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were predicted using the equation in the preceding
paragraph (see Table 1). As expected terminal Pleis-
toccne 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-Wiirm 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
parictal 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 parictal 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.
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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) multivariate 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
Thorme (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 multivariate 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
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Figura&  Comparison of southeastermn 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 'gracile’, individual relative
to the recent comparative samples.

With the exception of a suspect femur head dimen-
sion the metrical information listed by Sim and Thorne
(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 rclative 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 Creck 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
(Kirk 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 concemn 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 acadcmic 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 csscntial that an
objective record, including casts, radiographs and
photographs, be retained so that results may be tested
by others.
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A METHODOLOGICAL FOOTNOTE: SAMPLING AND REPLICABILITY IN

ARCHAEOLOGY

Colin Pardoe

Pecter 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 electron 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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