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Text S2. A single package of modern behavior?
The Upper Paleolithic record of Europe has often been treated as a yardstick for modern human behavior, with its characteristics translated into a trait list used to identify the presence of modern human behavioral capacities 1[]
. In actual fact contemporary modern humans outside of Europe created records which were often very different from the European ones. The limitations of an “Eurocentric (or rather Western European) outlook on cultural evolution” [2] have been stressed many times and for various regions, including the Levant [2], China 3[]
 and North America 4[]
, and especially by students of the wider Australian record 5[]
. As detailed by O’Connell and Allen [6, 7],  the first occupants of Sahul were modern humans, seafaring populations, who had crossed Wallacea and successfully colonized New Guinea, the Bismarck Archipelago and Australia in probably less than five thousand years. This colonization entailed the production of boats and the development of sophisticated seafaring capacities, generally seen as an unambiguous reflection of “modern” behavior 8[]
. Nevertheless, over the next twenty thousand years after first landfall in Australia, the descendants of these colonists produced a record with very few indices of ‘modernity’, very different from their contemporaries in western Europe, with for instance almost no evidence of complex lithic and organic technology 6[]
. The Tasmanian record is particularly relevant in this context [9, 10]. Tasmanian Aboriginal stone technology is similar to the European Middle Paleolithic, but lacks its stone points and Levallois technology, and is mainly composed of  multi- and single platform cores, primary flakes, retouched flakes and various sized scrapers 11[]
. In contrast to the Neandertal Middle Paleolithic record, there is also no direct archeological evidence of hafting or the use of resins or mastics for gluing. The Tasmanian Pleistocene record does not have blades, microliths, hafted bone tools, and carved bone ornaments, no stone lined-hearths and strict spatial organization of activities, and there is little if any technological change occurring for at least 25,000 years. Nonetheless, the first Tasmanians were AMH, as were all occupants of Sahul. What these records clearly show is that the models used to describe human groups as either ‘archaic’ or ‘modern’ are flawed. There is no single package of modern human behavior 5[]
, with the variability of the archeological record of AMH being larger than usually acknowledged. The factors possibly underlying that variability are debated, but demography is often seen as a contributing one 6[]
.
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