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Abstiract

The frontofacial fragment from Zuctiveh, lerael is ax leasy 120,000 years old. Recognition of this
antiquity suggests that it could be ancestral to aoy of the later populations of the Levant Some war-
kers have regarded it ss an early Meandertal, and others at an carly “anatomicglly modern Homo so-
piens”. We believe the apecimen could most profitably he compared with the Zhoukoudian Homo erecrus
remains, From these systomatic comparisons we fiod a detasiled similarity in spite of the difference
in time and the spacial distance between these sites. [In this paper we ditcuss the implicadons of chis
-similarity in terms of the regional continuity explanation for human evolutiom. This.relationship is an
important one for understanding the ancestry and relations of the Levantine populations of the Upper
Pleistocene, It has sighificamt implications for the "Garden of Edep? theory of modern human origins,
since it shows Asia can bt.an important source area for at least tome living populatioans,

Az we celebrate the 60th anniversary of the first discovery of the east Asian Sinanthropus
sskulls, we wish o discuss Zurtiyeh, a less celebrated specimen from the Levant of western

* With thanks aod apprecistion o Yoel Rak for brioging this ditle to our axtention by using it firac
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Asia. We raise here the possibility that these two sites are related. The frontofacial frag-
ment from Zuttiyeh, Israel, was also discovered in 1920's (Keith 1927). 1t was recently re-
ported to be at least 110,000 years old (Gisis et al. 1974; Schwarcz et al. 1980; Bar-Yosef
1988, 1989). Since its firsc discovery, the Zuttiyeh face has been regarded as an advanced
Neandertal, as an early Neandertal, and most recently as an early “anatomically moderm
Homoe sapiens”. Some have attributed the cause of the various interpretations to the fragmen-
tary nature of the fossil (for instance Brauer 1989). However, we believe that the different
interpretations of Zuttiyeh do not stem from the incomplete preservation, but rather from the
different approaches of the various workers who have analyzed itc. Afrer all, palecanthropulo-
gists more often than not work with fragmentrary specimens without always producing nume-
rous conflicting interpretations.

The hypothesis of a close relationship berween the eaclier east Asians from Zhoukoudian
and the west Asian Zuttiych specimen has never been pursued, yet, visual inspection suggests
the pessibility of an ancestral relationship, in spite of the difference in time and the geographic
distance between the two sites. For instance, when systematic comparisons were made during
the 1985 Ancestors conference at the American Museum of Natural History, this relationship
was widely discussed. If the “non-Neandertal” features in this Levatine specimen reflect an
east Asian ancestry rather than an early appearance of modernity, an accurate understanding
of the relationship between these populations of eastern and western Asia will help resolve the
more general problem of the ancestry of modern human populacions.

The Zuttiyeh or Galilee skull, discovered in 1925 by F. Turville-Petre (1927) is a fronto-
facial fragment which includes the entire frontal, right zygomatic and part of the right sphen-
oid. This specimen is associated with what we now regard as the Acheulo-Yabrudian tool in-
dustry, which has a high percentage of bifaces and flake scrapers. The Acheulo-Yabrudian
industry of Mugharan tradition precedes the Mousterian tradition in this region (Bar-Yesef,
1989). Zuttiyeh therefore represents the population which existed before the other Levane po-
pulations associated with the Mousterian industry such as Qafzeh, Skhul, Tabun layer C, Ke-
bara, and Amud.

Historically, the Zuttiyeh face was first regarded as a Levantine Neandertal variant. It
was Sir Arthur Keith who originally suggested this (Keith, 1927). He contended the specimen
was a young female (Keith, 1931) based on its fronal size and facial features. Unfused frontal
and sphenoidal sutures indicated the yound age. Keith regarded the cranium as that of a
Neandertal variant that was distinguished from the European Neandertals mainly by a high
but narrow forehead and an unusually broad supraorbital region, especially relative to  the
maximum breadth of the frontal.

Hrdlicka also examined the Zuttiyeh specimen in 1927, and he concluded that the specimen
was male, not female, because of the prominent supraorbitals. Yet they both agreed on one
thing-that the specimen was a Neandertal variant, a more “advanced type’ than the Europeans.
In addition as part of this discussion, Hrdlicka proclaimed that the newly described Zhoukou-
dian El cranium could also be incorporated in the Neandertal paradigm.

Weidenreich was less than happy with Hrdlicka’s contention about the Zhoukoudian cra-
nium, He discussed its dismissal at length in his 1943 monograph:

Never was o statemens more asirqy than Hrdlicka's whick brought Singnihropus inmto the
field of the Galilee skull. How litile Sinanthropus hos in common with this Paleniine tkull has
been shown by McCown ond Keith, In their monograph on the Mount Carmel Group, in which
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Teble 1 Comparison: from the Mouat Carmel Monograph

Zuttiyeh Skhul 5 Gibraltar Tabua
Supraorbital form ecarlier robust arlier less robusr earlier robust
Frontal height above FH high high low low
Frontal angle high(64) high (63) low (55) high (62.5%
Minimum frooral low{#7mm) low ($9mm} high (167mmY) tow(98mm)
breadth .
Supraorbital torus large (2Zmm) [large{23mm) small {11mm? small{ 15mm’)
overhang
Maximum frontal small small large large
bresdth
Angle of inferior straight, inciprently notched,|sttaight
2ygomatic border to angle marked angle less marked [aagle marked
the horizontal : :
Body of the zygomatic [small small small
relative to orbitsl
pillar*
Zygoproptosis** slight slight none
Alignment of orbital straigh straight moderate beading
pillar
Projection of Isteral grester (39mm) [lesser (37mm)) Tesser [37mm)
othit border in front
of greater wing of the
s phenoid
Extent of lateral slight marked absent
pterygoid artachment
on the greater wing of]
tha sphenoid
MNasomalar angle (M77) |high (159} high (156) low (1343 intermediate [(140%
Lengrh difference slight (3.0mm} marked (19.5mm} (slight (3.0mm) slight(3.0mm)
between glabeila and
nasion horizontals
Recession of nasal root |shallow deep lshallow shallow
Superior internasal fused fused 'op::n(in spite of age)
suture
Projection of nassls small small large
anterior to the frooial
process of the maxilia
Superior breadth across |intermediate small intermediate very large
nasals
Brezadth of nasal root intermediate intermediate smail large
{bilachrymal)
Orbit wideh (M351) less slightly greater slightly grester less
Orbit height (M52) large (37mm) (small {30mm’) farge {3%mm’) intermeadiate (33mm)y

% The zygomacic is quartered with a berizontal line connecting the superior peints on the zyge-
temporal and zygomaxillary suturs, and & line orthogonal te it extending from the fmao point.
According to McCown and Keith, the “modera™ condition is to have 8 large zygomatic bedy
{the inferopeosterior quarter) relacive to the size of the orbital pillar.

** Zygopraptosis, according to McCown and Keith ¢1939: 365), is the inferior projection of the
masseteric attachment on the lower edge of the temporal process of the zygomatic bone. This
contrasts with the straight lower border of Mesandertals as described by Rak (1936).

they include the Galilee skull, they expresily decline 1o compare 1t with Sinamthropus because
of their distamt relationship.
But Weidenreich had not seen a cast, nor the original specimen of Zuttiyeh, and based his
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conclusion (see Table 2) on the discussions in the McCown and Keith monograph (1939).
Weidenreich’s concern was really focused on the status of the Singnthropus skulls and did not
directly involve the Zuttiyeh skull. Weidenreich, in facr, agreed with Keith's earlier assess-
ment that the specimen represented an advanced Neandertal variety.

In parallel, McCown and Keith had not seen casts of the Zhoukoudian remains, nor had
these as yet been described in detail or even fully recovered, as they prepared their 1932 mo-
nograph on the Skhul and Tabun specimens. While McCown and Keith declined to use the

»
Zhoukoudian material in their comparisons, it is unlikely that the question of an explicit com-
parison with Zuttiyeh figured prominently in their considerations of how to limit the sample
they compared with the Mount Carmel specimens, In fact, they draw only a few specific a
conclusions about Zuttiyeh (ses Table 1), particularly in the discussion of the Tabun female
in which they contend that Zuttiyeh is “of the same type”, linked to the WNeandertals by char-
acteristics of the frontal, zygomatic, and sphenoid bones.
Table 2 Comparisoas in the Zhoukoudian Mcnograph Involving Zuttiyeh
Zhoukoudian female(s) Zuttiyeh
Frontal sinus small Large, and large in many Neanderrtals
No sphenoidal sinuos Sphenoidal sinus cxtending laterally to
the prerygoid process, as in Ehringsdort
DHstinct frontal boss Distinct frontal boss, alse in Ehringsdorf
and the Mount Carmel crania
Supracrbital rori are heavy and projecti- Same general supraorbital characteristics,
ng, continuously connected by a robu- also shared with the Mount Carmel
stly developed glabeller torus, aepars- crania
ted from the anterior face of the fro-
ntal squema by a well defined supra-
toral sulcus
Tke [acies cerebralis is transversely small The facies cercbralis is large, both in trgn-
and low, not exhibiting any special relief sverse and vertical directions, and shows
relicl. Gibraltar resembles Zutriyeh,
while the Ehringsdorl and Wirm Ne-
andertals resemble Zhoukoudian
McCown and Keith were far from alone in regarding Zuttiyeh as a Tabun-like Nean-
dertal.  The morphology of the Zurtiyeh face was similarly explained by workers including
«Coon (1963) and Suzuki and Takai (1970). Coon suggested that Zuttiyeh could be a descen-
dant of populaticns similar to those represented at Krapina and Ehringsdorf. Suzuki and
“Takai, on the other hand, saw features more archic and more closely resembling Shanidar
and Tabun than the “more advanced™ Amud. Weidenreich, Iike Hrdlicka earlier, clearly .

believed it was more like Skhul 5 than like Tabun. However, this opinion does not contradict
the above as much as it might appear because McCown and Keith had written:
As our investigarions proceeded we encountered so many characters whick linked the Skhul ’
2ot the Tabun type thar we were uliimately obliged 1o presume that we had before us the remains
of a single people. .
Although McCown and Keith were the last to examine the entire Mount Carmel sample,
their view that its range and pattern of wvariation was populational was ignored in subsequent
publications by others. One consequence of this was that two differing opinions about Zur-
tiyeh'’s relationship to the other Levant populations came to summarize various workers posi-
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tions. One view was that the specimen is most like the other Levant “Neandertals™ (L.
Tabun and later, Amud}, while the other regarded it as most similar to the Levant so-called
“modern Homo sapiens” (iLe. Skhul). These opinions became more distinct later, as the
framework for interpreting the Levant hominids shifted. Largely due to the work of F. C.
Howell (1958), suggesting that there were differences in dates, the comparison of the Tabun
woman with the Skhul remains came to be regarded as reflecting a difference in evolutionary
stage instead of as population variation. With a more distinct boundary recognized between
the MNeandertals of the Levant and other Levant hominids such as Skhul and Qafzeh, the
issue of which group the Zurtiyeh skull more closely resembled became a more serious one. As
Tabun came increasingly to be thought of as a European-type Neandertal, without any new
discoveries or significant reanalysis, Zuutiyeh was shifted phylogenetically to become a non-
Meandertal, which meant, almost by default a unique ancestor of “modern Home sapiens”.

Table 3 Comparisons of Zuttiyeh Morphology according to Hublin (1975)

Zuttiyeh is most similac vo:

Skhul 5 I:";?g’:::l Broken Hill Sinanthropus
The cranial heighe(from bergma b4 *
to “subcerebral plan™)*
Curvature of tha froneal, high e
in the middle of the frontsl
forming s frontal boss
Masion-Bregma *
Supreaorbital torus p. S .4
Orbital heighe b4
Malsr bone e «®
Naso-malar angle b4
Shenoid pS

* subcerebral plane---the plsne which is defined by the following three mosr medial points: on
the frontomalar suture, on the parietomastoidal soture, and on the superior surface of the lesser
wing of the spheniod. According to Hublin, this plane was ueed carlier by Keith instead of
Frankfort or Schwalbe planes because of their unapplicability to the Zurtiveh fragment. This
analysis shows the estimated height of the Zuttiyeh ¢kull to be close to the higher pare of tha
modern Eurcpean range.

The shift in Zutriyeh’s position came as the more accurate assessment of the position of
the specimen in the Levant chronology was determined. Eventually there was an absolute date
for the “Arheulo-Yabrudian™ of 110 to 150,000 (Schwarcz et al., 1980) years old. This showed
clearly that Zuttiyeh is older than any of the other Levant crania, although curiously the
recognition of greater antiquity did not reinforce the earlier case for its MNeanderral status. To
the contrary, Zuttiveh came to be viewed as a porentional ancestor for all or some of the
other Levant populations and it became increasingly clear thar it was relevant to consider how
it may have contributed to them.

Hublin (1976) considered this question, and noted that some of the Zuriych features are
more archaic than any of the other Levant specimens. He made comparisons withk Skhul 5,
Gibraltar, Broken Hill, and the Sinenthropus skulis {(see Table 3), the sample which Wei-
denreich discussed in his 1943 monograph. He concluded that Zuttiyeh is a transitional form
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Table 4 Vandermeersth's (1989) Anal¥sia of Zuttiveh Showing “Modern®

Morpholagical Features

Features

Modern Homo sgapiens condition in Zuttiyeh*

Length of the frental squama

Nasion-bregma chordfarc index

Lateral thioning of brow-ridge

Orientation of the frontal squama

Separstion of brow ridge and frontal squama**
Minimum frontal widch

Orientation of nasivo

Nasal notch

Maximum frontal width%**

Frontal sinus

Long (125mm)

High: 90,4 .

Exists {¢f. Skhul 4, Predmoesti 3)

Ser vertically

By supertoral sulcus

Low(cf. Skhul 5, Predmosti, unlike Neandertals)
Set back very little from the glabella

Very weak (unlike Neandertals)

Smaller than Neandertals

Differently shsped and thinneér than Neandertals

Nasal bones
Orbits
Zygomatic bone

Flat, and not shaped as Neandertals
Rectangular (wider than high)
Robust than Neandertals

Position of zygomatic body Anteriarly facing unlike Meandertals

* By “Modern Homo sopiens™ Vandermeersch actuslly mesns “non-Neandertal®, He daes relate
these to what he regards as “proto-Cro-Magnons™(Skhul and Qafzch specimens) and to at least
a kew of the early post-Neandertal Europeans (Predmost 1 and 3). However, by not comparing
te ather groups it is unclear whether these wniguely [ink the specimens he compared. Vanderm-
ecrsch also notes Neandercal-like features in Zuttiyeh such as the large supraorbital torus or ro-
bust zygamatic. These features are compared with the Amud 1, Shanidar 1 and 2, and sometim-
¢s Tabuo 1 in his analysis.

On the left side of the face there is 8 classic continuous supraarbital torus. On the right side a
hesled wound is preseat, perhaps contributing to the geparation of the supraorbital into a supe-
rctlliary arch and trigone by a shallow supraorbital groove.

mazimum fronta]l length in Zurtiyeh is also smaller then “Proto-Cro-Magnons” apd *Cro-Magno-
ns”?, except for Quakzeh ® and Skhul 5, according to Vandermeersch.

L3

ik

which evolved into the Homo sapiens populations of the Levant. It is interesting to note that
Hublin’s ¢omparisons also show the Zuttiyeh specimen to resemble both Broken Hill and the
Singnthropus crania in 4 out of 8 features. These results are hardly expected from either
Hublin’s conclusion that the specimen is tramsitional between Homeo erecins and the Mount
Carmel hominids, or from Weidenreich’s contention that there are na special resemblances
between Zuttiyeh and the Zhovkoudian remains.

While Hublin first regarded Zuttiyeh as an ancestor of both Tabun and Skhul, his subs-
quent 1983 publication differs in dividing the Mount Carmel remains into two different popula-
tions of Meandertal (Tabun) and “modern” (Skhul) types. In this and later publications
(1987) he considers Zuttiyeh as ancestral only to the “modern” populations of the Levant.

This therefore excludes it from an ancestry for the Levant Neandertals, represented by the
Tabunr and Amud e¢rania.
VYandermeersch, who expressed a similar position on the affinity of the Zuttiyeh skull

(1985; Vandermeersch et al. 19585}, has recently expanded the details (see Table 4) supporting
the contention that Zuttiyeh should be eonsidered uniquely ancestral to a “modern” lineage,
and not ancestral to the Neandertals, the more archaic of the later Levant specimens, How


http://www.cqvip.com

£ OO0 http://www.cqvip.com|

4 3B Songy Sobon 2. Zuttiyeh {HEF 365

have both Hublin and Vandermeersch come to this conclusionf In their view, there are two
contemporary lineages in the Levant; a line which leads to Skhul and Qafzeh, and another to
Amud and Tabun. Since Zuttiyeh, in their minds, shows only a few features resembling the
Neandertal line, they reason that Zuwiyeh is therefore ancestral to the other line of *‘non-Ne-
andertals”.

To try and resolve these issues we made a number of observations about the metrics and
morphology of the Zuitiyeh face. We found that many of the issues surrounding Zuttiyeh’s
phylogeny stem from the confusion of grade and clade characteristics. In fact, we believe we
can show that the obvious resemblances of Zurtiyeh to the frontofacial portions of the Zhou-
koudian specimens are the reflection of a clade relationship which has never been examined
systematically. Perhaps this is because Weidenreich was so adamant in denying any special
relation existed, but in our opinion Weidenreich’s reaction was unjustified and more in res-
ponse to Hrdlicka’s claim that Sinanrhropus was a Neandertal variant than the result of any
systematic analysis of Zuttiyeh on his part.

We focus here on the question of how Zuttiyeh differs from the cther Levanr crania, and
ask if these differences may reflect its ancestry. 1 our hypothesis is correct, we would expect
many, if not most, differences to be in the direction of the Zhoukoudian morpholegy. Con-
versely, the lack of clear resemblances to Zhoukoudian in the unique characteristics of Zut-
tiyeh would disprove the contention of a clade relationship between the earlier east Asians and
Zuttiyeh. This would make it less likely that the non-Neandertal features in some of the
Levant hominids can be explained by clade rather than grade. We wish to point out that this
is not a formal cladistic analysis and we do not feel it is possible to validly ascribe character
states to samples so closely related that they may be in the same species. lIn fact, if we at-
tempred to do so, the clade relations (if any) would by definition be synplesiomorphic, ma-
king it impossible to test any hypothesis of ancestry. '

In our metric analysis of Zuttiyeh, we examined 77 chord and arc measurements of the
specimen and compared these with the corresponding data for the other Levant crania, which
included Amud, ‘Tabun and the full samples from Skhul and Qafzeh. The most obvious
conclusion from the metric comparisons is an unsurprising one; for the vast majority of
linear measurements and indices, Zuttiyeh closely resembles the other Levant crania (especially,
Tabun and Qafzeh 3, both females), falling within the range of variation of the Levant sample.
Moreover, virtually all of these measurements of the Levant samples themselves overlap, so
that at least as far as the parts preserved on the Zuttiyeh fragment are concerned, few details
separate the so-called “Levant Neandertals” from the “non-Neandertals®.

Only a few metric features were found to separate Zuttiyeh from the other Levant crania,
although these do not necessarily distinguish Levant samples from each other. We review all
of these in the scatter plots of Figures 1-3. The distinguishing features are all associated with
the frontal bone. No metrics of the Zumiyeh zygomatic, or the middle face, clearly separate
the specimen from the other Levant crania,

The unique aspects of frontal bone size can be seen in the comparison of the bone’s sagit-
tal length from glabella plotted apainst maximum frontal breadth (Figure 1). The Zuwtiyeh
bone is narrower than any other of the Levant crania, and shorter than all but Amud (it is
about same length as Skhul 9). The scatter plot shows Zuttiyeh totally within the Zhoukou-
dian cluster. In terms of absolute size and proportion, then, the Zuttiyeh frontal is unlike the
later Levant crania but indistinguishable from the Zhoukoudian rernains. ‘
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The distinguishing aspects of fromtal shape (Figure 2), are found in the frontal curvature
(arc/chord) index as calculated from nasion, and the relative projection of nasion anterior to
the bi-fmz line (the projection is standardized as an index to the pasion-bregma length so it
can be compared to the unitless index). These provide measures of the frontal curvature and
of the flattness of the upper face. Zuttiyeh has a relatively uncurved (sagiwaly flattened)
frontal squama, very flat as compared with the Levant Neandertals, while its upper face is
transversely flat. Taken together, these shape measures fall very close to the Zhoukoudian
cluster. We note that upper facial flattness s also not a European Neandertal feature, just as.
it does not characterize the Levant Neandertals, but the presence of transverse flattness in this
region is also not necessarily a marker of “modern humans” since the Zhovkoudian speci-
mens also have flat faces.

Supraorbital dimensions of Zuitiyeh closcly resemble those of the other Levant crania in
medial and mid-orbital positions, and indeed the Levant hominids cannot be separated into.
different samples on the basis of these measurements. However, in its most lateral aspect
Zuttiyeh is vertically thinner than any specimen except Amud, while its projection anterier to-
the endocranial surface is greater than zll of the Levant crania. 1t lies between the Levant.
frontals and the Zhoukoudian sample in the scatter plot showing the relation of these two varia--

bles (Figure 3).

Lateral Supraorbital Torus
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Fig. 3 Lateral Supracrbital Torus

Perhaps the most unexpected result from examining the features in which Zuttiyeh  is.
unique is that these seem to either clearly align the specimen with Zhoukoudian samples, or
show Zuttiveh to be intermediate between these earlier east Asians and the later Levant sam-



http://www.cqvip.com

£ OO0 http://www.cqvip.com|

368 A # =4 = = # ? #

ples. To further examine the possibility of a link between Zuttiyeh and the earlier east As-

ians, we also undertook a series of a morphological comparisons (se¢ Table 5). Our conclu-

slon 1s that the morphological similarities of Zuttiyeh with the Zhoukoudian crania are striking

and largely unique. There are obvious similarities in the frontal shape {curvature, as indi-

cated in the metric comparisons, and narrowness of the centrally located boss)  although

unlike the Zhoukoudian specimens there is no fronral keel, and the squama thickness is generally

Iess. The temporal notch is equally short in an anteroposterior direction, while its internal ]
wall is more vertical in Zuttiych, The size, shape, and depth of the well excavated supra-

toral sulcus is idential, thizs identity extends to the transversely flattened supraorbital region.

Glabella is not prominent, in fact, from above, the central supraorpital region is slightly de- L
pressed at the moidline,

Table 5 Levant Diatribution of Features Shared by Zuttiyeh
and the Zhoukondian Crania

Tabun Amud Qafzeh3 5 1 9  Skhul 4 1 9
Frontal Curvature o] hd — — b4 — Q o o
Narrow Boss X 0 o X e} o 0 e} —
Short Temporal Natch — 0 — — ® b4 Q o] —
Supratoral Sulcus: size and morphology X o] o] ped pd o] o] pd pd
Glabells Depression * Q X — Q — X o —
Flat WNasal Root X o] x - o — x o] —
Nasal Bones Tranaversely Flat — o] o — Q — — — —
Tubercle on Zygomatic Anterior Face — b4 — — b4 pd ] o] —
Anterolateral Qrientation of Zygomatic  — o) — — p 4 b4 o] Q pd
Unangled Superior MNesal Bones e o} X — Q -— - — -

(vertical orientation)

w1 pretent; O absent; —: part not preserved,

Directly below glabella, the nasal region is extremely flatrened, both above and below
the frontonasal suture, where the nasal bones are transversely as flatened as ZKT DI and LI,
and even flatter than H3, L2, and L3. The Zurtiyeh and Zhoukoudian nasals are also similar
in their lack of a sagital keel, the flat (undepressed) nasal root, and the vertical orientation
of the preserved supertor portion of the nasal bones. The zygomatic is somewhat more la-
terally oriented than in L3, and is more similar to the L2 reconstruction in its anterolatesal
angulation (for instance as seen from above). The isolated L1 zygomatic, a male, is more
robust than Zurtiyeh, where comparable. However, Zutriyeh is simlar to it in the marked de- !
velopment of a tubercle along the inferior third of the dnterior face, above the tuberosity for
the masseter attachment {which is missing on Zuttiyeh).
On the whole, Zurtiyeh shares many features with comparable portions of the Zhoukoudian '
crania, most of which are regionally specific to this north Chinese Homo ercctus sample. We
do not mean to imply that Zuttdyeh 1s a Zhoukoudian-like Homo erecrus, for there are dif-
ferences as well as the similarities we mention above, WNevertheless, we find that the conten-
tion of a relationship berween these iz well supported.
Are the features Zurtiyeh shares with the Zhoukoudian remains uniquely regional? To
answer this, it 1s important to know whether rhese features characterize Middle Pleistocene po-


http://www.cqvip.com

£ OO0 http://www.cqvip.com|

4 Sangy Sobn 2F. Zutiyeh TE 169

pulations from other areas. Our comparisons show that they do mot. For instance, none of
the metric distinetions of Zuttiyeh or its specific detailed morphological similarities to  the
Zhoukoudjan remains characterize the Steinheim or Arago 21 females. Nor do they characterize
the male vault from Petralona. 1f these members of the Middle Pleistocene European clade
are tregarded as an outgroup for comparative purposes, the similarities Zuttiyeh shares with
the Zhoukoudian crania are clearly highlighted as being different and thereby unigue. Simi-
larly, when we compare Zuttiyeh with African Homo sepiens specimens old encugh to be an-
<cestral (Broken Hill, Ndutu, and Bodo), we find only a few similarities-none for all three
specimens. Of the 11 morphological comparisons rhat uniguely link Zurtiyeh and the Zhoukou-
dian sample, no shared features link Ndutu (the only female of the three}, one links Bodo
and two link Broken Hill. Furthermore, if Ngaloba (Laetoli Hominid 18) and Florisbad
were to be considered powential ancestors {they may be too young), three of the feamres link
“Zuttiyeh with Florisbad, and only one links it with Ngaloba.

We comclude that Zuttiyeh preserves a wumber of unique clade features from east Asia,
many of which also appear in the later populations of the Levant-both the Neandertals and
the so-called “modern Homo sapiens™ remains. There is no convincing evidence to suggest that
Zuttiyeh is uniquely or more closely related o one of these than it is to the other, whatever
level of relationship exists between the later Levant populations. Therefore, if we can assume
that any of these Levant populations (Neandertals, so-called moderns, or both) are ancestral
1o living people, the sigmficant elements of earlier east Asian ancestry in the Late Pleistocene
populations of the Levant demonstrates that no African populations can be the unique ancestor
of all modern populations.

It would appear that at least sume Levantine features regarded as “modern” are actually
non-Neandertal, in many cases because they are east Asian. It is this potential for confusing
a grade with a clade explanation that in our opinion underlies the lack of earlier agreement
about the relations of Zuttiyeh. The east Asian feamres in Zuttiyeh, combined with what we
regard as the east Asian relations of the {probably) earlier Narmada vault from India (De
Lumley and Sonakia 1983), suggest a more Pan-Asian distriburion of regional features than
1s normally recognized. We think that the links between Zurriyeh and the east Asian hominids
reflect what probably were broad and ancient connections between the peoples of western Asia
and many populetions just to the east. It is this set of east Asian features that provides the
genesls of at least some of the pon-Neandertal characteristics in the Levant populations, buc
non-Neandertal is not necessarily modern, And unless one believes that all modern human po-
pulations have a unique recent origin in Asia, it s clear that region as well as grade could
profitably be included as a valid source of Pleistocene human variacion.
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