


2 Origin and Evolution of Languages 

being proposed for what had been one of the major intellectual enterprises of 
the preceding century, and which remains, given its main results, at the ��art
of our understanding of linguistic dynamics. This comes down to underlmmg 
the methodological and conceptual immaturity of this new anthropo-linguistic 
paradigm, that willingly sees itselfas marked by the pure outburst ofan inter
disciplinary line of questioning, and which aims to be 'with neither bonds nor 
roots', in the manner of the uniquely speculative intellectuals criticised by 
Mannheim (1929). 

One can find one of the signs of this methodological and historical weak
ness in the ritual that consists in beginning any recent publication devoted to the 
origin of)anguages with a reminder of the famous prohibition of debating this 
question that appeared in the initial statutes of the Societe de Li�guistiq_

ue de
Paris in 1864. Little does it appear to matter that much research m the history 
and philosophy of language sciences might have shown for a long time what 
was at stake during this period, on political and ideological levels, in learned 
societies that were in competition with each other (Bergounioux 1994, 1996, 
2002). The ritual remains, like a painful �taging of this new interdisci�linary 
research current. Nevertheless, this famous prohibition, far from bemg an 
obscurantist obstacle to the free exercise of scientific thinking, as is often under
stood today, was in fact directed against the creationist movement ofthou�ht, 
which, in catholic movements, subscribed to a divine origin oflanguage. Bemg 
an essentially politically motivated prohibition, it was repealed. And although 
the question of the origin of languages was in fact little discussed during 
the meetings and publications of the honourable Society, this is undoubtedly 
because there were other reasons for it. Historical and Comparative Grammar, 
being originally a German science, was little by little gaining ground in France. 
Comparativism fashioned itself within a rigorous linguistic methodology that 
considered as pure speculation any attempt to go beyond the historical horizon 
of written attestations, in other words, further back than the barrier of -5,000 
years B.C. In his preface of his translation of Bopp (1889), Michel Brea! thus 
fustigated these useless speculations on the origin oflanguages and oflanguage, 
as having neither method nor basis in fact, opposing them to the rigour of the 
German savant. Soon after, Saussure ( 1916, 1995) took over from him, and the 
primacy of the synchronic over the diachronic reigned henceforth for a long 
time over the young science of linguistics, that would also have, from 1922 
onwards, its own international association for which the origin oflanguage was 
no longer a well-formed scientific question 1

• Nevertheless, one can not deny 
that in general, the question of origins was one of the grand questions of the 
191h century, and so it is important, in order to shed light on its reappearance 
in the contemporary intellectual arena, to bring to light its phylum. 
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2 The fascination of origins: the great foundation stories 

Up to the fringe of the following century, all of the 191h century was that 
of the fascination with origins and of the fabrication of the great founda
tion stories. Whilst the discoveries of prehistory, palreontology, ethnology, 
and also of the emerging sciences of psychology and biology grew little by 
little, and whilst on the other hand, the literal interpretation of the Bible lost 
progressively its authority, the question of the origins of Man established 
itself firmly on the intellectual scene. Thus, finding his inspiration in the 
Lumieres and the speculations of Rousseau (1755) or Condorcet ( 1793) on 
the origin of societies, or indeed oflanguages, Morgan assembled from 1877 
onwards the testimonies of explorers, soldiers and missionaries on hundreds 
of so-called 'savage' societies, constructing the first classification of kinship 
systems, and thus founding ethnological evolutionism. Marx and Engels were 
directly inspired by this (Engels 1884). The rapid progress of prehistorical 
studies enabled Lubbock, being close to Darwin, to establish a quite general 
description (Lubbock 1871), whereas Tylor published his vast panorama 
on the history of humanity and of primitive cultures (Tylor 1865, 1871). 
With the new century, speculative evolutionism developed strongly, being 
marked by the important work of Westermarck (1906) or that of Atkinson 
(Lang & Atkinson 1903), that inspired Freud directly once he took on the 
task of elaborating his own story of foundations (Freud 1913, 1939)2. Thus, 
against the background of a powerful fascination for the question of origins, 
all the 191

h century and the beginning of the 2011i century could not avoid 
being influenced by the stories of origins that were successively proposed. It 
is not at all neutral to underline the fact that contemporary human and social 
sciences found their original inspirations and origins in this background. In 
the final analysis, it is Darwin (cf. in particular, Darwin 1859, 1871) and 
Darwinism that structured this powerful field of thought and which constituted 
its fundamental paradigm3

• 

At the same time, the Historical and Comparative Grammar of indo
European languages continued to elaborate its rigorous methods that would 
culminate with the neo-Grammarian school of the Jungrammatikers and their 
concept of phonetic laws 4. This approach again rejected (and in an explicit 
way) any speculation on the possible historical reality of what was then being 
attempted to be reconstructed as proto-indo-European. As Meillet (1926) force
fully insisted, within a structuralist logic, proto-indo-European is nothing other 
than a 'system of correspondences' 5

• The question of the origins and of the 
historical incarnation of these languages was nevertheless long lasting, notably 
in the work of Rask, the co-founder, with Bopp, of Historical and Comparative 
Grammar. Inspiring himself from botany and the work of Linnaeus, he proposed 
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a classification oflanguagesthat raised the question of the coincidence betweenraces and languages. A deep convergence between a theory of races, and thenof racism, and linguistics thus came to be born and was unfolded up to Nazism and the Second World War6
• Following Rask, the enterprise ofnaturalisation oflinguistic taxonomies was taken up by Schleicher who, being himself a botanist,finally formalised the Stammbaum and interpreted the simple 'system of correspondences' as henceforth a purely genealogical tree, in the way in whichDarwin transformed, at the same period, the simple botanical and zoologicaltree of Linnaeus into a genealogical taxonomy that allowed time and geneticdrift to be theorised. In these approaches, historical time was from then onwardsconceived as genealogical time, and socio-cultural dynamics disappeared fromthe scientific horizon, concealed by the transmission of genes, lineages, bloodrelatiohs and ethnic identities. 

The enterprise of the naturalisation oflanguages, and thus of linguistics,as it had been opened up by Romanticism, thus found its culmination. Thetheoretician of the Stammbaum (Schleicher 186 I), who proclaimed that he hadbeen Darwinian well before Darwin, was particularly explicit with respect towhat was at stake in this naturalisation of linguistics. In his open letter to ErnstHackel, a zoologist who had introduced and diffu�ed Darwin in Germany, hewrote the following: 'Languages are natural organisms that appear withouthaving been determined by human will, grow and develop according to preciselaws, then grow old and die; for them also applies that series of manifestationsthat one usually comprehends under the name of' life'. Glottism, as a language science, is thus a natural science; its method is globally and generally that ofthe other natural sciences' (Schleicher 1863, 7). In passing from taxonomy to genealogy, of languages and of races, thisnaturalisation of linguistics necessarily had to pass via archreology and itsreconstructions, once they themselves had been conceived of in a realistframework. We shall consider the single example of the famous dictionaryof indo-European antiquities, in which Otto Schrader, in his capacity as alinguist, takes pains to state with precision that the notion of indo-European(e.g. 'Indo-Germanisch') is in itself 'a notion that is above all linguistic', butcontinues his text by a detailed reconstruction of the material and spiritualcivilisation of primitive Indo-Europeans (Schrader 1901). He already situatesits original birthplace in the pontic steppes 7• 
There is thus a paradox in J 9t1i century linguistics. The question of origins,as it was theoretically and methodologically deconstructed, was rejected withinit, or was at least pushed beyond the field of science by the most rigorous comparativists. Nevertheless, Darwinian naturalism and the ensemble of metaphorsto which it gave rise never ceased to return. In the heritage of Romanticism, akind of spontaneous realism, basing itself on an ideology of scientific genetics,
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never ceased to theorise, throughout the ] 9th century, peoples and languages,race and dialect, biological inheritance and linguistic heritage, history and blood. That century was thus that of the construction of the grand stories oforigins, that were unceasingly reactivated - even though the question wasexcluded from science - that of the obsessive question of origins.

3 Races and languages

The year 1859, when Charles Darwin published his Origin of Specieswas also that of the foundation of the Societe d'Anthropologie de Paris.Created by Paul Broca, it assembled numerous positivist doctors, and was concerned - in its meetings as well as in its bulletin - with questions ofphysical anthropology, ethnology and prehistory. These three disciplineswould only become genuinely autonomous at the end of the ] 9th century8
, and their conflation or confusion can be seen in all the learned societies inEurope during this period. As was defined in its statutes, the central question with which this society was concerned was therefore 'the scientific study ofhuman races'. Such an object of study logically implied that of the originand the mode of diffusion oflanguages, especially Indo-European ones. Twotendencies were opposed to one another. The French tendency, lead by Brocahimself, was hostile to the thesis defended by certain German savants of thatperiod. It fought against the primary idea of an Indo-European invasion bya blond dolichocephal 'race'. For French savants, the original French weremanifestly brachycephal and dark haired. They were supposed to have beenspeakers of a variety of original Indo-European or else would have adoptedthis language by diffusion during contact with diverse peoples. In orderto study human races scientifically and to establish a taxonomy of them,during this period anthropology disposed of a measuring instrument and aclassificatory theory: craniology.

The second half of the J 9th century was in effect the Golden Age of thisscience of skulls, which founded a science ofraces9
• Since the Enlightenment,the question of races had imposed itself. Taking up the method of Linneaus, in his doctoral thesis of 1775, Blumenbach proposed a first classification ofraces that was to become world famous (Blumenbach 1781). Petrus Campercompleted this with a 'facial index' that has also remained famous (cf Meijer1999). In 1842, Anders Retzius added a 'cephalic index' that led to opposingbrachy- and dolicho-cephales 10, that has remained for posterity. Thus, throughout the J 9th century, craniology never ceased to gain in complexity, and thenumber of races never ceased to diversify, up to the extensive classificationsof Ripley (1899) or Deniker (1900) 11

• 
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Nevertheless as an anticlerical reaction, and against the biblical story of 
origins, the freethinking doctors of this period, who constituted �he principal 
troops of physical anthropology, still defended the polygenes1s of hu��an 
races which implied the polygenesis of languages. This virulent oppos1t1on 
to C�tholicism was also expressed, as we have already said, by the famous
interdiction of the Societe Linguistique de Paris. ·. 

It is in the context of this ideological cleavage that the Italian linguist 
Alfredo Trombetti undertook the task of making races and languages coincide 
on the basis of a monogenetic model (Trombetti 1905). This time, he situated 
the origin of the totality of humanity in the Himalayas and, with the aid of 
coloured maps, retraced the set of human migrations that would have allowed 
the simultaneous dispersion of languages and races across the whole of the 
planet. Despite the considerable scale of the infor�ati?n bro:1ght into play, 
Trombetti 's synthesis, that combined the grand evolutJomst stones, hypotheses 
concerning the origins of languages and craniometrics, r�ceived litt!e echo. 
From this period onwards, each of these scientific perspectives would tn effe?t 
come to know the beginnings of the sterility that would ultimately lead to their 
being abandoned. . . This was how it turned out for craniometrics, which, by dint ofmult1plymg 
indices and classes, saw its very object of study disintegrate. In proposin� up 
to 5 000 different measures on a single skull, the notion of type passed mto 
obli�ion. The more the number of measures augmented, the more the racial 
typology tottered. Boas had already shown that the shape of skulls_ was not
stable from generation to generation, and that with the help of alimentary 
practices, one could go from one craniological t�pe to another_ ( cf: not� � 0,
supra). At the beginning of the 20th century, crarnology and racial lmgmst1cs 
were severely losing ground, at first in the English-speaki�� world, �nd then 
in Germany, where Felix von Luschan 12

, for example, defirnt,vel� d�c1ded the 
issue in stating that 'All the attempts to cut up humanity into artificial grou�s 
by basing oneself on skin colour, the length or breadth of the skul( or the h�Ir 
type, etc., are totally misguided' (Luschan 1922). For all that, cran10metry d'.d 
not completely disappear. Although marginalised, it survived, for example, 1� 

France in the work of Henri Vallois and his students, up to the 1970s 13
• But it 

was no longer the scientific theory and taxonomical method that_ it had been
in the 19th century. For the great liberal savants that were Broca m France or 
Virchow in Germany, it was the scientific weapon for fighting against clerical 
obscurantism. From the end of the 19th century and onwards, it marginalise_d
itself in becoming one of the main arguments of the principal racist and a�tJ
Semitic ideologies that flourished in the compost of nationalism. Its h�vmg 
been recycled by Nazism ended up in its becoming discredited, along with all 
supposedly scientific racially oriented work. 
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4 From diachrony to synchrony 

The turn of the 20th century was marked by a fundamental rupture: the evolution
ary models and historical dynamics that had been comprehended as explana
tory frameworks effaced themselves in favour of a synthetic and synchronic 
vision. The notion of a structured and organised system, whose fertility had 
been illustrated by Mendeleyev, in his periodic table of elements in 1869 ( cf. 
Kolodkine 1963), proposed a new paradigm that was applied in all knowledge 
domains. This manner of thinking of'the totality seen in synchrony' gave rise 
to the concept of structure, which Seriot (1999) has shown to be at the heart 
of avant-garde thinking, in its Russian variant in particular. The rupture that 
took place in favour of synchronic description and analysis brought the notions 
of system and structural cohesion to the fore. Human sciences in general, and 
social sciences in particular, found the explanatory model that they required in 
order to replace that of historical causality, in the concept of a system conceived 
as a 'structured structure predisposed to function as a structuring structure' (to 
paraphrase Bourdieu 1972). In such an updating of social sciences as sciences of 
systems and of structures, in this reconstruction of humanities in a structuralist
framework, linguistics played a central role. 

It is well known that Saussure attributed the reorientation from which 
modern linguistics has issued to Whitney. In strongly insisting on the fact that 
language is a social institution, Whitney (1867) firmly linked the analysis of 
languages to that of social and cultural systems. The Saussurian conceptions 
of the social contract and of semiolinguistic consensus thus directly echoes 
Durkheimian sociology; and his definition of the New Linguistics as 'the 
science that studies the life of signs within social life' (Saussure 1922: 34) 
reconnects the science of language definitively to anthropological and social 
sciences. 

This abandonment of the evolutionist and historical paradigm was made 
possible by the new explanatory value that systemics took on from there on, 
once it had leant itself on the notion of structure. From the beginning of his 
research, Saussure (1878) had illustrated the explanatory and even heuris
tic value of the notion of a system and of abstract relational structure with 
exceptional brio. It is known that structuralism, at first phonological and then 
linguistic, sprang precisely from a post mortem reading of this work and the 
vulgate ofit that Saussure's students gave in 1916. In the 1920s and 1930s, the 
Prague Linguistic Circle was thus to contribute to the construction and diffusion 
of a structuralist way of thinking that little by little gained ground in all of the 
social sciences. The numerous intellectual relations that Jakobson maintained 
with young thinkers from almost all areas of human sciences constituted their 
crucible; and the linguists' synchronic approach spread out little by little to 
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other :ciences. Thus, ethnologists and anthropologists abandoned the grand 
evolutionary frescos, written on the basis of written first hand accounts, to 
the profit of precise descriptions produced on the basis of fieldwork ( cf. for 
example Boas & Stocking 1974; Haddon & Hingston 1934; Radcliffe-Brown 
1958). And it was henceforth on the basis of concrete functional descriptions 
th�t. models were elaborated 14• In the years just after the war, it was finally 
Levi-Strauss who marked with eclatthe advent ofanthropological structuralism 
(Levi-Strauss 1947), whilst at the same time signifying that the initial linguistic 
structuralist paradigm had quite well become the explanatory protocol of the 
whole intellectual movement, and having organised international research in 
human sciences from 1950 to 1970 at Jeast 15. 

The Saussurian rupture, from which structuralism, and along with it, 
mod�rn !inguistics are descended, is therefore a rupture with a whole way 
of thmkmg that was preoccupied with evolution and lineage. Saussure 
explicitly broke with a particular form of linguistic Darwinism, illustrated 
by the organicism of Schleicher 16• He replies to him indirectly in his notes: 
'No, language is not an organism, it is not a type of vegetation that exists 
independently of Man, it does not have its own life implying a birth and a 
death. Everything is false in the sentence that I have read; language is not 
an organised being, it does not die in virtue of itself, it does not wither from 
itself, it does not grow, in the sense that it has no more a childhood than a 
mature age or an old age, and finally it is not born. [ ... ] Never on the whole 
globe has the birth ofa new language been announced.[ ... ]. One might say 
th�t denying in this sense that no language has been born is just playing 
with words, and that it suffices to define what one means by birth in order 
to no longer deny the birth or the progressive development oflanguages like 
German or French. I reply that in that case, one is playing on the meaning 
of another word, that of language; in reality, language is not a being that is 
defined and delimited in time; one can distinguish the French language and 
the language of Latin, modern German and the German of Arminius [ ... ]. 
All these languages that are being spoken during the same period have the 
same age; in the sense that they go back to an equal past. [ ... ], if one likes, to 
the origin of language.' (Saussure 2001: 120-121 ). Certainly, the Saussurian 
rupture and structuralism did not carry everything away with them and 
comparative grammar subsisted, although emptied of theoretical subs�ance 
and substantial models. It thus became practically intellectually invisible, 
and one forgot who knows how much, for example, that Meillet was the 
originator, at the end of the 1930s, of the nostratic hypothesis that would be 
seen to rise up again with eclat around thirty years later 11. 
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5 Prehistory and migrations 

At the beginning of the 20th century, prehistorical archreology followed a direc
tion comparable to that of linguistics and social sciences. The second half of 
the 19th century was, with the discoveries of Boucher de Perthes (1860), the 
period during which the major periodisations and grand civilisations were 
established. These definite frameworks, together with methods for archreologi
cal excavations and analyses, were refined. Prehistorians, having positivistic 
and naturalistic training, took care of interpreting concrete findings. Whilst the 
question ofindo-European origins had occupied many meetings of the Societe

d'Anthropologie de Paris, the new Societe Prehistorique Franr;:aise devoted 
none to this question. In his preface, Dechelette (1910), who proposed one of 
the first world syntheses, thus contented himself with dismissing in a footnote 
'the Aryan controversy, being essentially a linguistic problem and of which the 
solution appears to have been somewhat obscured rather than enlightened by 
the competition between anthropology and archreology. Given that the unity 
of language does not necessarily imply a community of origins, the peoples of 
the Aryan language could have belonged to diverse races. [ ... ] This problem 
occupies one of those crossroads of sciences that, at the present day, easily 
become crossroads of errors'. Whilst Chi Ide, undoubtedly the most prominent 
archreologist of the first half of the 20th century, devoted his first book to this 
problem (Childe 1926), he was soon to regret it, and confessed with a certain 
panache in his intellectual testament, published in 1958: 'This was childish, 
not Childeish'. 

At the beginning of the 20th century, Germany remained the only country 
where prehistorical archreology maintained open the question ofindo-European 
origins. Gustav Kossinna, a professor of prehistory at the University of Berlin, 
defended the view that Inda-Europeans (e.g. Inda-Germans) had appeared in 
Scandinavia during recent millennia and from there, had spread themselves 
out through all Europe and part of Asia in fourteen successive warrior raids. 
He also defended the view, in a formula amongst the most famous of the 
history of archreology, that 'cultural provinces that are sharply defined in 
archreological terms coincide at all epochs with quite precise peoples or tribes'. 
Finally, he asserted that there was after all correspondence between original 
Inda-Europeans and a blond race of dolichocephals. This race was said to 
have been progressively debased in contact with conquered meridional and 
oriental populations. This correlation between archreological culture (defined 
as material civilisation), people and race clearly reposed on a biological model. 
It was also allowed by the concept of the Nation-State that, since the French 
Revolution and romanticisms, had little by little imposed itself as the only 
veritable subject of history. 
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Kossinna was certainly not a marginal archzeologist, and Dechelette, as 
well as Childe, paid homage to his scientific competence, including with 
respect to the Indo-European question, without nevertheless agreeing with 
his conclusions. Having died in 1931, he had not been directly compromised 

with the Nazi regime, which was not the case with certain of his students. But 
one can consider that he was de facto one of its theoreticians. It is this heavy 
historical responsibility that led to his elimination from the academic history 
of archzeology, at the time when the scientific legitimacy of his hypotheses 
definitively foundered. This is also what cast suspicion on migrationist or dif
fusionist theories, particularly in Anglo-Saxon countries. During a major part 
of the second half of the 20th century, from an archzeological point of view, the 

Jndo-European question was thus strongly marginalised. On the other hand, the 
archzeological data that continued to accumulate formally contradicted the idea 
of a Scandinavian homeland, since no migratory movement from this region 
had been attested during pre- and proto-historic periods. 

Given that the Soviet Union and countries within its orbit felt less ideo
logically guilty, research on migrations and ethnogenesis continued in this 
part of the world after the Second World War. A powerful driving force for 
such research was provided by theories that fixed the possible origins of 
primitive Inda-Europeans in the Russo-Ukranian pantie steppes (Schrader 
1886, 1901 ). At the moment where I ndo-European studies found an echo, 
Gimbutas (1991, 1992) reformulated this hypothesis under the name of the 
Kurgan Theory 18• 

6 Towards a new synthesis 

From the 1980s onwards, the situation ofresearch concerning the origin of Man 
and of languages witnessed a considerable renewal. The famous question that 
had been ostracised by the Societe Linguistique de Paris seemed to be again 
at the order of the day. In fact, the contemporary scientific horizon has been 
considerably enlarged. A harvest of new data, the appearance of much more 
precise and rigorous techniques and methods, and new theoretical interdisci
plinary cross-fertilisations have produced an original way of conceiving of the 
problem that arrogates the label 'the New Synthesis'. It would be out of the 
question here to analyse all the data, the methods or the interdisciplinary links 

that have accompanied the emergence of what presents itself immediately as 
a unifying paradigm allowing a radically new way of thought concerning the 
question of origins. We shall only point out some of the most salient data. 

From the 1950s onwards, our knowledge of human antiquity has consider
ably increased. In Europe and in Asia, but above all in Africa, a very large 
number of discoveries have shed light on this period. In particular, they allow 
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a much more detailed description of the genealogical tree of humanity, and 
the possibility of tracing part of its most ancient migrations. This new data 
has nevertheless not allowed the debate concerning the emergence of modern 
Man (Homo sapiens sapiens) to be settled. The dominant monolocalist model 
still defends the hypothesis of an unique African appearance. It thus continues 
to oppose a multi-regional model that admits, at each stage, local crossings 
between the new form sapiens sapiens and regional evolution of the previously 
present form, Homo erectus. 

Palzeontological discoveries have also shed light on the morphology 

of ancient humans. Cranial anatomy has notably allowed hypotheses to be 
advanced concerning their cognitive capacities and their possible aptitude 

for articulated language. Even if this palzeo-anatomic approach is not without 
relation to the old craniology and phrenology 19, it has been considerably reju
venated by state-of-the-art techniques in cerebral imagery and by reconstruction 
by calculation of forms. Finally, for certain ore deposits that are unfortunately 
still too rare, the possibility of extracting and studying fossil AON has con
siderably enriched the genealogical debate, notably concerning the relations 
between, sapiens sapiens and sapiens neanderthalensis. 

More recently, research on the AON of present day populations, and the 
analysis of the human genome, has opened up a new approach. The revival 
of interest in the genetic drift model, proposed from the 1930s onwards 
(Dobzhansky 1937), and the recent bringing to light of new markers, have 
allowed ancient mutations to be dated. The automatic classification of sampled 
populations in� genetic tree and the cartographic projection of certain markers 
have thus induced a spectacular development in population genetics (Cavalli
Sforza et al. 1994 ). This new disciplinary field, that sometimes receives a high 
degree of media coverage20, has opened new avenues to reflexion. Its reliability, 
being assumed to be stronger than the random collection of real yet rare and 
fragmented fossil bones, is not for nothing in its international success. The 
impossibility of producing watertight human classes and the reassertion of 
the unity of Man in his African origin, popularised by population genetics, has 
continued to make regress the purportedly scientific racism inherited from the 
] 9th century, and has contributed to the marginalisation of classical physical 
anthropology. Today, the debate no longer occurs on the basis of visible physi
cal traits, but rather on genes and genetic heritage, which nevertheless leaves 
open questions concerning the geographical distribution and the historical 
interpretation of these traits. 

In addition to palzeontological discoveries, prehistorical and protohis
torical research has also strongly progressed in the recent period. Several 
thousand archzeological excavations have been opened up throughout the 
whole world. They have led to refining our understanding of the evolution 
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ofhuman cultures, migrations and major (pre)historical ruptures (Neolithic, 

urban revolutions, etc.), just as much as that of the invention and diffusion 

of techniques. Nonetheless, on the matter of primitive Inda-Europeans, this 

important progress has not led to the emergence of even a minimal consensus 

on the choice between the localist Kurgan hypothesis and that of Neolithic 

colonisation. At the very least, the migrations linked to the diffusion of 

agriculture are better and better understood and documented, even if the 

respective contributions of indigenous populations of hunter-gatherers and 

colonising farmers are still a subject of debate. This is the case with the 

populating of Europe; and also with Japan, where the role of a massive 

migration in the establishment and development of the wet culture of rice 

(e.g. the Yayoi culture) is currently being strongly re-evaluated. In total, the 

number of known and recorded societies is said to be estimated at 10,000 in 

number, and that of documented languages at 6,000. The rapid disappear

ance of these cultures and languages, at the rhythm of several hundreds per 

year, dramatically marks the contemporary ethnological and ethnolinguistic 

situation 21• 

Finally, the contemporary scientific situation of approaches to studying 

the origins of Man and oflanguages is profoundly marked by the evolution of 

information processing and modelling techniques, as well as by the evolution 

of computational techniques ofrepresentation and simulation. Complex models, 

such as those of cladistics or simulations involving a very large number of 

parameters, can now be mastered, thanks to the evolution of computational 

techniques. Illustrations of these modelling approaches can be found in the 

present volume. 

7 The new paradigms 

In the human and social sciences that had been so profoundly marked by 

the structuralist perspective, the end ofthe 20th and the beginning of the 21st 

centuries are marked by deep paradigmatic re-orientations. The language 

sciences, that had carried and given shape to the structuralist paradigm, 

almost totally abandoned it. From the 1970s onwards, language sciences 

were positioned at the avant-garde of the movement towards the cognitive 

sciences that would lastingly mark the period (Gardner 1985). Generative 

Grammar, as well as its mutually antagonistic offshoots, reoriented itself in 

giving precedence to the analysis of the faculty of language as well as that 

of the cognitive preconditions for spontaneous learning of natural languages 

(Chomsky 1968). This return to a Cartesian form of linguistics (Chomsky 

1966), integrated with a theory of mind (Fodor 197 5), is marked by a type of 

cognitive universalism. In effect, Generative Grammar aims to bring to light 
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the general cognitive mechanisms underlying the language faculty that is 
specific to the human species. It postulates that these cognitive mechanisms, 
just as with the necessary preconditions for language learning, are genetically 
encoded and are part of the human genome. In proposing to characterise the 
Universal Grammar conceived explicitly as the set of cognitive, formal and 
substantial functionalities underlying the set of human languages, Generative 
Grammar confers upon itself a clearly universalist and mentalist research 
programme (Chomsky 1995). Moreover, whatever may be the divergences 
of viewpoints and the bitterness of debates concerning the modularity of 
the human mind, and the strict separation of cognitive linguistic modules 
postulated by the Chomskyan Generative Grammar22, this cognitive turn in 
language sciences is very widely shared. The recent debate between classical 
symbolic and dynamic sub-symbolic connexionist approaches (Laks 1996) 
does not lead to a modification of this diagnostic. 

The cognitivism and universalism shared by the most recent linguistic 
theories induces a renewal of certain comparative and contrastive studies. In 
effect, it is by comparing the structures and functionalities of very diverse 
languages that one can bring out linguistic universals, whose cognitive and 
mental foundations one can possibly subsequently question. In this contrastive 

perspective, linguistic typology and the construction of vast taxonomies have 

witnessed a spectacular restart, principally initiated by the work of Greenberg 

(1963). These taxonomies have quickly encountered linguistic genealogy. 

The reconstruction of vast families of historically related languages has 

thus been rendered more dynamic by this encounter (Greenberg 1971, 1987, 

2002), offering in return a new framework for research on the diversity of 

languages, linguistic universals and typology (Comrie 1981; Comrie et al. 

2003). This work on genealogies has certainly found an interdisciplinary 

echo, and it is from its intersection with population genetics (Cavalli-Sforza 

et al. 1994) that the question of the origin and the evolution oflanguages has 

found itselfrenewed, paving the way for the New Synthesis (Cavalli-Sforza 

2000)23
• The same is the case with the Inda-European question, that has for 

a long time been left fallow, and which has also been taken up again in the 

framework of the genealogical reconstruction of super-families oflanguages 

(Greenberg 2002). 

Whilst most work on taxonomies in linguistic genealogy has spontaneously 

taken up Schleicher's Stammbaum model, doubts have recently been raised 

concerning the imperviousness of the families postulated and the rigidity of 

hierarchies and filiations that the tree-like model proposes. In effect, independ

ently of taxonomical and genealogical work, 2Qth century linguistics has paid a 

great deal of attention to relations between languages, cultures and societies. 

Having stemmed from dialectology, sociolinguistics has put the question of 
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linguistic change at the heart of its investigations (Labov 1994, 2001), which 
appears to be intimately linked to that of variation, structural heterogeneity of 
linguistic mechanisms (Labov 1972) and the relation between linguistic and 
social differentiation (Laks 1983). The analysis of the contacts between lan
guages (Weinreich 1953) as with that of the emergence of pidgins and creoles 
(Mufwene 2001) delivers numerous results which all lead to raising doubts 
concerning the category of a stable, homogenous and invariant language on 
which the construction of the Stammbaum reposes. As Schuchardt had already 
intuited in the 19th century (Schuchardt 1922, 1979), languages do not appear 
as separated by barriers of species - which does not invalidate the importa
tion of the Darwinian zoological model - but are to the contrary, objects of 
mixtures, hybridisations, overlaps, partial importations, reciprocal influences, 
ecologically conditioned mutations, and continuous and gradual changes. 
In opposition to the genealogies of the Stammbaum, much more complex, 
dynamic and plastic models appear, that are directly inspired from botany and 
the ecology of living systems. Backed up by powerful mathematical models, 
cladistics thus tends to noticeably modify the contemporary genealogical and 
taxonomical landscape (Nakleh et al. 2005). 

In the most recent period, one can also note a parallel evolution in the 
ensemble of social sciences, where the abandonment of structuralism and 
the 'cognitive turn' open up in the same way to modelling of anthropo
logical complexity that very carefully takes account of cultural and social 
dynamics. In contact with prehistoric archreology, ethnology and social 
anthropology have returned to a type of evolutionism that was for a long 
time discredited (Sahlins et al. 1960). The progressive change towards more 
and more complexity and inequality in social organisations (Service 1971b) 
has thus been rethought out in the framework of a type of cultural evolution
ism (Service 1971 b ). Questions of kinship, gifts, the division of labour and 
more generally of social complexity have also recently been renewed by an 
interdisciplinary cross-fertilisation of ethnology, prehistorical archreology, 
ethology and cognitive science (Godelier 1986, 1999; Testart 1982). In these 
disciplinary fields, the cognitive turn and the new interdisciplinarities that it 

has permitted between cultural sciences, behavioural sciences, social sciences 
and neurosciences has reactivated questions linked to the origin of Man. Even 
if the precise question of the origin of cognitive and linguistic capacities 
that are specific to the species continues to oppose Cartesians who defend a 
fundamental rupture in continuity of a catastrophic kind, and constructivists 
who defend phylogenetic continuity (Piaget et al. 1980), the great stories of 
origins are again at the order of the day. The concept of 'exaptation' (Gould 
& Vrba 1982), for example, thus allows the cognitive specificities of sapiens 

sapiens to be rethought in a Darwinian evolutionist framework (Gould 2002), 
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whereas the intersection of primatology, ethology, ethnology, sociology 

and neurosciences allows Dunbar to formulate a new evolutive scenario 

(Dunbar 1997)24. Even more recently, the analysis of the human genome and 

of certain cognitive and linguistic pathologies linked to a deficiency in the 
foxp2 gene, have led anthropologists to see in the mutation that introduced 

the modern form of this gene in the heritage of sapiens sapiens, the moment 

of the initial genetic rupture that conditioned the appearance of this species 
(Klein & Blake 2002). 

8 Origins and evolution of languages: retrospectives and 
perspectives 

It is therefore in the context of a profoundly renewed debate concerning the 
origin and the evolution of languages that the present work has been con
ceived25. Contrary to many publications in the domain that present and defend 
a single school of thought, or even a single hypothesis, we have attempted to 
echo the sometimes I ively debates and confrontations that structure our field of 
research. One will thus find herein presentations and defenses of contradictory 
hypotheses, polemical arguments or incompatible proposals. In a field that is 
marked by a strong interdisciplinarity, where researchers are thus inclined to 
take results that are not within their fields of competence as unquestionable 
givens, and with respect to which they do not master the critical counterargu
ments, it has seemeq particularly important to us to restore the methodological 
and theoretical oppositions that are internal to each discipline. As all researchers 
know for their own disciplines, these internal discussions often lead to relativis
ing results that may be presented to the exterior as being beyond doubt. Such 
a presentation from a critical perspective has seemed to us to constitute one of 
the major epistemological conditions for the maturation of the field ofresearch 
with which we are concerned. 

Thus, Merritt Ruhlen presents here arguments and methods ofreconstitu
tion of an original proto-language, as well as the results he has obtained, 
whereas Lyle Campbell proposes to demonstrate the numerous methodo
logical and conceptual weaknesses that burden this research perspective. On 
another plane, Domenico Parisi and his colleagues present a simple tree-like 
organisation of the diffusion oflndo-European languages in Europe, whereas 
Don Ringe and Tandy Warnow argue for much more complex models of the 
evolution oflanguages in a network. Even further, Luigi Lucas Cavalli-Sforza 
presents here the main results of the crossing between the classification oflan
guages and the classification of genes, as seen by the New Synthesis, whereas 
Bernard Comrie points out that recently, two different teams of geneticians 
have produced diametrically opposed results with respect to the respective 
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parts of the indigenous Palreolithic population and Neolithic Asian colonisers 

in the populating of Europe. 

The second condition for the maturation of the field of research concern
ing the origin and the evolution of languages bears on the history and the 
epistemology of these research approaches. As we have attempted to show in 

this presentation, these questions, however new and renewed they may appear 
to be, are historically constituted and have given rise to numerous hypotheses 
and to a large amount of research that are often forgotten today. Certainly, the 

new actuality of these research approaches owes much to the recent availability 
of sophisticated techniques and interdisciplinary cross-fertilisations that would 

previously have been impossible or unrealistic; but one should not forget the 

considerable mass of studies to which they have given rise. In effect, the history 
and the epistemology of these research approaches sheds light on the ideologi
cal, political and conceptual horizon against which they are unfolded, nolens 

volens. The very high degree of stability, over two centuries of research and 
polemical debates, of certain fundamental hypotheses and cardinal theoretical 

choices brings to light perfectly this ideological dimension and its political 

background. Being convinced that the history and philosophy of a science form 
integral parts of it, and constitute one of its major conditions for development 

as a science26
, we have thus also integrated in this volume certain retrospective

or critical epistemological contributions. 
This volume is organised in two distinct parts. Even if this distinction is 

sometimes arbitrary, as one may be convinced by reading the different chapters, 

we have nevertheless grouped them together into two sections. The first part 
deals with approaches that we are concerned with from an ab origine point of 
view. The second part adopts a post originem point of view. This distinction 

has no utility other than that of organising a debate that, whatever may be the 

logical or conceptual anteriority with which one approaches it, always bears 

simultaneously on both aspects. The origin of languages sheds light on their 

evolution and vice versa. Nevertheless, from an argumentative point of view, 
each author deals with these questions from one or other point of view. This 
is why we have chosen to group together the chapters in this volume in two 
large sections. 

Luigi Lucas Cavalli-Sforza opens the first part with a presentation of the 
most important results of the New Synthesis. According to the localist hypoth
esis, modern humans are the descendants of a small group of individuals, 

undoubtedly a single tribe, whose presence is located in East Africa around 

50,000 years ago. It is the considerable demographic expansion of this group, 
without doubt linked to a determining selective advantage, the mastery of 
articulated language, that led to the peopling of the whole of the planet by 
the descendents of this group, around 15,000 years ago. According to this 
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hypothesis, the original group of sapiens sapiens possessed an unique language, 
from which derived all the languages spoken by the first human peopling and, 

by extension, all modern languages. The genetics of current populations and 
the large amount of information that we dispose of concerning the geographical 
and ethnic distribution of genes, as well as the cartography of different genetic 

markers, confirm this hypothesis. In effect, as Cavalli-Sforza shows, if one takes 

into consideration the results of linguistic taxonomy, and notably the families 
and sub-families that it brings forth, there is a strong correlation between the 

genetic tree of the human species and its linguistic family tree. 

It is also a reconstructivist perspective that is adopted by Bernard Comrie. 
He shows how a properly interdisciplinary line of argumentation can allow 

difficult problems ofprotohistorical reconstruction to be resolved. In combining 
methods, forms of reasoning and linguistic, anthropological, archreological 

and genetic results, he sheds light in a new way on three questions concerning 

the populating of prehistoric Europe: the relation between Azerbaidjanese, 
belonging to the Turkish family, and Caucasian languages spoken by proximal 
ethnic groups, the considerable differences in calendar between the expansion 

of agriculture in Europe and the linguistic coverage of the continent by Indo

European languages, and finally, the Anglicisation of roman Great-Britain. 
Testing his interdisciplinary method also on the terrain of Malagasy and a 

Papouese language, he shows how human populations can change their lan
guage and completely or partly adopt languages that are foreign to their original 
linguistic family, thus irremediably breaking the parallelism between languages 

and genes. Beyond the resolution of complex protohistorical problems, Bernard 
Comrie's demonstration thus leads to raising critical questions with respect to 

the Darwinian correlation between languages and genes, which is a fundamental 

premise of the demonstrations of the New Synthesis. 

Andrew Carstairs-McCarthy also adopts an evolutionist perspective. 
Considering that the characteristics of the languages that we know can have 

three difference sources, the result of adaptative pressure, the expression of 
general universal principles that are exterior to evolution itself or the unmoti

vated result of historical accidents, Carstairs-McCarthy deals principally with 
the third category of factors. The analysis of phenomena that are generally 
taken to be synchronically arbitrary, non-functional or non-motivated allows 
him to construct hypotheses on the prehistory of languages in the manner in 

which the current survival of these accidental phenomena allows them to be 
reconstructed. 

As for Ly lie Campbell, he raises questions with respect to the reconstructiv

ist method that is at the heart of work in linguistic genealogy and on taxonomies 
of families of languages. His methodological critique, drawing on numerous 
factual analyses, contests that it might be possible to begin from current day 
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!anguages in order .t� reconstruct step by step the languages from which theyissued, up to the ongmal source language. Defending the accidental characterof numerous similarities between forms, he considers that processes of changeand historical differentiations have a power such that no reconstruction canbe held to be valid. In thus defending the view that practically nothing of themother language or of the source languages survives in current day languages, Campbell presents a fundamental critical argument against the approach ofdrawing parallels between super-families of the Stammbaum and groups ofgenetic markers, in other words, definitively against the methodology of theNew Synthesis. 
Frederick J. Newmeyer questions the relation between conceptual structures of languages and the way in which they respond to communicativepressures, regarding which it is know that they express pressure towardsconcision and rapidity of transmission, possibly at the price of ambiguityand imprecision. The relation between conceptual representations and communicative transmission of these representations allows Newmeyer to raisequestions concerning the very concept of grammar, on the necessary preconditions for the emergence of this object and on the modalities of its evolution.Newmeyer concludes on the historical priority of conceptual representations over the communication of these representations themselves. The origin ofgrammars must thus be looked for in the intersubjective communication ofrich conceptual structures that pre-existed in the minds of primitive humans.If communicative pressures contributed to the shaping of grammars, it ispre-existing mental representations that conditioned them. It is thus in thenew cognitive capacity of elaborating conceptual representations that theorigin of language should be looked for. 

Gilles Fauconier and Mark Turner pursue a similar line of questioning. Asthey show, the archreological record shows that during the Upper Palaeolithic,humans developed an unprecedented ability to innovate. They acquired a modern human imagination, which gave them the ability to invent newconcepts and to assemble new and dynamic mental patterns. The results ofthis change were awesome: human beings developed art, science, religion,culture, refined tool use, and language. Fauconnier and Turner offer evidencethat this seemingly abrupt and radical change was the product of a standard�ontinuous evolutionary process: the evolution of the basic mental operation known as 'conceptual blending' to its strongest form, 'double-scope'blending. 
The second part of this volume is devoted to research that is more directlypost originen. 

. Bernard Laks opens this part with an historical and epistemological analysis of concepts and methods that are used in research on the origin and the
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evolution of languages. Recalling what had been the results and the failures 
of Historical and Comparative Grammar, he questions the link that connected 
·t to modern studies concerning the history of languages. From genealogy to 
�enetics, he brings to light the conceptual and methodological similarities 
that bring together the two approaches. Against genealogical trees of the 
Stammbaum type, he shows in what respect cladistics constitutes a serious 
alternative that allows a certain number of conceptual difficulties that are
encountered to be resolved. 

Domenico Parisi takes as his starting point an hypothesis recently pro
posed by Colin Renfrew according to whi�h the peopling of .Eur�pe might 

be due to the diffusion of agricultural techmques and to the migration of the 
first Indo-European farmers from an original homeland situated in Anatolia. 
Parisi proposed an extremely detailed and precise computer simulation of this 
process of progressive diffusion of speakers, their language and techniques. 
The quantitative and qualitative precision of the simulation allows respond
ing to certain particularly arduous questions concerning this diffusion : what 

were the respective roles of demographic diffusion and cultural diffusion in 

this expansion of agriculture? How did the second peopling interact with the 
initial peoples? Finally, how did the progressive differentiation of languages
operate? 

In contrast to the simulation of Renfrew's hypothesis proposed by Parisi, 
Jean-Paul Demoule offers a critical, historical and epistemological analysis 
of this proposal. He shows in what respect Renfrew's hypothesis corresponds 
quite precisely to the classical proposal oflocalisation defended by the German 

school of archreology. In order to be validated, the hypothesis of the Indo
European diffusion by diffusion of agriculture supposes that the same questions 
be decided upon as with the classical Indo-Europeanist hypothesis. It encounters 
the same archreological and linguistic difficulties (absence of material vestiges,
strong divergences in linguistic typology, etc.). 

In his chapter, Merrit Ruhlen illustrates, with the aid of numerous exam
ples, the comparative and reconstructive method that is the basis of the New 
Synthesis. Showing how one can become independent from the -5,000 years 
barrier, generally thought to be unsurpassable, he argues in favour of an exhaus
tive classification of families and super-families of languages, and refines the 
family tree proposed in the work of Greenberg. This opens a retrospective 
pathway for sketching out the contours of an original language, which was that 
of the first modern humans at the time of the first migration from the initial
African homeland. 

It is radically a different point of view, methodology and model that are 
adopted by Don Ringe and Tandy Warnow. They present taxonomical results 
obtained in the framework of a cladistic computational model. In order to 
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construct this dynamic model, that is much more complex than classical tree

structures, they integrate results of linguistic research on the acquisition of 

natural languages in linguistic communities, as well as results of work on the 

divergence of dialects, contacts between languages, creolisation, phenomena 

of borrowing and linguistic change itself. This leads to a cladistic network 

model that aims to represent the multifactorial complexity of problems posed 

by linguistic genealogy. 

Salikoko S. Mufwene analyses the question of the origin of language, the 

preconditions for its appearance and its evolution in different languages, from 

the point of view of the processes of creolisation and pidginisation, that have 

often been thought of as modern reflections of prehistoric mechanisms. Mufwene 

shows that the development of creoles does not replicate the initial conditions of 

the emergence oflanguage and that the parallel with proto-languages is largely 

unfounded. By contrast, creolist studies are extremely informative on processes 

of variation, gradual change and acquisition oflanguages in natural contexts. 

From the point of view of the ecology of linguistic practices, creolisation 

is thus extremely precious for understanding the progressive evolution and 

differentiation of linguistic systems. 

Finally, from an archreologist's standpoint, Serge Cleuziou raises questions 

concerning the cultural and linguistic context that prevailed at Sumer, at the 

moment of the articulation between prehistory and history. He shows how, from 

the dual point of view of languages and cultures (symbolic and material), the 

-5,000 year barrier remains scientifically insurmountable. In grouping together

archreological data and known linguistic traces, he shows how the situation at

Sumer, as well as that of the whole region, was much more complex than is

generally recognised. The categories and abstract labels with which archreolo

gists and I inguists work do not take into account the intricateness of speakers,

cultural practices and material productions. This leads to calling into doubt too

rigid taxonomies and too unilateral archreological reconstructions.

Notes 

Saussure thus wrote that: 'the question of the origin oflanguages has not the 

importance that has been accorded to it. This question does not even exist. 

(The question of the source of the Rhone: puerile!)'. Cf. the manuscript sources 

published by Bouquet and Engler: Saussure (2001). 

2 The direct influences of this work on the emerging discipline of sociology, and 

singularly on Durkheim, are also important, as is shown by the synthesis that 

Durkheim provides of the work of Atkinson (Durkheim 1903). 

3 On this point, cf. the monumental dictionary of Darwinism of Tort (1996). 

Origins and evolution of languages 

4 For a synthesis, cf. for example Vendryes (1921). 
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5 'Since they also operate in general only on common languages that are 

hypothetically reconstructed, the linguists that reconstruct Inda-European 

find themselves condemned at a higher level to a purely formal type of work. 

The Inda-European oflinguists has no concrete reality; it is only, as we have 

already said, a 'system of correspondences'. It follows from this that the most 

savant connoisseur of I ndo-European would be incapable of expressing in this 

language a sentence as simple as 'horse runs' or 'the house is big'. (Vendryes 

1921: 330). 

6 In this context, the work ofone of the founders of phonetics, Van Ginneken, 

comes to mind, whose involvement in militant Nazism has only just been 

brought to light (Bonnot & Boe 2001). On phonetic racism, cf. for example Van 

Ginneken (1932, 1935). 

7 This work was to remain undoubtedly incomparable in its ambition during a 

whole century, up to the work of Mallory & Adams (1997) who besides also 

situated the birthplace of original Inda-European in the pontic steppes. 

8 An example is provided by the creation of the Societe Prehistorique Fram;aise 

in 1903. 

9 For a recent historical study, cf. Eigen & Larrimore (2006). 

10 In passing, we note that one of the most well known contestations of the rel

evance of this cephalic index is precisely due to Franz Boas, an anthropologist 

and linguist, who founded American linguistics. His study of the craniology 

of generations of immigrants into the USA (1912-1913) is taken up again in 

Boas (1940). It was the same Boas who denounced Nazi Aryanism from 1934 

onwards (cf. Boas et al. 1934). 

11 For a socio-historical study of the science of races, cf. Mucchielli (1997). 

12 Felix von Luschan was one of the leaders of the discipline at this period, as an 

ex-student of Broca and Professor of anthropology at the University of Berlin. 

13 One may recall that Fodor (1983) begins his Chomskian analysis of the 

modularity of mind with a presentation of Gall's theory of faculties, pushed up 

against a quite moderate variety of craniology. 

14 Here one recalls Malinowski's (1922) functionalism. 

15 For a history of structuralism, cf. for example Dosse (1991, 1993). 

16 It is well known that the Cours de Linguistique Generate, as it was assembled 

by Bally and Sechehaye ends precisely with an explicit critique of Schleicher: 

'Whilst at the same time recognising that Scheicher did violence to reality in 

seeing in language an organic thing that bore within itself its own law of evolu

tion, we continue, without calling ourselves into question, to want to make 
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an organic thing in another sense, in supposing that the 'genius' of a race or
ethnic group tends to unceasingly bring back language into certain determined
directions' (Saussure 1916: 305). 

17 Being interested in the possibility of constructing broader genealogical
groupings than the sole Indo-European family of languages, he thus wrote
in the 193 7 edition ofMeillet (1903): 'one can only glimpse the fact that all
the languages of the 'white' races are interrelated'. Pedersen (193 8) replied to
this suggestion in stating the hypothesis of nostratic in order to group I ndo
European languages with Chamo-Semitic, Finno-Ougrian and Caucasian
languages. 

18 Research on nostratic was pursued in the Soviet Union in the tradition of
Russian encyclopredism, around the linguist Vladimir Illic-Svityc, who died in
1966 at 32 years old, whose work in Russian is principally posthumous. This
research was conducted, up to the fall of the Berlin Wall, in an undeniable
international isolation. 

19 For a critical analysis of the relations between cerebral anatomy and classical
phrenology, cf. Terrazas & McNaughton (2000). 

20 Consider, for example, the media coverage and the number of works aiming
at popularising the hypothesis of the African Eve: Science Magazine N° 8,
October 1999, 'The southern African Eve'. 

21 Cf. Hagege (2000), Nettle & Romaine (2000). 
22 Cf. Tomasello ( 1995) or Jackendoff (2002) for recent critical approaches to

these questions. 

2 3  As we have already remarked concerning research on the origin of modern
Man (cf. note 18), the popularisation of work in linguistic genealogy on the
origin of languages has had a considerable success in the media, cf. for exam
ple Ruhlen (1994). 

24  One knows that Dunbar rendered himself famous by establishing a relevant
numerical correlation: Dunbar's number (Dunbar 1993). It corresponds to
'the cognitive limit to the number of individuals with whom any one person
can maintain stable relationships [ ... ] this limit is a direct function ofrelative
neocortex size and that this in turn limits group size'. 

25 Under the title 'Origine et evolution des langages: approches, mode/es, para
digmes', we organised an international conference at the College de France in
Paris during September 2002. Most of the chapters in this volume originate
from communications made on that occasion. We have added to them a certain
number of colleagues who had not been able to participate in the conference in
Paris. 

2 6  Here we make an implicit reference to Bourdieu (2001).
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