DANIEL KAUFMAN

COMPARISONS AND THE CASE FOR INTERACTION AMONG
NEANDERTHALS AND EARLY MODERN HUMANS IN THE
LEVANT

SummaryThere is good reason to believe that both archaic and anatomically
modern humans occupied south-west Asia at the same time. On the assumption
that this was indeed the case, this paper attempts to draw comparisons
between the Neanderthals and their modern contemporaries and to examine
the possibilities of interaction between the two.

South-west Asia is the only region in the world where two biologically distinct hominids are
associated with the Middle Palaeolithic. Thus, the region provides a unique opportunity to
make direct comparisons between archaic hominids, notably the Neanderthals, and early
representatives of anatomically modern humans. The primary question to be dealt with here is
whether these two populations, defined on the basis of their morphological characteristics, also
varied with regard to their cultural and behavioral adaptations. In addition, as will be seen, there
is a strong possibility that both of the groups occupied the region simultaneously rather than in
an alternating fashion, and this provides the opportunity to consider the question of possible
interactions between them. In order to deal with these issues it is first necessary to present a
brief overview of the Levantine Middle Palaeolithic with regard to assemblage types,
chronology and hominid associations.

ASSEMBLAGE TYPES

The cave of Tabun on Mount Carmel, with its deeply stratified sequence, has long been
used as the type site for classifying Mousterian assemblages. The terminology follows the
stratigraphic nomenclature set out by Garrod (Garrod and Bate 1937) resulting in three types of
Mousterian assemblages: Tabun D type Mousterian, Tabun C type Mousterian and Tabun B
type Mousterian. Because these fall within a stratigraphic sequence from oldest (Layer D) to
youngest (Layer B), they are often referred to as phases within the Mousterian (e.g. Copeland
1975 who proposed Phases 1 through 3 modeled on Tabun Layers D through B respectively).
However, as will be outlined below, because some of them may actually overlap in time, there
may be good reason to adhere to the view proposed some years ago éHalui®73) and use
the term facies rather than phase for the different assemblage groups. Since there is a strong
possibility that at least two of the groups represent separate, partially parallel traditions within
the Mousterian, it is proposed here to refer to each of the three groups as distinct cultural
entities.
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More recently,therehavebeenattemptsto classifythe assemblagethroughanalyses
of the ‘chdine opaatoire’ or operationalsequenc®f corereduction(Bar-Yosefand Meignen
1992; Meignen1995; Meignenand Bar-Yosef1988,1991, 1992). This classification,which
correlatesclosely with the Tabun types, seestwo major groups. One incorporatesthose
assemblagethat arecharacterizedby Levallois récurrentcentripetalmethods similar to those
found in Layer C of Tabun. The other, dominatedby Levallois récurrent unidirectional
methodsjs furthersubdividedinto two subgroupspnecorrespondingo LayerD of Tabunand
the secondto Layer B.

In the TabunD type assemblageshe predominantechnologyis oneof unidirectional
and some bidirectional core reduction with little, if any, classic radial core preparation.
Elongatedblanks characterizethese assemblagesind the numerousbladesgenerally have
parallel or convergingedges.Levallois points are also elongatedwith length/width indices
approaching?.5:1. Complex platform preparationand facetingis rare. Typologically, points
alwaysform an importantcomponentof the tool kit and Upper Palaeolithictypes, suchas
endscraperand burins, also appearin significant quantities(Bar-Yosef1994; Bar-Yosefand
Meignen1992;Marks1981a,1988,1992a).In additionto Tabun,this groupincludessitessuch
asRoshEin Mor andNahalAgev (Marks 1981a),Ain Difla (Lindly andClark 1987),Abu Sif
(Neuville 1934,1951)andHayonim Lower E (Bar-Yosef1995; Meignen1995,1998)among
others.

The Tabun C assemblagesas noted, are those describedas basedon Levallois
récurrent centripetalmethods Blankstend to be relatively large and ovoid in shape having
beenstruckfrom radially prepared_evallois cores Bladesoccurin low frequenciesandthe few
Levallois pointsthatappeartendto be shortandbroad.As expectedwith the radially prepared
cores,thereis a high incidenceof platform faceting. The most commontools are typical
Mousteriantypes,especiallya wide variety of sidescrapersyhile UpperPalaeolithictypesand
Levallois pointsarenotedby their scarcity(Bar-Yo0sef1994;Marks 1988).Examplesof sitesof
this type besidesTabunLayer C are Skhul (GarrodandBate 1937),Qafzeh(Boutié 1989)and
Hayonim Upper E (Meignen1998)in additionto sitesin Lebanonsuchas Ksar Akil XXVI
(Meignen1995), Naame,Rasel Kelb and Nahr Ibrahim (Copeland1975).

With the Type B assemblagethereis, again,anemphasisn unilateralcorereduction
methods.In contrastto the techniqueof Type D assemblagesvith their on-axis parallel
removals,theseare characterizedoy high frequenciesof convergentremovals.It hasbeen
suggestedhat this representsa very specific reduction processand is best describedas a
unidirectional convergentrécurrent method (Meignen 1995; Meignen and Bar-Yosef 1988,
1991).The blanksproducedhroughthis procedurearegenerallyshort,broadandtriangularin
shaperesultingin high frequenciesof Levallois points. Thesepoints havelow length/width
indices and their maximum width is at the base.Well-pronouncedchapeaude gendarme
striking platformsarealsoa distinguishingcharacteristiof thesepoints.Radial preparatiorof
coresoften accompanieshe unidirectionalandbidirectionalprocedure®f theseassemblages.
Retouchedand unretouchedLevallois points are an important componentof the tool
assemblagasis avariety of sidescraperandothertypical Middle Palaeolithicools. An Upper
Palaeolithic element is also relatively common. This type of assemblageis now well
documentedt Kebara(Bar-YosefandMeignen1992; Meignen1995; MeignenandBar-Y osef
1988,1991) and, in addition to the Layer B of Tabun, other examplesare found at Amud
(Ohnumal992;Hovers1998),KeoueCavein Lebanon(NishiakiandCopelandl992)andKsar
Akil XXVIII (Meignen1995).Theassemblagefsom Tor FarajandTor Sabiha(Henry1995)in
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southernJordan,originally placedwithin the TabunD type of assemblagelsaverecentlybeen
reassignedo the Type B group (Henry 1998).

CHRONOLOGY

The NearEasthasproducedsomeof themostsurprisingandcontroversiatlatesfor the
Middle Palaeolithic and its associatedhominids. The application of techniquessuch as
thermoluminescencgrL), electronspin resonancéESR)and uraniumseriesat the important
hominid-bearingsitessuchas Kebara, Tabun,Qafzeh,Skhul and Amud have,in manyways,
revolutionizedthe thinking of the antiquity and durationof the Middle Palaeolithic.The fact
thatsomeof the siteshavebeendatedby morethanonetechniquehasproducedcorroborative
informationandconfirmationfor what,at onetime, werethoughtto be aberrantleterminations.

Kebarais perhapghe bestexamplefor which the variousdating techniquesseemto
correlatequite well. The first determinationsvere madeby Valladaset al. (1987)throughTL
of burnedflints from LayersVI throughXll, the lowestof which containedthe Neanderthal
burial. SubsequentlyESR determinationsvere madeon tooth enamelof gazelleteethfrom
Layer X (Schwarczet al. 1989).Finally, Poratet al. (1994) appliedESRto the sameburned
flint samplesasusedby Valladaset al. (1987). The resultsare presentedn Table 1.

Forthe TL dates\Valladaset al. (1987)notethatthereis no systematiovariationwith
depthfor LayersX to XlI indicatingfrequentoccupationof the cavearound60,000yearsago.
Layer VIl is somewhatoungerthanthe underlyinglayersbut the authorsfeel, giventheerrors
in the dates thatit cannot be stateddefinitely that therewasan occupationahiatusbetween
LayersVIII andVIl. In fact, drawingon the stratigraphicevidencefrom the cave,they argue
for a very rapid rate of accumulationfrom Layers XIl to VII. Layer VI is quite youngin
comparisonto the other datesand it is possiblethat the samplesdatedwere in secondary
positiondueto erosionin the cave.Consideringhe experimentakrrorsof thedatesit is safeto
saythatthe two seriesof ESRdeterminationsincludingthosebasedon both early uptake(EU)
andlinearuptake(LU) models,correspondvell with the TL dates(Schwarczetal. 1989;Porat
et al. 1994). The burial, then, can be datedto approximately60,000yearsago while the
Mousteriansequencet this site continuesto 50,000yearsago.

Turningto Qafzeh with therecognitionthatthe fossil hominidsfrom this site were of
modern anatomy, it was generally thought that they dated relatively late in the Middle

TABLE 1
Radiometricage (kyr) determinationdor Kebard. The agesarethe averagedor eachlevel

Level TL ESR ESR
BurnedFlint BurnedFlint Tooth Enamel

Vi 48.3+ 3.5 53.9+ 4.6

Vil 519+ 34 66.7+ 6.0

Vil 57.3+ 4.0 58.2+ 5.4

IX 58.4+ 4.0

X 61.6+ 3.6 60 + 6.0 (EU°

64 + 6.0 (LU)°
X 60+ 3.5 65.1+5.1
Xl 59.3+ 3.5 58.9+ 5.5

@ Ater Poratet al.
b EU is for early uptakemodelandLU is for linear uptakemodel.
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Palaeolithicsequencega.40-50,000/earsago (Trinkaus1984)andthis was supportedn the
groundsof archaeologicaévidencegJelinek1982). Thefirst indicationthatthey may havebeen
considerablyolder, at leastgreaterthan 85,000years,camefrom studiesof biostratigraphyof
microfauna(Bar-Yosefand Vandermeerscti981; Tchernov1988,1994). Confirmationfor a
greaterantiquity for the Mousterianof this cave hasnow comefrom TL, ESR and U-series
determinationsThe TL datesof burnt flints from Levels XVII through XXIll rangefrom
85,000to 105,000years(Valladaset al. 1988). Thereis no systematicvariability with depth
when experimentalerrorsare takeninto considerationsupportingthe geologicalevidenceof
very rapid sedimentaccumulationThe averagedatefor all layerstogetheris 92,000+ 5,000.
ESRdetermination®n tooth enamel(Schwarczet al. 1988)from layersXV to XXI arevery
closeto the TL datesHere,theyrangefrom 73.7to 119kyr (EU) andbetweerB89.1to 143 kyr
(LU) with respectivemeansof 96 + 13 kyr and 115 + 15 kyr. Eventhoughthe EU dates
overlapwith the TL datesandthe LU determinationsare only slightly older, the authorsfeel
thatthe averagebasedon the LU modelgivesa morereliable ageestimate However,asthey
state,thereis reasonto considera U-uptake history intermediatebetweenthe EU and LU
profiles which ‘would alsogive agesthatoverlapthe errorlimits onthe TL age’ (Schwarczet
al. 1988:736).

Furtherconfirmationof the TL dateswhich alsotendto supportthe EU ageestimates,
was obtainedfrom U-seriesanalysesof two tooth enamelsamplestaken from Level XIX
(McDermottet al. 1993)which werealsousedin the analysisdoneby Schwarczet al. (1988).
Comparisonbdetweerthe ESRandU-seriesdatesarepresentedn Table2. It is noteworthythat
the 368DEsampleprovidedessentiallyequivalentJ-seriesandEU agesForthe secondsample
the U-seriesdateis slightly youngerthanthat for EU but it is still within the error for that
averageln sum,all threetechniquesplacethe Mousterianof Qafzehat around92,000years
ago.

The samethreetechniquediavebeenappliedto the hominid-bearind_ayer B of Skhul
Cave.In this case however theresultsarelessclear-cuithanin the previousexamplesThisis
duein partto thefactthatthe cavefill wascompletelyremovedby the original excavatorghus
precludingthe possibility of carrying out precisedosimetry.The first attemptto datethis site
was doneby Stringeret al. (1989) throughESR of two bovid teeth. The resulting EU dates
rangedfrom 54.6to 101 kyr with an averageof 81 + 15 kyr while the LU determinations,
betweenr7.2to 119kyr averagedlO1 + 12 kyr (Table3). It canbe seenin this tablethatthere
are somediscrepanciebetweenthe two teeth,a point that will be returnedto below.

Subsequentlysix samplesof burnt flint were analyzedthrough TL (Mercier et al.
1993). Thesegave datesrangingfrom 99.4 to 166.8 kyr which averagedl19 + 18 kyr and
which agreeto somedegreewith the LU modelESRdates.McDermottetal. (1993)analyzed
the sametwo samplesstudiedby Stringeret al. in additionto threeotherteethfrom Layer B.

TABLE 2
Comparisonsf U-seriesand ESR dates(kyr) from Qafzeh,Layer XIX?

Sample U-Series ESR

EU LU
371EN 88.6+ 3.2 103.19+ 19 125+ 22
368DE 106 + 2.4 105+ 02 115+ 08

2 After McDermottet al. 1983.
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TABLE 3
Early uptale (EU) andlinear uptake(LU) ESRages(kyr) for Skhul, Layer B*

Sample EU LU
521a 88.1+ 17.9 102.0+ 22.7
521b 86.1+ 13.1 102.0+ 18.1
521c 949+ 15.6 109.0+ 20.5
521d 101.0+ 19.0 119.0+ 25.1
522a 68.0+ 5.4 98.3+ 10.6
522b 73.0+ 7.0 99.9+ 124
522c 54.6 + 10.3 772+ 15.7
Average 81+ 15 101+ 12

& After Stringeret al. 1989.

Their results,comparedo the ESR determinationsare presentedn Table4. For sample521,
the U-seriesandEU determinationsarein accordanceln addition,the U-seriesdatefor sample
522is considerablyoungerthanthoseobtainedthroughESR. The duplicatedruns of sample
856 matchwell with the EU estimatesvhile the two 854 samplesarealsoyoungerthanthe EU
determinationsput not by the sameorder of magnitudewhen comparingsample522. The
implication is thattheremay be somedangerin averaginghe ESRdatessince,asMcDermott
et al. (1993) argue,it may be that two faunal stagesare presentat the site. This idea was
originally suggestedby McCown andKeith (1939).They notedthe possibility of stratigraphic
variability betweenthe burialswith one group of hominids(3, and6-10) being earlierthana
secondyroup(l, 4 and5). It seemsthen,thatpartof the occupatiorat Skhulcanbe datedto at
least100,000yearsago,if nota bit earlier,but oneshouldnot discountthe possibility thatthe
cavewas utilized at a much later date,perhapsaround50,000yearsago.

SinceTabun,with its very long sequencéGarrodandBate 1937;Jelinek1982;Jelinek
etal. 1973),is often usedasthe key site for drawingcorrelationsjts chronologyis of critical
importancebut, unfortunately,it is proving the mostdifficult to dateasthe varioustechniques
do not alwaysprovide corroboratingdeterminationsDeterminationswvere first madethrough
ESR(Grun et al. 1991)andthe resultsfor the Mousterianlevels of the caveare presentedn
Table5. While thereareconsiderablalifferencedetweerthe LU andEU dates(theformerare
anywherefrom 17%to 20%olderthanthelatter) the LU determinationsvereconsideredo be
the morereliable estimatedn this particularstudy.

McDermottetal. (1993)suggesthatit is the EU dateswhich mostlikely representhe
true agesof the variouslevels. This is basedon what they seeas strongcorrelationsbetween

TABLE 4
Comparison®f U-seriesand ESR dates(kyr) from Skhul, Layer B®

Sample U-series ESR
EU LU

521DE 80.3+ 0.6 88 + 13 102+ 18
522EN 404+ 0.2 68 + 05 98+ 11
854DE 414+ 0.4 55+ 05 65 + 05
854EN 43.0+ 0.5 55 + 05 65 + 05
856DE(1) 435+ 0.1 46 + 05 66 + 05
856DE(2) 455+ 0.7 46 + 05 66 + 05

2 After McDernott et al. 1993.
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TABLE 5
Averageearly uptake(EU) andlinear uptake(LU) ESR ages(kyr) for the Mousterianlayersof TabunCavé'

Layer EU LU

B 86+ 11 103+ 16
c 102+ 17 119+ 11
D 122+ 20 166 + 20

@ After Grin etal. 1991.

TABLE 6
Comparison®f U-seriesand ESR dates(kyr) from TabunCavé

Layer/Samle U-series ESR

EU LU
B/550DE 590.7+ 23 76 + 14 85+ 18
C/552DE 1054+ 2.5 111+ 30 113+ 31
C/551DE 101.7+ 1.3 121+ 29 134+ 36
C/551DE 97.8+ 0.4 121+ 29 134+ 36
D/556EN 110.7+ 0.9 93+ 12 152+ 24

@ After McDermottet al. 1993.

their U-seriesdatesand thosebasedon the early uptake ESR dates(Table 6). According to

theseauthors the datesfor the sampledrom LayersC andD arewell within the error ranges
for the ESRdeterminationdasedon EU. They offer no explanatiorfor the discrepancyn the

Layer B dates.

More recentlyMercier et al. (1995) havedatedthe Tabunsequencavith TL of burnt
flints resultingin datesthatvary considerablyfrom thoseprovidedthroughothermeangTable
7). The datesare shownin this table with regardto Jelinek’s (1982; Jelinek et al. 1973)
stratigraphiccolumn and their correlationsto Garrod’'slayers. Thesedatesare exceptionally
olderthananyof thosedeterminedy ESRor U-seriesandessentiallypushthe beginningof the
Mousteriansequencdrom Layer D into OxygenlsotopeStage8 with Layer C falling toward
the end of Stage?.

Within this context,mentionshouldbe madeof a site from the EI-Kowm region of
Syria, Hummal (Copeland1985; Copelandand Hours 1983; Hours 1983). This assemblage,
referredto asthe Hummalian,is found within a stratigraphicsequencesimilar to Layer D of
Tabun,betweenYabrudianand Type C Mousterianhorizons.The industry,like that of Tabun
D, is characterizedby a blade technologyand the productionof elongatedpoints but the
Levalloistechniques absentThreeTL determinationgrom this layer gavean averagedateof

TABLE 7
AverageTL datesfor the Mousterianlevels at TabunCavé

Jelinek’sUnit Garrod’'sLayer Age

| C 171+ 17
1l D/IC 212+ 22
\% D/C 244 + 28
IX D 263+ 27

2 After Mercieret al. 1995.
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104 + 9 kyr thatis in agreementvith the datesgiven by McDermottet al. (1993)for LayerD
of Tabun.

Another hominid-bearingsite that has beendatedis Amud. The first ESR analyses
(Grin and Stringer1991)yielded datesof 42 + 3.0 kyr (EU) and49 + 4.0 and50 + 4.0 kyr
(LU). Theseare somewhatproblematicin that the preciseprovenanceof the samplesis not
known. Moreover,theseare in contrastto recentlyobtainedTL dates(Valladaset al. 1999)
which indicatethat the entire sequenceén the caveencompassea rangeof 70,000to 50,000
yearsandthelayerscontainingthe Neanderthatemainsaverageo approximately57,000years
ago.

Therearea few otherdatedassemblaged he Mousteriansite of Quneitra,locatedin
the GolanHeights,hasprovidedanaveragdinear uptakeESRdateof 53.9+ 5.9 kyr (Ziaei et
al. 1990).In addition,two assemblagesom southernJordan,Tor Farajand Tor Sabihahave
beendatedthroughaminoacidracemization(AAR) on ostricheggshellto 69 + 6.0kyr (Henry
and Miller 1992). Th/U determinationson the samesamplesgave two aberrantdates(ca.
30,000years)andone,62.4 + 14 kyr, which is in agreementvith the AAR dateswhile three
TL determination®n burnedflint gaveresultsof 43.84+ 2,47.54+ 3 and52.8+ 3 kyr (Henry
1988).Togetherthe datesrangefrom 44—-69kyr andhavean averageof ca.55,000years.Also
from Jordanis Site 634 (Ain Difla) thatcontainsa Middle Palaeolithicsequencef greaterthan
two metersdepth.A TL dateof 105,000+ 15,000hasbeenreportedfor thetop of thesequence
(Schuldenreirand Clark 1994).In addition, four ESR datesfrom this site (Clark et al. 1997)
haveyieldedan EU rangeof 88.3+ 11.5t0 114.9+ 14.2kyr with anaverageof 102.9+ 12.9
kyr andanLU rangeof 142.8+ 20.7to 185.6+ 26.6kyr with anaverageof 162.2+ 18.2kyr
(LU). Thecombineddatesgive anoverallrangeof 90to 180kyr. Thesite of NahalAgevin the
centralNegevhasbeenindirectly dated.Artifact-bearingtravertinesin the vicinity of the site
were datedthrough U-seriesand gave a probableage of 80 + 10 kyr for the Mousterian
occupationof the Negev(Schwarcz1979,1980).Finally, mentionshouldbe madeof recently
obtaineddatesfor Layer E of Hayonim Cave (Bar-Yosef 1998; Schwarczand Rink 1998;
Valladaset al. 1998). The lower part of this layer, with a TabunD type of industry, has
providedaverageESRdatesof 241+ 11 (EU) and257 + 6 (LU) kyr while the upperpart,with
anassemblagéke that of TabunC, gaveaveragedatesof 164+ 15 (EU) and171+ 17 (LU)
kyr. Thermoluminescencdating of burnedflint yielded averagef ca.200,000and 150,000
yearsfor the lower and upperportionsrespectively.

It is anunderstatemerib saythattherearediscrepancief thesedates discrepancies
that lead to severalscenariosf interpretation.One approachto be takenis that proposedoy
McDermottetal. (1993)who seestrongcorrelationsbetweerearly uptakeESRdatesandthose
derivedfrom U-series.Thereis somemerit to suchanapproactsincesuchcorrelationgendto
validateand confirm the dates.This would placethe TabunD assemblagé Oxygenlsotope
Stage 5. On the assumptionthat the TL and ESR datesfor Ain Difla and the U-series
determinationdor Nahal Agev are reliable, the implication is that the Type D Mousterian
lastedfor a considerabldime continuinginto stage4 to approximately80,000yearsago.The
Type C Mousterian,asseenin Layer C of Tabun,Qafzehand Skhul also appearsn stageb
around100,000yearsago but hasa considerablyshorterspan,alsoendingnear80,000years
ago. The fact that thesetwo groupsof industriesare at leastpartially contemporaneouss of
significanceandis counterto someotherinterpretationsBar-Yosef(1994),for example,has
proposedusing the sequencdrom Tabunas a basisfor correlationwith other sites.On this
basishe argueghatthe Negevassemblageshouldbe viewedascontemporaneousith Tabun
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D becausef the similaritiesbetweerthelithic assemblage$eadingto the suggestiorthatsites
suchasRoshEin Mor andNahalAgev shouldfall within stage6 or 8 (Bar-Yosef1992,1995).
Thereseemano reasonhowever,to rejecttotally the later datesfor the Negevand Jordanian
sites and that contemporaneitybetweentwo cultural traditions should be seenas a viable
interpretationof the availableinformation. It is generallyacceptedhat this part of the world
sawat leasttwo paralleltraditionsduring the UpperPalaeolithic(Gilead 1981, Marks 1981b),
the Ahmarianandthe Aurignacian,andit seemseasonabléo expecta similar picturefor the
Middle Palaeolithic.If very early radiometricdatesfor the Negevsiteswereto be obtainedat
somepoint in the future, then Bar-Yosef'sproposalwould seemto be the more acceptable.

Anotherapproachwould beto acceptthe very early TL datesfor Tabunandplacethe
beginningof this sequencénto stage8. This would meanthatthe temporalrangefor this kind
of industrywould be extendedconsiderablyagainon the assumptiorthat the Negevdatesare
correct.This scenariotoo, would call for somelevel of contemporaneitypetweenthe D andC
typesof Mousterian.Thereis at leastone major reservationthough,which makesaccepting
this approachdifficult. It is only at Tabunwherethe discrepanciebetweenTL andESRdates
are of suchan orderof magnitude At no other site datedthroughboth techniqueshavethere
beendifferencesof closeto 100,000years At the sametime, theseearly determinationgannot
be rejectedout of handbecausesimilar dateshaverecentlybeenreportedfor the lower part of
Layer E of Hayonim Cave,which alsocontainsa TabunD type assemblagéBar-Yosef1998;
Valladaset al. 1998).

Mention hasyet to be madeof the Type B Mousterianas representeét Layer B of
Tabun,Kebara,Quneitra,Amud, Tor Farajand Tor Sabiha.Exceptfor Tabun,thesesitesare
strongevidencethat this type of assemblagés the latestMiddle Palaeolithicmanifestationn
theregion,moreor lessbridging stages} and3 of the oxygenisotoperecord.This would mean
thatit doesnot really overlapwith the othertwo assemblaggroups.The difficulty lies in the
placemenbf LayerB of Tabun.The ESRdateswould placeit within thesamerangeasQafzeh,
Skhul, and Ain Difla, and only slightly youngerthan Layer C of Tabun. This, again, may
indicatecontemporaneitpetweerthethreetypesof assemblage®©n the otherhand,the single
U-series date from this level is more in line with the Kebara and other similar lithic
assemblagesuggestinghat this layer, too, belongsto the later part of the sequence.

In spite of the numerousdatesavailableand attemptsat cross-validatiorthroughthe
applicationof multiple techniquesit is notyet possibleto saythatthe chronologicalframework
for the Middle Palaeolithicof the Levantis well establishedTheredo seemto be enough
consistenciedhowever,to statethat the relative chronologicalplacemenif the threecultural
entitiesis fairly well set.Evenif the sequenceloesbeginsomewhereluringstages, the Types
D andC Mousterianwould still partially overlapandit would not be an overwhelmingsurprise
if suchearly dateswerefound for Type C assemblagegstablishingthe initial appearancef
the Mousterianin this region, then, is of major concernasis further verification of existing
dates.Clearly, thereis a needto refine the techniguesemployedand searchfor explanations
why, in somecasesyelatively strongcorrelationscan be found betweenthemwhile in others
the deviationsbetweenthem are so greatthat they tend to negateeachother.

HOMINID ASSOCIATIONS

Giventhis generalcultural/chronologial framework,the issueto be dealtwith now s
whereto fit the variousfossil hominidsinto the picture.Perhapst is bestto beginwith what,

OXFORD JOURNAL OF ARCHAEOLOGY
226 © Blackwell Publishers_td. 2001



DANIEL KAUFMAN

for the presentjs definite. To date,thereareno humanremains neitherNeanderthalsior early
modernsassociatedvith the Type D Mousterianassemblage&venthis absencef dataraises
some interestingscenarios.If the more conservativedating schemeis acceptedthenit is

possiblethateitheror both of the knownhominidsof the periodwereresponsibldor this group
of assemblage®©n the otherhandi,if the assignmenbf theseassemblage® stage8 shouldbe
confirmed,the possibility of early modernsbeing presentwould be negatedthis simply pre-

datesthe appearancef anatomicallymodernhumansanywheren the world by some150,000
years.lt is worth noting herethat technologieemphasizinglade productionare known from

the Middle Palaeolithic of Europe (Conard 1990; Cook 1989; Otte 1990; Revillion and
Tuffreau 1994) first appearingin stage6 and being especiallywell documentedn stageb.

Chronologically,thesedo not approachthe early Tabundatesbut they considerablypre-date
the appearancef anatomicallymodernhumansin Europe.

Whenconsideringhosesitesandassemblagethat haveyieldedhominid remains the
situationis more complex.Some,suchas Bar-Yosef(1994), have proposedcorrelationsthat
would attribute Neanderthaldo Type B assemblageand anatomicallymodernsto Type C
assemblagedshis is basedon the associatiorof Neanderthalst Kebaraand Amud (Type B)
andof early modernsat SkhulandQafzeh(Type C). Thereis somemeritin sucha proposafor
it offers a possible explanationfor the technological variability seen betweenthe two
assemblaggroups.On the assumptiorthat anatomicallydiffering populationswould exhibit
varying behaviors,t could be expectedhat eachwould manipulateraw materialsand derive
productionstrategiesaccordingto their own needsand preferences.

The questionis how well this proposedcorrelationholds up and, once again, it is
Tabunthat presentdlifficulties. Thefinds from Layer C of the cave(McCownandKeith 1939)
include the Tabunl partial female skeleton,the Tabunll completemandible,a femoral shaft
(Tabunll) and wrist and hand bones(Tabun IV-VI). The debatecenterson the Tabunl|
skeleton, not on its recognition as a Neanderthal,rather with regard to its stratigraphic
placementGarrod(GarrodandBate1937)assignedt to Layer C but statedthat,becausét was
nearthetop of thelayer,it couldwell beintrusivefrom the overlyingLayerB, aninterpretation
mostrecentlypresentedy Bar-Yosefand Callender(1999). Jelinek(Jelineket al. 1973),has
arguedthat this sameskeletoncould haveoriginatedin Layer D. Jelinek’sthinking wasbased
on the fact that the Skhul assemblagevas similar to that from Layer C of Tabun.Sincethe
former was associatedwith anatomically modern humans, and on the assumptionthat
NeanderthalprecededinatomicallymodernhumansthenTabunl mustpredateboththe Skhul
and Layer C assemblagedistorically, then, this particularfind hasbeenmoving within the
Mousteriansequenceof the cave. A very possiblesolution has been offered by Trinkaus
(1993a)who has examinedthe right hand and wrist bones,TabunIV-VI. In that they are
essentiallymirror-imagesof the sameleft hand bonesfrom Tabunl, the indicationis very
strongthat the skeletondoes,indeed,belongto Layer C.

The Tabun Il mandible is also controversial.In this case,there is no argument
regardingits provenanceandit definitely belongswithin Layer C. However,there are those
(McCown and Keith 1939: Stefanand Trinkaus1998; Trinkaus1983,1987,1993a)who see
this specimenasrepresentinga Neanderthalvhile others(Quamand Smith 1998; Rak 1998)
arguethat it more closely resembleghe Skhul/Qafzehhominidsand shouldbe classedwith
them. There is also no debateconcerningthe location of the femoral shaft that is quite
definitely that of a Neanderthal(Trinkaus 1976). More recently, a premolar with typical
Neanderthafeatureshasbeenreportedfrom this samelayer (Jelinek1992).
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Consideringhefemur,thetoothand,moresignificantly Trinkaus’ argumentsthereis
no doubtthatNeanderthalsredefinitely associateavith a Type C assemblagel he uncertainty
regardingthe taxonomicplacemenbf the mandiblepresentanothedilemma.Classifyingit as
that of a Neanderthalvould add further confirmationto the abovestatementlf, on the other
handit doesrepresentan anatomicallymodernhuman,thentherewould be a strongargument
for contemporaneitypetweenthe two populationsin addition,regardles®f their stratigraphic
position, this scenariowould also provide the only cavein which the two typesof hominid
occurtogetherwithin a Mousteriancontext.In all othercasespnly oneor the otheris present.
Finally, it is worth noting that, accordingto Garrod’s(Garrodand Bate 1937)descriptionthe
mandibleis only some85 centimeterdelowthe skeletonsoit is not likely thatthereis a great
differencein their agesgiven the availableradiometricdates.

At this stageit doesnot seempossibleto assignparticularhominidsspecificallyto a
particulartype of assemblageSofar, it is only Neanderthalshat areassociatedvith the Type
B assemblagebut, as arguedabove,they can also be attributedto the Type C Mousterian,
togetherwith anatomicallymodernhumans.This, togetherwith the radiometricchronology,
would stronglyindicateat leastpartial temporaloverlap,if not full contemporaneitybetween
the two populations.

Thereis anothersolution to the problem of associatinghominids and assemblages.
This is basedon the idea that, ratherthan dealingwith two distinct populations,all of the
Levantine Middle Palaeolithic hominids belong to one, very heterogeneougpopulation
(ArensburgandBelfer-Cohen1998).If this is the case thenthe technologicalandtypological
differencesvould betheresultof adegreeof culturalvariability within a biological population,
exactlyasis the casefor modernhunter-gatherers.

COMPARISONS

In a recentreview of the evidence(Kaufman1999) it was arguedthat the cultural
adaptation®f LevantineMiddle Palaeolithichominidswere,in everysensefully modernand
there was no possibility to characterizetheir behaviors as archaic or proto-cultural.
ComparisonshetweenNeanderthalsand anatomicallymodernhumanthrough evaluationof
lithic technology, subsistencestrategies,mobility patterns, burial customsand symbolic
behaviorshowedfew, if any, major behavioraldifferencesbetweenthem. Sucha conclusion,
however,varieswith the assumptiorthat biologically distinct groupswould exhibit varying
cultural adaptations.Even though the archaeologicaldata do not reflect this, there is
osteologicakvidencehatdoesindicatevariability in the waysthetwo groupswereadaptingto
their surroundings.

Most of thesedatahavebeencompiledby Trinkaus(1976,1983,1984,1992,1993b)
who hasdrawncomparisondetweerthetwo on the basisof morphologicakharacteristicsuch
asscapulabreadthradial curvature ulnararticulations femoralneckanglesandfemoralshaft
robusticity and shape Thesetraits are not, accordingto Trinkaus,geneticallydeterminedout
theyarehighly plastic.Morphologicalvariability within eachis theresultof thelevelsof stress
andmechanicaload during stagef developmenaindnot onceadulthoodhadbeenachieved.
In other words, the morphologicalcomparisonsprovide information on varying degreesof
locomotor and manipulative activity levels of juveniles and young adolescentghat reflect
behavioraldifferencesThe generalconclusionsdrawnfrom thesecomparisonss thatthe late
archaicNeanderthathildrenwere subjectedto more constantand higherlevels of stressand
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mechanicaload than were anatomicallymodernhumans At the sametime, ‘it is likely that
adult activity levels contrastedonly in relatively subtle ways betweenthesetwo groups’
(Trinkaus1993b:408-409).

How canthis variability be explained?A clue may be foundin arecentethnographic
study (Hawkeset al. 1995) dealingwith children’srolesin foragingamongstmobile hunter-
gatherersTheresearcttenterecon Hadzachildrenwith comparisonsnadeto !Kung children.
It wasfound that Hadzachildren, from an age of about3—4 years,take a very active partin
daily foragingactivities,both neartheir campsandat somedistancefrom them.Theyregularly
accompanieddultson forays of 10—15km on a daily basis.!Kung youngsterspn the other
hand,participatdittle, if atall, in theacquisitionof food until theyarewell into theirteens.The
variability is partially explainedn termsof the kindsandavailability of resourcesaswell asthe
returnsgainedfrom thevaryingresourcesothatthedifferenceshetweerthetwo groupsreflect
diversecultural adaptationgo specificenvironmentatonditions.It would be interestingto see
if morphologicaltraits, suchasthosestudiedby Trinkaus,covary with thesetwo subsistence
strategies.It would not be expectedthat the same rangesof variability seen between
Neanderthalendmodernsput somelevel of differentiationwould stronglysupportTrinkaus’
conclusions.In any case,while not specifically mentionedin Hawkeset al., thereis an
implication that different things were expectedof children in eachof the cultures,lending
credenceo the very reasonablsuggestiorthatthe differencesbetweerNeanderthalandearly
moderns'may well lie morein the social organizationakspherethanin the archaeologically-
more-visibletechnologicaland subsistencgatterns’(Trinkaus1993b:411). In this regard,if
the argumentpresentedby ArensburgandBelfer-Cohen(1998)is acceptedye areseeinghere
anotherform of cultural variability within a single biological populationin addition to the
technologicalandtypological variability referredto earlier.

In this samepaperTrinkaus(1993b)offers anotherexplanatiorrelatedto differentials
in duration of occupation at sites inhabited by membersof each group. Analyses of
micromammalianfaunal assemblageg¢Tchernov 1984, 1991, 1998) showed much higher
frequenciesof commensatodentsat Qafzehthanat Middle Palaeolithicsiteswith associated
Neanderthalsuchas Kebaraor Tabun.Their relatively high frequenciesat Qafzehindicate
longerperiodsof occupatiorat this site. The conclusionis thatthe occupant®f Qafzeh,andby
associationSkhul, were considerablyless mobile on a daily basisthan were the archaic
hominidsof Kebaraand Tabun.

Drawing on Trinkaus’ studies, Liebermanand Shea(1994) have offered another
explanationfor the observednorphologicalvariability that alsoinvolves conceptsof mobility
and settlementThe modelthey presentincorporatesarlier works on seasonalityLieberman
1993) andlithic assemblagetSheal988,1989). The analysisof tooth cementumincrements
from samplef gazelle reddeer,fallow deerandaurochsallow estimate®f the seasorduring
which the animalswere hunted.On this basisit wasfound that the occupationsat somesites
(TabunC andQafzehXVI-XXI) were of relatively short,single-seasodurationwhile others
(TabunB andKebaraVIll-X andQafzehXV) indicatedmulti-seasoroccupationsThe analysis
of the assemblagesvas specifically intendedto provide a measureof the dependencyon
huntingdonefrom the varioussites.This wasdeterminedhroughcomparingthe frequencieof
impact fractureson tools and the ratios of Levallois pointsto other Levallois elementsThe
highestincidenceof impact fracturesand points occurredat KebaralX—XIl, TabunB and
QafzehXV, while suchimplementswerelesswell representeét TabunC and QafzehXVIl—
XXIV.
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There is an apparentcorrelation, then, betweenhunting intensity and duration of
occupationwith considerablenore huntingtaking placefrom multi-seasorsites.This leadsto
the suggestiorthat multi-seasorcampswerepart of radiatingor logistically organizedsystems
while the single seasonsitesindicate a systemof circulating, residentialmobility. Finally,
Liebermanand Sheaattemptto correlatefossil hominidswith this dichotomyand placethe
Neanderthalsvithin a logistical systemandanatomicallymodernhumanswithin a circulating
system.Theysuggesthatthereducedmobility levelsthatcharacterizdogistical systemavould
require ‘significantly higher daily expenditureof effort to acquirelesspredictableresources
suchas game’ (Liebermanand Sheal994: 319) andthat this is reflectedin the documented
morphologicalvariability. More frequentand greaterrelianceon huntingamongstthe archaic
humanswouldresultin higherlevelsof stressandsubsequennusculathypertrophy Sincethey
characterizea circulating systemas being more energetically efficient, they contendthat
anatomically modern humansspentless time and expendedless energyin the pursuit of
nutrition.

Thereare somegeneralparallelsbetweenthe Trinkaus’ model and that proposedoy
Liebermanand Sheabut, moreimportantly,thereare somesignificantcontrastsFor example,
thereis agreementhat the datafrom the lower levelsof Qafzehare suggestiveof lower levels
of energy expenditure.However, they arrive at this conclusionon very different grounds.
Recallthat Trinkaus,drawing on the micromammaliarassemblagesrguesfor a long-lasting
occupationthatwould resultin reducedmobility thusindicatingthat a radiatingor logistically
organizedsystems the moreefficient. Thisis in directoppositionto thereasoningpresentedby
Liebermanand Sheawho arguethat the samelayersat Qafzehare associatedvith circulating
mobility that, for them, is the most energy efficient. Part of the problem here is with the
seeminglack of correspondencéetweenthe seasonalitydata obtainedfrom the analysisof
cementumintervalsandthosefrom the micromammalgTchernov1984,1991). The formeris
phrasedin termsof seasonalitywhile the latter refersto durationof occupation.It could be
expectedhatthe multi-seasorpatternis the resultof numerousshort-ternreoccupation the
cavethroughoutthe yearwhile a single seasoroccupationcould be of considerablaluration.
An additional paradoxis the interpretationregardingenergyefficiency when comparingthe
two systemsof mobility. Thereis no agreementsto which requiresgreaterexpenditureon a
regulardaily basisresultingin higherlevelsof stress.

Thisis not meantto negatethe existenceof differentkindsof settlemensystemsn the
Middle Palaeolithic.Thereis archaeologicaévidencefor them(Kaufman1999,andreferences
therein)andfor a mix of the two strategiesThis hasalsobeendocumentedthnographically
(Binford 1980)andappliesto Qafzeh,aswell. RecallingthatLayer XV of Qafzehwasseenby
Liebermanand Sheaas representinga lessmobile setting,thenit mustbe assumedhat, for
somereasonmobility patternsshiftedthroughtime. As thereis no evidenceor Neanderthalat
this site, this shift mustbe attributedto anatomicallymodernhumanswho wereableto utilize
both levels of mobility whenneeded.

Otherqguestionsariseconcerningthe Lieberman/SheaypothesisOne of theserelates
to their inclusionof TabunLayer B in their study. The problemhereis thatthis layer may not
representinoccupationJelinek(Jelineketal. 1973)notedthatduringthetime of depositionof
this layer,the chimneyof the cavehadachievedits full dimensionsnakingthe cavemuchless
suitablefor habitation.He arguesthat the site had shifted function and had becomea hunting
station,with animalsbeingdriveninto the chimney. This certainly correspondsvith the fact
that the lithic assemblagdrom Layer B has the highestfrequenciesof points and impact
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fracturedtools (LiebermanandSheal994)andthatthe faunalassemblages heavilydominated
(> 75%) by fallow deer(Garrard1982; Garrodand Bate 1937). That huntingtook placehere
throughoutthe yearis highly probablebut this doesnot meanthat peoplewereliving in the
cavefor extendedperiodsatthistime. If thisis thecasejt would counterthoseargumentgBar-
Yosefand Callander1999) that the Neanderthaburial in Layer C is intrusive from Layer B.

Finally, there are problemsin correlating hominid taxa with contrastingmobility
strategiegBelfer-Cohenl1993; Trinkaus 1993a).For example,at leastsome,if not all of the
hominidremaingrom LayerC of TabuncanbeclassifiedasNeanderthalddowever thefaunal
and lithic characteristicsaccordingto Liebermanand Sheahave all the hallmarks of an
adaptivestrategycorrespondindo anatomicallymodernhumansThis would lend credencdo
theideathatany of the hominidscould very well haveusedeitheror both of thesetwo systems
in varyingmixes. Therefore thereis no possibility to assigna particularhominid groupto any
of thosesitesfrom which no humanremainshavebeenrecovered.

So, is there a cultural/behavioralexplanationfor the morphologicalvariability that
distinguishesbetween archaic and early modern humans?The conflicting evidence and
approachepresentechbovewould indicatethat we haveyet to resolvethis problemandthat
the solutionis not necessarilyo be foundwith directreferenceto subsistencendprocurement
strategie®or patternsof mobility. Bar-Yosef(1993:134) hasmadethe observatiorthatthe bio-
mechanicaldifferencesbetweenthe two groups‘resultedfrom activities not registeredn the
archaeologicalrecord.” For the moment, it seemsthat Trinkaus’ (1993b: 411) statement
referredto earlier that the key is to be found in the realm of social organizationwithin the
frameworkof subsistencactivitiesis supportedy the comparisonsirawnbetweenthe Hadza
and!Kung.

INTERACTIONS

With regardto the questionof interactionsthereis no questionthatbothearly modern
andarchaichominidswerepresenturingthelong Middle Palaeolithigperiodin the Levantand
the possibility of themcominginto contactmustbetakeninto accountOnepointto be stressed
is that at all those sites from which hominids have beenfound, the remainswere of one
populationor the other. The notableexampleis Layer C of Tabunwherethereis a continuing
debateover the taxonomicplacementof the isolatedmandible(Trinkaus1983,1987,1993a;
Rak 1998). The apparentpatternis one suggestingsomedegreeof separationat leastto the
point that burial placeswere not shared.Thereis no reasonto assumehat Neanderthalsvere
buryingtheir deadin sitesoccupiedby earlymodernspr thereverseandit seemseasonabléo
infer that the burials representhe living populationsof eachsite. A degreeof segregation
regarding some cultural behaviorsdoes not necessarilyimply complete isolation. As an
illustration, we can return to the three industrial variants or facies recognizedwithin the
Levantine Middle Palaeolithic.It was shown earlier that eachtendedto emphasizerather
specifictechnologicabrientationsbut, at the sametime, therewerecommonelementsamongst
them. Further, the chronologicalevidencestrongly suggestghat there was at least partial
contemporaneitypetweenthe TypesD and C, on the one hand,and someoverlap between
TypesB andC. The point is that thosecommontechnologicalcharacteristiczould very well
havebeenthe resultof the movemenibf ideasand evenmaterialsbetweendifferent groups.It
must be emphasizedhat this does not prove or disprove that the interactionstook place
betweenthe two hominid taxa involved becauseof the lack of correlationbetweentaxaand
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assemblageaypes. Thereis simply no way of knowing if communicationwas, or was not,
restrictedto those of similar appearanceThe fact that the manufacturersof the Type D
assemblageare unknownfurther complicatesthis issue.The availableinformation from the
regiondoesnot yet allow for a resolutionof this problem.

However,thereare intriguing bits of evidenceandideasfrom Europethat may shed
light onthe Levantinesituation.Theserelateto the chronologicaloverlap(Bischoffetal. 1989;
Cabreraand Bischoff 1989; Harrold 1989; Leroyer 1983; Mercier et al. 1991; Otte 1990)
betweerthe Chaelperroniarandthe early Aurignacianandthe occurrenceof itemsof personal
decorationn each.Therearethosewho would explainawaythis phenomenomssimply a case
of acculturationwith the Neanderthals@doptinga numberof cultural conceptsand behaviors
from their culturally advancedAurignacianneighborgDeMarsandHublin 1989;Farizy 1990;
Harrold 1989; Mellars 1989; Stringer and Gamble 1993; and see Allsworth-Jones1990 for
similar argumentgoncerningcentralandeasterrEurope) Mellars (1989:376),for examplejn
rejectingthe possibility thatitemsof personaldornmenivere spontaneousinovationsof the
Chaelperroniansargueghattheir appearancémplies ‘at leastsomeform of socialor cultural
interaction betweenthe Aurignacian and Chaelperronianpopulations’ (italics in original).
Unfortunately,we do not yet know who thoseAurignacianswere,asskeletalremainsfrom the
earliestphaseof this period are lacking (Gambier1989; Frayerand Wolpoff 1993; Wolpoff
1994).While laterstagef this periodareassociateavith anatomicallymodernHomosapiens
this doesnot automaticallymeanthat thoseof the early stagewere more biologically evolved
thantheir ChaelperroniancounterpartsWolpoff (1994:99) hassuggestedhat thereis a real
potential for future discoveries of Neanderthalsin early Aurignacian contexts, since
anatomically modern remains have never been associatedwith this period. If the early
Aurignacianwas the handiworkof late Neanderthagroups,thenthe distinction betweenthis
lithic tradition and the Ch&elperronianis indicative of technologicalvariability and adaptive
flexibility beingexhibitedby a single biological population(Kaufman1999).

Allsworth-Jones (1990), on the other hand, makes a very strong argument of
contemporaneitypetweenthe Szeletianof easternEuropeandthe early Aurignaciantogether
with anequivalentoverlapof their respectivehominid remains NeanderthalandmodernsHe
suggestghat, like the Chaelperronianand probablythe Uluzzian of Italy, the ‘Szeletianwas
the productof an acculturationprocessat the junction of the Middle and Upper Palaeolithic’
(Allsworth-Jonesl990: 235).

Thereare,then,indicationsfor interactionand communicatiorbetweenNeanderthals
andtheir contemporariesn Europe.In this regard,though,mentionmustbe madeof a recent
reassessmerttf Chaelperronianand Aurignacianchronologies(d’Errico et al. 1998; Zilhdo
andd’Errico 1999).Theseauthorsarguethatthe Chztelperroniamprecededhe Aurignacianand
thattherewasno overlapbetweenthe two. This would lend credenceo the argumenthat the
Neanderthalassociatedvith the Chaelperronianhadattaineda fully modernlevel of cultural
and cognitive developmentwithout input from anatomically modern hominids (Kaufman
1999).This further supportghe argumenimadeabovethat thereis a strongbasisto arguethat
the cultural adaptation®f both of the LevantineMiddle Palaeolithichominid groupscould be
consideredas fully modern(Kaufman1999),indicating no differenceswith regardto mental
and cognitive capabilities.

Ontheassumptiorthatthe notion of socialandculturalinteractionis correct,possibly
for Europeandmorelikely for the Levant,mustit alsobe assumedhatthe exchangeof ideas
flowed in one direction only? Could not the early Aurignacians(assumingthey were indeed
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anatomicallymoderns)have adoptedsomeof the conceptsof personaladornmentfrom the
Neanderthal®f the Chaelperronianould not the early anatomicallymodernhumansof the
Levantacquireideasof technologyand burial customsfrom their Neanderthakounterparts?
Most anthropologicaldefinitions of acculturationnote that cultural traits are passedn both
directions, even when one group is dominant (Howard and Dunaif-Hattis 1992) and, as
correctlynotedby Graves acculturation'suggestsa socioculturallevel of recognitionandthat
the two populationshad similar cognitive capacities’(1991: 525). In this regard,Harrold’'s
(1989: 702, Table 33.8) comparisonsof the Ch#elperronianand Early Aurignacianare of
relevance.Coloring materialsare more abundantin Chaelperronianassemblageand they
containtypesof incisedstoneandpendantghatarenot foundin the Aurignacian.In thatthese
latter items are unique, they cannotbe viewed as the productsof borrowing. Further, as
Bednarik(1992)andMarshack(1988)haveshown thereareexampleof objectslikely to have
servedasitems of personaldecorationdating well into the Middle Palaeolithic,indicating a
tradition of long history. While theseitemsarerelatively rare,thereseemao reasonto reject
themout of hand;it maywell be thattheir relative scarcityanduniquenessrewhat bestowed
valueandsignificanceon suchobjects(Kaufman1999).In this regard,it is worth recallingthat
Bordes(1972) was ableto demonstratéechnologicaland typological continuity betweenthe
Chzelperroniarandits Middle Palaeolithicpredecessordf. theseNeanderthalsverecapableof
passingon and varying their lithic traditions, then they were just as able to passon other
cultural traditions and thereis no needto arguethat thesetraits were simple emulationsof
Aurignacianbehaviors.

It seems,then, that there is every possibility for cultural interaction between
biologically differing groups.Significantly, for the caseof southwestAsia, suchinteractions
would havefulfilled anessentiahdaptiverole. Again, on theassumptiorthatNeanderthalsnd
anatomicallymodernhumanswveresympatricspeciestheywould havebeenin competitionfor
availableresourceglacing eachat risk. However,socialinteractionswould haveallowedfor
the establishmenof reciprocalobligationswith mutualreciprocity servingto guaranteeccess
to resourcesand reducingrisk (Cashdanl1983; Root 1983; Wiessnerl982a,b). It must be
rememberedhat we are dealing here with large-brainedjntelligent hominidsthat exhibited
fully modernmodesof cultural behavior(Kaufman1999).Thereseemano reasono rejectthe
notion that, ratherthan competingwith eachother,they werefully capableof cooperatingn
orderto ensuremutualsurvival. This seemsvenmorelikely if we accepthe hypothesif one
single biological populationas presentedy Arensburgand Belfer-Cohen(1998).

One further scenarioconcerninginteractionsmust be consideredLet us assumehat
Rak (1998) and Quamand Smith (1998) are correctin assigningthe Tabun C mandibleto
anatomicallymodernhumans.In addition to confirming contemporaneitypetweenthem, it
would enhancethoseargumentdor interactionbetweenthe two populations.In this caseit
would meanthat, not only were ideasandtechnologicalconceptsheing exchangedbut there
was intercommunalmovementof peopleand somefluidity in group composition.Certainly,
additional co-occurrencesf the two hominid typesin a single contextare requiredto verify
this, but it mustbe takenasa distinct possibility.

This, in turn, raisesonefurther questionIf peoplewere movingabout,weretheyalso
exchanginggenesin additionto the materialand behavioralaspectof their culture?This is a
debateof long standing,centeringon the questionof whetheror not moderngenotypesrethe
resultof a Neanderthatontribution.If interbreedingdid take placeandviable offspring were
producedhenthe Neanderthalandtheir partnerswould haveto be considerechs membersof
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the samebiological species.Unfortunately,thereis no consensusf opinion regardingthis
guestionwith geneticstudiesresultingin interpretationsvhich differ from thosederivedfrom
analyseof the skeletalmaterials.

Recently, Krings et al. (1997) concludedthat the Neanderthalswere genetically
distinct from modernhumans.In this study a mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) sequencevas
successfully extracted from the Neanderthal bones discovered in Germany in 1856.
Comparisonsshowedthat the Neanderthalsequencday well outsidethe range of modern
humanmtDNA variability, indicatingthatfor this partof the moderngeneticmakeuptherewas
no possibility for a Neanderthatontribution:all of which supportsthe notion of separateand
distinct species.

Onthe otherhand,thereis the recentlydiscoveredskeletonof a child foundwithin an
UpperPalaeolithiccontextin Portugal(Duarteet al. 1999).The skeletonis exceptionaln that
it exhibitsa uniquemosaicof both archaicandmoderntraits. The authorsconcludethat sucha
combinationof morphologicakharacteristiceanbestbe explainedthroughadmixturebetween
earlymodernhumansaandNeanderthalsTheyfurtherstresghatthe child wasnot theresultof a
rare Neanderthal/earlynodernunion but the descendanof extensivelyadmixedpopulations,
implying a long history of hybridization.

CONCLUSIONS

If the notion of biological incompatibility betweenNeanderthalsand anatomically
modernhumanss acceptedit may explainin partthe degreeof isolationismnotedabovefor
the Levant, at leastas far asthe exclusiveuse of cavesis concernedHowever,it doesnot
negatethe possibility of otherkinds of interactionbetweernthe two hominidtypes,particularly
with regardto the establishmenbdf systemsof reciprocity. Alternatively, if one acceptsthe
possibility of biological compatibility, the casefor social interactionbecomesevenstronger
and providessupportfor inter-groupmovementas suggestedor the caseof humanremains
from TabunLayer C.

In sum, severalscenarioshave beensuggestedvhich may describeand explain the
morphologicalariability andpossibleinteractionsetweertwo hominidtaxa.Forthemoment,
sinceit is yet impossibleto fully confirm or refute any of them, all mustbe viewedasviable
options.
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