calling events that happened during a
drinking episode and having a return
of memory when told about the event.
The latter is consistent with our finding

that

subjects who learned material

while intoxicated had difficulty recalling

it

spontaneously when sober, but, after

one relearning trial, performed as well
as the other subjects. This suggests that
the memory deficit associated with
changed state may reflect an impair-

m

ent of retrieval rather than of regis-

tration and retention.
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Fossil Hominid Taxonomy

Although the editors of Science can-

not check on every detail of every re-
port, it still seems as though some
process of review should exist which
could eliminate the more unfortunate
blunders. I refer to the creation of yet
another level of confusion in the recent

1360

report by Leakey, Protsch, and Berger
(). Information on the date of Bed

V at Olduvai

Gorge, Tanzania, is

valuable and welcome, but the chart
on page 559 represents the addition
of one more set of undocumented
claims to an area which continues to
suffer from such.

Homo habilis appears at two levels

on the chart even though the questions
concerning the validity of even one
such application (2) have never re-
ceived a satisfactory answer. To this
already disputed area Leakey now adds
yet a new taxon, Homo leakeyi, with-
out citation, justification, or discernible
reason (3).

This appears to be just one more

example of unwarranted name-giving
indulged in by students of the homi-

nid fossil record

in the absence of

definitive study, adequate information,
or objective criteria. The chaos which
this creates in phylogenetic studies has
been specifically recognized (4). In-
formed editing should have removed
such sources of confusion, leaving the
genuine contribution to stand alone.

C. L. BRACE

Museum of Anthropology,
University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor 48104
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Brace has expressed concern about

terminology used in our -correlation
chart listing various names that have
been used for hominids found at Oldu-
vai Gorge (I). We took these names
from Oakley’s Frameworks for Dating
Fossil Man where they appear in a com-
pilation at the end of the book which
contains the various names brought into
play over the years for the same find
(2). This publication has seen wide
distribution among interested scientists
and must have been known to Brace.

Table 1. Correlation of hominids, strata, and
dates at Olduvai Gorge (4).

Geological Absolute age
Bed
sequence (yr)

V1 ‘Recent
Caliche Recent
\% End of Upper

Pleistocene 10,400 £ 600 *

Major find: Homo sapiens sapiens
Va Upper Pleistocene
v Upper to Middle

Pleistocene

Major find: Homo sp., indet.

111 Middle Pleistocene

11 End Villafranchian
Major find: Homo habilis; Australo-

pithecus  (Zinjanthropus)  boisei;
Pithecanthropus sp.
1 Villafranchian 2.03 =0.28 X 10°}

1.75 X 10°
Major find: Australopithecus (Zinjan-
thropus) boisei; Homo habilis

Lava  Pliocene 4 X 10%

Tuffs

* Radiocarbon  dating (J). 4 Fission track
dating (5). i Potassium-argon dating (6).

It goes without saying that we prefer
certain names to others, and the prob-
lem of nomenclature is only too familiar
to those concerned with the subtleties
of taxonomic considerations in the face
of statistics involving small numbers.
Our own choice is indicated in Table
1. With respect to the validity of Homo
habilis and Brace’s allegation that “crit-
icism of Homo habilis has never re-
ceived a satisfactory answer” we refer
to two papers which appeared some
time ago. They should go a long way
to answer any challenge (3).

L. S. B. LEAKEY
Centre for Prehistory and
Palaeontology, Nairobi, Kenya
REINER PRrROTSCH, RAINER BERGER
Institute of Geophysics and
Department of Anthropology,
University of California, Los Angeles
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