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pothesis, the missing data are positive HIV-
1 samples from human sera from the 1930s
and 1940s. However, according to the anal-
ysis by Korber et al., even if HIV were al-
ready present in humans in 1930, there
may have been as few as 10 or so humans
infected with HIV-1 M-group strains in all
of Africa as late as 1950. Given the small
number of predicted infections in humans
at this time, it would be numerically sur-
prising if any positive HIV-1 samples were
found in old serum samples from before
the late 1950s, even if the virus had been
slowly diversifying in human populations
since 1930. In contrast, the chimp SIV M-
group viruses should be relatively easy to
find if the OPV hypothesis is correct, be-
cause they would be expected to be com-
mon in modern chimp populations. Unless
direct evidence is found to support or re-
fute the OPV hypothesis (such as a con-
taminated batch of OPV, or HIV-1 samples
from humans from before the OPV trials),
a thorough study of SIV variation in wild
chimpanzee populations will be the best
way to resolve this debate.

David M. Hillis

School of Biological Sciences, University of Texas,
Austin, TX 78712, USA. E-mail dhillis@mail.utexas.edu

Not-So-Simple Minds

The investigation of brains of people with
outstanding abilities has long fascinated
neuroanatomists, philosophers, and scien-
tists in other disciplines, as well as the
public [a topic discussed in Wang’s Essay
on Science and Society (Science’s Com-
pass, 1 Sept., p. 1477)]. In the ongoing
search for an explanation of genius, Witel-
son, Kigar, and Harvey analyzed the mor-
phology of Albert Einstein’s brain, which
they described in an article in Lancet (1).
Witelson and colleagues examined pho-
tographs of Einstein’s brain taken in 1955 (2)
and found that there was no parietal opercu-
lum, a part of the brain involved in speech. In
addition, quantitative measurements (based on
calibrated photographs?) revealed that the size
of a specific gyral region in the frontal oper-
culum was different in Einstein’s brain com-
pared with that of a control group. On the ba-
sis of their examination of Einstein’s brain
(which they describe in their Lancet article as
morphologically “exceptional”’) and informa-
tion gathered from several case studies of the
brains of outstanding people, such as Carl F.
Gauss (1777-1855), Witleson and colleagues
suggested that they had found a new criterion
for explaining extraordinary intellectual tal-
ents. However, their study was based on the
“convolutional morphology,” as termed by
Critchley in his monograph 7The Parietal
Lobes (3). No data were given on the architec-
tural structure or connections with other areas,
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the cerebro-arterial topography, or the white
matter. As Critchley mentions in his mono-
graph, such features are of equal importance
in studying the complex parietal brain.

There is one medical condition—con-
genital in children or acquired in adults—
where maldevelopment or destruction of
the operculum (particularly the frontal op-
erculum) is associated with the failure of
speech development or a loss of speech.
This syndrome in children has been de-
scribed by Worster-Drought, and in adults
by Foix and Chavany and co-workers (4).
The former author noticed a correlation of
abnormal speech development in children
with dysplasias associated with destruc-
tion of the operculum.

On the basis of our knowledge of brain
development and our own magnetic reso-
nance imaging study of the brain of Gauss
(5), we suggest that the abnormality ob-
served in Einstein’s brain is most likely re-
sponsible for the well-known delay of his
speech development and the dyslexic fea-
tures that accompanied him during his life.

Sometimes we forget how limited our
current research is. There is the dialectical
saying, “If the human brain would be so
simple that we could understand it, we
would be so simple that we couldn’t.”

A.Frewer
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Data for an Election Year

Albert Einstein was not the only public
figure whose brain has been subjected to
scientific (or pseudoscientific) analysis
(Science’s Compass, Essay on Science and
Society by Steve C. Wang, “In search of
Einstein’s genius,” 1 Sept., p. 1477). At the
December 1933 meeting of the American
Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence (publisher of Science) in Boston,
Arthur MacDonald of Washington, D.C.,
presented a paper that compared the aver-
age weight of the brains of members of the
U.S. House of Representatives with that of
U.S. senators (/). The average weight of
the 71 representatives’ brains studied was
50 ounces, whereas that of 18 senators was
52 ounces, leading one newspaper to head-
line its story, “More brains needed to get
into U.S. Senate than into House, survey

shows” (2). How MacDonald obtained his
data was not reported.
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An Early Taste of Things
to Come

I was delighted to read about Julie Men-
nella’s research in the Random Samples
item “Cultivating tastes in the womb” (21
July, p. 387). She and her colleagues were
able to demonstrate that maternal diet does
affect the taste preferences of human in-
fants. Theirs may be the first experimental
demonstration of this effect in humans, but
25 years ago, my colleagues and I con-
ducted a similar experiment with rat pups
(1). After parturition, mother rats were fed
one of two different diets in a separate
feeding cage so that their nursing pups
would not encounter solid food. The pups,
upon weaning and encountering solid food
for the first time, showed a preference for
their mother’s diet. We speculated that fla-
vor cues were present in the mothers’ milk.

At the time, I was an undergraduate at
Brooklyn College of the City University of
New York enjoying my first experience with
scientific research. I expected that as soon
as our work with rodents was published,
others would rush to replicate our findings
in humans. At long last someone has.
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PCBs Are a Health Risk for
Humans and Wildlife

Thomas J. O’Shea, in his Letter entitled
“PCBs not to blame” (16 June, p. 1965), is
technically correct in stating that there is no
evidence to implicate polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) directly in the virus-
associated mass mortality of European seals
in 1988. However, the topic of PCBs and as-
sociated health risks requires a more encom-
passing “weight of evidence” approach than
he has presented. Current scientific consen-
sus supports the idea that PCBs played a
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