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PREFACE

A weLL-kNowN anthropologist described this volume,
upon surveying its contents, as a “Golden Treasury of An-
thropology.” For my part, I should hesitate to call it that.
Knowing the difficulties in its composition, I doubt whether
it is even a bronze treasury. But some kind of treasury it
aims to be, at lcast in the absence of any other book of this
type.

The materials in this book have not been gathered to-
gether for the professional anthropologist or the professional
research-worker. Any student of the subject alrcady knows
them. They have bcen collected, on the other hard, for
social scientists in general, whose knowledge of anthropology
on the whole is often very limited and is too seldom used for
correct corrclations, and for that vast army of readers who
are interestea in the development of the social sciences but
are unable to pursue their interest through many of the
ramifications of the materials.

With that end in mind this volume might have been
edited in a number of ways. I chose the one that seemed to
me at once the most economical and fruitful. As it is I have
been forced to leave out much material that I originally
planned to include. My particular regret in this respect is
that I had to exclude, for lack of space, a whole section on
primitive art. The only selection dealing with primitive art
in this volume is that of Déchelette on the Art of the Rein-
deer Epoch. I had wanted especially to use a chapter from
Boas’ valuable work: Primitive Art, but that too had to be
sacrificed along with the other articles in that section. Sacri-
fices of a different variety often had to be made in order to
preserve something of the unity of the volume. .

I have not aimed to use selections from anthropologists

which are representative of their work as a whole—or which
vii
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even stand forth as their best-known or their highest-valued
contributions to their subject. My purpose was not of that
character. I have thought of the book as a unit, and have
selected those contributions which have helped preserve that
unity, Wherever possible, of course, I have tried to use
articles or chapters from an author’s work which do repre-
sent his stand or position in the theoretical field. In many.
cases, to be sure, that was impossible. In a few cases I
have had to use articles from various authors that are not
representative of their work in general. Exigencies in the
organization of the book made such choices in places un-
avoidable* A chapter from Wissler’s American Indian or
Man and Culture, for example, would have been better,
no doubt, than the chapter on Technology which I chose
from his recent book, An Introduction to Social Anthro-
pology. Chapters from the earlier books, however, did not
fit as well into the plan of organization, or fulfill as specific
a need, as the chapter on Technology. Similar considerations
motivated a number of the other choices—especially those
from Lowie and Kroeber. In the case of Boas in particular
I should have liked to have had the selections more ade-
quate and representative. Boas’ main work, however, has
appeared in monographic form. It covers a vast area of
material, and in extensity of detail and excellence of analysis
is unsurpassed by that of any other worker in the field. Un-
fortunately, though, most of these monographs are con-
cerned with materials and problems that are too technical
for use in this volume. I used Goldenweiser’s monograph on
Totemism only because it served a very definite purpose in
the volume. Goldenweiser has contributed so many other
important essays in the general field that I only wish it had
been possible to have included more of his work—for sheer
critical analysis Goldenweiser, in my opinion, is scarcely
surpassed by any other American anthropologist. As a con-
sequence of these necessities of choice and exclusion, the
book undoubtedly has lost in individual representativeness,
although it has gained in conceptual unity.
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I am glad that the organization of the book made it pos-
sible for me to include representatives of four main schools
of anthropology: the French, the English, the German, and
the American. In a book of this kind, where theory is of
more interest and importance than the pure depiction of
fact, the divergent attitudes and positions of the various
schools should be represented, since, as Rivers says, “there
is so great a degree of divergence between the methods of
work of the leading schools of different countries, that any
common scheme is impossible, and the members of one
school wholly distrust the work of the others whose con-
clusions they believe to be founded on a radically unsound
basis.” While the theoretic differences of the several schools
may not be fully claborated in the respective essays—the
evolutionary and institutional emphasis of the English school
(Rivers, Perry, Briffault, etc.), the collectivistic emphasis of
the French (Lévy-Bruhl), the non-theoretical and somewhat
psychological emphasis of the American (Boas, Lowie,
Kroeber), and the environmental emphasis of the German
(Graebner)—the work of their several representatives that
are included here testify to their differences of approach.

A word of explanation is also needed to show why I have
included the work of various writers whose theories have
already been outmoded. In most cases such choices have
been made because the work of these writers was at one
time important, and because it exerted such a wide in
fluence in its heyday, and in the history of the subject
cannot be neglected. The work of Bachofen, for example,
is a good illustration of this. No one to-day would take
Bachofen’s arguments and evidence seriously, and yet no
one can deny that they were influential in their day. Yet no
one interested in the development of anthropological
thought, at least from a historical point of view, can neglect
Bachofen, however untenable they may view his conclusions.
The inclusion of this chapter from Das Mutterrecht marks
the first time, as far as I know, that Bachofen has been
translated into English. The same can be said to be true,
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I believe, of Graebner. In addition to Bachofen and Graeb-
ner, I also have had a chapter from Déchelette’s Manuel
d'archéologie préhistorique, celtique et gallo-romaine, trans-
lated and included in this anthology. Although Tylor’s work
on animism has dated somewhat, no anthology of anthro-
pological work would be complete without it.

Although I have not included any discussion of the theory
of cultural origins, involving the whole problem of inven-
tion and diffusion or what has been called by Spinden the
prosaic school versus the romantic, the general aspects of
the controversy emerge from the essays of the various ex-
ponents of the different schools that are included. W. J.
Perry and G. Elliot Smith are certainly typical enough of
the romantics; and Malinowski, Goldenweiser and a num-
ber of others are representative enough of the prosaics. I
included Freud and Roheim because I think the psycho-
analytic approach—which, by the way, early influenced
Rivers, Goldenweiser, and Malinowski, although Malinow-
ski has lately repudiated much of its logic—should be rep-
resented, however far-fetched and unscientific may be its
contentions and conclusions. The chapter from Carpenter
was included, dubious though certain of its materials may
be, because it represents a unique approach to the problem of
homosexuality in primitive culture.

The only essay that was written especially for this volume
is the one on Law and Anthropology which was done by
Mr. Huntington Cairns. In the absence of any good material
in this field, I asked Mr. Cairns, who has already done a
great deal of work in the way of synthesizing law and the
social sciences, to make a special study of the theme, and
.he happy result of my request is to be discovered in his
essay in Part IIL

I want to express here my particular thanks to Frida Ilmer
for her translations of the selections from Bachofen, Graeb-
ner, and Déchelette. I owe a deep debt of gratitude also to
Charles Smith who generously helped prepare the manu-
script for the printer. In addition I want to thank Bernhard
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J. Stern for several valuable suggestions which he made
about the volume as a whole, and Ruth Benedict for her
kind answers to my several letters about problems that
concerned me in this book.

In conclusion let me add that if this book helps social
scientists and the general reader get a better and more in-
formed and various idea of the nature of primitive man and
the theories concerning him, it will have served its purpose.
We are in more need of syntheses in the social sciences to-day
than ever before. Anthropology in general is neglected by
the social sciences—or when it is utilized it is usually anthro-
pological doctrine that is behind the times, or doctrine that
1s especially peculiar to a specific school. At least most of the
prevailing schools are represented in these pages. Most of
the doctrines represented here also are modern—with the
exception of those of the classical school which have been
included mainly for historical reference.

I also want to guard the reader against viewing my Intrc-
duction as representative of the spirit of the volume as a
whole. I have expressed in the Introduction a point of view
that is specifically my own, and which should be considered
as such, and not looked upon as representing that of the
other contributors to the book.

I want to thank the following publishers for permission
to use certain of the chapters included in this book: George
Allen & Unwin; Amecrican Anthropological Association;
American Journal of Sociology; D. Appleton & Co.; The
Century Magazine; Chapman & Hall; Columbia Law Re-
view; Dodd, Mead & Co.; Harcourt, Brace & Co.; Harper &
Brothers; Henry Holt & Co.; Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.; Hor-
ace Liveright, Inc.; The Macmillan Company; Macmillan &
Company; Methuen & Co.; William Morrow & Co.; The
New Republic; W. W. Norton & Co.; David Nutt; Oliver &
Boyd; Kegan Paul; Alphonse Picard et Fils; Psyche; Carl

Winter; Scientia. V. F. CALVERTON.

New York,
September 10, 1930.
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NOTES

1 For those who wish to pursue the subject at greater length, however,
the bibliography will provide material for further guidance. I have been
particularly careful in the bibliography to avoid selections that would be of
only technical interest to the reader. In certain cases I have noted tech-
nical articles, but only because I think the reader might find them of
value. In general, however, I have confined the bibliography to materials
of more theoretic character.
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INTRODUCTION *

MobERN ANTHROPOLOGY AND THE THEORY OF CULTURAL
COMPULSIVES

By V. F. CALVERTON

THe growth of the science of anthropology is closely
bound up with the development of the doctrine of evolution.
Neither could have advanced very far, however, without the
aid of the other. Both were, and still are, part of a complete
cycle of intellectual change. Curiously enough the rise of
both illuminates a tendency in nineteenth century thought
that we have no more than begun to escape to-day-—a
tendency to see the past in terms of the present, or, what is
worse, in terms of what is thought to be the present. In differ-
ent words, it is to view others, to interpret their ideas, to ad-
judge their institutions, in terms of ourselves, setting forth
our own ideas and institutions as an absolute criterion. This
whole tendency was an inevitable outgrowth of nineteenth
century logic with its evolutionary emphasis.

Now the doctrine of evolution and the science of an-
thropology did not spring upon the nineteenth century
mind full-blown, like a dazzling intuition, shattering all the
previous fictions about man in a sudden intellectual sword-
thrust. On the contrary, they were a result of a cumulative
process which derived its momentum from the vast move-
ments of men and materials that had been set agog in that
century. While theories of evolution, as we know, arose first
with the Greeks, it was not until the eighteenth century that
they made any headway in the western world. Prior to

* This introduction had an English publication in Psyche, October, 1930,
and an American publication in the American Journal of Sociology, March.

1931,
b
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Charles Darwin, in the works of such men as Buffon, Eras-
mus Darwin, Gocthe, Sa.nt-Hilaire and Lamarck, evolu-
tionary hypotheses had been advanced in rapid succession.
The whole doctrine of evolution was the consuming topic
of the day. The very simultaneity with which Darwin and
Wallace struck upon the theory of natural selection and the
survival of the fittest was magnificent proof of the intense
activity of the idea at the time. Every force in the environ-
ment, economic and social, conspired to the success of the
doctrine.

We should really wonder little at this when we realize that
the outstanding characteristic of western Europe in the
nineteenth century was change. Never before had man wit-
nessed, in so brief a time, such vast revolutions in phenom-
ena. The Industrial Revolution was the cause of these rapid
transformations in western life. It was the dynamo that shot
the age agog with new desires and fresh vision. Life became
afire with activity and creation. Newness almost lost its
novelty. New aspirations multiplied with every dawn. In-
vention succeeded invention until the genius of the age
became a miracle in mechanics. Tiny wires became the con-
ductors of great energy; inert metals became moving
machines; water, air, and earth became the source of new
discovery and power. Fantastic fictions became pragmatic
achievements. Leonardo da Vinci’s futile experimentations
became realized science. Jules Verne became a clairvoyant
prophet. New conceptions burst pellmell upon the old,
burying them in the débris of discarded superstition. Men
became interested not in the wherefore of existence, but in
its mastery. The machine promised a new world at human
command. Men came to look upon the earth with new
eyes. Unknown sources of energy were tapped on every side.
Nothing was left unexplored. New truths were derived from
old materials. The search for one reality led to the unex-
pected discovery of ten more.

As a result of this vast release of energy, set thus in motion
by the machinery of the new age, science became—at least
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for the new intellectuals—the new philosophy of life. Once
an adventure into the strange and mysterious, it now be-
came an open sesame to the control of the universe. In-
vestigation succeeded analysis, and nothing was any longe:
safe from the invader’s hands. Even the Bible, which had
provided the mystic centerhood of western civilization, was
no longer withheld from scientific scrutiny. The ancient
zons of the earth’s past soon disclosed themselves in geo-
logical formation and structure. The rapid mutations of
the modern world revealed themselves in social science and
historical theory. The idea of movement and change became
an obsession. It was thus that the way was prepared for the
acceptance of evolution not merely as a scientific formula
but as a living addition to our culture.

If, before 1859, western civilization found its intellectual
continuity in Biblical doctrine, after 1859 it found its new
continuity in the doctrine of evolution. A doctrine is only
seized upon in that fashion when it supplies some great
need, emotional as well as intellectual, in the life of man,
Darwin’s theory of evolution supplied the need for a new
philosophy of life. It not only afforded a new vista of human
development, but it also provided a new justification of
world-progress in terms of western civilization. The evolu-
tion of man was seen as a form of infinite progression, from
lower forms to higher, with modern civilization as repre-
sentative of the highest form in the evolutionary scale. But
more than that, the Darwinian theory of natural selection
made survival synonymous with advance. Since all life was
a struggle for the survival of the fittest, that which survived
was superior. And since western civilization had survived
the most successfully in the struggle of civilizations, it must
of necessity represent the highest point in human evolution.
In keeping with this logic, the principles and institutions of
western civilization were inevitably viewed as typical of
the most advanced in the history of human mores. Private
property, the monogamous family, the democratic political
state, were all looked upon as exemplifying the great mora}
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progress of man. Individualism was envisioned as marking
the great advance of civilized man over the savage—the
supremacy of the differentiated over the undifferentiated.
In other words, the Darwinian doctrine of evolution and
the consequences of its logic proffered the best justification
of the status quo of nineteenth century Europe that had ap-
peared in generations. It harmonized perfectly with the
philosophy of the ruling class of that day. Modern commerce
and industry had broken down the ideological defenses of
the old order which had grown up with feudalism and the
agrarian tradition; new defenses were necessary for the
new ideological front. The Darwinian doctrine supplied that
defense. It rooted laissez-faire economics with its competitive
logic in the very scheme of nature itself. It sanctioned in-
dividualism and the division of classes on the basis of the
necessary struggle for the survival of the fittest. It even
served as a prop for nationalism and the expanding im-
perialisms of the time. Whatever was, was, because it had
to be—because it ought to be.

It was in this cultural milieu that anthropology had its
origins. The same economic and social factors that made
the doctrine of evolution into a new intellectual force caused
anthropology to spring up as an immediate adjunct of
evolutionary cause. The doctrine of evolution became the
basic structure of their whole approach. Beginning with
E. B. Tylor’s Primitive Culture in 1872, the main history of
anthropological thought in the nineteenth century is con-
cerned with the application of the doctrine of evolution to the
interpretation of man’s past. The application, however, was
invariably made in relationship with nineteenth century
values, values that are most often alluded to as Victorian. In
other words, those early anthropologists studied primitive
man not to find out what he was like, but what they thought
he ought to be like. Blinded by the erroneous implications
of the doctrine of evolution, namely that the values of nine-
teenth century civilization, having survived all other values,
must exemplify the highest point in moral progress, these
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anthropologists sought to find in primitive life the traces of
those forms of behavior that were the lowest in the evolu-
tionary scale. They were determined, however unconsciously,
to superimpose their own rationality upon that of the primi-
tive. A whole state of mind was at work here—and not
merely an error in scientific approach. A state of mind fos-
tered by the enormous material advance of nineteenth cen-
tury civilization and the new ideological armament which
it had already begun to perfect! This state of mind made it
impossible for the anthrnpologists of that day to use the
facts as they really were, or to interpret them except in the
caricatured forms of current prejudices. They studied primi-
tive man as one would a puzzle, shifting facts in every
which way, out of all sequence and context, in order to find
solutions. They were too anxious to find universal evolu-
tionary }aws which would explain the rise of man from the
crudities of primitivism to the refinements of nineteenth cen-
tury civilization. Influenced particularly by Morgan, these
anthropologists of the evolutionary school soon concluded
that society had passed through certain definite stages, a
constant progression from the lower to the higher, in which
modern civilization stood as an apex toward which all the
past had converged. Not content, for instance, with tracing
the development of marriage through its various forms,
these> men were equally concerned with proving that
monogamy was the ultimate stage in marital evolution. At
first it was postulated that man had originally lived in a
state of primitive promiscuity or sexual communism; then
he had advanced to the stage of group marriage, a stage
still found among lingering primitive groups to-day; and
finally, after years of change and crisis, he had progressed
to the stage of monogamy in which he is at the present time.
More than that, Morgan in particular stressed the determin-
ing part that property played in the history of primitive re-
lations, and it was not very long before Morgan’s doctrine,
tail, kite, and all, was seized upon by the radicals and
adopted as proof of, if not part of, Marxian philosophy.
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Almost every radical thinker in the nineteenth century cited
Morgan as a final authority. Friedrich Engels built his whole
book, The Origin of the Family, on Morgan’s thesis. Kautsky
used Morgan’s evidence in his Entstehung Der Ehe und
Familie, and Plechanov made frequent reference to Morgan
in his various studies of primitive art and culture. Even to-
day many radicals still continue to refer to Morgan’s work
as if it had never becn outmoded.

Despite McLennan’s attacks on Morgan’s theory of
nomenclature, and the assaults of many other thinkers upon
Morgan’s contentions, Morgan’s doctrine made marked
headway in nineteenth century anthropology. At first the
hostility it aroused was mainly intellectual, for, when all is
said, there was nothing in it to offend the Victorian con-
ception of life. Rivers, I think, was strong when he claimed
that the chief reason why Morgan’s work was fought was
that it pictured man’s past in terms “bitterly repugnant
to the sentiments of most civilized persons.” After all, one
should not expect savages to be elevated in morality, and if
they practiced promiscuity that was all the more reason why
civilized man should practicc monogamy, for civilization
must mark an evolutionary advance over primitivism. The
progression, indeed, was perfect. Morgan’s doctrine fitted
in so precisely with evolution as an absolutistic concept.
It was not the doctrine itself, then, but its widespread ac-
ceptance by the radicals, and the uses it was put to by divers
revolutionary thinkers of the period, that made it suddenly
become “bitterly repugnant” to the nineteenth century mind.
It was not “bitterly repugnant” to the radical mind; it was
only “bitterly repugnant” to the conservative, bourgeois mind
which was concerned above all with the protection of the
middle-class values that had been exalted by nineteenth cen-
tury civilization. As long as Morgan’s doctrine was con-
cerned only with the past, and in its evolutionary emphases
pointed to the present as something of an ultimate in the
moral process—as in the case of monogamy—there was no
terror in its proposition. The moment, however, that the
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radicals insisted upon interpreting evolution as a relative
instead of an absolutistic concept, the danger began. No
longer could the institutions of nineteenth century civiliza-
tion be looked upon as a culmination in evolutionary ad-
vance. No longer could private property and the family, for
example, which were inalienable parts of that civilization,
be considered as indestructible. Private property and the
family, therefore, were but part of a process and not a ful-
fillment of it. In fact, in accordance with the evolutionary
progression postulated by the ralicals, these institutions
were destined to disappear with the next advance in the
social process.

Once the doctrine of evolution was seen to carry in its
wake the possibilities of destruction as well as construction,
a new set of justifications was needed to defend the perma-
nency of the prevailing values. Only in this way could the
radical interpretations of the cvolutionary process be an-
swered. And thus began the scarch for absolutes—absolutes
that would satisfy the nineteenth century mind. The ex-
istence of primitive communism was fought tooth and nail.
Private property was declared an instinct, fundamental to
all social life. Religion was defined as an impulse common
to all men, savage as well as civilized, and not an outgrowth
of environment. The family was defended as the corner stone
of culture, the sine qua non of social existence. But more
than that, monoramy, the specific form of the family
dominant at the time, was declared the basic form of mar-
riage of the human specics. Even the animals were used
to prove this thesis. No evidence, however dubious, was un-
exploited in this connection. Monogamy thus became not a
form of marriage that had developed out of certain condi
tions of cconomic life, but a form of marriage that was
fundamental to the human species, and those mammalian
types that were closest to the human. In these ways, nine-
teenth century institutions were saved from the danger of
change and decay. No matter in what direction evolution
occurred, private property and the family were inviolable.



8 THE MAKING OF MAN

They were the absolutes, the invariables, as it were, in social
organization, which no radical evolution—or revolution—
could shake or shatter.

The class-logic at work here is obvious. Anthropology
was thus made to serve as an excellent prop for the support
of middle-class ethics. It defended the status quo by giving
so-called final scientific sanction to its essential doctrines.
The famous allusion in economic theory to the monkey
with a stick as a capitalist—thereby proving to the satisfac-
tion of every sophomore that whoever owns anything, how-
ever small, which can produce wealth is a capitalist—was
not less absurd than the rationalization of monogamy as the
natural form of human marriage which was foisted upon
the nineteenth century world by anthropological dialectic.

The most amazing illustration of the truth of this con-
tention is to be found in the history of the work and in-
fluence of Edward Westermarck. When his History of
Human Marriage appeared in 1891 Westermarck was prac-
tically unknown to the scientific public. In fact, Alfred R.
Wallace in his Introductory note to the original volume
comments upon Westermarck as a “hitherto unknown
student” and a “new comer.” In less than ten years, how-
ever, this “new comer” becomes the leading authority on
morality and marriage, sweeping aside the influence of his
predecessors by virtue of his new logic. The appearance of
his Origin and Development of the Moral Ideas only
strengthened his influence. If his authority had been con-
fined to his special science the achievement would have been
significant enough; but the fact that it became extended
to the other sciences as well and to the lay world in general
makes its success even more of an event. Since the eighteen-
nineties no other person in this ficld has exerted anything
like the enormous influence of Westermarck. In almost
cvery text, lecture, or article, verging on the theme of
morality or marriage he was, and in many instances still is,
the standard reference. The universities in particular
adopted him at once as their guide. Few minds dared to
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defy his authority. The History of Human Marriage, in-
deed, became the new bible of the social sciences. And it
remained so until the twenties of this century when its
conclusions were assailed and annihilated by Robert Briffault
in his work: The Mothers. .

But Westermarck’s former supremacy is of more im-
portance than his present loss of it. In the light of Briffault’s
thoroughly valid and devastating criticisms of Westermarck’s
thesis, the sway that the latter exercised over the minds
of his contemporaries for almost forty years becomes all
the more revealing. The fact that his ascendancy went prac-
tically unchallenged during that entire period is even more
of a revelation. Why should a man’s doctrine become so
widely accepted when his evidences were so flimsy and
fallacious? Why should his conclusions be accepted so read-
ily and completely when the problems involved were so
controversial? Why should he suddenly become an au-
thority when the evidence at hand was so unauthoritative?
One answer might be that he argued his point with such
adroitness that even the dubious became plausible. But
granted that to be the case, the difficulty still remains of
explaining why his evidence was seldom examined in a
critical vein, and why such critical examinations as were
undertaken were never able to win any considerable respect
or authority.

The answer is to be found in another field of logic—or
sociologic. Westermarck’s doctrines did more than confute
the doctrines of Morgan, McLennan, and Lubbock; thev
fulfilled a great socio-intellectual need of the day. In attack-
ing the ideas of Morgan, for example, he was able to destroy
the logic of the radicals who had based their anthropologlcal
conclusions upon Morgan’s work. And in attempting to
prove that in all likelihood “monogamy prevailed almost
exclusively among our earliest human ancestors,” that the
family existed anterior to man, and that “human marriage,
in all probability, is an inheritance from some apelike
pro~enitor,” he was able to provide nineteenth century



) THE MAKING OF MAN

tivilization with an absolute that justified in perpetuity one
of its main institutions. The family thus became an institu-
tion that radicals could no longer assail. No evolution in
society could eradicate it. Nor could monogamy be attacked
either, since it was rooted in man’s primeval past, and was
part of what Westermarck calls the “monogamous instinct.”

It is no wonder, then, that Westermarck’s doctrines were
seized upon with such eagerness, and adhered to with such
tenacity, by nineteenth century intellectuals of middle-class
character and conviction. The only intellectuals who did
not accept them were the radical minds of the time. College
professors no longer had to rely upon Herbert Spencer’s
contention that “the monogamic form of the sexual relation
is manifestly the ultimate form” in order to exalt nineteenth
century institutions over those of other periods—and other
civilizations. Anthropology now, through the work of
Westermarck, had given scientific sanction to the conclusion
of Spencer. “The laws of monogamy can never be changed,”
wrote Westermarck, “but must be followed much more
strictly than they are now.”

But all-this discussion would be of little importance if it
were not for the fact that Westermarck’s conclusions to-day
cannot be viewed as anything else than absurd. Let us take
up certain of Westermarck’s arguments in more careful and
specific detail. Suppose we begin with his defense of mo-
nogamy. In order to root the tendency to monogamy deep
in nature itself, in other words to give it something of an
instinctive cast, he tries to trace its origins to the higher
animals. If the higher animals are monogamous, then cer-
tainly man who is descended from them must carry within
him the same instinct. Utilizing evidence often insufficient
and untrustworthy, Westermarck, in his ardor to build
up his case, claims that monogamy prevailed among the
manlike apes. He cites the gorilla and chimpanzee as par-
ticular illustrations. Now let us see what kind of evidence
he used to prove his thesis. Briffault’s discussion of his evi-
dence is very much to the point:
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“Dr. Hartmann, relying exclusively on an article by Hent
von Koppenfels in a German popular magazine, asserted that
‘the gorilla is monogamous’ (H. Hartmann, The Anthropoid
Apes, p. 229), and the statement was used by Dr. Westermarck
as a foundation for his theory of ‘human marriage.” None of
even the older information affords any ground for the supposi-
tion, and no other writer who has given attention to the subject
makes such a statement. The oldest extant account of the
gorilla, that of the sailor Andrew Bartell, who spent eighteen
years in Angola, states that gorillas ‘goe many together’ (“The
Strange Adventures of Andrew Bartell,” etc., in Hakluytus
Posthumus, or Purchas His Pilgrimes, vol. vi, p. 398). Dar-
win’s conclusion was that ‘the gorilla is polygamous’ (C. Darwin,
The Descent of Man, vol. i, p. 266; vol. i1, p. 361). Brehm con-
cluded that the gorilla is polygamous (A. E. Brehm, Tierleben,
vol. 1, p. 65). He regarded the evidence collected from native
hunters by Winwood Reade as the most reliable which was
available at the time he wrote. Reade says: ‘The gorilla is
polygamous, and the male frequently solitary; in fact I never
saw more than one track at a time, but there is no doubt that
both gorillas and chimpanzees are found in bands’ (W. Win-
wood Reade, “The Habits of the Gorilla,” The American Nat-
uralist, vol. i, p. 179; cf. Idem, Savage Africa, p. 214). Dr. R. L.
Garner says, ‘It is certain that the gorilla is polygamous’ (R. L.
Garner, Gorillas and Chimpanzees, p. 224). The air of rnys-
tery formerly surrounding the gorilla and the uncertainty of
our information concerning the animal have now been dissi-
pated, and we know that, as Winwood Reade observes, ‘there
is nothing remarkable in the habits of the gorilla, nothing which
broadly distinguishes it from other African apes’ (W. Winwood
Reade, “The Habits of the Gorilla,” The American Naturalist,
vol. i, p. 180). Mr. F. Guthrie, a gentleman who resided for
many years in the Cameroons, and who was on intimate terms
with native hunters, collected their evidence in a very careful
manner, and checked it by the testimonies of various tribes.
‘The gorilla of the Cameroons,” he states, ‘live in small com-
panies, scarcely to be called families. The smaller companies
consist of one male with his one, two or three wives, and some
small children’ (A. E. Jenks, “Bulu Knowledge of the Gorilla
and Chimpanzee,” The American Anthropologist, N. S. xiii,
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pp. 52 seq.). Herr G. Zenker saw one male accompanied by
several females and young. Von Gertzen describes the traces of
a troop which, he says, must have consisted of about ten in-
dividuals (Brehm-Strassen, Tierleben, 1920, vol. xiii, pp. 684
seq.). Grenfell found gorillas in parties (H. H. Johnson, George
Grenfell and the Congo, p. 344). Captain Dominick found the
gorilla in the Cameroons in much larger troops; according to
him, ‘the gorilla in the Cameroons is a thoroughly gregarious
animal, and, as with the baboon, several adult males are found
in each troop’ (T. Zell, “Das Einfangen ausgewachsener Goril-
las,” Die Gartenlaube, 1907, p. 880). Mr. T. A. Barns has also
found the gorillas in the eastern Congo living in large troops
consisting of ‘quite a number of gorillas,” each troop including
at least two females with several young of varying ages (T. A
Barns, The Wonderland of the Eastern Congo, pp. 84 seq.).
Mr. Akeley found gorillas in polygamous bands (C. E. Akeley,
In Brightest Africa, p. 247).

“As will be seen, our present information entirely disposes of
any supposition as to monogamous habits among gorillas. Other
stories concerning the animal have likewise become relegated
1o their preper sphere. No instance has been reported of a male
yorilla defending his ‘family.” The animal is most fierce and
‘langerous not when in the company of females and young, but
when solitary; old, solitary gorillas are the only ones that have
been known to attack man unprovoked” (Duke A. F. von
Mecklenburg-Strelitz, From the Congo to the Niger and the
Nile, vol. ii, p. 106).

I have quoted from Briffault at such great length here
because the argument is so important and pertinent, since
the apelike animals, in particular the gorilla, have been used
by every variety of scholar following Westermarck to illus-
trate the monogamous instincts of our simian progenitors.
But we know, for instance, that T. S. Savage and J. Wyman,
A. E. Brehm, and Duke A. F. von Mecklenburg-Strelitz,
have all attested to the chimpanzee’s non-monogamous hab-
its. The same abundance of evidence is present in reference
to the absence of monogamy among the gibbons and orang-
utangs. In other words, the manlike apes are not monoga-
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mous. Why did Westermarck, then, claim that the gorilla
was monogamous, and that monogamy prevailed almost ex-
clusively “among the menlike apes”? Because certain of
the evidence that we possess to-day was lacking when he
originally wrote his History of Human Marriage? Not at
all. At the very time that he was at work on his thesis evi-
dence existed to prove that the gorilla was polygamous—or
promiscuous—rather than monogamous. It is true that still
more evidence has been collected since then, which has made
Westermarck effect certain modifications in his statements
about gorillas in later editions of his work. But why should
he originally have argued for the monogamous habits of
the gorilla—and for the anthropoid apes in general—when
the evidence leaned in the opposite direction, or at best was
highly uncertain? * The only answer is the one which we
have given. Influenced by the middle-class culture of his
day, and the necessity of defending its institutions by every
device of logic, his mind reverted to that evidence which
tended to justify those institutions, and endow them with
a natural origin and continuity. Morgan and his followers,
equally a part of that culture, did not seek such defenses,
as we pointed out before, for their doctrines in themselves
did not assail the institutions of their day. On the contrary,
the so-called evolutionary anthropologists, like Spencer, were
convinced that monogamy was the ultimate in ethical
progress, and, therefore, needed no defense or protection.
It was the rising influence of the radical critics, who used
Morgan’s doctrine as a revolutionary weapon, as we noted
earlier in this analysis, that had to be rebutted. T/he History
of Human Marriage provided just this rebuttal. If it could
prove, as it essayed to do, that the “apelike animals” were
monogamous, then it had already established its case, namely,
that of the existence of a “monogamous instinct” and, there-
fore, a natural tendency to monogamy in all the higher
species. It was thus that the prevailing institutions_ could
be protected and the enemies of civilization, that is of
nineteenth century civilization, confuted and destroye.
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It is not surprising, therefore, that Westermarck, in his
zeal, distorted evidence out of all proportion, and threw his
whole emphasis, to the exclusion of all contradictions, upon
those materials which tended to prove his case. In trying
to show that even among the lower animals sexual unions
assume “a more durable character,” resembling that of
marriage, and foreshadowing the later development of the
family, he makes actual citations from Brehm which seem to
illustrate his contention. He notes, among the animals evinc-
ing this tendency, the whale, the seal, the hippopotamus,
the reindeer, “a few cats and martens,” and “possibly the
wolf.” Upon careful examination of his material,> however,
it becomes clear at once that he has again garbled facts and
exaggerated evidences. Whales, as Brehm himself stated,
and Westermarck used Brehm as his main support, do not
reveal monogamous tendencies—nor, as far as present evi-
dence shows, do seals, reindeer, cats, or wolves. Brehm’s
evidence as to the tendency toward monogamy among hip-
popotami is contradicted by that of every other observer.
Despite these facts, Westermarck’s statement about these
animals was uncritically accepted by most of his contem-
poraries during the generation that followed.

Again we are driven to the conclusion that it was because
his doctrines supplied a need of the time, a protection against
those doctrines that threatened middle-class supremacy in
the field of ethics and economics, that they became at once
part of the cultural defense of the era.

Let us turn for a moment to another aspect of his thesis,
wherein he states that “the family, not the tribe, formed the
nucleus of every social group, and, in many cases, was itself
perhaps the only social group.” Here Westermarck has
trimmed down his thesis to its fundamental point. The
family, and not the group, or the tribe, is the basic unit
of primitive society. As in the case of the animals, the same
justificatory mechanisms are operative here. If the family
and not the group provides the unit structure of social
organization, then it follows that the family is an inde.
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structible part of social life. Destroy the family and social
life is ended. Or, expressed in an antipodal vein, since
social life cannot be destroyed, the family must always re-
main. And again, in order to fortify his case, Westermarck
has abused both evidence and observation. Among the
Yakut, for example, there is no word for the concept of
family, the clan having so absorbed all forms of relationship.
Moreover, it is a well-known fact that among many primitive
groups, the so-called husband and wife are not allowed to
live together, and hence the development of the family,
as Westermarck envisions, could only follow and not pre-
cede such a custom. Among the peoples of the Banks Islands,
the New Hebrides, in Northern Papua, New Caledonia, te
cite instances, family-organization does not exist. Kindred
relationships obtain, but they cannot be described in the
same terms as we describe the family, or as Westermaick
describes it, in which a male and female and their progeny
act as the center of social organization. In fact among almost
all early primitive groups it is “love of the clan [which] is
greater than love between husband and wife.” Indeed, the
very submergence of the individual within the group made
the dominance of the family impossible in primitive times.
More than that, the absence of the knowledge of paternity
certainly did not strengthen family-organization at the ex-
pense of social. In addition, the superiority of sister-brother
love over wife-husband love, cvidenced in many tribes and
among many peoples, finding a striking illustration as late
as in Sophocles’ play Antigone, is but further proof of the
fallacy of the Westermarckian thesis. In fact, as Briffault has
pointed out in great detail, the organization of the family-
group is “found to stand in direct conflict with the primal
social impulses of humanity in its simpler stages, and to
be in sharp opposition to the primitive organization which
it has tended to break up.” Family-organization is by its
very nature, when it assumes a patriarchal form, individual
istic instead of social in character, Consequently, it is highly
unlikely that primitive man could ever have effected his
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early social organization upon a familial basis. At all events,
whatever information we have to-day concerning the origins
of social organization does not confirm Westermarck’s thesis.
On the contrary, it tends to weaken it, and, on the whole,
to destroy it.

Nevertheless, Westermarck’s theory has been swallowed
in toto by our social scientists. What does this illustrate, then,
we ask once more? Simply the fact that our social scientists
are not interested in objective facts, but in theses that will
justify existing attitudes and institutions.

Nor do we find an exception 1n Westermarck’s attempt
to carry the family-thesis further, and show that its origins
among humans were monogamic. The social scientists have
been just as gullible here as before. In the light of what is
known to-day, I am guilty of no hyperbole when I say that
few more inaccurate conclusiong in the social sciences have
ever been drawn than that which is to be found in Wester-
marck’s contention that it is probable “that monogamy pre-
vailed almost exclusively among our earliest ancestors.” We
have already seen how inaccurate Westermarck’s conclusions
were about the monogamous habits of higher animals. And
when we turn to his third proposition—of monogamy among
our earliest ancestors—we are confronted again with the
same kind of inaccuracies and misinterpretations.® (Cf. the
long analysis from Briffault’s The Mothers in this footnote.)
In many cases Westermarck used evidence that was con-
tradicted by other evidences, more numerous and more
authentic than his own, without ever mentioning the con-
troversial nature of the material. His frequent recourse to
the observations and comments of Jesuit fathers and mis-
sionaries instead of to other source$ when other sources
were available is but another index to the nature of his
outlook and method. Wherever Christian influences crept
primitive customs changed, especially where conversions
were frequent, and even where the Christian influence made
little advance, the observations of the Christian missionaries
were usually of a kind that tended to interpret primitive
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culture in terms of Christian morality rather than in terms
of the mores of the tribe itself. Even where Westermarck
actually discovered tribal monogamy, he refused to see it in
relationship with poverty as a cause, a connection that was
obvious to almost all other observers, but insisted upon in-
terpreting it as an evidence of the “monogamous instinct.”
His contention, for instance, that polygamy and polyandry
tend to revert to monogamy, loses all its meaning when we
realize that in the history of most primitive groups th:
tendency to monogamy invariably sets in whenever economic
conditions are on the decline. In other words, the so-called
reversion to monogamy does not arise out of a “monogamous
instinct” but out of an economic condition. The very fact
that Westermarck neglects almost entirely the latter factor,
and its importance as a basic causation, reveals the weakness
in his analysis. And furthermore, the fact that for every
monogamous tribe that he could adduce there were many
more examples of non-monogamous, illustrated the un-
tenableness and absurdity of his thesis. Marriage in many
primitive communities, we should remember, resembles sc
little marriage "as we with our modern categories of con.
sciousness conceive it that it is practically a misnomer ta
use the same word to describe both conditions. Among the
aboriginal tribes of Malaya, for example, individuals often
marry forty or fifty times; the Cherokee-Iroquois “commonly
changed wives three or four times a year”; among the
Hurons, “women (were) purchased by the night, week,
month or winter.” Now, while in a certain loose sense you
may describe all these relationships as marital, there is a
great danger of misapprehension in this type of nomencla-
ture. It would be a highly intelligent procedure if we coined
a new word for our anthropological vocabulary so that thie
kind of confusion could not occur. Especially is this con-
fusion pronounced in the case of monogamy. And Wester-
marck, by way of his loose definition, confuses rather than
clarifies the nature of these relationships by applying our
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concept to practices that have very faint resemblances in
pur culture at all. There is certainly a distinct difference be-
tween the attitude of a primitive people who has been
forced to monogamy by economic pressure, and as soon as
prosperity sets in, as in the case of its kings and chiefs, will
revert to polygyny, and that of a civilized community which
has adopted monogamy as an institution, and has set up a
score of psychological devices to justify it as an evidence
of progress. In the case of the primitive people the condition
obviously is one of necessity and not of choice; in the case
of the civilized community the condition assumes the aspect
of choice and not of necessity. Even though we know that
monogamy among civilized communities had its main
origins likewise in economics, strengthened by a religion
closely conjoined with economic tendency, the cultural de-
fenses erected in recent centuries have successfully obscured
that origin and made the institution seem to be the result
of cultural choice, a testimony to advance in civilized be-
havior and cultural wisdom. This “seeming to be,” this cul-
tural camouflage, has been so effective, however, that until
recent days this attitude toward monogamy was viewed as
fundamental and not derivative. Westermarck nowhere
notes these differences in attitude between monogamy as
practiced by a primitive and by a civilized group, nor does
he anywhere interpret monogamy in the Christian world as
the result of an environmental rather than an innate
spiritual fact.

The wholesale manner in which the altogether inexten-
sive and dubious evidence of Westermarck was adopted by
scientists in every field: biological, psychological, sociologi-
cal, was the best proof of the fact that the evidence was of
more than purely theoretic value. Even to-day this manner
of adoption has not entirely ceased. No less distinguished
a biologist than Herbert Spencer Jennings, for example, in
his essay on The Biological Basis of The Family, writes as
follows:
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“The tendency toward a permanent codperative life career on
the part of two parents is powerfully reénforced by the long
period of dependence of the young. . . .

“There is no time when the two parents can separate with-
out bruaking in upon the functions they have undertaken in
relation to the young. Such is the situation we find in the
higher anthropoids, the orang, and the gorilla; such is the
situation found at its highest development in man. . . . Mar-
riage is lifelong, even though the care of the offspring is not.
Permanent monogamous marriage has arisen independently
through similar functional requirements, in the mammals and
the birds; the biological needs giving origin to it being much
the more numerous and powerful in the higher mammals.”

But the citations do not stop here. Jennings is quoted in this
reference by a score of other authorities, anxious to prove the
same point, and as always Westermarck is brought in to
give the touch of final authority. The late Thomas Walton
Galloway, another well-known biologist, in an article on
Monogamic Marriage and Mating, points out that “the
trends in both (men and animals) have been toward per-
manent as against temporary relations of the mates and
toward monogamous as against promiscuous or polvgamous
unions.” In a recent study entitled Twenty-four Views of
Marriage, for example, both Jennings and Westermarck are
alluded to upon frequent occasions. In the concluding pages
of the study such passages as these appear:

“That monogamy is the basic form of human marriage is
recognized by most anthropologists. As Professor Jennings
said before the Conference on Family Life in America To-day at
Buffalo in 1927, ‘the monogamous family, with life-long union
of the mates, appears as the final term in a long evolutionary
series!””

“Westermarck in his Short History of Marriage says that
monogamy is the only form of marriage that is permitted among
every people.”

Similar quotations can be found in almost any social
science text that one opens to-day. Our whole intellectual
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culture in fact is permeated with the same attitude, the same
conviction. It is part of the prevailing ideology.

Now if this attitude were the product alone of some myth,
some religious belief harking back into an antediluvian past,
one might interpret it as an illustration of a cultural lag,
and classify it with such phenomena. But such is not the case,
for science rather than religion, as we have seen, has been
its main support in recent generations. And not only Wester-
marck and Jennings have been conspicuous in its defense.
Almost every modern anthropologist—the exceptions have
been very few and without influence—has rallied to its sup-
port. Malinowski, Thomas, Lowie, for instance, have all
lent their aid to the cause.

If we look a little more closely at the arguments of these
men, we shall be able to discern, in a more definite way, the
nature of the defense-mechanism at work in their logic.
Malinowski is not less guilty than Westermarck or Jen-
nings in his conclusions about the sexual life of the primates
and primitive man. In his volume on Sex and Repression in
Savage Society, he states that the family is the only type of
grouping that man has carried over from the animal stage.
Not only docs he thus assume that the family existed among
the primates, but continuing this logic, he goes further and,
in line with Westermarck, denics the possible existence
of a period of sexual promiscuity, in which gregariousness
antedated the familial state. Indeed he goes so far as to say
that “no type of human organization can be traced back to
gregarious tendencies.” It was the family, then, in his
opinion, and not the group, which served as the creative
continnum of culture. In keeping with this contention, one
of his main suppositions is that man thus could have in-
herited from his ancestors among the primates the tendency
10 live in families but not in the form of the promiscuous
horde. All this, as is obvious, is in agreement with the
Westermarckian contentions which we have discussed and
only adds further strength to the arguments of Jennings and
the social scientists in general.
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An examination of Mzlinowski’s position, however, re-
veals the same weakness that we found before in that of
Westermarck. While Malinowski does not stumble into the
same specific errors as did his teacher, his general conclu-
sions fall into the same category. In his study: Some Ele-
ments of Sexual Behavior in Primates and Their Possible
Influence on the Beginnings of Human Social Develop-
ment,! Gerrit S. Miller, Jr., has shown conclusively that
“Malinowski’s work is all based on widespread popular mis-
conceptions about the primates with which man is com-
pared; misconceptions which arise from wrongly attributing
to these animals patterns of sexual behavior which are fa-
miliar from observation of domestic ungulates and carni-
vores.” Dr. Miller, whose work in the.field of mammalogy is
inexhaustibly cxacting and thorough, then goes on to show
by consideration of all the known facts about the behavior
of primates the absurdity of the statements of this whole
school of thought. Instead of our primatc precursors being
monogamous, and living in family groups, as Westermarck,
Lowie, and Jennings maintained, Dr. Miller points out that
the exact opposite is the case. “The young monkey clings
to the female,” Dr. Miller writes, “and can be adequately
reared by her sole administrations; the help of the male is
not required, and I have not been able to find convincing
evidence that a true family bond is established.” But mam-
malogists, who are certainly in a better position to observe
the sexual behavior of mammals than are anthropologists
or social scientists, not only deny the existence of monogamy
among the apes; they even go so far as to show the presence
of promiscuous horde tendencies among them instead of the
familial ones referred to by Westermarck and his followers.
Dr. Miller’s words in reference to this point are very im-
portant:

“When we look into the life histories of the Old World
monkeys and apes as revealed by field studies we find that
existence in loosely organized bands 1s the general rule. This
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type of association is well known to occur in gibbons, baboons,
macaques, langurs, proboscis, monkeys, gnemons, and guerezas.
Apparently the same is true of the great apes, and though the
difficulty of making exact observations on these animals in their
nature haunts has interfered with the collecting of reliable evi-
dence, nothing that I have been able to find in print concerning
the behavior of any non-human primate, cither monkey or great
ape, would justify the assumption that the sexual tendencies of
the members of a free band in the forest differ essentially from
those which Dr. Hamilton observed in his macaques roving at
large among the live oaks at Montecito (i.c., promiscuity).
Life in sexually promiscuous bands can, therefore, not be dis-
missed from the possibilities of ancestral human conditions as
the basis of known evidence derived from the habits of pri-
mates in general. On the contrary the common possession by
men and monkeys of a type of sexual behavior which perfectly
harmonizes with the need of promiscuous life throws a heavy
burden of proof on those who insist that the forerunners of
existing men lived under a group formation totally different
from that which appears to be the prevalent one among non-
human primates. Furthermore, when human sexual behavior is
looked at as it is and not as it is conventionally supposed to be,
we have little difficulty in detecting beneath the surface of the
cultural structure unmistakable traces of the framework of the
promiscuous horde.”

We are now in a position to see the necessity for an entire
revaluation of the old point of view concerning the origin
of human tendencies and institutions. Man is not as radi-
cally different from the animals® as we have been all too
prone to conclude. Human tendencies not only go back far
beyond the family; they extend to the simian horde. As Dr.
Gerrit Miller declares in another part of his study, “it seems
reasonable to believe that a state of simian horde life with
its attendant sexual promiscuity lies somewhere in the an-
cestry of the human social systems which exist to-day.” To
understand man, therefore, which is the obvious task of
anthropology, we need to consider, without evasion or
cuphemism, the ante-human and primitive impulses and
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motivations which governed his behavior. We can never do
that if we insist upon trying to make him behave as we
think a primitive gentleman should.

Now, what is apparent from these criticisms, and those
that preceded, is that the whole Westermarckian superstruc-
ture of moral ideas has no foundation in fact at all. It is
wish-fulfillment thought, superimposed upon an anthropo-
logical edifice. It was so widely accepted for just that reason.
The social sciences have always been prone to accept such
protective logic. In the days when laissez-faire was orthodox
theory, economists and sociologists were its uncritical ad-
vocates; only to-day, when laissez-faire has lost its influence,
do economists and sociologists criticize and at times cease
to defend it. Only the breakdown of a principle or an insti-
tution makes it possible for its former advocates to view it
objectively. For that reason, and that reason mainly, it has
been possible for the reaction against Westermarck to gain
force and momentum to-day. The complete breakdown of
nineteenth century ethics and economics, hastened as it was
by the World War, shattered the middle-class myth of per-
fection. The absolutistic concept of evolution had to be
abandoned. And, as a consequence, the relativistic concept
has steadily gained in power. The development of the rela-
tivity concept in the physical sciences no doubt has con-
tributed to this change in emphasis also in the social sciences.

But this does not mcan that anthropologists and social
scientists will have to go back to Morgan now for their
materials and interpretations. Just the contrary! Morgan’s
evolutionary theories, as we indicated in an earlier section
of this essay, can no longer be defended either. Not that
Morgan was not much closer to the truth than Westermarck
in his conclusions about the nature of morality and marriage
in primitive society. He was. But we cannot say, as he did.
that the marital institution passed through certain stages
definitely evolved out of certain others in the histary of
every tribe. The existence of sexual communism among a
certain number of tribes does not furnish us with sufficient



24 THE MAKING OF MAN
evidence to make a sweeping deduction about the entire
history of early mankind. No more than the existence of
monogamy among certain primitive tribes provided Wester-
marck with enough material to draw the illation that our
early ancestors were almost universally inclined to monoga-
mous habits. If we have enough evidence to show that the
family, as we think of it, could not possibly have functioned
in the early stages of social organization, or even have
developed in such stages, we do not have enough evidence
to trace adequately the development of sexual relations
through any precise evolutionary stages, common to all
primitive groups. In other words, there are more things
that can be said not to be true about primitive life as a whole
than there are things that can be said to be true. Morgan’s
error lay in not recognizing that fact. He found many things
that were true in particular but not true in general. His
weakness, intensified by the dogmas of the evolutionary
school, grew out of his attempt to make the two synonymous.
Now, what conclusions can be drawn from this analysis
of anthropological doctrine? It is at this point that I want
to advance a theory that will explain, I believe, what has
happened in terms of sociological fact. This theory, in brief,
endcavors to elucidate the conflict that has been described
{between Westermarck and Morgan) as an expression of
those social forces which tend to develop what I shall call
cultural compulsives—or a vested interest in a cultural com-
plex. The influence of the milien is at work in the formu-
lation of all doctrines and interpretations, but its presence
can be seen more easily and obviously in the nature of the
response to these doctrines and interpretations than in the
nature of their origin. In other words it is the response to
Westermarck’s doctrine that is more important from a so-
ciological point of view than their origin. The same is true
of the doctrines of Morgan. The response to the doctrines
of both of these men became a living, dynamic thing, as
much a part of the prevailing culture as a political election
or a scientific invention, The accuracy or inaccuracy of their
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theories was unimportant beside the influence they exerted
over their own field and the field of the social sciences in
general. This influence was a direct result of this response—
a response that revealed the social meaning implicit in the
doctrines as a whole.

The radicals had not seized upon the doctrines of Morgan
because they represented the final word in anthropological
science. They adopted them because they fitted in so well
with their own doctrine of social evolution, with the triadic
theory of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, and lent themselves
so excellently to the Marxian interpretation of culture as an
economic unit. They supphied a historic illustration of the
Marxian dialectic. ‘They gave new historic meaning to tae
cause of the proletariat. Westermarck’s doctrines, on the other
hand, were adopted in the same way by the intellectuals
of middle-class conviction. Westermarck’s doctrines fitted in
so well with the moral ideals of the middle class. They af-
forded a so-called scientific justification of middle-class
mores. Hence their adoption by middle-class intellectuals,
and their rejection by radical intellectuals, and hence their
popularity in universitics and with university professors and
rheir lack of popularity in radical centers.

In both cases we have a clear illustration of a cultural
compulsive. Class factors were at work as an obvious de-
terminant. Westermarck was so uncritically accepted by the
middle-class intellectuals because his work provided a de-
fense of middleclass ethics. Morgan was so uncritically
accepted by the radical intellectuals, Engels, Kautsky, Ple-
chanov, because his work supplied the dynamite for the
fortification of the proletarian position. Once accepted thus,
Westermarck and Morgan became immediate authorities for
the classes whose logic their doctrines defended. The work
of each man became a cultural compulsive—the cultural
compulsive being determined by the class factors involved.
The work of neither man, as a result, could be viewed ob-
jectively. As in the case of all cultural drives, the emotive
aspect overrode the intellectual. Criticism of either man was
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reserved for his enemies and not his followers. The presence
of the vested interest factor blinded both sides to the weak-
nesses in their authority. The motive element involved pre-
cluded the kind of scientific analysis which was needed for
the classes whose logic their doctrines defended. The work
of each man thus became a rallying point for a cultural
rompulsive, and not an objective contribution to social
science. It was removed from the sphere of abstract science
into the field of living culture. Westermarck’s superior in-
fluence was not due to any intrinsic superiority of logic, but
to the fact that the middle-class advocates he immediately
won were connected mainly with universities and other in-
stitutions of learning, while those who upheld Morgan,
being radicals, had no such connections. Westermarck domi-
nated the scene because all the educators, being middle-class,
supported his doctrine. In this way, his work became a
cultural compulsive—a cultural compulsive of the middle
class. :

But it should not be thought that the radicals did not let
their thought be equally bound by the vested interest factor
only in the direction of an opposite cultural compulsive.
Morgan became as inviolable with them as Westermarck
with the middle class. Any one who criticized Morgan was
denounced as “bourgeois.” Blinded by the vested interest
motivation, the radicals were—and to an extent still are—
as uncritical of Morgan as the middle-class intellectuals
were of Westermarck. Here again we have a cultural com-
pulsive at work, exacting affirmation at the expense of
criticism.

As we stated before, such affirmation is weakened only
when the principles and institutions affirmed have begun
to break down and decay. If middle-class morals had not
started to disintegrate with marked rapidity after the World
War, and the family gone through a process of unprece-
dented change, equivalent almost to a revolution, Wester-
marck’s ideas would never have been challenged in recent
years. Briffault’s criticisms of Westermarck'’s doctrines might
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have been appreciated by a few, that is, if they had been
written at all—but they would never have gained any vogue.
Only the general decay of middle-class moral doctrine and
economic theory could have prepared the way for the weak-
ening and passing of Westermarck’s influence in the social
sciences in general, and in anthropology in particular.

In conclusion, I should like tn add, that there is no other
way, as far as I know, of explaining idea-sets or fixations of
a social character such as are represented 1n the influence of
Westermarck and Morgan, than by resort to what I have
called the theory of cultural compulsives. By use of thiy
theory we are better able, I believe, to understand something
of the social mechanism at work in the rise and fall of ideas
and their authors. [t is not what has usually been called the
truth of their doctrine which makes them so powerful, but
their adaptability to other interests, class interests in the
main, which they subserve. It is these other, these more basic,
interests that turn these ideas into cultural compulsives, in
vest them with social meanings which are more important
than their intrinsic content.

Social history is full of such cultural compulsives. The in-
fluence of Rousseau is just as excellent an illustration as that
of Westermarck or Morgan. The cultural compulsive repre-
sents the group interest in its psychological form. It is a com-
pulsive because the ideas it represents are dependent for
their influence upon the strength of the interests they repre-
sent, and not upon the abstract accuracy or inaccuracy of
their sequence or structure. Its content, as we stated before,
is more emotive than intellectual. It can be destroyed only
by the removal of the interests which constitute its origin.
But since those interests will be with us until we organize
a new kind of society in which they can no longer function,
and since we are all affected by those interests, however
objective we may try to be, the task that confronts us is not
to deny the presence of such cultural compulsives, but to
attempt to keep them from blinding us to facts that are of
importance to our intellectual heritage.
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The cultural compulsive has had many antecedents in the
field of social theory. The Marxians have been the most
expert in this analysis. By use of their radical dialectic, they
were early able to show just how classcs utilized ideas and
doctrines for their own protection and perpetuation. In re-
cent years, in addition to the work of the radicals, a number
of liberal sociologists have gone so far as to argue for the
presence of class-factors in certain ideological mechanisms
pertaining to such problems as race, neo-malthusianism and
eugenics. They have seen such mechanisms as part of a
rationalization-process. What they have not seen—nor many
of the radicals either—and what is important, I believe,
to an understanding of the nature of social thought, is that
their own thought, as well as the thought they have analyzed,
is governed just as distinctly by the presence and pressure
of cultural compulsives. What 1 am trying to stress, then,
by the theory of cultural compulsives, is that all social
thought is colored by such compulsives, reactionary as well
as radical, and that those who think they can escape them
are merely deceiving themselves by pursuing a path of
thought that is socially fallacious. The radical is just as
caught by such cultural compulsives as the reactionary. The
radical will point out the compulsive thought on the part of
the reactionary but will never discern the same compulsive
mechanism, only directed toward a different end, active in
his own thought. The liberal sociologist will write about
ideological mechanism, the influence of classes upon thought,
but always as if he himself were free of such mechanisms
and influences. The purpose of this analysis is to show that
that is not the case. The liberal sociologist has merely been
deceived by the myth of neutrality—the belief that he can
be above the battle, as it were, aloof from the criss-cross of
conflicting interests. The very fact that the liberal sociologist
in most instances is connected with a university, and is de-
pendent upon a middle<class environment for his survival,
is a sufficient reason why such aloofness in the social sci-
ences must of necessity rest upon false premise.
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The existence of cultural compulsives, then, makes objec.
tivity in the social sciences impossible. Indeed, the actual
claim to objectivity in the social sciences has been largely
a defense-mechanism, an attempt unconsciously to cover up
the presence of compulsive factors and convictions. No mind
can be objective in its interpretation and evaluation of social
phenomena. One can be objective only in the observation of
detail or the collection of facts—but one cannot be objective
in their interpretation. Interpretation necessitates a mind-
set, a purpose, an end. Such mind-sets, such purposes, such
ends, are controlled by cultural compulsives. Any man living
in any society imbibes his very consciousness from that so-
ciety, his way of thought, his prejudice of vision. The class
he belongs to in that society in turn gives direction to his
thought and vision. It is only in the physical sciences, where
his method is quantitative and not comparative, and where
the issues do not strike at the essential structure of social life.
that he can escape something of that dilemma.

Cultural compulsives are necessary to social thought.
Without them social thought would lack unity and integra-
tion, and become as meaningless as doctorate theses in the
weak “e’s” in Chaucer. Anthropology becomes of value
not because it collects facts about primitive peoples, but be-
cause those facts have meaning to our civilization. Anthro-
pology for anthropology’s sake is even more absurd than art
for art's sake. And anthropological doctrine, as we have seen,
is as full of cultural compulsives as any other social science.
By being aware of the presence of cultural compulsives we
are not able to free ourselves from them—to do that would
be to say that the individual mind is greater than the social
mind from which it has originated and by which it is con-
trolled—but we are better able to protect ourselves from the
more absurd, because too uncritical, extremes, that such
compulsives may drive us to. Those of us who are radical
cannot expect to view society from an objective point of
view—our very objective makes such objectivity impossible.
Nor, for the same reason can those who are middleclass
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view society with any more objectivity. One can be objective
only about those matters which do not involve the crucial
issues of society, and those are the matters that are not im-
portant to social thought. At the same time, however, the
radical can be on his guard against accepting Morgan, or any
future Morgan, unquestioningly simply because he has be-
come part of his cultural compulsive, and the middle-class
sociologist can be on his guard against accepting Wester-
marck, or any future Westermarck, because he has become
part of his cultural compulsive. In other words, the aware-
ness of the compulsive nature of social thought should make
it possible for the development of a little more flexibility and
a little more criticism within the radius of the cultural com-
pulsive itself.

After all, knowledge has come in the social sciences
through the very process of social conflict, and the task that
faces us is that of realizing the conflict, and the compulsives
that it creates, but at the same time of gaining as much
flexibility as possible within its limits. In this, as in other
fields, the radical should take the lead.

NOTES

1 The observations of H. von Koppenfels were ridiculed with finality by
Rurton (Two Trips to Gorilla Land and The Cataracts of the Congo) and
Du Chaillu’s even more dubious testimony as to the monogamousness of
the gorilla was shattered by Winwood Reade who “showed conclusively
vhat Du Chaillu has never set eyes on a gorilla.”

2 “Among these animals (whales, seals, hippopotamus, etc.),” Wester-
narck states, “the sexes are said to remain together even after the birth of
\he young, the male being the protector of the family.” The latter statement
is certainly untrue for every onc of the animals mentioned, and there is
not, except as regards the hippopotamus, a word to suggest it in the author-
ity whom he cites. Of whales, Brehm says (vol. iti, pp. 677 seq.) that they
live in large flocks and that very little is known concerning their breeding
habits. At breeding time “it would appear,” he says, “that the herds
break up into single pairs, which remain longer together.” In the new
edition that vaguely worded statement is withdrawn and a less ambiguous
one substituted from the observations of Guldberg, to the effect that after
sexual congress the sexes “separate entirely” (vol. xii, p. 502). This is in
accordance with the experience of whalers, who know that only cowwhales
are found with schools of young, and that they retire with these to the
shallower waters, where the males are never scen (see A. W. Scott, Seals,
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Dugongs, W hales, pp. 132 seq.). Seals, whose reproductive habits are better
known than thosec of most mammals, certainly do not “remain together
even after the birth of the young,” nor does Brehm make any such state-
ment. They are among the most typically polygamous of animals, and the
females pass from one male to another as the first males become spent.
The young which are born just before the rut are those of the previous
season, and the sexes scparate as soon as those young are able to take to
the waters. Of the hippopotami, which always live in considerable herds,
Brehm says that he “thinks he may venture to assume” that the father
protects the young. No other obscrver, as far as I know, has reccived that
impression; on the contrary, according to the best accounts, “the mother
...1s scdulous 1n her attention to her offspring, but the male is apt to be
evilly disposed towards it” (R. Lyddcker, Toyal Natural History, 1894,
vol. 1, p. 450). The hippopotamus 1s a herding, promiscuous, and not a
pairing animal (cf. J. A. Nichols and W. Eghngton, The Sportsman n
South Africa, p. 65; F. V. Kurby, In Haunts of Wild Game, p. 538; Brchm-
Strassen, Tierleben, vol. xm, p. 41; D. Livingstone, Missionary Travels,
pp. 241 seq.; E. Pechuel-Loesche, in Dre Loango-Expedition, part 1y, p. 213).
The reindeer of which Brehm speaks in the passage referied to by Profes-
sor Westcrmarck is the semi-domesticated Norwegian anumal. “The life
of the domesticated reindeer differs,” he says, “in almost every respect
from that of the wild reindeer.” At rutung time, “the Lapps allow their
reindecr to enjoy their freedom, provided no wolves are about, and the
domesticated ammals mix with the wild herds, much to the joy of the
owncr, whose stock is thercby improved” (Brchm-Strassen, Tierleben,
vol. xui, p. 115).

31In the recent remodeled edition of his work, Dr. Westermarck has
considerably modified his former statements and has eliminated several
examples which he formerly adduced as evidence of “primitive monngs
amy.” Thus, for example, the Iroquois were formerly represented by Dr.
Westermarck as “monogamous”; the impression was indeed conveyed that
they were so strictly and rigorously; they were said to be “purely monog-
amous,” and were repeatedly appealed to as a favorite and conspicuous
instance (E. Westermarck, The History of Human Marnage, 1901, pp.
435, 500, 506). Thosc statements have now been entirely withdrawn and
Dr. Westermarck acknowledges that they are opposed to our information
(E. Westermarck, The History of Human Marriage, 1921, vol. iii, p. 3).
Of the Apaches it is asserted by Dr. Westermarck that “formerly” only
one woman was deemed the proper share of one man (E. Westermarck,
The History of Human Marriage, vol. ii, p. 5). His authority is Majot
Cremony who says that an Apache once told him so and descanted upor
the evils of polygamy. “These recitals,” comments Major Cremony, “wiil
scrve to show that the Apaches have pondered over somc of the most
abstruse and perplexing social problems” (J. C. Cremony, Life Among
the Apaches, pp. 249 sq.). The sociologicai speculations of the Apaches,
“the most barbarous people thus far discovered in these parts,” (P. de Cas-
taneda de Nacera, “Relacion de la Jornada de Cibola,” in Fourteenth An-
nual Report of the Bureau of Ethnology, part i, p. 448) did not prevent
them from showing honor and respect to a man in proportion to the mag-
nitude of his matrimonial establishment; and the women were “by no
means averse to sharing the affection of their lords with other wives” (J.
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C. Cremony, op. cit.,, p. 249). Among the Apaches “a man will marry
kis wife’s younger sisters as fast as they grow to maturity. Polygamy is
‘he nuptial law” (J. C. Bourge, “Notes on the Gentile Organization of the
Apaches of Arizona,” Journal of American Folk Lore, in, p. 118; cf. H. H.
Bancroft, Native Races of the Pacific States, vol. v, p. 641; E. Domensch,
Journal d’une mission au Texas at au Mexique, p. 135). Dr. Morse re-
ported polygamy to be gencral among all the castern tribes of North
Amecrica which he knew (J. Morse, 4 Report to the Secretary of War of
the United States on Indian Afjairs, p. 349); and Catlin reports the same
thing of the more southern tribes. “Polygamy,” he says, *“1s countenanced
amongst all of the North American Indians, so far as I have visited them”
(G. Catlin, llustrations of the Manners, Customs and Conditions of the
North American Indans, vol. 1). Among the Guaranti tribes, according to
Dr. Westermarck, “chicfs alone are allowed to have more than one wife”
(E. Westermarck, The History of Human Marriage, vol. in, p. 2). The
statement is given on the authority ot Father Charlevorx, whose remark
refers to Chnstian Indians (P. F. X. de Charlevoix, The History of
Paraguay, vol. i, p. 202): “The men among them who have embraced the
Christian religion ncver marry among their relations, cven within the
degree which the Church readily dispenses. But Caciques have more wives
than one,” but 1t 1s quite unnccessary to have recourse to his casual and
sccond-hand remark for information concerning the Guaranis. Dr. Wester-
marck adds a reference to Father Hernandez. What Father Iernandez has
to say concerning the monogamy of the Guaram 1s as follows: “The
Guarani fanuly, 1n their state of heathenism, suffered from a fundamental
dcfect, for polygyny reigned amongst them, and they thus violated the
natural law which 1s the basis of marriage™ (P. Hernandez, Misiones del
Paraguay, Orgamization socul de las doctrinas Guarames de la Compania
de Jesus, vol. 1, p. 84; cf. p. 85). Father Rusz de Montoya loudly Jaments
the unrestricted and ineradicable polygamy of the Guaranis; some of
them had as many as twenty and even thirty wives (A. Ruiz de Montoya,
Conquista esprritual hecha por los religiosos de la Compania de Jesus en
das Provincias del Paraguay, Prana, Uruguay, y Tape, p. 14). D'Orbigny,
summing up our information on the subject, says: “The customs of the
Guaranis are almost identical in all sections of the race....All of them
practice polygamy” (A. Deswsalines d'Orbigny, L'homme américan, vol.
ii, pp. 306, 307). The Chinguanos, another Canb race of the eastern 1n-
terior, are also referred to by Dr. Westermarck as “allowing™ chiefs only
to have more than one wife (E. Westermarck, The History of Human
Marriage). Colonel Church says that among the Chiriguanos, “polygamy
was customary,” though at the present day, they being mostly Catholics,
it is “not often met with”; “bigamy is more common” (G. E. Church,
Aborigines of South America, p. 238). Mr. Whiffen, to whom Dr. Wester-
marck refers, and who in truth refers to Dr. Westermarck for theorics of
primitive monogamy, says that in some tribelets south of the Tikic, chiefs
have not more than one wife, but makes the curious statement that “it
is extremely hard to distingwish at first between wives, concubines, and
‘attached wives' " (T. Whiffen, The North West Amazons, p. 159; cf.
W. E. Hardenburg, “The Indians of the Putumayo,” Man, x, p. 135).
The eastern Sahara derives considerable wealth from the salt trade and
t-om traffic with caravans; the western, or Moroccan, region is. with the
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exception of a few of the lower valleys of the Atlas and some patches of
oasis, a land of such poverty and desolation that the inhabitants have
difficulty in keeping body and soul together. So precarious are the means
of existence that most of the natives live from year’s end to year’s end on
dates alone; the men are haggard with hunger, and whole populations are
decimated by famine (S. Nouve, Nomads et Sodentaires au Maroc, 1, p.
107). In those conditions it would not be surprising 1f large households
were not common. Nevertheless, there is hittle definite cvidence of general
monogamy, with the exception of a few communities, such as Dr. Dads’
of the lower Atlas, and polygamy 1s found in every district. Dr. Wester-
marck cites Chavanne, who refers to Vincent as stating that he “did not
meet a single man who had a plurality of wives” (E. Westermarck, op.
cit., vol. m, p. 25). Dr. Rohlfs mct onc at Tafilet, in the heart of the same
region, who had three hundred (G. Rohlfs, op. cit., p. 65); and Mr. W.
B. Harnis, who perhaps knows that region better than any other Enghish-
man, speaks of the harems and of the large polygamous houscholds and
slavegirls of the Shanfian familics.

Fiom India, Dr. Westermarck has not succeeded in culling a dozen
instances of tribes concerning which monogyny has been predicated.
Among these arc the Khasis, “The practice of polygamy,” says Mr. Gait,
“is usually said to be uncommon among them”; but he adds: “an edu-
cated Khasi whom 1 consulted assures me that polygamy is by no means
unknown. It was formerly considercd mentorious for a Khasi to beget
offspring by different waves” (E. A. Gait, Census of India, 1901, vol. i, p.
199). Among thc Nagas, who are also adduced as an example of Indian
monogamy, “polygamy 15 very common, and 1s limited only by the men's
resources” (J. McSwiney, “Assam,” Census of India, 1911, vol. m, p. 79).
Concerming the Mcches, the Rev. S. Endle, who gives a somewhat 1dealized
account of his parishioners, does not claim that they are monogamous, buy
mercly makes the usual statement that polygyny is not common except
among the wecll-to-do (S. Endle, The Kacharis. p. 30). A less tender ac-
count states that they “place few restrictions upon their natural appetites”
(The Imperial Gazetter of India, vol. iv, p. 44). The Mikirs, who are
cited by Dr. Westermarck as monogamous, arc cxpressly stated by Mr.
Stack in his monograph of them to be polygamous (E. Stack, The Mikirs,
p. 19). The Kukis are first stated to be “strictly monogamous” on the
authonty of an account which is then admitted to be i contradiction with
all others, the claim that “polygyny and concubinage are strictly forbidden,”
being next restricted to the Old Kukis, and finally to “some of them.”
That residue consists, in fact, according to Colonel Shakespear, of the
Kohlen clan, whose sexual laxity strongly savors of promiscuity (J. Shake-
spear, The Lushei Kuki Clens, pp. 155, 166). Coloncl Cole, the late
superintendent of the Lushai Hills, says that among them polygamy is
merely “‘uncommon,” and that chiefs usually have two or three concubines
in addition to their principal wife (H. W. G. Cole, “The Lushais,” in
Census of Indr, 1911, vol. i, p. 139). The Nayadis and the Kavaras of
Southern Malabar, whom Dr. Westermarck states to be “strictly monog-
amous,” have, according to Mr. Stuart, barely emerged from a condition
difficult to dietingmish from promiscuity; they are *“monandrous with
great freedom of divorce” (H. A. Stuart, in Census of Ind:a, 1891, vol. xiiis
p. 151).
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“The eurly discoverers of the Philippines,” says Dr. Westermarck, “found
legal monogamy combined with concubinage” (E. Westermarck, op. ciz.,
vol. iii, p. 15, after S. de Mas, Informe sobre el estado de las Islas Filipinas
en 1842, vol. i, p. 20). What the early discoverers of the Philippines found
was, according to one of the oldest account, that the natives “marry as
many wives as they can afford to keep” (De Moluccis Insulis, Rome, 1523);
translation in E. H. Blair and K. A. Robertson, The Philippine Islands,
1493-1808, vol. i, p. 330); what Magellan found was that “they have as
many wives as they wish” (A. Pigafette, Primo Viaggio intorno al Mondo,
1525, vol. xxxiu, p. 173); what de Legazpi found was that “the men are
permitted to have two or three wives if they have money enough to buy
and support them” (Miguel Lopez de Legazpi, Relation of the Philipinas
Islands and of the Character and Conditions of Thewr Inhabitants, 1569).
What the discoverers found in the Bisayan, or Middle Islands, was that
“all the men are accustomed to have as many wives as thcy can support.
The women are extremely lewd, and they even encourage their own daugh-
ters to live a hfe of unchastity” (Miguel de Loarca, Tracado de las yslas
Philipinas, 1582, vol. v, p. 119; cf. F. Cartelli, Viaggi racontati in dodici
sagionaments, p. 145). The greatest difficulty encountered by the Friars and
Jesuits in converting the natives was that of inducing them to part with
sheir wives (Father Pedro Chirino, Relacion de las Islas Filipinas s de lo
que en ellas an trabaiado los padres dae la Compania de |esus, Rome,
1604; translation in op. cit., vol. xi, pp. 291, 317 seq.; vol. xi, p. 52), and
a special council was even held with the express object of suppressing polyg-
amy among the natves (Juan de la Concepcidn, Historia general de Phils-
pinas, vol. i, pp. 409, sq.). Mention is made of one valuable convert who
had three wives, all noble and of cqual rank—and therefore not ‘“‘con-
cubines” (P. Chirino, op. ciz., vol. xn, p. 291); and of many more men
who “encountered great difficulty in putting away their many wives”
(Ibid., vol. xiii, p. 162). Father Chirino assures us that “we are gradually
uprooting that hindrance to conversion so common among these people
and so difficult to remove the practice of having several wives” (Ibud., vol.
kiii, p. 98). “Among the Bagobo and some other tribes of Southern Min-
danao,” says Dr. Westermarck, “a man may not take a sccond mate until
a child has been born to the first union.” Since pregnancy usually precedes
marriage, there is nothing very remarkable about the rule; and it can only
be for the sake of rhetorical effect that Dr. Westermarck refrains from
quoting the first part of the sentence from his authority, namely, that “a
man may have as many wives as he desires and can afford” (F. C. Cole,
The Wiid Tribes of Davao District, Mindanao, p. 103). “Among the
Subanu,” he proceeds to tell us, “a plurality of wives is permissible but
not ‘common.’” Velarde found the Subanu “worse than Noors,” and
“married to several wives” (Pedro Murillo Velarde, “Historia de la Pro-
vincia de Philipinas,” in E. H. Blair and J. A. Robertson, op. cit., vol. xliv,
p. 91), and Combes informs us that they were in the habit of exchanging
wives (Francisco Comes, S.J., “Historia de las islas de Mindanao, etc.,”
in vol. xl, p. 164). They were moreover much addicted to homosexual
practices. Concerning the Italons, Dr. Westermarck cites a highly edifying
passage from Father Arzaga, who gives us much more incredible informa-
tion concerning them (cited by Mozo, “Noticia de los gloriosos triumphos,
xtc.,” p. 19); but Father Diaz, on the contrary, complained that they were
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polygamous (Casimiro Diaz, “‘Conquest of the Filipinas Islands and Chron-
icles of the Religious of our Father St. Augustine,” in Blair and Robertson.
vol. xlii, p. 255). The Tinguianes, we arc informed, “are monogamists”
(on the authority of J. Foreman, Philsppine Islands, p. 216). Mr. Fore-
man’s is a most charming book on the Philippines, but on matters of eth-
nology, except as regards the writer’s personal observations of the Tagalog,
entirely worthless and unrehable. They are most certainly nothing of the
kind. Mr. Cole, the only authority concerning the tribe who need be taken
into account, tells us, on the contrary, that there is amongst them no
objection to a man having two wives, and that “from the first time” to
the prescnt a man might have as many concubines as he could secure.
Pre-nuptial cohabitation is, as with all other tribes, the rule and a man is
not bound to marry a girl even if he has had several children from her,
and can leave her without incurring any reproach (F. C. Cole, “Traditions
of the Tinguian, a Study of Philippine Folk-lore,” Freld Museum of
Natural History, Anthropological Series, vol. xiv, no. i, pp. 12, 54, 59,
111, 120). “Generally the Negritos of the Philippines are strictly monog-
amists.” Among the Negritos “a man may marry as many wives as he
can buy....Polygamy is allowed throughout the Negrito territory, ana
it 1s not uncommon for a man to marry several sisters” (W. A. Reed,
Negritos of Zambales, Ethnological Survey Publications, vol. ii, part ii, p.
61). Finally, we are told by Dr. Westermarck that “the wild Tagbanuas of
Palawan do not allow polygyny” (on the very doubtful authority of Dean
Worcester, The Philippine Islands, p. 108). But we are informed by the
official authority on the region that both polygyny and polyandry are
permitted by their customs, although not much practiced at the present
day (E. Y. Mil, The Bataks of Alawan, Ethnological Survey Pubiications,
vol. ii, p. 184).

Among the Mantras, a tribe of the Jakuns, polygyny, Dr. Westermarck
tells us, “is said to be forbidden™ (E. Westermarck, op. cit., vol. iii, p.
11). But he omits to give the context of the statement, which is anything
but edifying. “It is nothing rare,” says Father Bourien, “to meet individ-
uals who have been married fifty times”; and, in spite of the alleged pro-
hibition, some nevertheless live in simultaneous polygamy (M. Bourien,
“On the Wild Tribes of the Interior of the Malay Peninsula,” Transactions
of the Ethnological Society, n.s. iii, p. 80). “Most of the Binua, according
to Logan,” says Dr. Westermarck, “have only one wife, whilst other
authorities inform us that polygyny is not permitted among them”; Favre
met one who had two wives, but “he was censured and despised by the
whole tribe.” But what is actually stated by Logan is: “Most of the Binuas
have one wife, but some have two, and there does not appear to be anv
rule on the subject”; and he adds that separation is most casy, that hus-
bands commonly exchange wives, and that adultery is frequent and un-
resented (J. R. Logan, “The Orang Binua of Johore,” Journal of the Indian
Archipelago, i, pp. 20, 268). The opinion of the “other authorities,” namely.
Father Favre, that the tribes of Malaya “have kept marriage in the purity
and unity of its first institution,” does not, therefore, appear to be borne
out. .

“The Central African Pygmies,” says Dr. Westermarck, “seem to be
mostly monogamous, in spite of Sir Johnston’s statement that polygamy
among them “depends on the extent of their barter goods” (E. Wester
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marck, op. cit., vol. iii, p. 22; H. H. Johnston, The Uganda Protectorate,
p. 539). The statement made twenty years ago by Sir Harry Johnston is
almost hterally repeated by the Gaboon Pygmies themsclves, when ques-
tioned on the subject. They say that a Pygmy “may have as many as two
or three wives; it depends on the man's being able to pay the hcad-money”
(F. W. H. Migeod, “A Talk with Some Gaboon Pygmies,” Man, xxii,
. 18).

» Dr. Westermarck has not been able to discover any suggestion of monog-
amy in Polyncsia or in Mclanesia. There is no trustworthy cvidence of any
native monogamous institution in New Guineca. Polygamy, commonly
very considerable 1n cxtent, 1s reported from every part of the country (D,
L. White, in Annual Report on British New Guunea, 1893-4, p. 75). Dr.
Westermarck reproduces the statement of Dr. Finsch that in the Geelvink
Bay district, the oldest missionary scttlement in Dutch New Guinea, “not
only is polygamy forbidden, but concubinage and adultery arc unknown”
(E. Westermarck, op. cit., vol. in, p. 16; O. Finsch, Neu-Gunea und
seine Bewohner, p. 101). Other and more authontative reports give no
countenance to such a statement. An account drawn up by a commission
of Dutch investigators states that “a man is permitted to marry two
women; althcugh this happens but seldom” (Nieuw Guinea ethnographisch
en naturkuadig onderzocht en beschreven in 1858 door een Nederlandsch
Indische Commussie, p. 161). Heeren Von der Lith and Snellman say
that 1n the Doreh districts, the chief missionary center, ‘“af they are able
to pay for them, they can marry scveral wives,” apd in other parts of
Geelvink Bay, “each man is permitted to take as many wives as he can
pay for, and the majority have more than onc wife” (P. A. Von der Lith
and J. F. Snecllman, in Encyclopaedie van Nederlandsch-Indie, vol. i, p.
212). :

Dr. Westermarck says that Mr. Curr “has discovered some truly monog-
amous tribes” (E. Westermarck, op. cit., vol. i, p. 20). But nobody clse
fhas; and Dr. Malinowski, Dr. Westermarck’s disciple, 1s compelled to
contradict him, and to admit that “polygyny seems to be found 1n all the
tribes” (B. Malinowski, The Family Among the Australian Aborigines,
. 387).

4 Journal of Mammalogy, vol. ix.

8 Another interesting 1nstance of this same type of rationalization, in an
endeavor to diffcrentiate man from the animals, exalting the former, as it
were, at the expense of the latter, is Malinowski's argument as to the presence
of the rutting season among primates and the absence of 1t among men.
All evidence to-day shows the fallacy of this distinction. The evidence which
Malinowski used as his main support is refuted to-day by laboratory in-
vestigations, Hamilton in his “Scxual Tendencies of Monkeys and Baboons”
(Journal of American Animal Behavior, vol. 1v, October, 1914) shows that
“females do not have rutting seasons but accept males at all times. Males
are sexually attracted by any adult or adolescent female at any time. Also
interested in females of other species, snake, puppy, human infant, etc.”
E. Kempf in his study of “Social and Sexual Bchavior Infra-Human
Primates” (Psychoanalytic Review, vol. iv, April, 1917) observed “no period
of heat was observed in female . . . healthy male monkey ready to respond
to sexual attraction at any time.” Sokolowsky in his study of ‘“The Sexual
Life of Anthropoid Apes” (Urologic and Cutaneous Review, October, 1923)
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reported that he discovered no period of rut; male practices repeated inter-
course every day with his females. Yerkes (Genetic Psychology Monograph,
November, 192%), Bingham (Comparative Psychological Monograph, May.
1927), Hartman (Journal of Mammalogy, August, 1928); all corroborate
these same observations (for more detail and further reference sce Gerrit
Miller’s article, “Some Elements of Sexual Behavior in Primates and Their
Possible Influence on the Beginnings of Human Social Development™).
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FOSSIL MEN *
By MARCELIN BOULE

By virtue of a supreme law of life, Mankind as a whole
has had to pass through the phases of intellectual and physi-
cal evolution which to-day characterize the development of
each individual in the human mass. In the beginning, the
child is lulled by tales or songs of marvels: poetry is his
first instructress. Later, his faculties of obscrvation and rea-
son awaken: truth compels him, and poetry is superseded by
science.

So, regarding the “supreme question” of its origin, Man-
kind in its infancy had at first no source of information other
than fairy tales, legends and stories of the miraculous. Then
human intclligence developed; in certain bright spirits
genius’ was made manifest; next calm observation, freed
from all preconceptions, played its part; and finally, but
only in later centurics when the reign of science began,
there dawned some rays of Truth.

Our knowledge of Man’s cxistence on the carth in pre-
historic times is a conquest of modern science.

Neither in ancient times nor in the Middle Ages does
there seem to have been expressed any but imaginary con-
ceptions of the origin of Mankind. In the Greek poets and
philosophers of the pre-Christian era, vague references oc-
cur bearing on the low estate of the first Men. And so also
in the Latin poets; every one is familiar with the oft-quoted
verses of Lucretius:

“Arma antique manus, ungues dentesque fuerunt,

Et lapides, et item sylvarum fragmina rami,

Et flamme atque ignis postquam sunt cognita pnmum
Posterius ferri vis cst, zrisque reperta.

Sed prior aris erat, quam ferri, cognitus usus.”

* Historical Summary. Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd.
41
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Similar views were expressed by Horace, Pliny, Strabo,
Diodorus and others. Probably all these notions were purely
intuitive, but it may be that they owed something to the
persistence of ancient traditions. In any case they do. not
seem to have been based on true interpretations of relics of
former days, for even though stone axes and weapons,
called ceraunia (Greek,—thunder), were already well
known, their origin or real significance was unrecognized.
They were regarded as produced or launched by lightning,
and extraordinary powers were attributed to them.

Such primitive ideas became widespread: with slight
variations they have persisted to our own day in the popular
superstitions of almost every country.?

And yet it is to a considered study of these ancient objects,
it is to archzology, that we owe the first positive concrete
facts of the great antiquity of Mankind.?

In regaining contact with Nature, lost since the time of
the ancient Greeks, the scientific spirit reawoke with the
Renaissance. Two great artists, Leonardo da Vinci and Ber-
nard Palissy, propounded correct views regarding the na-
ture of fossils. Yet although various authors, Agricola
(1558), Gesner (1565) and others, described or figured
polished stone axes and stone arrow-heads, they regarded
them simply as curiosities. They still considered these ob-
iects, together with so many other “fossils,” as sports of
Nature, of which they gave more or less quaint explanations.

At the end of the sixteenth century, Michael Mercati,
whose writings were not published till 1717, more than a
century after his death (1593), discovered the true nature
of the so-called thunder-bolts or ceraunia. “Most men,” he
says, “believe that ceraunia are produced by lightning.
Those who study history consider that they have been
broken off from very hard flints by a violent blow, in the
days before iron was employed for the follies of war; for
the earliest men had only splinters of flint for knives.” And
in this connection he quotes the verses of Lucretius.*

In 1636 Boetius de Boot, regardless of being “dubbed a
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fool,” rejected the commonly accepted ideas; but he be-
lieved that he was dealing with implements of iron trans-
formed into stone through process of time.

Various writers, however, Aldrovandus in 1648, Hassus
in 1714, A. de Jussieu in 1723, Lafitau the Jesuit in 1724,
and Mahudel in 1730, compared the old stone weapons of
our countries with the stone weapons of living native tribes,
notably the American Indians, and so initiated an excellent
working method based on comparative ethnography, giving
at the same time “the finishing blow to the erroneous be-
liefs regarding ceraunia.”

In 1750, Eccard, after investigating old Gzarman burials,
established a succession of different prehistoric ages; and in
1758, a learned magistrate, Goguet, published a remarkable
work on the “Origin of Laws,” in which he declared that a
Stone Age had been followed by an Age of Copper and of
Bronze, and then by an Iron Age. Later this classification
was firmly established and developed by the Danish archazol
ogists Thomsen and Worsaac.

Thus the hesitating science of the eighteenth century ar-
rived at the same ideas as the ancient poets or philosophers;
but these ideas were now based on the observation of ma-
terial evidences. Nevertheless, although it was recognized
that the historic civilization had been preceded by an uncivi-
lized or crudely barbarous period, the great antiquity of
these primitive times was not suspected. The theories had
first of all to be accommodated to the demands of biblical
chronology. The new idea of Mankind beginning in a state
of primitive destitution seemed incompatible with the idea
of the physical and moral perfection of the terrestrial para-
dise. Hence arose these heated discussions, fierce battles of
words, which to-day seem so naive and ridiculous, specially
when we consider, as M. Cartailhac has pointed out, that
the most widely differing opinions regarding the date of the
creation of Man did not diverge by more than 1500 years.

Buffon, who first suspected the immense duration of
geological time, although he sought to interpret the Scrip-
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tures “soundly,” was familiar with the stones which “were
believed to have fallen from the clouds and to have been
formed by thunder, but which nevertheless are really the
first relics of the art of Man in a state of nature.” Yet, to
his mind, the epoch of Man was only the seventh and last
of his “Epochs of Nature,” much later than the fifth epoch,
characterized by the remains of the Elephant, the Rhinoc-
eros and the Hippopotamus, which he found in the super-
ficial soil.®

With the nineteenth century Natural History sprang into
su:lden life and vigor. To the new sciences of Geology and
Paizontology it fell to throw light on the great antiquity
of Man. Up to that time it had been a question only of
objects dating no further back than modern geological
times, objects which to-day arc known as Neolithic. But
now attention had to be turned to stone implements much
more ancient found in the very heart of deposits which
dated from a geological period preceding our modern period,
and which were distinguished by the presence of remains
of animals no longer existing to-day.

As early as 1715, Conyers, a pharmacist and antiquary of
London, had found near that city, in the gravels of a for-
mer river and near the skeleton of an elephant, a flint
worked after the manner now known as Achculcan. Bag-
ford, a friend of Conyers, made the suggestion that the flint
was a weapon used by a Briton to kill the elephant, brought
over by the Romans in the reign of the Emperor Claudius!

In 1797, another Englishman, John Frere, made a similar
discovery at Hoxne in Suffolk. He collected some dressed
flints at a depth of four meters in a deposit containing bones
of large extinct animals. He was able to give his find a much
more correct interpretation than Bagford, stating that it
must certainly belong to a “very distant period, much more
remote in time than the modern world.” This observation,
so full of judgment, almost of genius, passed unnoticed. It
was brought to light again by John Evans only after the
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memorable conflicts of Boucher de Perthes, of whom John
Frere must be considered the forerunner.®

In 1823, a French geologist, Ami Boue, presented Cuvier
with a human skeleton, exhumed near Lahr on the banks of
the Rhine, from an ancient mud or loess containing also
remains of extinct animals. This discovery was set asidc
by the famous palzontologist. “All the evidence leads us
to believe,” he said,” “that the human species did not exist
at all in the countries where the fossil bones were found,
at the period of the upheavals which buried them.”

For these words the great naturalist has often been re-
proached; but it is easy to excusec him.® Cuvier had, as a
matter of fact, examined all the evidences sent from various
parts as remains of “antediluvian Man.” Some were really
human bones, such as those from Canstadt, from different
German caves, from Lahr and from Guadeloupe; but no
accurate observation, no delusive geological evidence justified
the assertion of their high antiquity.

As for the other remains, Cuvier had recognized that the
bones from Belgium were those of elephants; from Cerigo,
fragments of a cctacean; from Aix, remains of a chelonian;
from (Eningen, the skeleton of a salamander (the famous
Homo diluvii testis of Scheuchzer). Such statements were
well calculated to arouse skepticism, the more so as not the
least trace of any fossil Ape had yet been discovered. Cuvier
prudently added: “But I do not wish to conclude that Man
did not exist at all before this period (that of the ‘last up-
heavals of the globe’). He might have inhabited certain
circumscribed regions whence he repeopled the ecarth after
these terrible events; perhaps even the places he inhabited
had been entirely swallowed up and his bones buried in the
depths of the present seas, except for a small number of
individuals who carried on the race.”

Cuvier died in 1832, just at the time when discoveries
were imminent. “Perchance had he lived,” wrote de Quatre-
fages, “he would have repeated the words he addressed one
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day to his fellow-worker Duméril: “My dear friend, we have
been mistaken.”

About the year 1830, several naturalists in the Midi of
France, Tournal in the Department of Aude, Emilien
Dumas, de Christol and Marcel de Serres in the Depart-
ments of the Gard and of Herault, continued in France
such researches as Buckland had begun in England in 1820,
by excavating the deposits accumulated in grottos and caves
in their respective regions. There they found human bones,
associated with numerous remains of animals belonging to
species which had migrated or become extinct, bears,
hyznas, reindeer, and others, the bones of which sometimes
showed traces of cutting instruments. So clearly did Tournal
recognize the importance of these observations that in 1829
he had no hesitation in writing: “. . . Geology, in supple-
menting our brief history, will at length awaken the pride
of Man by revealing to him the antiquity of his race; for
henceforth it lies in the power of geology alone to help us
to some knowledge of the period when man first made
his appearance on the globe.” * These words assuredly mark
a very great step in advance.

Again the Belgian author Schmerling published in 1833
an important work entitled Recherches sur les ossements fos-
siles des cavernes de la province de Liége. In this he not
only demonstrated the co-existence of Man with the rhinoc-
eros, bear, hyzna, and other animals, but further, he entitled
his concluding chapter: “Relics worked by the hand of
Man.” These relics consisted of shaped bones, and in par-
ticular of an arrow-head and seme flints. “Everything cor-
sidered,” he says, “it must be admitted that these flints have
been cut by the hand of Man, and that they may have been
used to make arrows or knives. . . . Even if we had not found
human bones in circumstances strongly supporting the as-
sumption that they belonged to the antediluvian period,
proof would have been furnished by the worked bones and
the shaped flints.”

Some years later, in 1840, Godwon-Austen, continuing



FOSSIL AND PREHISTORIC MAN 4
McEnery’s studies of Kent’s Cavern in England, arrived at
the same conclusions.

Proof of the geological antiquity of Man was thus firmly
established by these pioneers; but that is not to say that it
was accepted by professional scientists, save perhaps by Con-
stant Prévost.’® To Boucher de Perthes belongs the merit
of impressing it upon the learned world, of giving it com.
mon currency as well.

Boucher de Perthes (1788-1868) was Controller of Cus-
toms at Abbeville.'* He was a learned and prolific writer
in diverse fields, a great lover of antiquities, “accustomed
from childhood to listen to talk of fossils.” Having devoted
himself to the collecting of all sorts of ancient human re-
mains, he had, towards the end of 1838, the good fortune
to find “in diluvial beds” the “first diluvial axes,” which he
submitted to his fellow-members of the “Société d’émula-
tion d’Abbeville.” In 1846 he published the first volume of
his Antiquites celtiques et antédiluviennes entitled De

‘industrie primitive ou des arts & leur origine. In this work,

Boucher de Perthes declared that the ancient alluvial soils,
diluvial as he called them, in the suburbs of Abbeville, con-
tained many stones worked by “antediluvian” Man buried
at various depths along with bones of large animals be-
longing to extinct species. “In spite of all their imperfection,”
he says, “these rude stones prove the existence of Man as
surely as a whole Louvre would have done.”

This assertion, although founded on minute observations
and on excellent evidence, at first met with the utmost dis-
favor. “Contradictions, jeers, scorn, were unsparingly
heaped upon the author,” wrote M. de Saulcy. He was re-
garded as a dreamer, as a kind of visionary, and the scien-
tific world, priding itself on its detachment, allowed him
“to talk without further concerning itself with facts which,
he maintained, he had forcefully introduced into the domain
of practical science.'? .

Far from being discouraged, Boucher de Perthes con
t"ued, with fine perseverance and good nature, to combat
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this systematic and often sarcastic opposition. Soon two
camps were formed in the learned world. The first included
several naturalists of independent spirit, among them A.
Brongniart and Constant Prévost, who, while maintaining
a certain caution, supported Boucher de Perthes. In the sec-
ond and by far the largest camp, that of the extremists, with
Elie de Beaumont at their head, were to be found the more
academic scientists, the disciples and successors of Cuvier,
who, while repudiating any suggestion of prejudice, never-
theless exagge-ated their master’s scruples. “Before the in-
tervention of English geologists and archzologists had de-
prived this great question raised and solved by a Frenchman,
of its wholly French bearing, for so long the cntire French
Academy followed the lead of its Permanent Secretary,
like a flock of sheep on the heels of the shepherd.” **

In 1854, Dr. Rigollot of Amiens, having found in the sand-
pits at Saint-Acheul “axes” similar to those from the gravels
of Abbeville, was the first to associate himself wholeheartedly
with the views of Boucher de Perthes, which till then he
had strenuously opposed. Further, a distinguished naturalist
of the Midi, Dr. Noulet, brought forward favorable evidence
when he announced the occurrence at Clermont, near
Toulouse, of an “alluvial deposit containing remains of
extinct animals, mingled with stones shaped by human
hands.”

In 18509, after repeated study of the facts on the spot, several
distinguished English scientists, the palzontologist Falconer,
the stratigrapher Prestwich, the archzologist John Evans,
the anatomist Flower, and the famous geologist Lyell, who
soon afterwards published his celebrated work, The An-
tiquity of Man Proved by Geology, all clearly and decidedly
declared their adherence to the theory.'*

In the same year Albert Gaundry, a palzontologist then
at the outset of a brilliant career, went to Amiens to study
the deposits and to carry out excavations. Having made up
his mind never to leave his workmen, he himself succeeded
in extracting, along with teeth of a large ox, “nine axes”
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from the “diluvium” at a depth of 45 meters, and at a
level from which, a short distance off, had been obtained
bones of the Rhinoceros, Elephant and Hippopotamus.'®
Gaundry’s evidence made a deep impression upon the minds
of several independent scholars, but opposition continued in
the Institute, which held to the old conception of the deluge,
and had absolute faith in the chronology of the Bible, ac.
cording to which the creation of the world dated no further
back than 4,000 years before Christ. This oppositio.. was
carried to such a point that, on 18th May, 1863, a geologist
in the highest official position, Member and Permanent
Secretary of the Academy, Elie de Beaumont, went so far
as to say: “I do not believe that the human race was con-
temporary with Elephas primigenius. M. Cuvier’s theory
is born of genius; it is still undemolished.” "® He even won-
derea if the dressed flints were not of Roman origin. . .

Academic immortality is but a senile illusion. Permanent
Secretaries pass away and their names fall into oblivion; but
the name of Boucher de Perthes will shine forever in the
firmament of Science.

A very great advance in Science had been made by the
discovery that beyond the limits of History stretched a vast
Prehistory, which is finally lost in the obscurity of geo-
logical time. Henceforth the origin of Man became a prob-
lem for palxontology, on a par with the problems of the
origins of the animals. The impulse was given: everywhere
zealous workers devoted themselves to investigations, with
good results. A new science, that of “Human Palzontol
ogy,” '® was on the point of being definitely established.

Edouard Lartet, who was born and died in Gers (1801-
1871), was the chief founder of this new science. At first
a lawyer by profession, he awoke to his true calling on seeing
a molar tooth of a Mastodon, found by a peasant in his vil-
lage. Deeply interested, he read Cuvier’s works, studied
osteology, and devoted himself to the investigation of fossil
bone-remains, which abounded in the ground about his
family estate. From 1836 onwards, he explored and made
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famous the rich beds of Sansan, which date from Mid
Tertiary times. There he discovered, among other strange
forms entirely new to science, remains of an anthropoid
ape, an ancestor of the modern Gibbons, and this he named
Pliopithecus.

P. Fischer, author of one of the biographies of E. Lartet,
points out the importance of this discovery from the point
of view of the question of fossil Man: “Cuvier, in an en-
lightened and needful criticism of the so-called bone-remains
of man and of contemporary monkeys of extinct species,
exposed their lack of authenticity. He accordingly inferred
that monkey and man were late in appearing. ‘What aston-
ishes me,’ said he, ‘is that, amongst all these mammals, the
majority of which have at the present day congeners in warm
regions, there is not a single Quadrumana; and also that
there has been found not a single bone, not a single tooth, of
a Monkey, even of any extinct species. Neither is there
any Man: all the bones of our species which bave been col-
lected along with those I have referred to were present by
accident.””

“In thus associating the date of Man’s appearance with
that of monkeys,” Fischer continues, “Cuvier prepared the
way for the great reception accorded to the discovery of the
Sansan Ape, and it could be foreseen that the discovery of
a fossil Ape would be followed by that of fossil Man.”**

The insight of Etienne Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire did not err.
Cuvier’s distinguished adversary had pointed out “the im-
portant bearing on natural philosophy” of Lartet’s discovery,
destined “to inaugurate a new era of knowledge relating
to human life.” But he added, “the time for philosophical
research is not yet.”

Even in 1845, Lartet boldly admitted the possibility of
Tertiary Man. “This corner of ground,” he said, speaking
of Sansan, “once supported a population of mammals of
much higher degree than those here to-day. . . . Here are
represented various degrees i the scale of animal life, up
to and including the ane. A hirher type, that of the human



FOSSIL AND PREHISTORIC MAN 51
kind, has not been found here, but we must not hastily con.
clude from 1ts absence in these ancient deposits that it did
not exist. . . .” These were prophetic words. It seems as if
Lartet had “a presentiment of the important part he was to
play later, in the scientific discussion regarding the co-
existence of Man with the large Quaternary mammals.”

About the year 1850, E. Lartet went to Paris to continue
his researches. He settled near the Museum, the scientific
treasures of which attracted him, and where he found none
but friends. In 1856, he described the jaw of a new anthropoid
ape, Dryopithecus. Three years later he published a com-
prehensive monograph on the fossil Proboscidians. But his
writings on the animals of former times constantly led him
back to the great problem of fossil Man. With great sym-
pathy and interest he followed the efforts of Boucher de
Perthes.

On the 19th of March, 1860, E. Lartet sent to the Académie
des Sciences a note on the occurrence of Man in Western
Europe in geological times, entitled, “Sur 'ancienneté géo-
logique de I’espéce humaine dans I’Europe occidentale.” The
Académie has been accused of refusing to print this memaoir,
and the fact is that only the title appears on p. 599 of Vol-
ume L of the Comptes rendus. For the text, reference must
be made to the Archives des Sciences de la Bibliothéque
universelle de Genéve, or to the Quarterly Journal of the
Geological Society of London, which received it with en-

thusiasm.” 2°

Now, this memoir was of prime importance. Along with
a description of the celebrated cave of Aurignac, which the
author had just explored, it contained certain suggestions of
great significance, which were renewed and developed the
following year (1861) in the Annales des Sciences na-
turelles under the title: “New researches on the coexistence
of Man and of the large fossil Mammals regarded as char—
acteristic of the last geological period.” *

It would seem that even from the time of his first purcly
geological writings, E. Lartet had been an opponent of the
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<ataclysmic theory of the world’s development. It required a
great deal of independence and true courage to challenge
a theory held by the scientific pundits. This courage he
showed, a fact which sufficiently explains the hostile atti-
tude of Elie de Beaumont.

In 1858, in his note “On the Ancient Migrations of Mam-
mals of the Present Period,” ** he had already assailed the
idea of dcluges or other catastrophes. “The day is perhaps
not far distant,” he said, “when the erasure of the word
cataclysm from the vocabulary of practical geology will be
proposed.” Or again: “It is an abuse of the technical language
of science to use such high-sounding expressions as up-
heavals of the globe, cataclysms, universal disturbances, gen-
eral catastrophes, and so on, for they immediately give an
exaggerated significance to phenomena geographically very
limited. . . . The great harmony of physical and organic
evolution on the surface of the globe has in no case been
affected. Aristotle perfectly understood these alternating
movements of the earth, which have at different times
changed the relations of continents and seas; he knew
equally well how to reduce to its proper regional proportions
the Deucalian Deluge, exaggerated and embellished by
poetic fiction. Apparently this great naturalist also had to
combat the fantastic ideas of the cataclysmic philosophers
of his time, and the severe reproach he flung at them, might
just as well, after 2,000 years, be applied to certain of our
geologists or palzontologists of the present day: ‘It is absurd,
on account of small and transitory changes, to invoke the
upheaval of the whole universe.’” 2*

The memoir contains another new and suggestive idea.
‘The history of Man, like that of animals or like any geo-
logical history, is indeed a continuous story, and demands
a chronological method. “Were it possible to establish that
the disappearance of the animal species characteristic of the
last geological period was successive and not simultaneous,
a means would be discovered of establishing, at one and the
same time, the relative chronology of the unstratified fossil
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deposits and their time relations with these diluvial beds
whose geognostic bearings are well defined.” Accordingly,
Lartet proposed a “palzontological chronology,” which for
the first time allowed a classification to be made of the beds
in which traces of fossil man had been found up to that
time. “Thus, in the period of Primitive Man there would
be the Age of the Great Cave Bear, the Age of the Elephant
and of the Rhinoceros, the Age of the Reindeer and the
Age of the Aurochs; much after the manner recently adopted
by archwologists in their divisions of Stonc Age, Bronze
Age, and Iron Age”

This classification could not be perfect, but its actual ex-
istence was of great value, in that it asserted the geological
nature of the problem of Man’s existence, showed how the
history of our ancestors must be sought for in bygone ages,
and fixed some milestones on the long journey. So a broad
path was thrown open to investigators. In his eulogy of
Lartet, Hamy has well said: “To the doctrine of the an-
tiquity of Mankind, Aurignac converted a number of dis-
ciples, who were the more valuable in that they translated
enthusiasm into productive activity.”

Soon after, in 1864, E. Lartet discovered the famous en-
graved mammoth from La Madeleine, where, in delightful
fashion, one of our distant forebears had himself inscribed
decisive proof of his geological antiquity. Along with Christy,
an Englishman, he undertook the investigation of the de-
posits of the Vézere Valley, the fame of which is now world
wide. Thus he succeeded in revealing the astonishing artistic
culture of the men of the Reindeer Age. The work in which
so many fine discoveries were to have been described and
expounded has unfortunately never been completed.*

In 1869 Lartet was chosen to succeed d’Archiac in the
Chair of Palzontology in the French National Museum of
Natural History. He was then sixty-eight years of age,-and
he died some months later, without having delivered his
first lecture.
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If T have spoken at length of Edouard Lartet, it is, first,
from admiration for so independent and disinterested a man
of science; seeondly, to show the outstanding part which,
through him, France played in the creation of the science
of Human Palzontology; and, finally, because the achieve-
ment of our illustrious countryman has not always been
sufficiently understood. To the public at large it is unknown,
and the scientist has not appraised it at its true value. And
yet the passing of the years only adds to the fame of Edouard
Lartet.

Lartet’s example was followed in France by numerous
scholars and investigators, P. Gervais, de Vibraye, A. Milne-
Edwards, Louis Lartet, Piette and others; whilst, in Belgium,
Dupont took up and completed the work of Schmerling; and
in England, where a good fight had also been waged, Lub-
bock, John Evans, and Boyd Dawkins published very valu-
able works on Prehistory.?®

In 1864, in order that the progress of the science might be
recorded, Gabriel de Mortillet founded a special Review,
Matériaux pour Uhistoire naturelle et primitive de 'Homme,
which he soon placed under the able and liberal editorship
of Emile Cartailhac. Keeping the archzological standpoint
especially in view, G. de Mortillet revised Lartet’s classifica-
tion. With a lucidity that appealed to the comprehension of
every investigator, he grouped systematically the innu-
merable facts of a science whose birth he had seen, and to
the development of which he had largely contributed.

It was not long before prehistorians began to hold in-
ternational congresses, where results in one country were
compared with those in others, where general questions were
discussed, and where interdependent labors were planned,
for discoveries had meantime spread to every continent.
So, step by step, we reach the present day, when researches in
prehistoric archzology have become the fashion, when every
one grubs in the most ancient of our archives, too often,
alas, with an utterly inadequate scientific training.

Thus arose the science of Prehistory or Prehistoric
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Archzology, founded on facts which, although supplied by
all kinds of material things, nevertheless throw a tolerably
clear light on the intellectual and moral character of the
Men regarding whom History is silent.

In the meantime what progress had been made in research
regarding the physical and zotlogical characters of Man
himself? What steps had marked the progress of Human
Palzontology in the strict sense of the words, the sense ir
which they are mainly used in this work?

After the discovery by Ami Boue, in 1823, of a humai.
skeleton in the loess of the Rhine Valley, a discovery the
significance of which Cuvier utterly repudiated, there fol-
lowed a barren period. Every find of human bones was now
regarded @ priori with suspicion. But when the great an-
tiquity of Man was demonstrated by means of dressed flints
and proved by geology, discoveries of human bones seemed
more natural: they increased in number.”® No fewer than
eighty have been recorded from the beginning of the nine-
teenth century to our own day. Palzontology would thus
seem to have been provided with material sufficient to
enable it to attain to great results and to frame important
conclusions.

Unfortunately these discoveries are far from being of equal
value because of uncertainty regarding the age or even the
authenticity of many of them. It is very easy to fall into
error in dealing with such material. In many a place the
earth is but human dust. Nothing, alas! is more common
in superficial soils than the skeletons of our fellows. Of
course, the physical characters of the bones vary according
to the date of their burial; and the burials of historic times
present features which would hardly deceive a practiced eye.
In the case of prehistoric burials or of bone-remains of the
Quaternary Period, one important character must be taken
into account, that of fossilization, by which is meant t
physical and chemical transformation of a bone, whic
ing lost its organic substance has become pervaded,
eral matter and so more dense. But this chapa€ten-
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sufficient; the degree of fossilization may vary according te
certain conditions of the environment, independent of age.
Appeal must then be made to the conditions of the soil
deposit, to geological and palzontological criteria. When a
discovery is made, however, a competent observer is rarely
on the spot, ready to make the necessary investigation. At
the present day, now that the attention of an enlightened
public has been directed to such events and their importance
is understood, the assistance of professional scientists is
usually invited; and several recent discoveries have also been
made following upon systematic excavation conducted by
experts. Formerly this was not the case, for then the geology
and the palzontology of the Quaternary formations had
barely been outlined. Many human skulls and skeletons,
carelessly exhumed without scientific investigation, have
been placed in museums, where anthropologists study them
without sufficiently inquiring into the record of remains
the origin and exact bearings of which cannot now be ac-
curately determined.

As the question of age is a factor of prime importance in
palzontology, scientific accuracy demands a courageous
climination of all those osteological evidences the high an-
tiquity of which is not assured. After close scrutiny of all
the discoveries recorded up to the present day, I retain for
consideration in this book only those whose authenticity and
age are beyond dispute. Here it is better to err through ex-
cess rather than through lack of prudence.

The first and one of the most important stages centered
in the discovery, in 1856, of the famous brainpan or cranium
at Neanderthal in Rhenish Prussia. This object was ex-
amined in succeeding years by various naturalists. With its
considerable dimensions, its receding forehead, its enormous
orbital ridges and its flattened brainbox, the skull presented
‘an extraordinary appearance. Schaaffhausen in Germany,
and“Huxley in England, declared it “the most bestial of all
known “quman skulls,” and emphasized its simian or
'?hqpkey-li e characters.
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This happened at a time when the scientific world was
in a state of effervescence. Evolutionist ideas had begun to
spread. Lamarck, who, long before Darwin, had not hesi-
tated to attack the formidable problem of the origin of Man,
and who conceived it as occurring through the modification
of a Quadrumane, had been forgotten before he had even
been understood or appreciated. But now Darwin published
The Origin of Species, Boucher de Perthes began to gain
ground, and Albert Gaundry made public the results of his
first researches on the transformations of fossil mammals;
Broca founded the Société d’Anthropologie de Paris, and
Huxley wrote his celebrated memoir on the Evidence as to
Man’s Place in Nature (1863), which was followed soon after
by Carl Vogt’s excellent Vorlesungen diber den Menschen
(1863).

The Neanderthal skull, by reason of characters obviously
of low type, and a conformation resembling that of the skulls
of certain large Apes, supported the evolutionist theory; in
the eyes of philosophic naturalists it appeared to be a sort
of primitive form lessening the depth of the gulf which now
separates the Apes from Men.

But this interpretation was not to the liking of anti-
evolutionists of the old school. The scientific value of the
skull was disputed and denied. As it had been found by
workmen, geologists and palzontologists took exception to
the obscurity of its origin. Eminent anthropologists, among
them Virchow, regarded it as a pathological specimen of
the skull of an idiot. I shall say nothing of the zealous and
often foolish intervention of the defenders of religion, in a
debate to which religion could only contribute arguments
animated by sentiment, by tradition or by prejudice. It was
an intervention of this kind which provoked the famous
epigram of Huxley, that it was better to be a perfect Apc
than a dcgcncratc Adam.

Just at this time there occurred the notorious cplsodc of
the jawbone of Moulin-Quignon. In 1863, Boucher de
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Perthes, desirous at all costs of discovering the fossil bones
of the Man who had dressed the flints of Amiens and of
Abbeville, found a human jawbone in conditions which
stirred up lengthy polemics and caused floods of ink to flow.
It would indeed seem as if on this occasion the famous and
worthy archzologist had been the victim of a fraud. The
English scientists who had so emphatically supported his
views regarding the dressed flints, refused to believe in the
authenticity of the jawbone; and one of them, John Evans,
pronounced upon it a Requiescat in pace, of which the echoes
have not yet died away. This, clearly, was not calculated to
add to the credit of the new theory.

But in 1865, Ed. Dupont, in the course of scientific ex-
plorations organized by the Belgian Government in the
caves of that country, found a human lower jaw in one of
the excavations on the left bank of the Lesse, the Naulette
pit. The circumstances of its deposit left no loophole for
criticism. Now, this jaw, taken from a deep bed, where it
lay along with bones of the Mammoth, Rhinoceros, Rein-
deer, etc., differed from the jaws of 2.l modern Men in one
important character which struck the observer at first
glance, the absence of a chin. Here again was the stamp
of the ape, associated none the less with other characters
which were purely human. One was tempted to associate
the jaw from La Naulette with the Neanderthal skull, as
belonging to a similar lowly type.

In 1868, Louis Lartet, following with distincdon in his
father’s footsteps, described the rock-shelter of Cro-Magnon
on the banks of La Vézére, in the Dordogne, from which
several human skeletons had already been obtained. On
this occasion the skeletons presented all the features of
modern Man; so much so indeed, that their great antiquity
was not acknowledged by most anthropologists, who could
not bring themselves to abandon their preconceived notions
and to throw so far back into the past the physical type of
Homo sapiens. So it was also with the.skeleton found in
1872 by M. Riviére in one of thé caves of Grimaldi. The
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“Mentone Man,” closely resembling the Cro-Magnon type
was considered to be Neolithic. The geological bearings
were, however, perfectly definite.

On the other hand, far too much importance was laid on
some skeletons obtained, about the same time, from more
or less ancient and more or less disturbed river deposits of
the Seine, at Clichy, Grenelle, and elsewhere.

In 1870, Hamy *" published a summary of the state of the
science at this time, in a book which may still be consulted
with profit. In the following year, Darwin,®® tackling the
great problem of the descent of Man, published a work in
which palzontological facts do not and could not as yet play
any but a secondary part, but in which the famous naturalist
expounded in all its bearings the theory of the animal origin
of Man, formerly precisely stated by the great Lamarck.*
To thi$ theory the German naturalist Haeckel had just given
his strong support in his Generelle Morphologie der Or-
ganismen (Berlin, 1866).%°

About the same time, Broca ®* published some excellent
studies on the comparative morphology of Apes and Man,
and thus placed his great craniological knowledge at the
service of human palzontology. During the years 1873 ta
1882, de Quatrefages and Hamy contributed to this branch
of science a great work,*” in which descriptions of the
principal cranial types of modern Man were preceded by
long systematic discussions on all the fossil or pseudo-fossil
evidences then known.

The year 1887 was marked by an interesting discovery
of two human skeletons in a cave at Spy in the province
of Namur. This was an event of considerable scientific im-
portance, fortunate in two respects: first, in that the Quater-
nary Age of the deposit, investigated by geologists, was not
open to question; secondly and especially, because the Spy
skulls resembled in every way the Neanderthal skull. The
hypothesis of the pathological nature of the latter was defi-
nitely destroyed by the fine report of Fraipont and Lohest,
which helped to confirm the-opinion of those who believed
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in the actual existence of an ancient human type very differ-
ent from, and of lower nature than, modern types.

This opinion was notably strengthened some years later,
in 1894, by the work of Dubois on the remains of Pithe-
canthropus, discovered in Java in 18g1. It is sufficient at
present to state the indisputable fact that the skullcap of
Pithecanthropus really embodies a morphological type
ideally intermediate between the skulls of anthropoid apes,
such as the Chimpanzee or the Gibbon, and a human skull.

These fine discoveries instigated others. A positive fever
took hold of investigators; and excavations carried out in
- almost every part yielded many evidences, but of very un-
equal value.

Amongst the most important of the later discoveries, first
in order of time must be mentioned that at Krapina in
Croatia, which brought to light many human remains of
Neanderthal type.

Next come the results of the important explorations under-
taken by the Prince of Monaco, Albert I, in the Grimaldi
Caves. Several human skeletons were exhumed in the
Grotte des Enfants: some belonged to the Cro-Magnon
type, the Palzolithic Age of which was here definitely estab-
lished; while another, the most ancient, revealed to Profes-
sor Verneau the existence of a different type, of negroid
character, the “Grimaldi type.”

In 1907, a new fact of prime importance was brought for-
ward. Up to that date, the Man of the oldest dressed flints
was known only by the products of his handiwork—no au-
thentic relic of his skeleton had been obtained. Then Schoe-
tensack described a jawbone found in the ancient gravels
of Mauer near Heidelberg. And this jawbone, very much
older than those from La Naulette, from Spy, or from
Krapina, presented a still more primitive appearance.

By systematic excavations carried out in Framce, the Abbés
Bouyssonie and Bardon, Capitan and Peyrony, and Henri
Martin, discovered in human settlements, deep in the caves
or shelters of La Chapelle-aux-Saints in the Department of
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Corréze, of La Ferrassie in the Dordogne, and of La Quina
in Charente, several skeletons and portions of skeletons of
men of Neanderthal type.

Human palzontology has thus been furnished with records
of exceptional value, which have enabled us to gain a fuller
knowledge of this ancient type than we possess of many
modern savages.®®

After a considerable period of relative inactivity in the
sphere of human palzontology, England, which claims
a most honorable part in the foundation and development
of the science, was seized with new enthusiasm for it. In
addition to some recent discoveries, the importance of which
was overestimated, such as that of the Ipswich skeleton, con-
sidered to belong to a period more remote than the Quater-
nary, but in reality barely prehistoric, there occurred the
Piltdown find, studied from the anatomical point of view
by the palzontologist Smith Woodward. Although its par-
ticular and general significance are still disputed, it is cer-
tainly a most important discovery, as we shall see later.

So far, I have spoken only of Europe, a very small part
of the globe, yet the rest is almost unknown from the point
of view which interests us here. Researches carried out in
the two Americas, especially noteworthy being those of
Ameghino in South America, have not yet produced any
conclusive discovery. Asia, the outstanding importance of
which will one day become apparent, has yielded no results
to speak of, except of an archzological nature. Quite recent
discoveries at Boskop in South Africa ** as well as at Talgai
in Australia show that, whenever investigations are under-
taken with sufficient resources in these different parts of
the globe, great results will be forthcoming.
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These were the only Weapons Nature taught:
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THE STRUCTURE OF PREHISTORIC MAN #*
By WILSON D. WALLIS

A Nuwmser of human skeletons, or parts of skeletons, have
been found which undoubtedly are of great age. Their an-
tiquity is attested by the geological evidence of undisturbed
superimposed strata beneath which these skeletal parts re-
posed, or by association with remains of animals now ex-
tinct—incontrovertible evidence of great age. The oldest of
these remains is that of a skeleton found in Java, called
Pithecanthropus erectus, or “ape-man erect,” indicating that
it was believed to be a type intermediate between man and
ape, and a creature who walked erect. It belonged to the
last part of the pliocene period, or, more probably, to the
early pleistocene and is probably half a million years old.

Only portions of a skeleton were found, these being in
separate places, though within the radius of a few feet and
at the same geological horizon. The bones generally are as-
sumed to belong to the same skeleton, although this view
may be challenged. They consist of a calvarium, or skull
cap, with prominent brow ridges and low frontal region,
suggesting small brain capacity, a capacity estimated as 8so-
9oo cubic centimeters, some 200-300 c.c. more than the brain
capacity of the gorilla; a femur, undoubtedly human but
with anthropoid characteristics and possessing a large third
trochanter (a protuberance below the great trochanter on
the upper part of the shaft), a femur indicating that its
possessor walked with knees flexed; three molar teeth of a
type bordering on that of the apes. The find was made by
Dubois in 1891 and was exhibited to scientists in 1894. It
was not until 1923 that fellow-scientists were again allowed
to examine the remains. Hrdlicka reports them more’human-

* An Introduction to Anthropology. New York: Harper & Brothers.
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like than the casts had indicated. This is in accordance with
the recent description which Dubois has given of the brain
cast. The dentition, likewise, is human in type. The pulp
cavity is not large and the roots of the teeth are fairly long—-
in contrast with the teeth of the Heidelberg man. As in
the apes and in the more primitive races of man, however,
the roots are widely separated. Though the crowns of the
teeth are large, they have a transverse diameter in excess
of their sagittal diameter, which is a trait of human teeth
in distinction from those of the apes, in whom the width
of the molar is less than the anteroposterior length. Al
though the upper wisdom tooth is large, it is smaller than
the other molars, as in the orang and in contemporary man.

The frontal fissure, associated in modern man with the
function of speech, is developed more than in the apes,
though not so extensively as in modern man from which
fact Dubois draws the conclusion that Pithecanthropus was
in possession of speech. But it is very doubtful that such an
inference can be made from a study of the skull cap. All
that one can say, at most, is that the potentiality for speech
was there so far as brain development is concerned. The
anatomist cannot tell from an examination of the skull of
modern man whether or not the possessor had speech, much
less from fossil skulls.

In 1890 Dubois had discovered in another part of the
island of Java remains of a large-brained early man of
pleistocene date, represented by portions of two individuals.
One of these men, known as Wadjak II, had a brain volume
estimated at 1,650 c.c., which is very large. The brain size
of the other individual, Wadjak I, is estimated at 1,550 c.c.
(The average for European males is about 1,450 c.c.)

These, like the Talgai remains found in Queensland,
Australia, suggest a type ancestral to the modern aborigines
of that continent. The proportions are similar, the charac-
teristics are much the same, but they are present in these
fossils in more pronounced form. The estimated cranial
capacity of the Talgai skull is 1,300 c.c., which is probably
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less than the average for adults of the type, for the individual
who left us his brain case on the Darling Downs was a lad
some fourteen to sixteen years of age and had not attained
full development.

The Rhodesian skull, found in a quarry in South Africa
in 1921, has been the subject of much interest among anato-
mists. Unfortunately, all geological evidence of age is lacking,
though the circumstances of the find do not preclude the
possibility of great age. It is one of the most primitive of
fossil human remains, with large facial area, large beetling
brow ridges, and large teeth. The form of the palate is
human, for it has the horseshoe shape found only in man.
The skull resembles that of Neanderthal man, but in some
respects is more primitive.

Next in age, perhaps, is the Piltdown skull, found in 1912
in the county of Essex, southern England. The mandible
is of primitive form, so primitive that more than one
anatomist has pronounced it that of a chimpanzee, though
now it is generally accepted as human and as belonging to
the Piltdown skull. Cranial capacity has been variously esti-
mated at from 1,170 c.c. to 1,400 c.c. The skull is that of a
woman and, if we accept the estimate of 1,400 c.c,, is large
for a female.

The Heidelberg mandible, found in 1907 in gravel pits
at Mauer, near Heidelberg, Germany, is admittedly human.!
The jaw is massive, containing large teeth of primitive
form, with molars ranging in size as in the gorilla, rather
than as in contemporary man; the chin region is little de-
veloped and is receding. The ascending ramus is of the
type found in the apes—broad, thick, with shallow sigmoid
notch.

Remains of Neanderthal man have been found many
times in western and southwestern Europe, in some cases
nearly complete skeletal remains. The skulls are character-
ized by heaviness, roughness of outline, large occipital pro-
tuberance, heavy eyebrow ridges, large jaw and teeth.

Among English finds of Neanderthal age, at least 25,000



FOSSIL AND PREHISTORIC MAN

to 30,000 years ago, may be mentioned the Dartford skele-
ton, found in the third river terrace of the Thames, a ter-
race which lies from forty to sixty feet above the level of the
river. If a thousand years be allowed for the wearing down
of one foot of terrace, the deposits are from forty thousand
to sixty thousand years of age. In the sixty-foot terrace were
found remains of three species of rhinoceros, two species of
elephant, one of lion, one of reindeer; the associated animal
remains corroborating the geological testimony of great age.
The skeleton is that of a male, the cranial capacity being
about 1,750 c.c. The skull is long; glabella and superciliary
ridges are prominent. The chin is feebly developed. The last
molar is as large as or larger than the first. The head of the
femur is large. All of these characteristics are primitive and
suggest membership with the continental Neanderthal type.

Neanderthal man was followed, probably dispossessed, by
Cro-Magnon man, whose type is more like that of modern
man. He was of tall stature, erect, and had a large cranial
capacity, his brain being larger than that of the average
modern European. The vault of the skull is high—hypsice-
phalic. The face is broad, the orbits large, square, and angu-
lar. The nose is narrow, long and pointed. The upper
alveolar border, containing the teeth, projects. The lower
jaw is large, but there is a well-developed chin.

Not so old as the Dartford skeleton is the Tilbury skele.
ton, found at the Tilbury Docks, on the north bank of the
Thames, about halfway between London and the mouth of
that river, on flat marshy land. Its date is late paleolithic or
early neolithic. This skull is more like that of modern man
The chin is projecting; the capacity of the skull is about that
of the average Englishman, 1,500 c.c. The tibia is flattened
from side to side, having an index of 55, whereas that of the
average Englishman is 62. Otherwise there are no important
differences between these remains and those of contem-
porary man.

Last may be mentioned the Essex skeleton, found along
the coast line of Essex in 1g10. It was uncovered below a
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prehistoric floor which was under eight to ten feet of clay,
lying amid a mass of neolithic stone implements and pot-
tery. The period of the deposits is neolithic, and has been
estimated as about 2000 B.c. The skeleton is that of a woman,
about five feet four inches in height. The capacity of the
skull is 1,260 c.c., almost the average for London women
(1,300 c.c.), and the length, width, and height of the skull
are each about the average of London women. The teeth
are regular and well formed, the incisors meet, instead of
the lower passing behind the upper, as in contemporary man,
thus permitting a side-to-side grinding which our incisors
seldom allow. The humerus and the bones of the forearm
indicate that the lady was right-handed. The remains show
a close approximation to modern type.

Many anatomists have attributed man’s evolution to the
increase in the size and convolutions of his brain. But, as
the above examples have frequently indicated, many of
these early men had larger brains than the average con-
temporary European. The average of Neanderthal and more
particularly that of Cro-Magnon exceeded the average of
the present-day European. Taking into account all of the
evidence, it can scarcely be said that man’s brain has in-
creased in size throughout the period of prehistoric times,
nor is there evidence that his brain is likely to increase in
size.? .

The gradation in type from the oldest to the most recent
finds is by no means complete and continuous, yet if all
the skulls and skeletal portions of prehistoric times are ar-
ranged in order of age, they represent, with exceptions, a
transition in type, a series in which the oldest is most like
the apes, tapering down with modernity into greater simi-
larity to civilized man. The evidence of geology and of
palzontology is to the effect that our ancestors resembled
the apes more than do our contemporaries, and that there
has been through the millennia a gradual but undoubted
transition from more to less apelike human type. The im-
port of these changes is, however, not so clear.
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Do the Characteristics of Prehistoric Human Remains Im-
ply A Common Ancestry for Man and Apes?

Resemblance to the apes increases as we trace back man’s
ancestry into neolithic times, the later paleolithic, the
earlier paleolithic, and those still earlier stages represented
by the remains from Heidelberg, Piltdown, and Java. This
increasing resemblance has been accepted as demonstrating
a common ancestry for man and apes. Other abundant evi-
dence indicates a common ancestry, but the evidence of
prehistoric human remains does not in itself justify the in-
ference, though, of course, it does not discountenance it. We
base this conclusion on the fact, if fact it be, that practically
all of the changes in man’s structure traceable through pre-
historic remains are the result of changes in food and habits.
Let us see what these changes are and what shifts in man’s
diet and habits would account for them.

The most notable changes are found in the skuil. Briefly,
the story of change is to: a higher frontal region; increased
bregmatic height; smaller superciliary ridges; increased
head width; less facial projection; decreased height of orbits
and a shifting of the transverse diameter downward later-
ally; a more ovoid palate; smaller teeth; diminished rela-
tive size of third molar; shorter, wider, and more ovoid
mandible; decrease in size of condyles; decrease in distance
between condylar and coronoid process; in general, greater
smoothness, less prominent bony protuberances, less of the
angularity and “savageness” of appearance which charac-
terize apes. There is 