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were predicted using the equation in the preceding 
paragraph (see Table 1). As expected terminal Pleis- 
tocene male and female femora have larger mean 
dimensions than their Holocene counterparts. A 
maximum femur length of 426 mm for the King Island 
femur is more than one standard deviation less than the 
estimated terminal Pleistocene female mean. These 
results support those obtained with the cranial sexing 
techniques in suggesting that the King Island skeleton 
is female and not male. 

One of the more surprising aspects of Sim and 
Thome's conclusion is their assignment of King Island 
and Keilor to a mysterious group of gracile Pleistocene 
Australians. In his original description of Keilor, 
Wunderly (1943) attempted to form links with what 
was then considered to be Australia's founding popu- 
lation of Tasmanoid negritos. Indeed, given the ortho- 
doxy of the time and Mahony's (1943) claim for a 
Riss-Würm date, it was inconceivable that Tasmanian 
attributes would not be present (Brown in press a). 
Wunderly's description concluded by claiming that 
Keilor combined Australoid and Tasmanoid char- 
acteristics in about equal proportions (1943:61). 
Wunderly's conclusions regarding the racial affilia- 
tions of Keilor were unsupported by his own analysis. 
He had been able to find only one feature, pronounced 
parietal eminences, which he considered to be particu- 
larly Tasmanoid. By far the most outstanding feature 
of Keilor, relative to Wunderly's comparative samples, 
was its extreme size and robusticity. In its general 
shape it was like southeastern Australian mainland 
Aboriginal male crania, and parietal eminences more 
prominent than Keilor's are now known to be a feature 
of terminal Pleistocene mainland crania such as those 
from Coobool Creek (Brown 1989). Keilor does not 
have a particularly prognathic face but this is a highly 
variable feature within populations of terminal Pleisto- 
cene and more recent Australians (Brown 1987, 1989). 
The only unusual feature in the Keilor cranium, apart 
from the odontome in the palate, is the minimal 
depression at nasion. 

Figure 4 Comparison of southeastern Australian fossil crania with 
near-contemporary Aboriginal populations according to 
Thorne(1977:Fig.1). 

Following Wunderly (1943), comparisons of Keilor 
often emphasised its size and robusticity. Weidenreich 
(1945) considered it the twin of Wadjak 1 (Dubois 
1922), which by any standards is a large and strongly 
built modem human vault (Storm and Nelson 1992). 
Thome and Wilson's (1977) mulüvariate comparison 
of Pleistocene and recent Australian crania concluded 

that cranial size in Pleistocene Australians 
was significantly greater than in Holocene 
Aboriginals ... This trend is observable in 
the prehistoric crania from Kow Swamp- 
Cohuna, Mossgiel, Lake Nitchie and Keilor 
(1977:401). 

Perhaps because this conclusion was at odds with 
some previously held view the results of this research 
were subsequently ignored or misunderstood by 
Thome (1977, 1980; Sim and Thome 1990). Despite 
this history of contrary evidence that Keilor was a 
male from a robust Pleistocene population, Thome 
(1977), citing Thome and Wilson (1977), placed 
Keilor within the modem female range of variation 
and outside the modem male range (Fig. 4). No 
reason for this has ever been given. Subsequent 
morphological, univariate and mulüvariate compari- 
sons by Brown (1987, 1989) placed Keilor with Kow 
Swamp, Cohuna, Coobool Creek and Lake Mungo 3 
in a single terminal Pleistocene population (Fig. 5). 
This group could be distinguished from mid-Holocene 

Figura 5 Comparison of southeastern Australian fossil crania with a 
recent Murray River Valley sample according to Brown 
(1987: Fig. 7). 

and recent Aboriginal crania by their greater overall 
size and robusticity. Within this group the sex of Lake 
Mungo 3 remains ambiguous. Regardless of whether 
or not it is a male or female, it shares the Pleistocene 
attributes of thickened cranial vault bone and a large 
neurocranium. Only Lake Mungo I could be consid- 
ered a relatively small, and 'gracile1, individual relative 
to the recent comparative samples. 

With the exception of a suspect femur head dimen- 
sion the metrical information listed by Sim and Thome 
(1990) falls within the range of recent Murray Valley 
female skeletons. Therefore the King Island skeleton 
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can not be considered to be either 'unequivocally' 
or 'clearly' male. When the greater Pleistocene body 
size evident in southeastern Australia is taken into 
consideration it is extremely unlikely that the King 
Island skeleton is that of a male. The relative robust- 
ness or gracility of this skeleton should be viewed 
within the context of its probable female sex. When 
placed within the context of the variation present at 
sites such as Coobool Creek and Kow Swamp (Brown 
1987, 1989) there does not appear to be anything 
about the morphology of King Island that would 
require it to be assigned to a distinct 'gracile' popula- 
tion. Alternative explanations for the size and mor- 
phology of the King Island skeleton should have at 
least been considered by Sim and Thome (1990). 
Their singular approach to the interpretation of this 
specimen comes as something of a surprise given the 
long history of the debate surrounding the original 
settlement of Tasmania and the Australian mainland 
(Kiik and Thome 1976; Brown 1987, in press a; 
Pardoe 1991b). 

Although the King Island skeleton was excavated, 
and examined, under difficult circumstances this does 
not excuse the errors of fact and interpretation evident 
in Sim and Thome's (1990) report. Of perhaps even 
greater concern is the clear bias shown in the analysis 
of their results. A large literature which is at odds 
with the published views of one of the authors was 
simply ignored. There seems to be a school of Aus- 
tralian prehistoric interpretation which takes the 
approach of not letting the facts interfere with a good 
story. While good for short-term media attention this 
approach is not in the long-term academic interest of 
our subject. Above all these problems highlight the 
difficulties associated with publication of data like that 
offered by the King Island skeleton. After a three hour 
period of observation the King Island skeleton was 
reburied at the request of Aboriginal community 
representatives. As a result Sim and Thome's obser- 
vations on the King Island skeleton can not be directly 
corroborated or challenged by others. It matters if the 
femur head breadth was 39 mm or 49 mm but short of 
re-excavation, the truth may never be known. It is 
my personal view that information of this type is not 
data in the scientific sense and probably should not 
be published. More importantly it provides a poor 
example of western scientific procedure for Aboriginal 
people, or anyone else who reads the report. If 
human skeletal materials are to be excavated and then 
reburied after examination, it is essential that a more 
detailed description than that offered by Sim and 
Thome (1990) is published. It is also essential that an 
objective record, including casts, radiographs and 
photographs, be retained so that results may be tested 
by others. 

Acknowledgements 
I would like to thank Stephen Collier, Iain David- 

son and Colin Pardoe for commenting on earlier drafts 
of this paper. For access to the Coobool Creek and 
Murray Valley skeletons, formerly part of the G.M. 
Black Collection, I thank Professor G. Ryan, Dr G. 
Kenny and the late Professor L. Ray, Department of 
Anatomy, University of Melbourne. 

References 
Broth well, D. 1975 Possible evidence of a cultural practice 

affecting head growth in some late Pleistocene East Asian 
and Australasian populations. Journal of Archaeological 
Science 2:75-7. 

Brown, P. 1981a Sex determination of Australian Aboriginal 
crania from the Murray River Valley: A reassessment of 
the Lamach and Frcedman technique. Archaeology in 
Oceania 16:53-63. 

Brown, P. 1981b Artificial cranial deformation: A component in 
the variation in Pleistocene Australian Aboriginal crania. 
Archaeology in Oceania 16:156-67. 

Brown, P. 1987 Pleistocene homogeneity and Holocene size 
reduction: The Australian human skeletal evidence. 
Archaeology in Oceania 22:41-71. 

Brown, P. 1989 Coobool Creek: A Morphological and Metrical 
Analysis of the Crania, Mandibles and Dentitions of a 
Prehistoric Australian Human Population. Canberra: 

Department of Prehistory, Research School of Pacific 
Studies, The Australian National University. Terra Aus- 
tralis 13. 

Brown, P. 1992 Post- Pleistocene change in Australian Aborigi- 
nal tooth size: Dental reduction or relative expansion? In 
T. Brown and S. Molnar (eds) Human Craniofacial Varia- 
tion in Pacific Populations, pp.33-52. Adelaide: Anthro- 

pology and Genetics Laboratory, University of Adelaide. 
Brown, P. in press a Human origins and antiquity in Australia. 

In F. Spencer (ed.) Encyclopedia of Physical Anthrop- 
ology. New York: Garland Publishing Inc. 

Brown, P. in press b Human skeletons. In D. Horton (ed.) The 

Encyclopedia of Aboriginal Australia. Canberra: Austra- 
lian Aboriginal Studies Press. 

Collier, S. 1992 Changes in human sexual dimorphism: From 
Pleistocene hunters to the industrial city. In N.W. Bruce 

(ed.) Living with Civilisation, pp.59-80. Perth: Centre for 
Human Biology, The University of Western Australia. 

Davivongs, V. 1963 The femur of the Australian Aborigine. 
American Journal of Physical Anthropology 21:457-68. 

Dubois, E. 1922 The proto-Australian fossil man of Wadjak, 
Java. Koninklijke Akademie van Wetenschappen te 
Amsterdam Scries B 23:1013-51. 

Kirk, R.L. and A.G. Thome (eds) 1976 The Origin of the 
Australians. Canberra: Australian Institute of Aboriginal 
Studies. 

Krogman, W.M. and M.Y. Iscan 1986 The Human Skeleton in 
Forensic Medicine. Springfield: Charles C. Thomas. 

Lamach, S.L. and L. Freedman 1964 Sex determination of 

Aboriginal crania from coastal New South Wales. 
Records of the Australian Museum 26:295-308. 

Mahony, DJ. 1943 The Keilor Skull: Geological evidence of 

6 Australian Archaeology, Number 38, 1994 

This content downloaded from 129.180.1.217 on Tue, 01 Dec 2015 03:00:41 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Brown 

antiquity. Memoirs of the National Museum of Victoria 
13:79-82. 

Pardoe, C. 1991a Isolation and evolution in Tasmania. Current 
Anthropology 31:1-21. 

Pardoe, C. 1991b Competing paradigms and ancient human 
remains: The state of the discipline. Archaeology in 
Oceania 26:79-85. 

Phenice, T.W. 1969 A newly developed visual method of 
sex ing the os pubis. American Journal of Physical 
Anthropology 30:297-301. 

Schulter-Ellis, F.P., O.J. Schmidt, L-A. Hayek and J. Craig 1983 
Determination of sex with a discriminant analysis of new 

pelvic bone measurements. Pt. I. Journal of Forensic 
Science 28:169-80. 

Schulter-Ellis, F.P., L.A. Hayek and O.J. Schmidt 1985 Deter- 
mination of sex with a discriminant analysis of new pelvic 
bone measurements. Pt. H. Journal of Forensic Science 
30:178-85. 

Sim, R. and A. Thome 1990 Pleistocene human remains from 

King Island, Southeastern Australia. Australian Archae- 

ology 31:44-51. 
SPSS Inc. 1990 SPSS Reference Guide. Chicago: SPSS Inc. 
Storm, P. and AJ. Nelson 1992 The many faces of Wadjak 

Man. Archaeology in Oceania 27:37-46. 
Tabachnick, B.G. and L.S. Fidell 1989 Using Multivariate 

Statistics. New York: Harper and Row. 
Thome, A.G. and P.G. Macumber 1972 Discoveries of Late 

Pleistocene man at Kow Swamp. Nature 238:316-9. 

Thome, A.G. 1977 Separation or reconciliation? Biological 
clues to the development of Australian Society. In J. Allen, 
J. Golson and R. Jones (eds) Sunda and Sahul, pp.1 87- 
204. London: Academic Press. 

Thome, A.G. 1980 The longest link: Human evolution in 
Southeast Asia and the settlement of Australia. In J.J. Fox, 
R.C. Garnaut, P.F. McCawley and J.A.C. Mackie (eds) 
Indonesia: Australian Perspectives, pp. 35-44. Canberra: 
Research School of Pacific Studies, The Australian 
National University. 

Thome, A.G. and S.R. Wilson 1977 Pleistocene and recent 
Australians: A multivariate comparison. Journal of Human 
Evolution 6:393-402. 

Townsend, G.C., L.C. Richards and A. Carroll 1982 Sex deter- 
mination of Australian Aboriginal skulls by discriminant 
function analysis. Australian Dental Journal 27:320-6. 

Washburn, S.L. 1948 Sexual differences in the pubic bone. 
American Journal of Physical Anthropology 6:199-208. 

Webb, S.G. 1989 The Willandra Lakes Hominids. Canberra: 

Department of Prehistory, Research School of Pacific 
Studies, The Australian National University. Occasional 
Papers in Prehistory, No. 16. 

Weidenreich, F. 1945 The Keilor skull: A Wadjak type from 
south-east Australia. American Journal of Physical 
Anthropology 3:225-36. 

Wunderly, J. 1943 The Keilor fossil skull: Anatomical descrip- 
tion. Memoirs of the National Museum of Victoria 

pi 

A METHODOLOGICAL FOOTNOTE: SAMPLING AND REPLICABILITY IN 
ARCHAEOLOGY 

Colin Pardoe 

Peter Brown's critique of Sim and Thome (1990) is 
timely and insightful: the puberty of our discipline, 
where increasing professionalism is accompanied by 
growing pains, should be enjoyed. With that in mind, I 
would like to take up a small point with which Brown 
ends his criticism, namely 'that information of this 
type is not data in the scientific sense and probably 
should not be published'. And here I thought that no 
one was reading AA (see Pardoe and Webb 1986; 
Pardoe 1986)! 

Brown is quite correct about evidence. It is central 
to science and scientific method. We must be able to 
replicate analyses and to assess evidence in principle. 
However, we need to be clear about our investigative 
goals in terms of our brand of science, differentiating 
between pattern and process analysis (or, if you prefer 
archaeological jargon, processual and historical, 

respectively). Archaeology and skeletal biology in 
their historical goals rely on unique events: the King 
Island skeleton is the King Island skeleton and no other 
will do. In this I agree with Brown. 

In the analysis of pattern however, then just as any 
old election will do for physics experiments, so too 
could a researcher find and excavate a putative 14,000 
year old skeleton on King Island, in principle. The 
exact individual and derived measurements are only 
sampled from a population and these observations 
form a sample that we can investigate. The actual 
measurements cannot be corroborated, but different 
samples may be. In this sense, there is nothing wrong 
with using data from skeletal remains that have been 
reburied. If physicists had to chase down the same 
electron each time they wanted to do an experiment, 
our knowledge of the universe would be scant 

Division of Anthropology, South Australian Museum, North Terrace, Adelaide, SA 5000, Australia. 
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