.  Before, [the brain] had just one simple sort of software.  Now you 

get hardware that runs all kinds of software” (Klein in Balter 2002:1223).  Tattersall, in his 

Masters of the Planet (2012), continues with elements of this computer technology theme: “[W]e 

symbolic Homo sapiens”, he claims, “are processing information in an entirely revolutionary and 

unprecedented way” (p.209).  Tattersall insists that “[n]ot only is the ability for symbolic 

reasoning lacking among our closest living relatives, the great apes; such reasoning was apparently 

also absent from our closest extinct relatives – and even from the earliest humans who looked 

exactly like us” (p.xiv; italics Tattersall’s).  Tattersall appeals to the ‘self-evident’ to back his 

claim:  

 

Our ancestors made an almost unimaginable transition from a non-symbolic, nonlinguistic way of 

processing and communicating information about the world to the symbolic and linguistic condition 

we enjoy today.  It is a qualitative leap in cognitive state unparalleled in history.  Indeed, as I’ve said, 

the only reason we have for believing that such a leap could ever have been made, is that it was made.  

And it seems to have been made well after the acquisition by our species of its distinctive modern 

biological form (p.199; italics Tattersall’s).         

 

Historically, the word ‘revolution’ as it appears in paleoanthropological literature is used to invoke 
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the shift from animal to human experienced by at least one ancient hominid line and the practically 

simultaneous overthrow of Neanderthals.  This particular usage of revolution is clearly meant to 

bring to mind not only notions of transformation and upheaval, but also development, 

modernization and ultimately progress – “[i]n the whole history of western Europe there has never 

occurred so profound a change as that involving the disappearance of the Neanderthal race and the 

appearance of the Crô-Magnon race”, proclaimed Osborn (1916:260). 

The alternative to ‘Human Revolution’, as Macalister hinted at, is the ‘Continuity 

Hypothesis’.  Hrdlička, opposite his contemporaries Keith and Osborn, argued for biological and 

cultural continuity on the grounds of what he saw as no significant change in setting from the 

Mousterian to the Aurignacian – ‘no dramatic catastrophe, no fight to the cannibalistic death, no 

invasion of other humans from the East’.  Contemporary paleoanthropologists espousing this 

view, including McBrearty and Brooks (2000), hold that there was never any single technological 

or cognitive upheaval, and thus no appreciable gap between the time a line of early hominids 

finally looked like us and the time they finally behaved like us.  On the contrary, instead of Homo 

sapiens materializing “seemingly out of thing air”, to quote Chapman Andrews (1946:166), 

modern human behaviour is actually the result of the gradual accumulation of knowledge, skills 

and culture occurring over hundreds of thousands of years of evolutionary history.  McBrearty 

and Brookes point to, among other things, a relatively small but growing body of evidence 

suggesting that many of the components of the Human Revolution that are claimed to have 

appeared 40–50,000 years ago in Europe are in fact “found in the African Middle Stone Age tens of 

thousands of years earlier” (p.453).
37

  Even as early as the 1970s, some paleoanthropologists were 
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 In recent years, researchers have discovered at early modern human sites in Africa symbolic objects and 
sophisticated implements thought to pre-date the Upper Paleolithic (see Mackay and Welz 2008; Marean 
2007; Henshilwood 2001; Watts 2009). 
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interpreting isotope dates for artefact sites in Tanzania and Kenya as showing that the boundaries 

between the Early, Middle and Late Paleolithic divisions of stone artefacts from sub-Saharan 

Africa have all had to be pushed back in time and no longer correspond with the accepted dates in 

Europe (Wood 1976:98).  Altogether, for Continuity theorists, there is evidence that no sudden 

‘flowering of the human mind’ occurred at the moment early humans stepped out of Africa, if 

indeed they stepped out of Africa at all.  Modern human behaviour had been blossoming, to 

continue the metaphor, for a great many thousands of years prior, and quite possibly, if we consider 

the stone tools found in China and other places, parts of the world well beyond Africa too.   

Did Homo sapiens interbreed with Neanderthals?  This question of course is pivotal to the 

‘Replacement versus Multiregionalism’ debate, but the answer obviously also has direct bearing 

on ‘Human Revolution versus Evolutionary Continuity’.  Today a species is generally defined as 

some interbreeding group that cannot, or does not, productively breed with another group (Le Gros 

Clark 1965:52; see also Cartmill and Smith 2009).  Thus, on the one hand, if there was in fact no 

procreation between Neanderthal Man and humans then there is theoretical scope for Neanderthals 

to have truly been an ancestor of Homo sapiens on a single evolutionary line.  Yet, if evolutionary 

change is indeed understood as ‘continuing at a gradual, steady rate’, that line putatively 

delineating the Neanderthal from the Homo sapien becomes practically impossible to discern.  On 

the other hand, if interbreeding did occur, Neanderthals and Homo sapiens would obviously have 

had to have stood side-by-side in the same moment in time.  But then of course why the species 

distinction?  If Neanderthals and Homo sapiens were breeding partners, indeed one-and-the-same 

species, then there can be no real scientific point to calling one ‘Neanderthal’ and the other ‘Homo 

sapiens’, at least not on biological grounds (see Shreeve 1995).  In spite of this dichotomy, or 

indeed because of it, ‘Neanderthalism’ remains. 
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Tree of Life or Web of Life?   

Tattersall (2004) has argued that “race, like sex, has over the millennia become inextricably mixed 

up with matters of power, economics, and, even worse, politics” (p.25).  Tattersall further claims 

that by virtue of its entanglement within the political, race “has become something to which 

biologists have relatively little to contribute beyond insisting on the cognitive equivalence of all 

humans” (2004:25-26).  But scientists in the early modern period, all the way up to the emergence 

of paleoanthropology as a distinct discipline of its own, almost always insisted on cognitive 

difference between different human groups.   

Before the Feldhofer Neanderthal discovery and the publication of Origin of Species, 

physician Charles White, who alongside wealthy industrialist Joseph Bancroft founded the 

Manchester Royal Infirmary, argued in 1799 that there were four distinct and separate races: 

Europeans, Asians, American Indians and Africans, listed in descending order of intelligence.  

According to White, compared to other races Negroes had the smallest brains and the largest 

genitals (De Waal Malefijt 1974:268).  British speech therapist James Hunt, whom was the 

English editor of Karl Vogt’s Lectures on Man (1864),
38

 was equally explicit with respect to a 

hierarchy of races.  Hunt backed the pro-slavery position of the American South, and sought to 

take anthropology into politics and make the problem of the Negro known to the whole of the 

people (Penniman 1935[1965]:90).  In 1863, a few short years after the Feldhofer Neanderthal 

discovery and the publication of Darwin’s Origin of Species, Hunt presented his paper “On the 

Physical and Mental Characteristics of the Negro” as an introductory address to his newly 

established Anthropological Society of London.  It was met with great approval by C. Carter 

Blake, one of the first experts to comment on the Feldhofer Neanderthal remains, but also by others 
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 Also written in the literature as Carl Vogt. 
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well removed from the discipline of anthropology proper.  London Times correspondent for the 

Anglo-Ashanti Wars in West Africa’s Gold Coast, William Woodward Reade also commended 

Hunt’s work.  His own The Martyrdom of Man (1871), which Black (1924[1964]), from his 

archaeological outpost in Peking, described as ‘enthralling’, sees Reade proclaim “[t]he negroes 

are imitative in an extraordinary degree, and imitation is the first principle of progress” (p.136).  

In 1864, when the debate over the Feldhofer specimen was at a climax, Hunt then published On the 

Negro’s Place in Nature, in which the following general deductions were made:  

 

First, That [sic] there is as good reason for classifying the Negro as a distinct species from the 

European as there is for making the ass a distinct species from the zebra; and if we take intelligence 

into consideration in classification, there is far greater difference between the Negro and Anglo-Saxon 

than between the gorilla and chim-panzee.  2nd. That the analogies are far more numerous between 

the Negro and apes than between the European and apes.  3rd. That the Negro is inferior, 

intellectually, to the European.  4th. That the Negro is more humanised when in his natural 

subordination to the European, than under any other circumstances.  5th. That the Negro can only be 

humanised and civilised by Europeans.  6th. That European civilisation is not suited to the 

requirements and character of the Negro (Nicholson 1864:xvi).   

 

Hunt of course was the President of the Anthropological Society.  Shortly after the publication of 

Hunt’s Negro’s Place in Nature Lartet, discoverer of the Crô-Magnon skeletons, proclaimed that 

“[t]o the anthropologist we look to enlighten us on the characters of the race” (p.67).  The MP and 

British India administrator Laing grants anthropology the same privileged authority.  In his 

Human Origins (1892), Laing effectively equated Neanderthals with the proletariat by converting 

the laissez-faire ideas of Mill and Bentham (see Penniman 1965) into ‘common sense’ ideas which 

manifest as public concern.  Laing offered Human Origins with the ambition of “[stimulating the 

minds] of young readers, and of the working-classes who are striving after culture, to feel an 

interest in these subjects, and to pursue them further” (p.3).  For Laing, “[t]o establish the 

distinction of races we consult the anthropologist” (p.328).  Clearly, in the eyes of most early 
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anthropologists race, as the embodiment of hierarchies of human physicality and intellectuality, is 

of paramount concern.  And equally apparent, directly proportional to anthropology’s perceived 

privileged insight into race’s myriad dimensions came celebration of the discipline’s civic 

contributions.   

Responding explicitly to both Hunt’s On the Negro and Tattersall’s “Species Recognition 

in Human Palaeontology” (1986), American anthropologist C. Loring Brace (1993) shrewdly 

claimed there exists real reason to suspect that an Australian and an Eskimo would be assigned to 

different species if representative specimens of each were found in deposits 50,000 years old, 

“judging from the magnitude of morphological difference now being regarded as sufficient to 

recognize a specific distinction between Neanderthal and modern human form” (p.157).  Brace’s 

point was to underscore the arbitrariness inherent in viewing the fossil record in terms of detailed 

biological determinations.  But his critique is also crucial in this analysis in as much as it evokes 

that deep ontological conundrum reflected in the complexities of the Neanderthal’s position as 

potential Homo sapiens ancestor which surface whenever paleoanthropologists ask whether two 

populations from different time horizons should be grouped in the same species. 

In their Understanding Human Evolution (2005) McKee, Poirier and McGraw ask “if we 

know so much about the Neandertals, why is there so much trouble interpreting the data?” (p.277).  

Indeed, paleoanthropology became more and more complicated when missing links like 

Neanderthal Man and the various incarnations of Oriental Man were pinned down; not easier.  

One ‘minor irony’ of paleoanthropology, writes Tattersall in his Masters of the Planet (2012; see 

also Wilford 2012), is that the major components of the human fossil record were discovered in an 

order exactly inverse to their geological ages.   

 

Our recent relatives the Neanderthals initially came to light back in the mid-nineteenth century, when 
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antiquarianism was still the domain of amateurs; the older species Homo erectus showed up half a 

century later, as a result of the very first deliberate search for ancient hominids in the tropical zone; and 

the yet more ancient australopiths only became decently documented another half century after that, 

more or less announcing the dawn of the modern age of paleoanthropology.  As a result of this 

history, the Holy Grail of paleoanthropologists has become the extension of the hominid record into 

the past (p.25).   

 

Weidenreich and Osborn made similar observations over the course of their respective careers.  

“At the time Darwin and Huxley first claimed that Man evolved from a primate similar to the 

anthropoids of today little evidence substantiated by paleontological facts was available”, wrote 

Weidenreich (1943a), nearly seventy years before Tattersall.  “In the meantime, however, quite a 

number of fossil forms have been recovered all of which may justifiably be claimed as ‘missing 

links.’  Yet, strangely enough, the more such intermediate types came to light, the less was the 

readiness of acknowledging them as ancestors of Homo sapiens” (p.44).  And in 1927, sixteen 

years before Weidenreich, Osborn noted that “[t]he antiquity of man is now to be reckoned not in 

thousands, but in hundreds of thousands of years, and we foresee the soon approaching period 

when it will be reckoned in millions of years” (Osborn 1927:482).  We saw in our review of the 

emergence of paleoanthropology as a discipline how Dubois’ discovery of Java Man came so 

quickly in the wake of the discovery of a Crô-Magnon Man which solidified Neanderthal’s status 

as prehistoric and thus ‘potential’ ancestor of humans.  In turn we saw Dart and Broom’s 

‘Southern Ape-Man’ australopithecines make their appearance just as soon as dust began to settle 

over the Java Man debate.  Indeed it was the discovery of Australopithecus that helped settle that 

dust.  More recently, paleoanthropologist Tim White discovered Ardipithecus ramidus in 

Ethiopia, a creature that is even older than Australopithecus.  “Ramidus is the first species this 

side of our common ancestor with chimpanzees”, proclaimed Gore (1997).  “[Ramidus] is the link 

that’s no longer missing” (p.88). 

But White is one of a number of contemporary paleoanthropologists who now openly 
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admonish the missing link term. 

 

[It] is wrong in so many ways, it’s hard to know where to begin.  Worst of all is the implication that at 

some point there existed something halfway between a chimp and a human.  That’s the popular 

misconception that has plagued evolutionary thought from the beginning, and one Ardi should bury, 

once and for all (quoted in Shreeve 2010:59).   

 

White’s position is defensible, however, only in as much as ‘halfway between chimp and human’ 

is indeed the popular misconception he claims it is.  Yet in my reading of paleoanthropological 

literature it seems people actually do genuinely understand, as Gore does, that ‘missing link’, as a 

concept, refers to the shared ancestor of chimpanzees and humans; whereby it is this ancestor that 

stands precisely on the line that divides the animal from the human on the evolutionary line.  The 

animal-human binary embodied by this line necessarily renders the chimpanzee practically 

irrelevant.  The chimpanzee branch can be pruned away from the tree, and what really matters is 

that somewhere down on the ‘human’ branch there is a transition from animal (whatever kind of 

animal it was) to human.  It is at this transition point that the missing link, as concept, finds its 

form.  However, if humans today indeed possess some degree of ‘animal inside’ them, the 

previous binary becomes an infinite gradient.  This is precisely the ontological dilemma that 

characterizes the ongoing contest between Revolution and Continuity, and it is here that we can 

locate the irony spoken of by Tattersall, whereby every missing link found sees a new one swiftly 

take its place.  This is the basis of paleoanthropology’s function as a mode of governmentality, 

whereby a perpetual search for the missing link ‘Holy Grail’ provides an enabling condition for 

maintaining the process of hybridizing and purifying.  Indeed, contra Tattersall’s claim that 

biology has nothing to contribute to politics beyond insisting on the cognitive equivalence of all 

humans, it is precisely under the auspices of this constantly re-emerging missing link category that 

Hunt’s ‘Negro Problem’ endures.    
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Early twentieth-century intellectual tussles over replacement or continuity became so 

polarized and firmly entrenched that figures like Stringer and Wolpoff now find themselves 

representatives of fully distinct, apparently irreconcilable points-of-view.  Today, a dataset 

consisting of morphological traits of erectus more often than not evokes totally different 

interpretations from Out of Africa II supporters versus Multiregional Continuity supporters 

looking at the very same dataset (Etler 2004:57).
39

  The situation is the same in terms of the data 

on Neanderthal Man.  With respect to the critical question of interbreeding between Neanderthals 

and humans, Erik Trinkaus of Washington University in St. Louis sees evidence of admixture in 

certain fossils, such as in the 24,500-year-old skeleton of a young child discovered at the 

Portuguese site of Lagar Velho and a 32,000-year-old skull from a cave called Muierii in Romania.  

Katerina Harvati, a researcher at the Max Planck Institute in Leipzig, has used detailed 3-D 

measurements of Neanderthal and early modern human fossils to predict exactly what the hybrids 

between the two would have looked like.  Based on her analysis, she sees no evidence for 

interbreeding, disagreeing with Trinkaus because none of the fossils he examined matches her 

predictions (Hall 2008:42).  The extraordinary ‘Hobbit’ skull (which goes by the scientific name 

LB1) unearthed in Liang Bua Cave on the Indonesian island of Flores in 2004 has been surrounded 

by similar controversy from the outset.  The first questions levelled at LB1 were the very same as 

those levelled at the Feldhofer Neanderthal in the 1850s.  Is it normal or pathological?  Does it 

represent a fully extinct species, vanquished by superior peoples who moved into the area 

[Southeast Asia], or are the Hobbits actually still alive today in one capacity or another?  Said 

differently, did ‘they interbreed and continue their genetic code in some form of hybrid 
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 For Multiregionalists, the data supports the existence of Asian regional traits pointing toward continuity in 
the evolution of regional populations in Europe, East Asia, and Australasia.  For Population Replacement 
supporters, conversely, the same data suggest existence of uniquely derived, species defining features 
(autapomorphies) which underscore archaic populations throughout Eurasia to have been distinct at the 
species level and thus uninvolved in the origins of modern humans. 
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population?  Or, do they currently exist somewhere in the world in a form close to that from 

prehistoric times, like the hunter-gatherer people called the Tasaday who live on the slope of a 

jungle mountain on the Philippine island of Mindanao and who have been described as “a fragile 

link with Homo erectus” (Brown 1973:137), “dressed in orchid leaves and smudged by ashes from 

their fires” (p.138)?  Or is the Hobbit present in the San people of South Africa who are able to 

gradually wear down their prey through persistent pursuit just as erectus was likely to have done 

(see Stringer 2012:29-30)?     

The tension between Revolution and Continuity is a tension between foundationalism and 

non-foundationalism.  Recognizing the dilemma or not, Tattersall (2012) seeks to circumvent it 

by describing the Tree of Life – “the greatest of all trees” – as “self-evident” (p.xvi), a term we 

have already encountered in our tracing of paleoanthropology’s contemporary conceptual 

architecture back to Euro-American ideas of revolution and ‘common sense’.
40

  Others offer ad 

hoc middle-ground metaphors like ‘punctuated equilibrium’ that become less and less plausible 

under sustained attacks as to just how ‘middle-ground’ they really are (see Brace 2000; 1978; 

Godfrey 1981).  Still others eschew the Tree of Life altogether in favour of a ‘Web of Life’ as the 

metaphor for the organization of living systems (see Capra 1997); doing away with the 

foundationalism that comes part-and-parcel with the Tree and its ‘omega point’ seed.  As we have 

seen, this ‘alternative conception, embodied by Multiregional Continuity, goes back at least to 

Montagu, who argued in his Man: His First Two Million Years (1969) “[e]volution is best likened 

not to a straight line but rather a reticulum or network, in which all sorts of crisscrossing lines 
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 “The emergence of Homo sapiens as an unprecedented symbolic and linguistic species, “an entity 
possessing a fully-fledged and entirely individuated consciousness of itself”, was a singular event, says 
Tattersall (2012); “one that involved bridging a profound cognitive discontinuity.  “For there is a qualitative 
difference here; and, based on any reasonable prediction from what preceded us, the only reason for 
believing that this gulf could ever have been bridged, is that it was.  And since that extraordinary event 
self-evidently did take place, the question becomes one of where and how.  To answer this though, we 
need to establish that starting point” (p.63; italics Tattersall’s).     
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(groups) pass in every direction, with interconnections established between the different cords of 

the network (p.85-86).
41

  The Tree’s discrete branches indicating separate species are meaningless 

if those same branches ever touch each other.  But, at the same time, the non-foundationalism of a 

trunkless, amorphous ‘network’ negates any plane or platform upon which to establish any logical 

criterion for ‘origins’.   

“Man is undoubtedly the only animal who looks at himself and wonders, ‘Where did I 

come from?’”, wrote Eleanor Clymer in her The Case of the Missing Link (1962).  Ten years later, 

Bernard Campbell wrote in Time Life’s The Missing Link (1972) that “[t]he emergence of man can 

be interpreted as a process in which a unique animal became conscious of itself and its place in 

nature”.  Again, the evident ubiquity of the concept of missing links in our narratives of what it 

means to be human is irresistible from the point view of race, the simultaneous ‘scientific 

nonproblem’ and ‘cultural quagmire’.  Cartmill (1990) has argued that science, whenever 

necessary, redefines ‘human traits’ in order “to protect their axiomatic human uniqueness from the 

threat of empirical reality” (p.179).  But the converse could also be said.  That is, science 

redefines empirical reality whenever necessary in order to protect ‘humanness’.  From this 

perspective ‘paleoanthropology as a discipline’ now becomes ‘paleoanthropology as discipline’.  

And indeed those in a position to define ‘human’ enjoy ‘protection’ while Others do not. 
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 This ontological dilemma betrays the profound ambiguity of ‘species’ as a conceptual category.  Insight 
into ‘interspecies reproduction’ can be traced at least back to able back to Crawford (1861), whom more 
than one hundred fifty years ago proclaimed the different races of man to be different species nevertheless 
capable of producing “fertile hybrids”.   
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Chapter Six  
 

In the previous tracing of the respective knowledge frameworks of Stringer and Wolpoff back to 

the original Neanderthal debate it becomes evident that the two sides pivot as much upon notions 

of humanness in terms of brain function as brain structure, and thus as much upon mind as matter.  

And precisely because human reason and rationality is predominantly conceived in terms of 

culture, today’s Out of Arica II vs. Multiregional Theory debate is thus intrinsically connected to 

Human Revolution vs. Evolutionary Continuity.  In this sense paleoanthropology is an 

elaboration of the human sciences – not only biology, of which Cuvier was the ‘father’, but also 

psychology and medicine.  As Foucault has argued, each of these disciplines was integral to the 

Enlightenment differentiation of reason from unreason. 

Drawing directly upon Foucault, the purpose of this chapter is to show, first, how Cuvier 

was pivotal to making possible a theory of evolution diametrically opposed to Linnaean fixism.  

From here I continue by exploring how scientific experts, operating in a discursive field within 

which evolutionism occupies a featured place, engage in racialization as boundary making.  In 

other words, what I endeavour to do is give rigorous theoretical grounding to my broader argument 

that paleoanthropology and its missing link are an important source of social normativity and 

stratification.  Paleoanthropology should be understood, precisely because of the effects it has in 

conjunction with psychology and medicine, as part of the same regulating universe as the other 

human sciences.  This is particularly the case in terms of the way paleoanthropological 

methodology, including the practices of widely known as ‘lumping’ and ‘splitting’, amounts to 

ongoing processes of categorizing and hierarchizing; which is clearly evident in the way 

paleoanthropological science is brought to bear on that region of the world we today call the 

Middle East, that ‘mid-way’ between Europe and the Orient proper.   
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Missing Links and the modern invention of ‘Man’ 

Thomas Kenneth Penniman (1965), Curator of the Pitt Rivers Museum at Oxford, tells us that the 

great pioneers in the study of anthropology in all its branches followed Darwinian principles and 

constructed a science of man out of what had hitherto been little better than a Linnaean-type  

inventory of all kinds of men (p.20).  Foucault’s The Order of Things (1966[1986]) considerably 

refines that general understanding, and is important to my argument in as much as Foucault’s 

insight is extendable to paleoanthropology as a ‘branch’ of anthropology.  Specifically, Foucault 

opens the door for us to see how Cuvier’s ideas, fundamental to the very emergence of the notion 

of evolution, had to have been fundamental to the emergence of an ‘animal inside every man’.  

For Foucault, Linnaeus’ tables of natural history were a point of frustration for Cuvier because they 

could not yield any explanations for the manifold movements of life (Kistner 1999:175).  In the 

seventeenth and most of the eighteenth century, genera, species, individuals, structures, and organs 

were all rendered constant and visible through the static grids of natural history, but they attain a 

wholly different status with the work of Cuvier.  These categories become animated, that is, in the 

way Cuvier subjects them to the notion of the function of an organ (e.g., respiration, digestion, 

circulation, locomotion) and thereby demonstrates the inadequacy of a mechanical explanation of 

vital processes (p.176).  

Linnaeus’ binomial nomenclature was a fundamental contribution to biology, but Cuvier 

actually “understood what an immense lapse of time is represented by a geological period” (Broca 

1878:188).  Despite insisting that ‘L’homme fossile n’exist pas’ – by which Cuvier meant man 

was unequivocally a product of recent times; a creature without a pre-historic past – he fathomed 

that all the other plants and animals of the world today were somehow connected with those of 

distant epochs, even if the organisms from long ago did not look exactly the same as those of the 
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present.  Thus while Linnaeus, as paleontologist Ian W. Cornwall confirms in his compellingly 

titled The Making of Man (1960), “at once set apart the species of animals which we know, giving 

strength to the idea that they were different and always had been so” (p.9; italics Cornwall’s), 

Cuvier was able to emphasize function as well as form.  At this point ‘life’ takes on a 

non-perceptible aspect it never had before.  There is now something inherently ‘inside’ or 

‘behind’ (an impulse of sorts) the form; allowing men of science, for example Coon (1963), some 

two centuries after Cuvier, to claim that race is constituted by certain ‘biochemical features’, 

“invisible to the naked eye” and thus wholly distinct from anthropometrical features (p.663). 

Linnaeus knew that the anatomy of humans and apes looked very similar, but he was, as he 

put it, unable to extract “from the principles of science any characteristic that might make it 

possible to distinguish apes from human” (quoted in Thomas 1995:24).  This led him to group 

humans and primates together under the heading Anthropomorpha.  Even by the tenth edition of 

his Systema Naturae (1758) Linnaeus was still uncertain about these boundaries, evidenced in his 

defining Homo as the genus constituted by two species, ‘day man’ and ‘night man’; the latter of 

which included ‘nocturnal man’, the ‘man of the woods’, and the orangutan.  Cuvier, on the other 

hand, compared the facial angle of a variety of apes with different racial categories of humans; 

noting a macaque to have a facial angle of 45 degrees (a severe slope downward from the forehead 

to the lips) and monkeys to be in the range of 60 degrees; which was, for Cuvier, quite removed 

from the 80 degree angle in European skulls and meaningfully close to the angle of 70 degrees he 

found for the ‘Negro’; which he saw as “the most degraded of the human races, whose form 

approaches that of the beast and whose intelligence has nowhere expanded so greatly as to arrive at 

regular government” (Cuvier 1831:136).
42

  Soon enough, Lyell (1863), primitive skull in hand, 

                                                      
42

 Pieter Camper, a Dutch contemporary of Cuvier, also measured facial angles of the various races.   
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was arguing that “one might infer, from the narrowness of [a skull’s] frontal portion, that it 

belong[s] to an individual of small intellectual development” (p.80), while lawyer-ethnologist 

Edward Burnett Tylor (1871), moving forward explicitly from Lyell’s insight, argued that 

“[c]ulture or civilization, taken in its wide ethnographic sense, is that complex whole which 

induces knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired 

by man as a member of society” (p.2).  Though separable, these two lines of reasoning, Lyell’s 

and Tylor’s, are clearly related: individuals of a ‘small intellectual development’ are obviously 

individuals lacking knowledge, and to lack knowledge is to lack culture.  The ultimate result is 

that the ‘more severe facial angle’ determined by Cuvier now fully equates with a lesser intellect 

and a brain more driven by ‘animal’ instincts. 

Outram (1984) endorses Foucault’s understanding of the radicality of Cuvier’s work, 

whereby the modern episteme is distinguishable from the classical in the way it comprises 

searching for a ‘hidden truth’, existing beyond that discernible via sight alone, all things carry 

within themselves.  There were no such hidden truths in Linnaeus’ time.  Cuvier’s conception of 

the history of the earth as punctuated by violent events – ‘global revolutions’ – which set whole 

species in peril, says Outram, called into question the central predicate of natural theology; that the 

earth is the locus for beings and that there is a beneficial adaptation between those beings and their 

environment which is providentially ordained.  In his famed Discours sur les révolutions de la 

surface du globe et sur les changements qu'elles ont produits dans le règne animal (1822) Cuvier 

put the dilemma this way:   

 

Life on this earth has often been troubled by terrible events, calamities which in the beginning perhaps 

stirred the earth’s crust to a great depth, but which have since been less terrible and had less 

far-reaching consequences.  Living beings without number have been the victims of these upheavals; 

some have been wiped out by floods, others died of thirst when the bed of the sea has suddenly been 

raised; their entire species has vanished for ever, leaving traces hardly recognizable even by the 
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naturalist … but what is even more is that life itself has not always existed on the globe, and that it is 

easy for the observer to recognize the precise point where it has first left traces (quoted in Outram 

1984:156).   

 

Indeed, with Cuvier life now has a thoroughly historical reality.  There is no longer just a force of 

organization in life; there are also spatio-temporal programmes of organization which are 

irreducible in themselves, and on the basis of which living beings are disseminated (Deleuze 

1999:106).  Though Cuvier, to be sure, resisted evolutionism his ideas nevertheless provided an 

enabling condition for the evolutionists, and ultimately Darwin, to found natural selection on the 

advantage that the living creature has, in a given environment, if it makes characteristics diverge 

and opens up differences; differences which allow a maximum of living creatures to survive in the 

same place (p.107). 

Harmony between Cuvier and evolutionism is discernible in Schaaffhausen’s original 

Feldhofer Neanderthal report.  Schaaffhausen speaks of the Great Flood, but is also clearly 

concerned with continuity: 

 

Sufficient grounds exist for the assumption that man coexisted with the animals found in the diluvium 

[Flood]; and many a barbarous race may, before all historical time, have disappeared, together with the 

animals of the ancient world, whilst the races whose organization has improved have continued the 

genus.  The [Feldhofer] bones which form the subject of this Paper present characteristics which, 

although not decisive as regards to a geological epoch, are, nevertheless, such as indicate a very high 

antiquity (Schaaffhausen 1858[1861]:159-160; italics Schaaffhausen’s). 

 

The conventional description of Neanderthal morphology as first outlined by Schaaffhausen – 

bulging occipital, large nasal aperture, prognathius jaws – presents as a virtual echo of Cuvier’s 

description of the morphology of the Negro.  For Schaaffhausen, “[t]he human bones and cranium 

from the Neanderthal exceed all the rest in those peculiarities of conformation which lead to the 

conclusion of their belonging to a barbarous and savage race” (quoted by Huxley 1863:160).  And 
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for Cuvier, on the Negro, “[i]ts complexion is black, its hair frizzy, its cranium compressed, and its 

nose crushed; its prominent muzzle and its large lips obviously bring it closer to the apes: the tribes 

that compose it have always remained barbarous” (Cuvier quoted in Shorto 2008:188).   

 

Classification as a mode of differentiation found its form in the Western categorization of disease 

and the associated practices of clinical medicine in the early modern period.  The isolation of 

lepers and those ‘less perfectly developed’, the rise of psychiatry and its entry into the hospitals 

and prisons, and the medicalization and stigmatization of sexual deviance at this stage in history 

are all examples Foucault offers for how the subject is objectified by a scientism which 

continuously ‘divides’ some people from others (Rabinow 1984:8).  The Medieval Age featured a 

king or sovereign who could, by virtue of his supreme power, order torturous execution as the most 

efficient method of keeping the masses in line.  During the Enlightenment and the emergence of 

the nation-state judgement was diffused to other authorities – namely, the experts within the 

human sciences – and physical segregation in prisons and asylums functioned to ‘treat’ a criminal.  

This was hence a major shift in the general means of governing social relations.  Punishing bodies 

was eschewed in favour of scientific distinction between normal and abnormal as the principal 

mode of rendering bodies docile and productive and thus politically and economically useful, 

whereby power and knowledge relations now subjugate human bodies by turning them into objects 

of knowledge.  Darwinian evolution, enabled by Cuvier, fully complemented this shift by 

affirming the existence of the uncultured, unrefined ‘animal’ hidden inside all bodies (and in some 

bodies this animal is less hidden than in others).  The pathological body, for example a cranium 

with pronounced orbital ridges, provided the expert with insight into a patient’s animalness 

manifest.  Controlling that animal became the order of the day.  As Rabinow (1984) observes, it 
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is with the rise of Darwinian evolution that the scientific ‘expert’ in fact begins to appear clearly.  

The stormy relationship between evolutionism and the socialists, says Rabinow, as well as the 

highly ambiguous effects of evolutionism (on sociology, criminology, psychiatry, and eugenics, 

for example), marks the important moment when the expert begins to intervene in contemporary 

political struggles in the name of a “local” scientific truth – however important the latter may be.  

“Historically, Darwin represents this point of inflection in the history of the Western intellectual” 

(p.70). 

After Schaaffhausen’s report and the publication of Darwin’s Origin of Species, skeletal 

remains unearthed in 1829 or 1830 (no certain records of the event exist) in the Engis Cave near 

Liège, Belgium, and in 1848 at Forbes’ Quarry, Gibraltar, swiftly went from being simple “freaks 

of nature” (Angela and Angela 1993:210) to actual Neanderthal specimens themselves.  The 

zoologist Busk retrieved the dust-collecting Gibraltar skull from the governor of the British 

Military Prison at Gibraltar and in 1868, the same year Crô-Magnon was discovered, presented this 

skull to the Royal College of Surgeons.  A year later, the geologist Falconer, one of the first to 

accept the validity of De Perthe’s stone tools from the Somme Valley, expressed an opnion of the 

Gibraltar Neanderthal that practically echoed Huxley’s opinion, made in 1864, about the Feldhofer 

Neanderthal: 

 

If you hear any remarks made, you may say from me, that I do not regard this priscan pithecoid man as 

the “missing link,” so to speak.  It is a case of a very low type of humanity – very low and very savage, 

and of extreme antiquity – but still a man, and not a half way step between man and monkey (Falconer 

quoted in Gundling 2005:46; see also Campbell 1956).   

 

This ‘lowness’ spoken of by Falconer, and so many others, as much denoted a certain level of 

intelligence and morality as it did a certain kind of physical stature, indicating how, as Corbey 

(2005) notes, the missing link did not at all take the place of or make obsolete the Great Chain of 
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Being, but instead merely combined with it.  The hierarchism that formed the basis of the latter 

remained a conspicuous feature of the systems of thought of the Darwinists employing the missing 

link as metaphor, and this included Falconer, who before becoming a geologist was a physician in 

British colonial India.  Examples are clearly discernible in Huxley’s work too; Huxley of course 

being one of the foremost exponents of the missing link concept.  In a 1876 lecture entitled “On 

the Study of Biology”, published as Lectures on Evolution (1882), Huxley claimed that the idea 

“that animals form a great scale of being, in which there are a series of gradations from the most 

complicated to the lowest and simplest … turns out to be substantially correct” (p.42).   

 In his book Discipline and Punish (1977), Foucault argued that what we call ‘experts’ 

today are the ‘judges of normality’, and that these judges are present everywhere.  “We are in the 

society of the teacher-judge, the doctor-judge, the educator-judge, the ‘social worker’-judge”, he 

writes.  “It is on them that the universal reign of the normative is based; and each individual, 

wherever he may find himself, subjects to it his body, his gestures, his behaviour, his aptitudes, his 

achievements” (p.304).  British surgeon-phrenologist, Robert Dunn is another figure who 

epitomizes the kind of ‘expert’ spoken of by Foucault.  Dunn (1867) shared the wide scepticism of 

the time (before the 1868 discovery of Crô-Magnon Man) that, in Dunn’s words, the Feldhofer 

Neanderthal specimen represented “the ‘missing link’ in the chain of continuity between the 

monkey and man” (p.315).  Dunn also shared the broader Victorian-era opinion about the lowness 

of non-European peoples, and was one of a number of experts who theorized a connection between 

language and humanness as the basis of European superiority.  Just as the debate was raging over 

the human status of Neanderthal Man, Dunn read a paper to the British Ethnological Society on the 

subject of “Physiological Differences Between Typical Races of Men”, arguing, first, that “[i]n the 

Australian language there are no words answering to justice, sin, guilt”, and second, that “the 
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leading characters of the various races of mankind were simply representatives in the particular 

stages of the highest Caucasian type” (Wells 1862:290).  Dunn offered his argument in terms 

reminiscent of the early nineteenth century ‘recapitulation theories’ upon which Haeckel, Dunn’s 

contemporary, based his theory of ontogeny.  Dunn’s work is thus also exemplary of the way 

non-Caucasians were positioned as existing at the same level of humanness bestowed by European 

and American authorities on women and children – that is, we might say, a humanness arrested (or 

at least yet to fully bloom).
43

  According to Dunn:  

 

The negro exhibits permanently the imperfect brow, projecting lower jaw, and slender bent limbs of 

the Caucasian child some considerable time before the period of its birth.  The aboriginal American 

represents the same child nearer birth; the Mongolian the same child newly born (quoted in Wells 

1864:290).   

 

Of course it was not just the Negro that exhibited the imperfect brow or projecting lower jaw.  In 

the years prior to Leakey’s comparisons between Kenya’s Mousterian-looking tools and 

Aurignacian-looking tools (both apparently manufactured during the same prehistoric period), 

Boule (1921) cited the Mousterian tool tradition as evidencing a rudimentary or degraded form of 

industry.  Boule’s examination of the Mousterian style convinced him that Neanderthal Man 

lacked “any preoccupation of an aesthetic or of a moral kind,” and was in agreement with “the 

brutish appearance of this [Neanderthal’s] energetic and clumsy body, of the heavy-jawed skull, 

which itself still declares the predominance of functions of a purely vegetative or bestial kind over 

the functions of mind” (p.252). 
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 Osborn (1926) also claimed that “[t]he standard of intelligence of the average adult Negro is similar to that 
of the eleven-year-old youth of the species Homo sapiens” (p.5).  Similarly, while his countrymen Deniker 
was measuring the weight of women’s brains relative to men’s on the one hand and Homo erectus on the 
other, Carrel (1935), the Nobel Prize winning physiologist, advised that “[e]ducators should pay very close 
attention to the organic and mental peculiarities of the male and the female, and to their natural functions.  
Between the two sexes there are irrevocable differences.  And it is imperative to take them into account in 
constructing the civilized world” (p.92).   
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Very few in the Victorian era were out to explicitly prove that whites were superior to other 

races because this superiority was assumed from the very start.  The proper use of science and 

corresponding discussions of origins and national and cultural identity was understood as merely 

to shed light upon, like Newton working out the laws of physics, the natural basis of this 

superiority.  The Anthropological Society of London was co-founded by the famed explorer 

Richard Burton and James Hunt with the explicit mandate of investigating ‘the laws of Man’s 

origin and progress’.  In its seminal Introduction to Anthropology (1863), the Anthropological 

Society declared that the full scope of anthropology must include psychological analysis.
44

  The 

work of the eminent Professor of Medical Jurisprudence, Henry Maudsley, who early in his career 

was the medical superintendent of Manchester’s Royal Lunatic Asylum, provides us with a 

standout example of how investigations into the laws of Man’s origin and progress filtered into 

formal legal systems.  Throughout his career Maudsley was inclined to point to, in his words, “the 

various brute-like characteristics that are at times witnessed among the insane”.  Doing so formed 

the basis for his broader argument, reminiscent of the ‘wild-man’ Neanderthal hypothesis put 

forward by McGill University geologist-lawyer Dawson, “that some very strong facts in support of 

Mr. Darwin’s views might be drawn from the field of morbid psychology” (Maudsley 1870:53). 

The interest in paleoanthropology on the part of law makers and law enforcers was always 

strong as long as certain physical characteristics were imbued with power to substantiate moral 

depravity or disorder.  Fifteen years before the two great works on ethics – Edward 

Westermarck’s The Origin and Development of Moral Ideas and Leonard Trelawny Hobhouse’s 

Morals in Evolution – were published, anthropologist-physician Robert Fletcher (1891), President 
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 The Anthropological Society drew explicitly upon the insight of German psychologist-ethnologist Theodor 
Waitz, author of Anthropologie der Naturvölker (“The anthropology of peoples that live close to nature”; 
1859) to back this claim.   
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of the Anthropological Society of Washington, was citing Maudsley and advocating the 

development of a ‘criminal anthropology’ in the United States to match those emerging in Italy and 

France.  Five years after Fletcher, in his anniversary address to the Royal Anthropological 

Institute, English civil servant, Sir Edward W. Brabrook (1896) pronounced that “the statesman 

may well turn to the anthropologist for information as to the precautionary measures to be taken in 

the interests of the community for preventing the spread of the moral disease correlated with the 

symptoms of physical disorder” (p.403).  Further, against the backdrop of a widespread belief that 

Crô-Magnon Man was the only kind of human to achieve civilization
45

, Deniker, the curator of 

Paris’ Natural History Museum, argued in his The Races of Man (1900) that “[a]t the origin of 

societies morals and the action of justice are indistinguishable, public opinion constitutes ‘common 

law,’ often respected even by the legislations of the civilized” (p.252).  ‘Common law’, here, is 

thus ‘Crô-Magnon law’.  And paleoanthropologists, as final arbiters on the origins of civilization 

and law, held tightly to their privileged epistemological position right through the twentieth 

century.  One of the principle concerns of paleoanthropologists, wrote Keith (1931) is 

“discover[ing] the long series of events which transformed predatory hunters into law-abiding 

citizens” (p.225).  For Pfeifer (1969), “[t]he change was reflected in the evolution of a new brain, 

no larger than that of the Neanderthal but incorporating, within a more rounded cranium, whatever 

nerve circuitry is required to increase the likelihood that we will establish rules and abide by them” 

(p.222). 
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 In an article in the Health Education Journal, Archibald G. H. Smart (1950), medical officer for Britain’s 
Far East territories, suggest civilization first found its form in Europe. “Neanderthal man, a very primitive 
type, existed forty thousand to sixty thousand years ago and Dr. Broom’s Sterkfontein man, an even more 
primitive type, a million years ago.  But let us go back only some ten thousand years, to life in the Middle 
Stone Age in Europe, of which we have considerable, knowledge.  Man had then made a great advance 
from earlier times.  From being without shelter he now lived in caves and had weapons of a sort.  He could 
sew skins together for raiment and could make fire to cook what he killed with his weapons.  In other words, 
life was slowly becoming civilised” (p.98). 
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Health of the individual and the race 

For Foucault, while classifying practices, broadly speaking, are techniques of domination 

discursively loaded into modern jurisprudence and applied mainly to vagabond populations, the 

working classes and groups defined as marginal, self-formation also takes place, critically, through 

a process wherein individuals, under the guidance of experts, discipline themselves as fit and 

productive citizens (Rabinow 1986:11).  We get a sense of anthropology’s simultaneous emphasis 

on the health of both the individual and the race in most late nineteenth century anthropological 

literature, including American geologist-anthropologist William John McGee’s “The Trend of 

Human Progress” (1899), wherein McGee gives an account of how, in his words, “it came to be 

recognized that the unit of anthropology is not merely the individual body, as the animal body is 

the unit of zoӧlogy, but the social group, and this advance marked the birth of anthropology in its 

full sense” (p.404). 

According to Weidenreich (1946), it was “Medical men [who] first recognized that within a 

given population a certain percentage of individuals can be distinguished by hereditary 

peculiarities of their bodies – peculiarities which may, but do not necessarily, indicate a 

predisposition to certain diseases” (p.70).  Huxley was such a medical man, having studied 

anatomy and physiology at London’s Charing Cross Hospital.  In the wake of the Feldhofer 

Neanderthal discovery Huxley was claiming it the duty of every good citizen and patriot to aid with 

all the strength and means at his command towards the speedy and satisfactory completion of 

describing disease conditions effecting human growth (Büchner 1872:2-3).  It seems he means 

‘effecting individual human growth’ here, but clearly Huxley’s statement could just as easily refer 

to the ‘human race’ in its entirety, however human is defined.  French surgeon and biologist 

Alexis Carrel dedicates his Man the Unknown (1935) “to all whose everyday task is the rearing of 
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children, the formation or the guidance of the individual.”  By ‘all’ it seems Carrel clearly means, 

to borrow from Huxley, ‘every good citizen’: “To school-teachers, hygienists, physicians, 

clergymen, social workers, professors, judges, army officers, engineers, economists, politicians, 

industrial leaders, etc.  Also to those who are interested in the mere knowledge of our body and 

our mind” (p.xv).  Carrel makes no reference to working class labourers, or for that matter 

‘primitive hunter-gatherers’, insisting, instead, that “[o]nly those who know man both in his parts 

and in his entirety, simultaneously under his anatomical, physiological, and mental aspects, are 

capable of understanding him when he is sick” (p.112).  And, with reference to the same nerve 

circuitry spoken of by Pfeifer some thirty years later, Carrel makes the connection to 

governmentality practically explicit: “The great white races owe their success to the perfection of 

their nervous system – nervous system which, although very delicate and excitable, can, however, 

be disciplined” (p.110).
46

  Altogether then, though every man was responsible for controlling the 

animal inside himself, there was hence really only one class of men who determined the terms of 

this control.  To borrow again from Carrel, “[t]here is also a class of men who, although as 

disharmonious as the criminal and the insane, are indispensable to modern society.  They are the 

men of genius” (p.141).   

The very same year Carrel won a Nobel Prize in physiology, his countryman Adolphe Lois 

Cureau, France’s Governor of the African colonies, described Equatorial Africans in his Savage 

Man in Central Africa (1912[1915]) as “a homogenous psychological species [representing] a 

quite distinct stepping-stone of humanity” (p.38).
47

  But scientific and popular belief in an 

essential inequality between racial groups was just as strong on the other side of the Atlantic during 

                                                      
46

 Carrel goes to great lengths to make clear, however, that discipline should not be instilled in the same 
way for girls as boys, given ‘irrevocable differences’ between the two.   
47

 Meltzer (1993:48) and also Spencer and Smith (1981) likewise refer to Neanderthals as a ‘stepping stone 
of humanity’.  
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the pre-War period, evidenced in the work of practically every major anthropologist in the United 

States.   

In 1910, on behalf of the US Government’s Immigrant Commission, the eminent Franz 

Boas studied the heads of New York immigrants, particularly Jews.  Jews, according to Boas, 

presented some capacity for further development and change.  Other races appeared less 

fortunately positioned, and indeed some were apparently locked into a particular psychology that 

defined, in more or less absolute terms, who they were.  In the first edition of his The Mind of 

Primitive Man (1911), Boas argued that: 

 

It does not seem probable that the minds of races which show variations in their anatomical structure 

should act in exactly the same way.  Differences of structure must be accompanied by differences of 

function, physiological as well as psychological; and, as we found clear evidence of difference in 

structure between the races, so we must anticipate that differences in mental characteristics will be 

found (p.114-115).
48

 

 

Lawyer Madison Grant (1916) was also an anthropologist, and played an active role in crafting 

strong immigration restriction and anti-miscegenation laws in the United States.  He and Boas 

openly clashed on the question of the direction of American anthropology, Grant favouring 

physical anthropology and Boas cultural.  But it appears Grant did share Boas’ early view of a 

positive correlation between race and psychology.  According to Grant, Crô-Magnons came from 

Asia and were at least “in their highest stage of physical development at the time of their first 

appearance in Europe” (p.111).  In turn, noting the apparent similarity of Neanderthal Men to the 

Furfooz Men, he theorized that while the Crô-Magnon either “supplanted or exterminated” (p.107) 

the Neanderthals, they themselves went on to be harried by “waves of invaders of the same 

brachycephalic type [as the Furfooz]” (p.116) who “now occupy central Europe as Alpines and 
                                                      
48

 As Klineberg (1945) notes, it is significant that this passage by Boas does not appear in the 1938 
edition of the book, and it seems highly probable that Boas changed his opinion on this point (p.66). 
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form the predominant peasant type in Central and Eastern Europe” (p.116).  This peasant race, 

proclaimed Grant, now conflating race with class, does possess an innately ‘different mental 

characteristic’.  

 

It is quite astonishing to find that the predominant race in Europe 25,000 years ago, or more, 

was not only much taller, but had an absolute cranial capacity in excess of the average of the 

present population.  The low cranial average of existing populations in Europe can be best 

explained by the presence of large numbers of individuals of inferior mentality.  These 

defectives have been carefully preserved by modern charity, whereas in the savage state of 

society the backward members were allowed to perish and the race was carried on by the 

vigorous and not by the weaklings (p.109).  

 

Like Boas, Earnest Hooten was a member of the National Research Council’s Committee on the 

Negro.  Hooten authored Apes, Men, and Morons (1937), Crime and the Man (1939), Man’s Poor 

Relations (1942), a study of the biobehaviour of monkeys and apes.  He was also the author of 

Young Man, You are Normal (1945), a study dedicated to a biobehavioural understanding of 

undergraduates at Harvard, a university dominated by the white upper-middle class and a 

university that today possesses a $32.7 billion dollar endowment (Harvard 2013).  Negros were 

commonly seen as less intelligent, indeed a throwback to prehistoric times.  The Committee on 

the Negro was established in 1926, which was the same year Henry Fairfield Osborn was writing in 

Natural History that the exceeding ancientness of the Negro “may be proved by an examination 

not only of the brain, of the hair, of the bodily characters, such as the teeth, the genitalia, the sense 

organs, but of the instincts, the intelligence” (Osborn 1926:5).
49

 

Hrdlička, a proponent of the idea that Neanderthals held a place on the human evolutionary 

line, was also fascinated by the so-called Negro problem; and especially the psychological 
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 For Osborn (1930), because the modern Negro is music-able, it stands to reason that the man-ape 
missing link was as well.  “Primitive man is not only a tool-making animal, he is a music-making animal; 
consider ‘Blind Tom,’ the negro musical genius of his day” (p.7). 
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dimensions of that problem.  Hrdlička theorized that if the earliest Americans arrived in the New 

World from Asia during the Pleistocene period, their morphology should in all probability look 

like that of the Neanderthals.  In his Physical Anthropology (1919) he emphasizes the importance, 

in the context of understanding “primitive peoples” and sundry “social classes”, of anthropological 

studies of “pathological groups of mankind – the alcoholics, the epileptics, the insane, idiots, 

perverts, and other defectives or degenerates, and also criminals” (p.25).  For Hrdlička, and in yet 

another reference to Carrel’s ‘men of genius’: 

 

This part of anthropological research is already fairly well advanced, and with the help of medical men 

has accomplished much benefit to society.  But the aims of science, which are a complete knowledge 

of these classes, are still far from having been attained.  Their realization depends to a large extent on 

a perfect understanding of the normal contingent of the human and particularly the white family.   

 Finally, the ultimate aim of Physical Anthropology is that it may, on the basis of accumulated 

knowledge and together with other branches of research, show the tendencies of the actual and future 

evolution of man, and aid in its possible regulation or improvement (p.25).
50

   
 

 

Before becoming the first ever curator of physical anthropology at the U.S. National Museum, 

established in 1910 as part of the Smithsonian Institution, Hrdlička spent the early part of his career 

working as an anthropologist at the State Pathological Institute of New York, where 

psychiatrist-neuropathologist, Ira Van Gieson, served as Director.  Van Gieson, before becoming 

Director, spent most of 1896 in Europe undertaking studies in anthropometry under Manouvrier, 

the French anthropologist renowned for his comparative studies of male and female brains.  Van 

Gieson also took medico-legal courses at the University of Paris, and made visits to all the 
                                                      
50

 This association of the ‘normal contingent of the human’ with whites stands in sharp contrast to Dart’s 
semantic equating of Pygmies and Bushmen with the great apes.  Of the things threatened with 
eradication, writes Dart in his Adventures with the Missing Link (1959), none is more precious as far as 
human history is concerned than the Pygmies and Bushmen among the African peoples and cultures, and 
the chimpanzees and gorillas among our nearer primate relatives.  As for the apes, says Dart; “To study 
them is the prime responsibility of scientists in Africa.  The only part of the world where these apes are 
accessible in territory still under British administration is Uganda.  One can only hope that if and when the 
sanctuaries set aside for them become the responsibility of wholly African governments these animals will 
be preserved for their own welfare as well as for the pleasure and instruction of humanity” (p.244).   
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principal European insane asylums, penal institutions and museums (p.93-94).  Notes Hrdlička:   

 

On [Van Gieson’s] return he assumed the duties at the Pathological Institute, established a laboratory 

and prepared a plan of investigations, the ambitious object of which was to determine the “normal 

standard of the American people, or, at least, such a standard, if this be possible, of the native 

population of the State of New York; and at the same time to examine all the abnormal classes of the 

population;” to find what anatomical, physiological and psychological abnormal characters are 

peculiar to each of these classes, or, if that be impossible, to show which abnormalities predominate in 

each class; to determine how each of these classes differs from the normal and the one from the other; 

to find explanations, and determine as far as possible the causation, of the observed variations; and 

eventually to compare the results with similar ones obtained on the same classes among other peoples 

(p.94).   

 

It was his professional experience gained at the State Pathological Institute, along with his eventual 

position at the Smithsonian, that endowed Hrdlička (1927) with the authority to declare to the 

National Research Council’s Committee on the Negro that “the real problem with the American 

negro lies in his brain, and it would seem, therefore, that this organ above all others would have 

received scientific attention” (p.208).   

Accumulating data in the fields of health and medicine allowed early twentieth century 

figures such as Hrdlička to come to connect the Negro and Neanderthal ‘Problems’.  In the course 

of just two and a half years at the New York State Pathological Institute “records were secured on 

over 11,000 individuals, including all classes of the insane, the epileptic, the idiot and to some 

extent also the criminal” (Hrdlička 1919:94).  This was surpassed by the records collected at 

Western Reserve University in Cleveland.  Before embarking on his journey to Peking, where 

Sinanthropus was unearthed, T. Wingate Todd, Head of the Department of Anatomy at Reserve 

and another former student of Elliot Smith, accumulated for Reserve a documented skeletal 

collection numbering over thirty-three thousand individuals.    

 

The collection of anthropoid skeletons and hides also became the largest of its kind, and in respect to 

gorillas and chimpanzees, can never be duplicated.  Casts of all known forms of fossil man and a few 
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ancient Egyptian and American Indian remains presented the morphology of prehistoric man (Cobb 

1959[1964:21]).   

 

Such painstaking data collection efforts are compelling evidence of how the historical shift in 

episteme that occurred between Cuvier and Darwin actually made it compulsory for oddities to be 

definitively co-opted into the service of science and the state.  Striking physical peculiarities, 

formally acceptable in groups understandable as human, now suggested non-human or sub-human 

natures, and in all cases, the notion of ‘modern’ man inferred white European man.
51

  Thus Keith 

(1931) utilizes ‘the modern Englishman’ as the base-standard – ‘holotype’ – for comparing 

practically every new paleoanthropological discovery made up to the end of the 1920s.  This 

included the “earliest Londoner” (The Times, Oct.28, 1925:15), referred to by Keith as “Homo 

londonensis”, found during 1925 excavations for London’s new Lloyd’s Insurance building; the 

skull of which Keith (1931) insisted “cannot be the Neanderthal species or type” (p.452).  “Every 

year brings forth evidence which helps us to fill in the story of human life in ancient Europe”, Keith 

proclaimed; “particularly during that long period when its sole inhabitants were men of the 

massive-browed, slouching type” (p.363).  By this he clearly meant non-whites: 

 

We must explain the origin of human races on an evolutionary basis; we have to presume that black, 

yellow and white races are traceable back to a common ancestry, in which was combined actually or 

potentially the characters which ultimately became differentiated in black, yellow and white races of 

mankind.  We should expect the earlier forerunners of white races to still possess some of the negroid 

traits of the common ancestor (p.385-386).    

 

These ‘negroid traits’ are of course the ‘animal inside’ that is meant to be tamed and controlled; 

manifestations of man’s once ‘savage state’.  Some five years after Reade wrote about Negroes 
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 Moser (1996) argues that contemporary images of our ancestors have set the theoretical views and 
informed the interpretation of new fossil finds. “By emphasising certain attributes and conveying human 
qualities, the pictures of ‘missing links’ aim to define the boundary between apes and humans” (184). 
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being ‘imitative in an extraordinary degree’, Darwin himself offered this confession: “[t]he 

astonishment which I felt seeing a party of Fuegans on a wild and broken shore will never be 

forgotten by me, for the reflection at once rushed to my mind – such were our ancestors” (quoted 

by Dart 1959:230).  Indirectly referencing Darwin, and likewise citing the ‘Negro’ entry of the 

fourteenth edition of Encyclopaedia Britannica to emphasize that “[c]annibalism is found in its 

simplest form in Africa, where the majority of cannibal tribes eat human flesh because they like it” 

(Dart 1959:200), Dart proclaims:     

 

Our minds may stagger at the idea of the hundreds of thousands of years that separate living men from 

their australopithecine ancestors; but this steadily unfolding story shows that the origin not merely of 

Tierra del Fuegans and Bushman but all living men goes back through these brutish, blundering phases 

of prehistoric man to that ancestral stage when human brains were no bigger than those of living 

microcephalic idiots or of living apes (p.235).   

 

Darwin deplored the nakedness of the Tierra del Fuegians for what he saw as their lack of industry, 

their ‘abject’ attitudes and their use of an idiom, which following Victorian era conceptions, 

scarcely merited the term ‘articulated language’.  His notes dwell on the islanders’ remarkable 

talent for imitation (of expressions, gestures and sounds), which others would later recognize as a 

general trait among ‘savage’ peoples across the world, and which would form part of the 

behavioural evidence that would enable paleoanthropologists to lump apes, savages, children, 

idiots and even women all together as being in various ways ‘witnesses to the origin’.   

 

Paleoanthropological method as discipline 

Anthropologist James Deetz (1967) defines his discipline as “the study of man in the broadest 

sense, including his physical, cultural, and psychological aspects, and their interrelationships” 

(p.3).  He also confirms archaeology to be fundamental to how anthropology, particularly 
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paleoanthropology, is practiced.  In Deetz’s words, “[a]rchaeology concerns itself with man in the 

past; it has been called the anthropology of extinct peoples” (p.3).  In order to define the 

successive phases of human cultural evolution archaeologists make use of variations in types of 

stone tools and as well as technique.  The drawback of this method, in the words of prehistorian 

Vayson de Pradenne (1941), is that human prehistory was not homogeneous at any given period.  

“We have to reckon with a certain amount of freedom and individuality among men and groups of 

men, with variations caused by differences in the raw material and in the mode of life, and also 

with cases of retarded development, of which there are such striking examples at the present day” 

(p.82).  The way archaeologists understand the lives of extinct peoples is in fact very similar to the 

way physicians today look at the living.  “Each [archaeological] specimen is to be subjected to a 

systematic diagnosis, as is a case of fever, for example, by a physician”, writes Yale anthropologist 

George Grant MacCurdy (1910:534).
52

  To this end, early archaeologists were concerned with 

establishing the order (categories) and sequence (hierarchies) of the materials uncovered in their 

excavations since no means of exact dating existed to help them.  Among the first to establish the 

archaeological method was Augustus Pitt Rivers, a member of the same minor aristocracy as 

William Pitt, the British Prime Minister convinced of the utility of Bentham’s ‘panoptic’ 

(all-seeing) architecture for prisons, schools, hospitals, factories, asylums and any other site where 

a high premium is attached to order and control.  In the late nineteenth-century, Pitt Rivers 

initiated the practice of ‘total site excavation’ (Penniman 1965:246).   

 

The fusion of types, the conveyance of ideas, the adaptation of the work of others to suit different 

environment – all these processes are visible in the comparative study of human artefacts which was 

the Colonel’s [(Pitt Rivers’)] method of collection.  No modern Marxist could fail to be satisfied and 

delighted with the illustration of Dialectic Materialism which such a collection provides!  Here could 

be studied the actions and reactions of humanity to its instruments and of the instruments to humanity 

                                                      
52

 MacCurdy here is quoting German physiologist-archaeologist Max Verworn.   



 
 

153 
 

(Casson 1940:195-96; exclamation Casson’s). 

 

This rational command approach was further refined with the implementation of what is referred to 

by specialists as a ‘Cartesian coordinate system’ on the archaeological site, giving the excavator a 

God’s eye or panoptic view by literally gridding nature (see Kipfer 2007).  This ‘nature’ of course 

includes the remains of long dead peoples and the hard material they left behind.  But in a very 

real sense, given the authority of the archaeologist, it indeed also comes to include the living.  

 

As archaeology, in the service of anthropology, moves from one operational level to the next, it is 

compelled to pay more attention to the social aspect of its subject matter, until there takes place on the 

explanatory level an actual convergence with cultural anthropology and the possibility of an actual 

synthesis in a common search for cultural causality and law (Willey and Phillips 1958:7; see also 

Binford 1958; 1962).    

 

When archaeology achieves convergence with cultural anthropology the rational command 

approach is thus extended to people in the here and now.  In the words of Casson (1940), Darwin 

at last provided anthropologists with a pattern on which to work, a map of human history into 

which they could fit all the varying and undeveloped races which they had discovered: 

 

Tasmanian aboriginals, oriental Ainu, primitive Bushmen, and all the backward races, could now be 

correlated with earlier types of man and compared to some extent with the various early skeletal 

remains which the archaeologists had collected.  Archaeology and Anthropology, where the antiquity 

of man was concerned, could hardly be separated.  Both sciences were pursuing one aim (p.191).  

 

 

Anthropologists determined that during the colonial era African Negros, likely because of 

their inherent inclination to ‘imitate’, were “particularly versatile in adopting new cultures 

wherever they have been taken, as labourers, by Caucasoids and Mongoloids” (Coon 1962:660).  

The early paleoanthropologist in Africa was often a director of ‘Negroid’ excavation work, just as 
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the paleoanthropologist in Europe had to guide those lower class people, ‘wanting for culture’, as 

Laing put it, who laboured on his behalf.
53

  In words evoking those of his countrymen Carrel, who 

spoke of ‘all whose everyday task is the rearing of children’, Vayson de Pradenne wrote in his 

Prehistory (1941) that “this supervision can be practically and effectively carried out only by 

educated persons”.  “Doctors, clergymen, teachers, and colonial administrators, who form a 

network over the country owing to the nature of their duties, should all have their attention drawn 

rôle, even if they confine themselves to reporting discoveries to specialists who can come and 

study them” (p.34; italics De Pradenne’s).  The sixteen year preservation of the Gibraltar 

Neanderthal skull, for example, is credited to a Lieutenant Flint, who “employed prison labour in 

the cause of science” (Campbell 1956:175).  The circumstances were similar wherever 

paleoanthropological work was undertaken in Asia.  Von Koenigswald (1956) was firmly 

committed to the idea that, in his words, “behind the fossils he [the paleoanthropologist] seeks life, 

and behind life order and law” (p.207).  Perhaps because Mongoloids were historically positioned 

between Causasians and Negroids on the racial hierarchy, Von Koenigswald had to keep a 

watchful eye over the Indonesian ‘coolies’ that laboured on his behalf.  That is to say, the 

Mongoloids, unlike their Negroid counterparts, were at least somewhat shrewd.   

 

Under the guidance of a superior mind, we can imagine that they would be content to toil, without 

weighing deliberately the nature or amount of the reward.  Like the Chinese they could probably 

imitate, but not invent; and, secure from the irruption [sic] of enemies they would, in time, develop a 

rude civilization (Von Koenigswald 1947:742).
54
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 One notable exception to ‘Negroid labourers’ is the case where, during and after the Second World War, 
“three Italian prisoners and a few Africans” (Cole 1954:139) similarly lived and worked at the chief Kenya 
Colony paleoanthropological site of Olorgesailie under the guidance of the Leakey’s. 
“These Italians seldom saw another human being, save for an occasional Masai herd.  … One would have 
thought that work under these conditions beneath a relentless sun would have made them discontented; not 
a bit, they sang and laughed all day long, and when the time came for them to be repatriated, one of them 
begged to be allowed to stay on” (p.139). 
54

 These words of Von Koenigswald’s come against the backdrop of not only the Committee on the Negro in 
the United States, but also ‘The Chinese Exclusion Act’ passed by the U.S. Congress in 1882, prohibiting 
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De Pradenne’s answer to this shrewdness is for the paleoanthropologist to never premise his 

labourers any rewards for making a discovery described to them beforehand: “that is an 

inducement to fraud that has often been the cause of serious errors” (p.54).  But while 

paleoanthropologists had to keep watchful eye over his labourers, there was also a measure of 

self-surveillance.  

As Deetz (1967) explains, strict self-discipline on the part of the archaeologist himself is 

also crucial to the success of any project wherein human fossil remains are sought.  The material 

recovered during an excavation is placed in bags; each bag carrying a label like this: 

 

 

4  SBa  7 
N3  W5 

0.5 ft – 1.0 ft.  B.S. 
7 / 16 / 12 

J.W. 

  

The objects of the bag are known to have come from the second level below surface (vertical location 

within a half foot) in the third square to the north and the fifth square to the west of the key point of the 

grid (horizontal location within five feet) in the seventh site recorded in Santa Barbara County, 

California.  Such a label provides a precise location of the contents of the bag.  The date of the 

excavation is given in the fourth line, and the initials in the fifth line are those of the digger so that, 

should any question arise concerning the material, the archaeologist will know who to consult (or in 

some cases, who to blame!) (p.17; brackets and exclamation Deetz’s).   
 

 

When the excavation has been completed, all records, artefacts and related materials are taken into 

the laboratory; whereupon each object taken from the site is catalogued.  This cataloguing allows 

the objects to be mixed, sorted, or segregated in any way whilst maintaining the possibility to still 

place all the objects back in their original relationships with an accuracy which is as great as the 

                                                                                                                                                                           
admission of unskilled Chinese laborers for ten years.  Alongside the Act came a ban against ‘lunatics, 
idiots, convicts, persons likely to become public charges’ (see McKee 2000; Torpey 2000). 
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accuracy and precision of field location by pit, level or feature.  At this point specialists “begin the 

difficult but often fascinating task of resurrecting a life way of a people from the scraps and pieces 

which [they] have spent long hours removing from the earth” (p.19).  The typical mode of 

analyzing the form of artefacts is known as the ‘type concept’, which invariably includes a kind of 

‘lumping and splitting’ practice, described in detail by Deetz via hypothetical scenario; worth 

reproducing here in its entirety for the simplicity with which it captures both the arbitrariness 

inherent in archaeological work and also the necessity of typology for ‘seriation’ and ‘spatial 

alignment’ – in other words, ordering and hierarchizing. 

 

He [the archaeologist] has brought all the fragments of pottery (sherds) from … his site to a long table, 

and begins to sort them according to obvious similarities.  Three piles begin to emerge.  One is made 

up of sherds which are painted in black on a white ground color.  A second pile is of sherds which are 

plain grey in color, with no decoration.  The third is made up of sherds which are yellow with red 

painted decoration.  Tentatively then, he has isolated three types in his pottery.  Upon closer 

inspection of one of the piles, that of black on white painted sherds, he discovers that it can be 

subdivided into a group of sherds which have designs painted solid black and a second group with 

black fine line painting.  His other two groups subdivide in a similar manner: some yellow sherds 

have curvilinear designs, others rectilinear decoration, and the plain grey is made up of very thin 

sherds on the one hand and quite thick ones on the other.  He proceeds to make this division in each 

class and now has six groups.   

 In addition to these six piles, he also has two very small groups of a few sherds each.  One group 

has red designs on a white ground color.  These sherds fall between the chairs of his tentative groups.  

He is faced with the choice of considering them as two additional types of equal status with the other 

six or of thinking of them as not belonging to the universe of pottery which is typical of his site.  

Either explanation is possible. ... [H]e might consider them to be minor types, which were more 

popular earlier or later than the time represented by the pottery which he is classifying.  On the other 

hand, red and white and black on yellow pottery might have been popular at other sites occupied at the 

same time, and the pottery from these sites might only contain very small amounts of black on white 

and red on yellow pottery.  In this case, the presence of these “odd-balls” might be explained by the 

trading of pottery between contemporary villages (p.49-50).    

 

This ‘type concept’ approach described by Deetz is consistent with what archaeologists Lewis and 

Sally Binford call ‘factor analysis’, a multivariate statistical technique intended to allow 

investigators to search for subsets of artifacts as clues to repeated practices constituting prehistoric 

living habits (see Binford and Binford 1966).  Both type concept and factor analysis entail the 
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investigator having to ultimately make a choice as to where exactly to draw the lines of distinction 

and difference.  Factor analysis was developed in the early 1900s by American psychologists 

aiming to identify sets of questions to serve as effective measures of intelligence (Pfeifer 1969).  

The Binfords, having obtained a massive collection of prehistoric toolkits from a site in Israel near 

the Sea of Galille, at another site near Damascus in Syria, and one from a French open-air site near 

Rouen, adopted the factor analysis method to determine the standout variations among the items of 

a sample, comparing for example one of the tool types with a second type for each of the myriad 

collections.  The final analysis produced five “factors”, five sets of tools that varied together as 

independent clusters with high degrees of correlation (p.208). 

Together, total site excavation, type concept and factor analysis produced vast streams of 

data which wholly complemented that collected, as we have seen, in mental hospitals and 

university anatomy laboratories across Europe and North America.  Neanderthals and other 

prehistoric humans, as evidenced in most any given ‘evolution of Man’ illustration produced over 

the course of the last century, each invariably offered in a left-to-right orientation (the same as 

Western writing), came to be fitted into pre-existing stages, pigeonholed for reference, and used to 

reinforce the ‘evolutionary’ view of human history and progress.  The Cartesian belief that 

rationality is the exclusive property of the human was caught up in this process of purification 

insofar as it lent weight to the supposedly scientific observation that idiocy and deformity often 

coincide; even if, in reality, they were more often than not merely driven into alliance by social 

ostracization of people physically odd or mentally eccentric.  ‘Odd-balls’ thus appear in living 

societies as much as they do in collections of archaeological artifacts, emerging as an inherent 

function of classifying and the identification of ‘ideal types’. 

Paleoanthropologists of the late nineteenth-century came to rely on simple averages 
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(means), occasionally supplemented by a statement of highest and lowest values of a particular 

measurement (the range), to express all the variability they observed in the human fossil record.  

The same type concept utilized by archaeologists now sees common reference to the ‘classic’, 

‘conservative’ or ‘extreme’ Neanderthal which is said to display in marked degree the typical 

Neanderthal features.55  These are distinguished from fossils described as only ‘Neanderthaloid’ 

(see UNESCO 1963:96-100), the standout examples in the paleoanthropological literature being 

those excavated in the Middle East.  This includes fossils discovered by British archaeologist 

Francis Turville-Petre in 1925 at a cave near Galilee.  Just after Turville-Petre’s discovery, the 

British Government established in Jerusalem, immediately beside the American School of Oriental 

research, a Department of Antiquities.  As described by the University of Cambridge’s Stanley 

Arthur Cook (1926), the Department’s aim was to repress unauthorized digging and to encourage 

all competent and scientific inquiry, to safeguard the results, and to conserve all existing remains, 

and, in general, to reorganize Palestinian archaeology.  “There are [now] Jewish archaeological 

and excavation societies”, noted Cook, “and the endeavour is also made to interest Orientals in 

their land” (p.487). 

Other Middle Eastern fossil finds soon followed.  Among the most prominent of these 

occurred between 1929 and 1934 at the Mount Carmel sites of Skhul and Tabun, both of which 

were excavated by a joint Anglo-American expedition, and the Qafzeh skeletons found around the 

same time, near Nazareth, by René Neuville, the chief French government official in Jerusalem, 

who signed all his correspondence “Counsel and Pre-historian” (Shreeve 1995:45).   

There were also fossil skeletons discovered at Shanidar cave in the Zagros Mountains of 

Iraqi Kurdistan, excavated after World War II by American anthropologist Ralph Solecki.  

                                                      
55

 The prototype of the ‘classic’ Neanderthal is commonly regarded as the specimen from La 
Chapell-aux-Saints, France (Weiner 1965:296). 
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Throughout most of the twentieth century this particular cave occupied a featured place in the 

paleoanthropological conscience.  One reason was because Shanidar was well known as 

“inhabited from early Mousterian times to the present; [and indeed] several Kurdish families still 

live in it” (Coon 1963:562).  The other main reason was because the skeletons found by Solecki 

apparently display a mixture of ‘premodern’ and ‘modern’ features.  Each have been variously 

interpreted as exhibiting either a shared morphology with other archaic hominid species (see 

McCown and Keith 1939) or, in some cases, actually appearing to be ‘progressive’ 

‘proto-Crô-Magnons’ (see Howell 1957); which would thus potentially situate them as evidence 

for the evolution of modern humans from Neanderthal ancestors. 

The caves of Mount Carmel, Palestine, produced similar ‘Neanderthaloid’ specimens.  In 

each case, the question as to where to place these Middle Eastern ‘odd balls’ was immediately 

fraught with controversy, and continues to be so.  In the late nineteenth century the belief among 

Europeans of Arab ‘lowness’ was widespread, reflected for example in Laing’s opinion, stated in 

his Human Origins (1892), that in comparison to the Arabs “the European, especially our 

English-speaking races, stand on a higher platform” (p.208).  The question of where exactly on 

the racial-evolutionary hierarchy between whites and Negros the Middle Easterner’s should be 

placed appears caught up in this controversy.  The opposition of the respective views of Keith and 

Leakey well captures the dilemma. 

“Mr. Leakey believes that the prehistoric people of [East Africa] were more white than 

black”, wrote Keith in 1931.  “I am of the opinion that the opposite is the case – they were more 

black than white” (p.173).  According to Keith: 

 

This difference of opinion it will be well to bear in mind as we ... take up our search in Palestine, thus 

passing from Africa to Asia, and as I am convinced that we must, when interpreting the racial character 

of prehistoric remains, take into account the present distribution of human types, it will be well for us 
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to note the kind of peoples which now occupy the lands to which have to be traversed in passing from 

Kenya Colony to the Holy Land (p.173).      

 

We still have to find out when men of the modern type began to arrive in Palestine and where they 

came from (p.198). 

 

Might it not be that here, too, Neanderthal man had undergone evolutionary changes which 

transformed him into modern man?  Or is it to be Palestine, as in Europe, that the Neanderthal type 

was suddenly replaced by invaders of another type just as the aboriginal type of Australia is now being 

replaced by a European type?  And if we find sudden replacement, is the race which invaded Palestine 

in later Palaeolithic times to be the same as that which invaded Europe and replaced Neanderthal man? 

(p.202). 

 

Keith saw ‘oids’ in the Middle East specimens.  “The ancient Galilean”, he claimed, “was not the 

pure Neanderthal type, but a variant of the type; his culture was not the pure Mousterian, but a 

variant of that culture” (p.198; italics mine).  He also noted that the cranial fragments of the 

specimen “bore no mark of violence – save that dealt to them by the Arab labourer’s pick” (p.183).  

Leakey (1934), however, was convinced that the Galilee specimen was not an ‘oid’ but rather 

altogether Neanderthal, in the ‘classic’ sense. 

Weidenreich (1941) argued that “[n]o matter how the occurrence of such a mixture of 

forms may be explained, [Mount Carmel] proves that the Neanderthalians did not die out but 

survived somewhere by continuing in Homo sapiens” (p.41).  In other words, for Weidenreich, 

there are some people of this world, at least in the Middle East, with true Neanderthal ancestors.  

De Chardin, for his part, disagreed, reminding the scientific community that though in these fossils 

we can “attempt to locate the deep roots of modern humanity”; “[r]oots, however, do not mean 

stock”. 

 

However ‘adaptive’ Palestine man may be, all men of the middle Pleistocene so far known have at 

least this in common, that none of them could be confused with any representative of the human race 

living today.  No anthropologist will dispute this.  Great though the differences separating these 

various representatives of the human past from one another may be, yet seen together, by virtue of a 

certain combination of archaic or primitive features, they bear more resemblance among themselves 

than connection with us (1943[1965:117]).   
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Smith Woodward (1948) tried to accommodate both the ‘pure’ and the ‘oid’ sides, proclaiming 

that the finds “actually reveal a tribe of fossil men in which the skull varies from that of a primitive 

brutal race to that of a refined modern man” (Smith Woodward 1948:90).  Cole, in turn, was more 

decisive than Smith Woodward.  For Cole, (1954), “[t]he most obvious explanation of the Mount 

Carmel fossils (though not necessarily the true one), is that they were hybrids, and thus not 

specifically distinct from Homo sapiens” (p.74).  Nesturkh took a similar tack, but in fact stands 

out in the paleoanthropological literature in the way his choice of wordage – ‘deviation’ – faintly 

suggests belief on his part that it is ‘improper’ for the Palestinian Neanderthaloids to approach 

‘pure’ humanity.  Specifically, for Nesturkh (1959), the skulls are in the main of the Neanderthal 

group, but nevertheless present morphological traits indicating “that there was a deviation … in the 

direction of the modern type of man” (p.294).   

During the Cold War excavations of Middle Paleolithic cave sites in Israel, including 

renewed work at the caves of Tabun, Amud, Kebara, Shovakh, Qafzeh, and Zuttiyeh, increased 

rapidly (see Shea 2003b).  In 1965, Oxford’s South Africa-born Joseph S. Weiner, who earlier in 

his career, with the support of Raymond Dart, conducted studies for the Rand Corporation on the 

physiology and pathology of heat exhaustion on Bantu diamond miners working for Rand Mines 

(Little and Collins 2012:115), continued to describe the Middle-Eastern specimens in ‘hybrid’ 

terms; in his words the “crowning example” of clearly Levalloisian-Mousterian 

(proto-Crô-Magnon) populations (Weiner 1965:297).  In 1969 investigators at Nazareth’s Qafzeh 

Cave, which had earlier been blown up by British troops as a suspected Israeli ammunition depot, 

found fossils identified as the remains of people who were very closely related to modern-type man 

yet were still using Neanderthal tools (Pfeiffer 1969:223).  This was further support to the 

argument that Neanderthals in the region were either evolving into modern humans or were in fact 
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interbreeding with the humans they shared the region with.  Montagu (1969), pointing to the new 

developments, claimed it “doubtful whether he [Neanderthal] was exterminated anywhere” (p.69), 

and that it is much more likely he mixed with whatever populations he encountered: “[M]any 

persons may still be seen who bear the traces of their remote Neanderthal ancestry.  These traces 

may be observed in the rather heavy brow ridges, deep-sunk eye sockets, receding foreheads, and 

weakly-developed chin regions” (p.69).      

The debate about the Middle-Eastern specimens remains firmly polarized.  While most 

paleoanthropologists today see them as ‘fence-sitting’ hybrids, others, including Israel-born 

Harvard archaeologist Ofer Bar-Yosef, see them to be not fence-sitting at all.  Bar-Yosef has 

drawn upon developments in thermoluminescence dating and analysis of microfauna to argue that 

remarkably modern humans occupied the Levant before Neanderthals; thus that there were two 

very distinct sets of people.  If Neanderthals came after the Crô-Magnons to the Levant, then there 

would indeed be a Neanderthal ‘race’ – or in Bar-Yosef’s words, a Neanderthal ‘society’.  Such 

evidence compels Stringer (1988) to argue that “[e]volutionary models centered on a direct 

ancestor-descendent relationship between Neanderthals and modern H. sapiens must surely now 

be discarded, along with associated schemes designed to explain such a transition” (p.565).  How 

did the two types, existing side-by side, interact?  “I see confrontation [in that time overlap]”, says 

Bar-Yosef.  “People who grow up in the Middle East understand that.  We don’t like each other.  

We rarely intermarry, and we kill each other whenever we can.  I don’t think you can prevent 

competition among societies” (Gore 1996:34).  Others of course interpret the evidence 

differently.  Countering the ‘competitive exclusion’ hypothesis, Wolpoff and Frayer (1992) 

predictably take the same data and go in the opposite direction.  In the Levant, just as in Western 

Europe, the evidence points to assimilation, they claim.  The two species’ archaeological 
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adaptations are indistinguishable “and there is no evidence of banging or whimpering [that would 

indicate conflict]” (p.201).   

The ambiguity of the Middle Eastern ‘odd-balls’ compels a revisit of Shakespeare’s 

Caliban.  In The Tempest, Caliban was perceived as a half-breed fool who could be governed and 

taken advantage of easily; “a quintessential bestial European Other”, says Corbey, “an avatar and 

condensation of earlier figures such as the Plinian Races and the Wild Man” (p.11).  Chapman 

Andrews (1946) offers a glimpse into how contemporary paleoanthropologists use such ‘bestial’ 

characterizations of Neanderthal Man as a foil for their depictions of modern white European men: 

 

Cro-Magnons have been called the finest physical types the world has produced.  Probably their skins 

were white.  In fact, if you saw a Cro-Magnon man of Fifth Avenue dressed in a sack suit and a 

Homburg you wouldn’t give him a second glance.  Or perhaps you would, if you were a woman, for 

artists depict him as a debutante’s ‘dream man’ (p.173). 

 

In contrast Neanderthals were presented in scientific illustrations as grotesque, dimwitted brutes 

with brown skin, half concealed by black hair, sparse for a beast but too heavy for a modern 

human.  To again borrow from Chapman Andrews, “[h]e is described as savage, dangerous, 

destructive, feared by all animals of the jungle because of his cleverness and mischievous 

curiosity; living in gangs like bad boys of the slums ....” (p.70).  ‘Bad boys of the slums’ might be 

read in a number of paleoanthropological texts from the twentieth century to the present.  Leakey 

speculated in his The Stone Ages Cultures of Kenya Colony (1931) that Kenya’s ‘Mousterian race’, 

more primitive than the Aurignacians, “could not make long flakes and Chatelperron points 

themselves, [yet] were by no means averse to picking up and using tools thrown away or lost by the 

Aurignacians, or even to stealing such tools if opportunity occurred” (p.81).  Some eighty years 

later, anthropologist and popular science writer Brian Fagan (2010) writes that Neanderthals may 

have acquired some perforated teeth by exchange [with Crô-Magnon Man], or even quietly stolen 
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them” (p.137). 

Paleoanthropologists continuously compared Neanderthal to children, to the mad, to the 

savage and, as we have seen many times, the criminal.  In his book Culture and Imperialism 

(1993), Saïd argues that the modern identity of the West has been defined by its colonies; which are 

not merely physical places in a political geography.  Colonies also organize the boundaries and 

borders of our consciousness by defining our attitudes towards such things as race and sexuality.  

European travellers such as Vigne (see Duckworth 1904) often noted the ‘beauty’ of Oriental 

women, and anthropologists often drew open the ethnographic work of these travellers.  Oriental 

despotism and exotic sexuality form part of the very core of the Orientalist discourse of the 

Oriental character.  Lack of instrumental thinking, participatory democracy, industrial capitalism, 

autonomous cities and a middle-class are critical features that the West sees as distinguishing the 

Orient from the Occident.  Such a perception extends at least as far back as the eighteenth century.  

French economist and statesman, Anne-Robert-Jacques Turgot, inspired by the economic 

liberalism of Smith, wrote in his On Universal History (1751) that “the harmful effects of 

despotism and polygamy has never been extended so far, even in the manners of China or Japan, as 

under Mohammedism” (p.83).  Like Turgot, the German biologist-parliamentarian Vogt (1864), 

one of the first to weigh in on the Feldhofer Neanderthal, argued that despotism and savagery were 

connatural.  He cites German zoologist Alfred Brehm’s study of social behaviour within a troop – 

“horde” – of apes to make his point.  The dignity of the horde leader, writes Brehm, is “not 

conferred upon him by ‘universal suffrage’; he only obtains it after having conquered the other 

male competitors”. 

 

The longest teeth and the strongest arms decide. … No female member of the horde must carry on any 

love affair.  His eyes are sharp, and his discipline severe; he won’t take a joke in his amours.  The 
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females who should commit themselves, are so cuffed that they take care not to offend again; the 

youthful ape which intrudes into the harem of his Sultan is treated much worse (quoted by Vogt:230).   

 

With this in mind, asks Vogt, implicitly paralleling the ‘followers of Mohammed’ and indigenous 

peoples, ‘is the difference between the morality in this simian society, depending on the will of the 

leader, and that of a horde of Australians, in which the strongest equally lays down the law, 

sufficiently important to warrant placing the two sides into separate kingdoms?’.  “[A]bsolutism 

knows no other morality than the will of the ruler.  He makes the laws, he establishes the faith, he 

determines the morality; whoever acts or teaches differently may be punished or killed.  Does the 

morality of … despotism then greatly differ from that prevailing in a simian society?” (p.231).   

 “Sometimes even Sultanism appears superficially to be completely bound by tradition, but 

this is never in fact the case”, proclaimed sociologist Max Weber in his The Theory of Social and 

Economic Organization (1925[1947]), translated into English by American structural functionalist 

and central figure in U.S. Cold War-era sociology, Talcott Parsons.
56

  Cole, Leakey’s assistant, 

writes in The Prehistory of East Africa (1954) that “[w]hen they were not basking idly in the sun, 

the energies of the early inhabitants of East Africa were absorbed by endless internecine warfare, 

and by intense preoccupation with witchcraft and superstition” (p.23).  If readers of Cole 

wondered at the danger posed to the paleoanthropologist by the warring East Africans, Weber’s 

work, widely circulated, confirmed that this danger was real.  According to Weber (1952), the 

‘non-traditional element’ here is not rationalized in impersonal terms as it is in the modern West, 

                                                      
56

 Weber’s concept of the ‘ideal type’ is not only evident in the way archaeologist seek to rethink or re-enact 
the thoughts of long-ago peoples responsible for discarding archaeological materials, but also the way 
paleoanthropologists, such as Keith, use a holotype, a single specimen of a new species to which every 
other individual assigned to that species has to be compared.  The holotypes concept is now employed by 
economic historians such as Karl Polanyi, who collected data from different cultures and attempted to 
create anthropological models of economy. 
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but consists only in an extreme development of the sphere of arbitrary will and grace: “It is this 

which distinguishes [Sultanism] from every form of rational authority” (p.347). 

The irrationality of non-Europeans continues to be a prominent theme of 

paleoanthropological writing.  “Our first season back at Hadar [(at the mouth of the Great Rift 

Valley)]”, Donald Johanson (1996) tells National Geographic Magazine in a feature article called 

‘Face-to-Face with Lucy’s Family’, “tantalized us”. 

 

One day midway through that season a young Afar tribesman named Dato Adan appeared in camp.  

Lean and extremely fit, he was typical of the Afar people who today live where Lucy once wandered.  

Their bodies bear almost no fat.  They eat little, surviving mostly on the goats they keep.  The Afar 

get everywhere by walking – just as Lucy and her kind did (p.103). 

 

That night we sat around the campfire, the Afar joined us again.  One of them, Omar, began 

performing good-natured imitations of each of us.  Then, in celebration, they began chanting, singing, 

and dancing around us, holding their Kalashnikov rifles high in the air.  I asked Dato Adan what they 

were singing.  He said they were thanking Allah for letting us find something we really wanted 

(p.110). 

 

Fourteen years after Johanson’s description of ‘Lucy’s Family’, and nine years after the events of 

9-11, Tim White describes a new find, Ardipithecus ramidus, as “ground zero” in human evolution 

– “a primitive biped with one part of its foot in the past and one in the future, its male canines 

already reduced and “feminized” in shape” (Shreeve 2010:60).  “We thought Lucy was 

primitive”, exclaims White.  “We had no idea what primitive meant” (quoted in Shreeve 

2010:51).  Like Lucy, ‘Ardi’ was discovered in Ethiopia, “near the territory of a belligerent Afar 

clan called the Alisera” (p.51).  These “trigger-happy cowboys”, as one Ardi researcher called 

them, lived in a “sour-smelling dusty village near the Awash River floodplain”, and included a 

“dyspeptic-looking young man” who, a couple of years ago, according to White, “got pissed 

because I wouldn’t hire him; went for his knife and had to be restrained” (p.51).   
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Chapter Seven 
 

Most paleoanthropologists are aware that the question of “when, where, and how man ascended 

from the lower orders” (Hrdlička 1914:491) is effectively a question of what it means to be human.  

This is undoubtedly part of the reason why the discipline of paleoanthropology has so profoundly 

captured the popular imagination, and indeed interest in the ongoing question as to the human 

status of Neanderthal – the hub of paleoanthropology’s speculative and explanatory universe – is 

so widespread.  At the same time, most paleoanthropologists are likewise aware that their 

discipline has a history of its own; one which has seen scientific conceptions of humanness tightly 

entangled with politics.  As Dennell (2001) has observed, it is by no means news that 

“paradigmatic shifts in human origins research occur in response to a wider world” (p.45).  But 

sociologists concerned with the ways social relations today are structured and organized have 

heretofore overlooked paleoanthropology and its Neanderthal missing link as an important source 

of normativity and stratification. 

 

Conclusion 
 

Building upon the general deconstructivist premise that paleoanthropology’s “search for the 

identity of all mankind” (Leakey and Lewin 1993:16) must inherently imply possession on the part 

of paleoanthropologists of at least some a priori notion of what mankind actually ‘looks like’ 

before the very search for it can even commence, I have endeavored here to offer an immanent 

critique of paleoanthropology focusing particularly on its socio-political history – a ‘genealogy’ of 

paleoanthropology, Foucault would call it.  This entails standing over and against the discipline of 

paleoanthropology and its view of the world but also, inevitably, engaging paleoanthropology in a 

meaningful ‘interior dialogue’.  Informed by general insight on scientism offered by critical social 
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theory, my particular goal has been to illuminate the role played by Neanderthal in the ongoing 

modern socio-historical process by which artifices of human identity, including racial categories, 

are created, inhabited, transformed, and destroyed.  Compelled by what I see as pervasive and 

reoccurring tautologies of thought within paleoanthropological discourse, and indeed the way 

these tautologies hint at profound ontological and epistemological tensions inherent within the 

discipline, I have applied the complementary theories of Foucault and Saïd to understand discourse 

on the Neanderthal, articulated in anthropological literature, going back to the original Feldhofer 

discovery of 1856.  Doing so has helped me to identify and make sense of Neanderthal’s politics, 

in particular the anxieties that the Neanderthal propagates or conceals.   

The conclusion I draw, ultimately, is that paleoanthropology’s missing links – and to be 

sure Neanderthal Man is the quintessential missing link – function as a powerful technology of 

boundary maintenance.  Questions of ‘humanness’ and questions of alterity, race included, cannot 

be divorced from one another within the modern scientific search for ‘origins’.  This reality is 

manifest in the unassailable dichotomy embodied by paleoanthropology’s prevailing Revolution 

and Continuity models; a dichotomy that, I have argued, effectively amounts to that between 

foundationalism and non-foundationalism.  The very manner by which paleoanthropology is 

practiced at the field site and in the laboratory, that is to say the invariable process of ‘lumping’ and 

‘splitting’ of archaeological artifacts, bones and stone tools included, not only maintains this 

dichotomy but in fact is also enabled by it; given life by it.  The result, critically, is that the 

missing link amounts to being at once both a disconnect, a wide door, a gulph, as well as an 

attachment, a chiasmus or creature.  In other words something simultaneously there and not there.  

Something far away and close.  It is precisely this peculiar and unsteady nature of the missing link 

that allows it to be utilized as a tool for the shaping of conduct in the hope of producing certain 
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desired effects and averting certain undesired ones.  The shifting fortunes of Neanderthal, 

historically, reflects the way missing links allow modern Western peoples, particularly those in 

positions of authority, to manage social relations on the basis of constructed scientific knowledge 

about those missing links.  Neanderthal, and indeed people deemed Neanderthal-like, can either 

be drawn close or, as is more frequently the case, be held at bay.    

I opened my dissertation with a primary-text laden account of the debate surrounding the 

original Feldhofer Neanderthal specimen.  Those who commented on Neanderthal in the late 

nineteenth century, despite their often divergent points-of-view, exercised a shared language game 

which saw a ‘savage’, ‘primitive’, ‘barbaric’ and ‘brute’ vocabulary caught up in a series of 

theoretico-conceptual dichotomies: among others, monogenism/polygenism, progress/stagnation, 

highbrow/lowbrow, Occident/Orient; all grounded within the broader binary of 

normal/pathological.  The statements of Virchow, Huxley and Haeckel informed the ideas of 

Dubois, Black, Hrdlička, Keith and Boule, among others; whose own respective ideas in turn set 

the basic terms upon which today’s dominant paleoanthropological models of humanness – 

namely Revolution and Continuity – are themselves articulated.   

The discovery of ‘Oriental Man’, which is my term for all the Neanderthal-like missing 

links beyond Europe (i.e., Java Man, Peking Man, and the various ‘Men’ of Africa) occurred just 

as European countries were beginning to relinquish their formal administrative control of their 

colonies.  This is telling.  Colonial administrators, for example in King Leopold’s Belgian 

Congo, could no longer cut off the hands of natives as a way of disciplining and punishing those 

who failed to bring in from the jungle their rubber or ivory quota.  That is to say, disciplining the 

body was no longer an efficient means of rendering bodies docile and productive.  On the contrary 

it became necessary, as a matter of efficiency, for European ‘moderns’ to have a ‘gentler’ way of 
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managing social relations than via torturing or killing at the will of a sovereign.  Whereas in 

Victorian Europe Neanderthal Man had the effect of drawing a firm line of distinction between 

‘men of genius’ and the working class, the Irish, and various other undesirables, Oriental Man 

served effectively the same purpose of regulating power between the Occident and the Orient.   

Each of Out of Africa II and Multiregional Theory, as well as their respective counterparts 

Human Revolution and Cultural Continuity, found their form in the debates about Neanderthal 

going all the way back to 1856.  The fact that so many of those late nineteenth century figures who 

commented on Neanderthal wore two hats simultaneously, one as ‘naturalist’ and one as 

‘politician’, underscores salient contact between the world of science and the world of formal 

bureaucratic administration at the end of the colonial era.  As we saw so many times, rarely if ever 

was a fossil hunter anything but a politician, a lawyer, a physician, or otherwise a ‘gentleman of 

fortune’.  With respect to the Neanderthal debate, when we look closely at the words spoken and 

the social positions and professional titles of those speaking them we begin to discern what was for 

these speakers a freight of conflicted political meanings yielded by Neanderthal Man, meanings 

that called on not just temporal but, equally important, spatial terms; particularly those of distance 

and closeness between kinds, classes and peoples.   

The debate over the human status of Neanderthal in so many ways mirrored that at the same 

time occurring over the human status of African-American slaves.  And we saw how discourse 

surrounding the ‘Negro Problem’ in fact filtered into that of the ‘Neanderthal Problem’, and vice 

versa.  Various examples can be drawn upon with respect to how, on both sides of the Atlantic, the 

doctrine of evolution as it pertained to differences between races, including differences in the vast 

range of social and cultural attainments, found articulation not only in the many ‘anthropological 

societies’ that quickly arose in the wake of Origin of Species but also at the highest echelons of 
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formal government.  In a 1902 article in the journal Dépêche colonial, French Colonial 

administrator Léon Pacquier proclaimed that “[t]he negro spirit is something like the spirit of our 

first ancestors.  It is unpolished and crude” (quoted by Betts 1961:82).  France’s Henri Lorin, 

professor of colonial geography at l’université de Bordeaux, announced in a speech at the closing 

banquet of the 1904 Colonial Congress, amid applause, that the law of evolution imposes itself on 

colonial policy (p.191).  In the United States, Roosevelt (1916) was proclaiming that the marked 

feature in the progress of man has been its great acceleration of rapidity in each successive stage, 

accompanied by an inexplicable halt or dying out (and here Roosevelt pointed to Java Man as an 

example) in race after race and culture after culture (p.120).  Each of these quotes echo the classic 

Orientalist tropes of paleoanthropology, epitomized in Dart’s Adventures with the Missing Link 

(1959): “Since Vasco da Gama rounded the Cape and opened up to Europe the spices and jewels, 

the cultures and glamour of the Orient, the world’s circulating riches have floated ceaselessly 

around the rim of listless, sleeping Africa” (p.243).  But each of these quotes find their form in a 

much broader discursive framework.   

In modern times the body is treated as an object of knowledge around which a whole 

disciplinary system of discourses and practices has developed.  The rise of paleoanthropology 

occurs alongside not only the end of the colonial period but also the increasing intensification of 

interest in the human body and the problematization of health and its operational terms.  Foucault 

was interested in how the normalization of ‘heterosexual monogamy’, for example, entailed the 

investigation of individuals who were, in various ways, borderline, anomalous, or impossible with 

respect to the norm.  The sexuality of children, women, the mad, and criminals came under 

scrutiny, Foucault (1976) observes: “It was time for all these figures, scarcely noticed in the past, 

to step forward and speak, to make the difficult confession of what they were” (p.38-39).  In 
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addition to these particular ‘problem people’ it was clearly also time for the world’s various 

‘savage races’ to step forward.  German anthropologist Andreas Lommel affirms as much in his 

Prehistoric and Primitive Man (1966).  “The historical study of man’s development and 

achievements used to consider only the so-called ‘high’ or ‘mature’ cultures worthy of attention”, 

writes Lommel.  “‘Primitive’ cultures were given summary treatment, if not ignored altogether.  

A change in attitude began with the scientific approach to the study of man and his origins in the 

middle of the nineteenth century” (p.10).   

The priority given to anthropology only increased when the Feldhofer remains were 

discovered, as confirmed by the French Government, in 1864, officially declaring anthropology to 

be a ‘science of public utility’.  The work of De Perthes’ in the Somme Valley and the discovery 

of the Feldhofer Neanderthal remains in 1856 were a key motivation for Broca to begin pushing, in 

1858, for an official Anthropological Society in Paris; this followed by the establishment of the 

Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland in 1871.  The Government of France was 

initially wary – the whole idea of a learned society acknowledging people as animals being too 

shocking for too many in the political establishment (Shorto 2008:184).  Within a year however, 

whence Darwin published his On the Origin of Species and the scientific community accepted the 

reality of the ‘animal inside the man’, Broca eventually got approval for his Anthropological 

Society to meet.  And by 1880, having been nominated for election to the French Senate, Broca 

proclaimed that “[the Government of France] holds science in high consideration, and believes that 

to serve science is to serve one’s country” (quoted in Trinkaus and Shipman 1992:121).  By the 

end of the nineteenth century, Lubbock was echoing Broca, noting in his The Origin of Civilization 

and the Primitive Condition of Man (1898) that knowledge of ‘savage life’ is “of peculiar 

importance to us, forming, as we do, part of a great empire, with colonies in every part of the 
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world, and fellow-citizens in many stages of civilization” (p.5).  In turn, in Germany, 

archaeologist Gustaf Kossina declared in his Die Herkunft der Germanen (The Origin of the 

Germans; 1911), that archaeology was ‘the most national of sciences’ (Trigger 1989:163).   

To this day, because the material record of ancient humans – bones and stone tools – is 

considered ‘readable’ and interpretable in ways similar to books, research undertaken by 

archaeologists and anthropologists is embraced by courts for its ability to supplement, support or 

challenge civil liberties determinable by race; especially in circumstances where written records do 

not exist yet decisions need to be made which call into question not only what constitutes a 

‘human’ fossil or artefact and what does not, but also historical migrational patterns – i.e., who was 

here first? (Salmon 2001).  The same goes for paleogenetic data.  In the past twenty years 

scientists have found a record of ancient human migrations in the DNA of living people.  “Every 

drop of blood contains a history book written in the language of our genes”, says population 

geneticist Spencer Wells (Shreeve 2006:62).  Wells and molecular anthropologist Theodore 

Schurr are coordinating Genographic research in North America and comparing the data with that 

gleaned from the DNA of up to a hundred indigenous groups around the world with the aim of 

helping solve the long-standing debates about how, when, and from where the Americas were first 

populated.   

Representatives of government seldom question the value of anthropological and 

biological data for purposes of administration.  The need for up-to-date scientific information has 

been imperative.  In his Anthropology in Administration (1956), presented as an instruction 

manual for the coordination and cooperation of anthropologists and policy makers, H.G. Barnett, 

Staff Anthropologist for the United States Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, confirms that the 

reason anthropologists concentrate “upon primitive societies [is] because the data they provide are 
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essential to the theoretical advancement of man’s understanding of himself, because other 

specialists only skirt the field, and because the record of diversity is rapidly blurred under the 

onward march of Western civilization” (p.58). 

 

Cracking the Neanderthal Genetic Code 

One of my overriding aims with this dissertation has been to show, via a discursive exploration of 

paleoanthropology’s past, the situation of ‘humanness’ at the present.  The fundamental 

assumption upon which my study pivots is that the underlying ‘rules’ that allowed early 

paleoanthropologists to classify prehistoric peoples, particularly the Neanderthal, within such 

health-medical categories as ‘pathological’, ‘microcephalic’, ‘idiotic’ or indeed even ‘lowbrow’ 

still operate today, governing and delimiting our ability to think certain things in certain ways.  

Neanderthal Man is by no means the only missing link to have ever existed in the modern Western 

socio-cultural imagination.  In the context of modern artifices of human identity like race, the 

‘Neanderthalness’ of certain people, particularly those constituting the ‘Third World’, positions 

them as missing links too.  As such, like Neanderthal Man, they reside at the hazy interstice 

demarcating the normal-pathological polarity. 

The contest between Population Replacement and Multiregional Continuity manifests itself 

in archaeological and anthropological work across the globe.  This includes the current debate as 

to ‘Man’s entry into the Americas’, exemplified by the current furor over the long-standing ‘Clovis 

First’ paradigm; itself underpinning sub-debates such as the question of the origins of the North 

American Iroquois (Canada 1966:4; see also Moses 2009; Kuper 1988).
57

  It also includes the 

                                                      
57

 The question of whether the Iroquois migrated into the Northeast (brining an alien culture with them as 
they replaced the original Algonkian inhabitants) or were, on the other hand, indigenous to the northeast 
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debate as to the exact prehistoric migration routes between Africa and Asia.  Dart spent a month 

with the Bush people of South Africa, describing this encounter as a “dream period” not only for 

them but also himself and his team of researchers.  

 

Instead of having to grub for insects, reptiles and other small game for the food or go hunting big game 

with bows and arrows, they were frequently provided with their basic food.  For the team of scientists 

it was a most rewarding experience – particularly for me.  Not only was I more certain than ever that 

the Indian Ocean route had played a big part in bringing Asiatics to Southern Africa but here I had been 

able to examine ‘living fossils’” (p.68-69).  

 

Today, similar to the U.S., Australia, and other Western liberal democracies, status aboriginals in 

Canada are legally defined in the Government’s Indian Act and have certain entitlements and 

restrictions that do not apply to non-status Indians and Métis.  Just as apartheid-era blacks in 

South Africa were not defined by whether people subjectively considered or identified themselves 

as Blacks but rather were officially and legally classified as black, in an effectively equivalent 

manner the differences between status and non-status Indians in Canada are based on legal and 

bureaucratic considerations that often have little to do with people’s cultural attributes (Li 1991:7; 

see fig.4). 

Altogether, official interpretations of Canadian laws reflect a racial worldview of which 

ideas of evolutionism form important constitutional elements; structuring racial inequality and 

reinforcing the same worldview.  Though race is currently thought of as scientifically baseless, 

modern definitions of race, like other artifices of human identity (gender, ethnicity, sexuality, 

nationality class), are obviously legally sanctioned; with paleoanthropology constantly absorbing, 

translating and recirculating such ‘non-scientific’ ideas about race (and social order and culture) in 

its technical discourses.  Research on Neanderthals, like research undertaken by primatologists on 
                                                                                                                                                                           
area of their historic occupation (and evolved over the centuries out of the preceding cultures in the same 
area) is formally explored in the Government of Canada’s Bulletin 210 (Canada 1966).   
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chimpanzees, was supposed to provide inferences about the biological basis of Crô-Magnon social 

behaviour, ‘man the wise, the cultured’ and so forth.  Yet, the knowledge produced frequently 

went the other way, making sense of the Neanderthal in terms of currently prevailing social codes 

and conventions.  “When chimpanzees are overjoyed by the sight of a large pile of bananas”, 

writes Jane Goodall (1971), in another manifestation of what Saïd calls internal/negative 

Occidentalism, “they pat and kiss and embrace one another rather as two Frenchmen may embrace 

when they hear good news, or as a child may leap to hug his mother when told of a special treat” 

(p.220).  

The World Health Organization, the European Parliament, and United Nations 

Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization have all made explicit declarations condemning 

human cloning as unethical.  In 1997, American biologist Stuart Newman attempted to patent the 

genome of a chimpanzee-human hybrid as a means of preventing anyone from creating such a 

creature.  The U.S. Patent Office, however, actually denied his application on the basis that it 

would violate the Constitution’s 13
th

 amendment prohibition against slavery (Zorich 2010).  Since 

a research team led by Max Planck Institute paleogeneticist, Svante Pääbo, announced the ‘first 

draft’ of a complete Neanderthal genome in 2009 and media outlets subsequently let the world 

know that Neanderthal genes ‘survive in us’, Neanderthals are now at least as recognizably human 

as Newman’s hybrid.  Today, the DNA of the person sitting beside you on the bus could 

conceivably be “one to four percent” Neanderthal.  This fact undercuts any model of human 

origins requiring Homo sapiens and Homo neanderthalensis to be separate species while 

simultaneously doing the same to any model requiring them to be fully alike.  Long-standing 

artifices of human identity like ‘Caucasoid’, ‘Mongoloid’ and ‘Negroid’ that flow, at least in part, 

as a function of scientific readings of materiality conditioned by such models may be under threat.  
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As such, research into racialization needs to continue to cast critical gaze upon the way 

paleoanthropology, the science of human origins, is instrumental to the construction of 

contemporary conceptions of humanness, and how these conceptions privilege some and 

subordinate others.   
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