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Supplementary Notes 
 
Supplementary Note 1 – Homo habilis derived dental traits.  
 
There are several dental traits that have been suggested to be derived for Homo habilis relative 

to Australopithecus, such as buccolingually narrow tooth crowns. In the initial description of the 

species, all tooth crowns were found to be buccolingually narrow compared to the 

Australopithecus sample known at the time, but it was found that this pattern was clearest in the 

lower premolars1. This shape difference was also emphasised in Tobias2,3 and Wood4. Some 

subsequent analyses of buccolingual narrowing have found that it is limited only to some tooth 

positions; in the mandibular dentition, White et al.5 and Suwa et al.6 found that only the Homo 

M1s were buccolingually narrow, however in these cases a mixed early Homo sample was used 

that included specimens attributed to H. habilis, Homo rudolfensis and Homo erectus. Similarly, 

in the maxillary teeth White et al.5 found that only early Homo P4s and M1s were narrow 

compared to Australopithecus. Further, Kimbel et al.7 found that the pattern of buccolingual 

narrowing in H. habilis was clearest in the M1s.  

Using published and original buccolingual and mesiodistal linear measurements of P3-M3 and 

P4-M3 
4,7–17, we calculated shape indices for all currently published specimens of 

Australopithecus afarensis, Australopithecus africanus, and H. habilis (Supplementary Table 1), 

as well as for a subsample of these hypodigms that matches the specimens included in the EDJ 

analysis presented here (Supplementary Table 2; specimens included in this subsample are 

listed in Supplementary Table 4, indicated by ‘EDJ’ column). Using t-tests to compare H. habilis 

with a pooled Australopithecus sample for each tooth position, we find that P4-M3 in H. habilis 

are narrower than Australopithecus sample. For the maxillary teeth, the P3 and M1 are narrower 

in H. habilis than Australopithecus, while the P4s are narrower only in the full sample (no 

significant difference was found in the EDJ matched subsample, which is likely due to the 

smaller sample sizes). Thus, many tooth positions do, indeed, show significant narrowing of the 

crown in H. habilis compared with Australopithecus when assessed at the outer enamel surface 

(OES). 

At the enamel-dentine junction, we find that some H. habilis teeth are relatively narrower 

buccolingually than Australopithecus, but this varies by specimen, tooth position and which part 

of the EDJ is being considered. For example, wireframe models of mean landmark positions 

(Supplementary Figure 1) show that the H. habilis M1 CEJ (representing the shape of the base 

of the crown) is relatively narrower buccolingually than that of Australopithecus, but this is not 

the case in the M2s. However, when considering the shape of the EDJ marginal ridges 

(Supplementary Figure 2), both M1 and M2 have mean shapes that are very similar to 

Australopithecus. OH 7 and KNM-ER 1802 show narrowing in M1s and M2s at both CEJ ridge 

and EDJ ridge level, while OH 13 shows no narrowing in M1 or M2, and a OH 16 only shows 

narrowing in the M1, not M2.  

Overall, the buccolingual narrowing observed at the OES is far less clear at the EDJ. In some 

cases, such as the M1, the narrowing observed in OES linear dimensions may be obscured by 

the different crown shape in H. habilis, which is expanded on the mesiobuccal side of the CEJ, 

when compared to Australopithecus, which is expanded on the mesiodistal side. This shape 

difference is not well-characterised as buccolingual narrowing at the CEJ, but it could contribute 

to a narrower shape index as measured through linear OES dimensions. It is also important to 
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consider differences in the distribution and relative thickness of enamel over the crown; 

relatively thicker enamel on the mesial and/or distal faces of the tooth in Homo could extend the 

mesiodistal dimensions of the tooth. Enamel thickness is often measured in 2D in teeth that are 

naturally fractured 18,19, physically sectioned 20,21, or virtually sectioned 22–26. However, questions 

of enamel thickness distribution require methods that measure enamel thickness in 3D 27–31. 

These 3D enamel thickness methods have so far been applied to only a small number of 

Australopithecus and early Homo specimens 29,30,32; applying these methods more widely may 

help address this issue.  

Another suggested distinctive H. habilis trait is large anterior teeth. Leakey et al.1 found the 

incisors are large compared to Australopithecus and H. erectus, and that the canines are 

proportionally large relative to the premolars. In our analysis of crown base (CEJ) size, we find 

that OH 16 has relatively large anterior teeth, particularly the mandibular incisors, which are 

larger than most specimens of Australopithecus or H. erectus included here. The OH 15 canine 

is also particularly large. However, the anterior teeth of OH 7 are within the range of 

Australopithecus, while the preserved anterior teeth of OH 13 (C1), OH 39 (I1, C1) and KNM-ER 

1813 (I2, C1) are all small relative to Australopithecus. Further, we found no significant 

differences between the anterior teeth of H. habilis and Australopithecus in permutation tests of 

centroid size (Supplementary Table 3), although the sample sizes for H. habilis are small. This 

method of quantifying crown size does not consider enamel thickness, which may contribute to 

the patterns observed at the OES.  
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Supplementary Figures 

  

Supplementary Figure 1 – Wireframe images of the CEJ shape differences between Australopithecus 

and Homo habilis. Images show the mean Australopithecus CEJ ridge landmark configuration versus 

the Homo habilis mean (left), and versus each H. habilis specimen separately (right), for the M1, M2 and 

M1. All are shown in occlusal view. n = number of teeth used to generate each mean model 
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Supplementary Figure 2 – Wireframe images of the EDJ shape differences between 

Australopithecus and Homo habilis. Images show the mean Australopithecus EDJ ridge landmark 

configuration versus the Homo habilis mean (left), and versus each H. habilis specimen separately 

(right), for the M1, M2 and M1. All are shown in occlusal view. n = number of teeth used to generate 

each mean model 
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Supplementary Figure 3 – Koobi Fora and Hadar maxillary tooth rows: KNM-ER 1590 (Homo 

sp.), A.L. 666-1 (Homo aff. H. habilis), and KNM-ER 1813 (H. habilis). Each is shown in occlusal 

view at the outer enamel surface (left) and enamel-dentine junction (right). All teeth are shown 

as right sided. 
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Supplementary Figure 4 – Koobi Fora mandibular tooth rows: KNM-ER 1802 (H. habilis) and 

KNM-ER 5431 (Indet). Both are shown in occlusal view at the outer enamel surface (left) and 

enamel-dentine junction (right). All teeth are shown as right sided 
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Supplementary Figure 5 – Example premolar illustrating the terms used to describe crown 

height at the enamel-dentine junction  
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Supplementary Figure 6 – Images of cusp reconstructions in H. habilis specimens. Each H. 

habilis specimen with reconstructed dentine horns is shown, with the reconstructed region shown 

in blue.  
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Supplementary Figure 7 – PCA plots showing variation in EDJ shape for each postcanine tooth 

position. Homo habilis specimens are represented by green points. All plots show the first two 

principal components, except those marked with an asterisk (*), which show the first and third principal 

components. Aus = Australopithecus. Source data are provided as a Source Data file. 
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Supplementary Figure 8 – Wireframe images of the shape changes associated with the first 

principal component for each mandibular tooth position. For each tooth, the wireframes show the 

landmark positions associated with the extremes of principal component 1 (PC1) (± 1.5 standard 

deviations from the mean). Wireframes for each tooth position show CEJ ridge landmarks (blue 

lines), EDJ ridge landmarks (black lines) and landmarks for the main cusps (black circles) in 

occlusal view (top) and lingual view (bottom). 
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Supplementary Figure 9 – Wireframe images of the shape changes associated with the first principal 

component for each maxillary tooth position. For each tooth, the wireframes show the landmark 

positions associated with the extremes of principal component 1 (PC1) (± 1.5 standard deviations 

from the mean). Wireframes for each tooth position show CEJ ridge landmarks (blue lines), EDJ ridge 

landmarks (black lines) and landmarks for the main cusps (black circles) in occlusal view (top) and 

lingual view (bottom). 
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Supplementary Figure 10 – Frequency plots of Procrustes distances between all possible pairs of 

individuals within groups (shown by coloured lines) and between groups (grey) for each postcanine 

tooth position. Vertical lines show the 95% limits of the within group distributions. Below each plot is 

shown the Procrustes distance between OH 16 and other Homo habilis or other early Homo 

specimens. Source data are provided as a Source Data file. H. sap = Homo sapiens 
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Supplementary Figure 11 – Frequency plots of difference in dentine body height between all possible 

pairs of individuals within groups (shown by coloured lines) and between groups (grey) for each 

postcanine tooth position. Vertical lines show the 95% limits of the within group distributions. Below 

each plot is shown the difference in dentine body height between OH 16 and other Homo habilis or other 

early Homo specimens. Source data are provided as a Source Data file. H. sap = Homo sapiens 
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Supplementary Figure 12 – Canonical variate analysis (CVA) plots of EDJ shape in maxillary 

postcanine tooth positions. Wireframe images of CV (canonical variate) extremes are also shown (±1.5 

standard deviations from the mean). Aus = Australopithecus. Source data are provided as a Source 

Data file. 
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Supplementary Figure 13 – Canonical variate analysis (CVA) plots of EDJ shape in mandibular 

postcanine tooth positions. Wireframe images of CV (canonical variate) extremes are also shown (±1.5 

standard deviations from the mean). Aus = Australopithecus. Source data are provided as a Source 

Data file. 
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Supplementary Figure 14 – Cross-validated canonical variate analysis (cvCVA) plots of EDJ shape. 

Aus = Australopithecus. CV = canonical variate. Source data are provided as a Source Data file.  
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Supplementary Figure 15 – PCA plot showing variation in mandibular (top) and 

maxillary (bottom) second molar EDJ shape (Principal component 1 v 3). Homo 

habilis specimens are represented by green points. Aus = Australopithecus. Source 

data are provided as a Source Data file. 

 



19 
 

 

  

Supplementary Figure 16 – PCA plots showing variation in CEJ shape for each anterior tooth 

position. Homo habilis specimens are represented by green points. All plots show the first two 

principal components, except those marked with an asterisk (*), which show the first and third 

principal components. Aus = Australopithecus. Source data are provided as a Source Data file. 
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Supplementary Figure 17 – Centroid size across the tooth row – Homo habilis v Homo erectus. Plots 

show the natural logarithm of centroid size of the CEJ ridge landmark set, calculated separately for A) 

the mandibular tooth row, and B) the maxillary tooth row. Australopithecus is shown in red, later Homo 

in purple, and Homo habilis in green. Shaded areas represent the range of centroid sizes for each 

group, and lines connect teeth from the same individual. Specimens not attributed to a group are 

shown in black. Source data are available in Supplementary Data 21. 
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Supplementary Tables 

Supplementary Table 1 – Shape indices (buccolingual/mesiodistal) for all currently known Australopithecus afarensis, 
Australopithecus africanus and Homo habilis (including A.L. 666-1) postcanine teeth, and results of two sided t-tests comparing H. 
habilis to a pooled Australopithecus sample. Source data are published measurements – see Supplementary Note 1 for more 
information.  
 

  P3 P4 M1 M2 M3 P4
 M1 M2 M3 

H. habilis n 8 8 13 8 7 5 6 6 6 

Mean 132 130 100 110 115 103 86 89 85 

Range 124-145 125-140 93-108 104-122 105-125 100-109 83-90 85-93 81-90 

SD 8 5 4 7 7 3.7 2.7 2.9 2.9 
 

A. afarensis n 12 17 13 13 15 30 32 37 29 

Mean 142 138 110 113 115 112 94 95 88 

Range 136-151 123-151 96-121 110-119 106-123 80-135 85-103 85-108 81-101 

SD 5 7 7 3 5 11.3 4.2 5.6 4.5 
 

A. africanus   n 24 21 25 27 29 25 29 39 34 

Mean 138 139 109 111 114 115 95 93 91 

Range 113-156 122-152 101-124 98-132 102-123 100-138 82-118 84-116 82-104 

SD 9 9 6 7 5 8.5 7.0 5.1 4.7 

           

Australopithecus 
(pooled) 

n 36 38 38 40 44 55 61 76 63 

Mean 139 139 110 112 114 113 95 94 90 

Range 113-156 122-152 96-124 98-132 102-123 80-138 82-118 84-116 81-104 

SD 8 8 6 6 5 10.1 5.6 5.5 4.8 

 t-test v H. habilis 0.043* 0.0091** 0.000015*** 0.53 0.78 0.026* 0.00065*** 0.047* 0.028* 

* = P ≤ 0.05, ** = P ≤ 0.01, *** = P ≤ 0.001. p-values are corrected for false discovery rate using Benjamini-Hochberg procedure 
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Supplementary Table 2 – Shape indices (buccolingual/mesiodistal) for a subset of Australopithecus and Homo habilis 
postcanine teeth that matches the specimens included in the EDJ analysis (Supplementary Table 3), and results of two sided t-
tests comparing H. habilis to a pooled Australopithecus sample. Source data are published measurements – see Supplementary 
Note 1 for more information.  
 

  P3 P4 M1 M2 M3 P4
 M1 M2 M3 

H. habilis n 4 6 7 5 4 4 5 4 4 

Mean 128 130 101 113 117 101 86 88 85 

Range 124-136 125-140 93-108 106-122 109-125 100-102 83-90 85-93 83-90 

SD 5.61 6.14 5.19 7.14 6.80 0.9 2.9 3.4 3.2 
 

A. afarensis n 4 6 4 4 3 8 7 9 3 

Mean 140 137 110 111 111 116 97 98 88 

Range 138-141 123-146 103-118 110-111 106-114 107-130 93-103 91-108 86-91 

SD 1.00 8.49 6.35 0.75 4.71 9.2 3.4 5.8 3.0 
 

A. africanus   n 7 6 11 12 9 8 7 13 13 

Mean 144 140 106 111 115 109 91 91 91 

Range 134-156 122-152 101-113 105-119 110-120 100-117 86-95 86-96 83-98 

SD 7.45 11.76 4.41 3.98 4.35 5.5 2.5 2.9 4.6 

           

Australopithecus 
(pooled) 

n 11 12 15 16 12 16 14 22 16 

Mean 143 138 108 111 114 113 94 94 90 

Range 134-156 122-152 101-118 105-119 106-120 100-130 86-103 86-108 83-98 

SD 6.20 9.94 5.08 3.43 4.51 8.2 4.2 5.3 4.4 

 t-test v H. habilis 0.019** 0.099 0.0086** 0.53 0.50 0.000068*** 0.0011** 0.047* 0.031* 

* = P ≤ 0.05, ** = P ≤ 0.01, *** = P ≤ 0.001. p-values are corrected for false discovery rate using Benjamini-Hochberg procedure 
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Supplementary Table 3 – Homo habilis dental hypodigm – specimens preserving whole tooth crowns. The accession number 
and fossil site is given for each specimen, as well as references supporting the attribution to H. habilis, and whether the 
specimen is included in the present sample.  
 

Accession Site Attribution refs. Included in sample? 

KNM-ER 1502 Koobi Fora, Kenya 4 Yes 

KNM-ER 1802 Koobi Fora, Kenya 34, 35 Yes 

KNM-ER 1805 Koobi Fora, Kenya 4 No – poor tissue distinction in scan  

KNM-ER 1813 Koobi Fora, Kenya 4 Yes 

OH 4 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 1, 3 Yes 

OH 6 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 1, 3 No - Only P3 germ scanned, no cervix 

OH 7 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 1, 3 Yes 

OH 13 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 1, 3  Yes 

OH 15 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 3  Yes 

OH 16 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 1, 3  Yes 

OH 21 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 3 Yes 

OH 24 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 1, 3 Yes 

OH 27 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 3 No – cervix incomplete 

OH 37 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 3 Yes 

OH 39 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 3 Yes 

OH 41 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 3 No – not scanned 

OH 44 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 3 No – cervix incomplete 

OH 45 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 3 Yes 

OH 62 Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania 3, 36 Yes 

Omo L894-1 Omo, Ethiopia 37 No – no tissue distinction in scan 
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Supplementary Table 4. EDJ shape differences between Australopithecus and later 
Homo, and the condition observed in Australopithecus (A. afarensis v A. africanus), Koobi 
Fora H. habilis specimens, and A.L. 666-1. For more information on these features, see 
Table 2 of the main text. 
 

Shape 
characteristics 
in later Homo 

A. afarensis v 
A. africanus 

KNM-ER 
1802 

KNM-ER 1813 
 

A.L. 666-1 

Increased relative 
dentine body 

height  
(all teeth) 

No difference 
(P3-M3, P3, M1, 

M3), A. afarensis 
slightly taller (P3), 

or A. africanus 
slightly taller (M2) 

Dentine body 
short (P4, M2) 

or intermediate 
(P3, M1) 

Dentine body short 
(P4, M1, M2) or tall (M3) 

Dentine body 
intermediate 
(P3, P4, M2) 

Talon/talonid 
reduction  

(P3, P4, P3, P4) 

No difference (P3, 
P3, P4), or slight 
reduction in A. 
africanus (P4) 

No talonid 
reduction (P3, 

P4) 

Moderate talon 
reduction (P4) 

No talonid 
reduction (P3) 
or moderate 

lingual talonid 
reduction (P4) 

Metaconid 
reduced relative 

to protoconid 
(P3, P4) 

No difference (P3, 
P4) 

Metaconid 
slightly reduced 
in P4, not in P3 

- - 

Protocone 
relatively taller 

and more distally 
placed (M1, M2, 

M3) * 

 
No difference 
(M3), slightly 
taller in A. 

africanus (M2) or 
slightly taller and 
more mesial in A. 

africanus (M1) 

- 

Intermediate 
protocone height and 

placement (M1), 
Australopithecus-like 
height and placement 
(M2), or intermediate 
placement but height 

same as 
Australopithecus (M3) 

Intermediate 
protocone 
height and 
placement 

(M2) 

Reduced distal 
marginal ridge 

(DMR) 
(M1, M2, M3) 

DMR slightly 
reduced in A. 

afarensis (M1, M2, 
M3) 

- 

DMR moderately 
reduced (M2,M3), or 

reduced only in 
distolingual component 

(M1)  

Moderate 
DMR 

reduction (M2) 

Protoconid 
relatively taller 

and more distally 
placed 

(M1, M2, M3) * 

Protoconid 
slightly taller in A. 

africanus (M1, 
M2), or slightly 

taller and distally 
placed (M3) 

Protoconid not 
taller or distally 
placed (M1, M2) 

- - 

Rounded crown – 
EDJ ridge 

mesiodistally 
shorter and 

buccolingually 
wider 

(M1, M2, M3) ** 

No difference 
(M1, M2), or A. 
afarensis less 

rounded 

Less rounded 
crown, 

mesiodistally 
elongated 
(M1, M2) 

- - 
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Supplementary Table 5. EDJ shape differences between Australopithecus and later Homo, 
and the condition observed in H. erectus specimens. For more information, see Table 2 of the 
main text. 
 

Shape 
characteristics in 

later Homo 

KNM-ER 806 
 

KNM-ER 992 
 

KNM-ER 1507 
 

OH 22 
 

Increased relative 
dentine body height  

(all teeth) 

Dentine body short 
(M1) or intermediate 

(M2, M3) 

Dentine body 
intermediate (P3, 
P4, M1, M2, M3) 

Dentine body 
short (M1, M2) or 

intermediate 
(P3,P4) 

Intermediate (P3, 
P4, M2) or short 

(M1) dentine 
body height 

Talon/talonid 
reduction  

(P3, P4, P3, P4) 
- 

Talonid 
moderately 

reduced (P3, P4) 

No talonid 
reduction (P3, 

P4) 

Talonid reduced 
(P3, P4) 

Metaconid reduced 
relative to 
protoconid 

(P3, P4) 

- 

Metaconid 
reduced (P3) or 
slightly reduced 

(P4) 

Slight metaconid 
reduction (P3, 

P4) 

Metaconid 
reduced (P3,P4) 

Protoconid relatively 
taller and more 
distally placed 
(M1, M2, M3) * 

Protoconid variable 
(M1 distally placed 

but short, M2 neither 
tall nor distal, M3 
slightly taller and 

distal)  

Protoconid 
variable (M1 not 

taller or distal, M2 
taller and distal, 
M3 slightly taller 

and distal) 

Protoconid 
placement and 

height 
intermediate 

(M1), or not tall 
or distal (M2) 

Protoconid taller 
and distally 

placed (M1, M2) 

Rounded crown – 
EDJ ridge 

mesiodistally shorter 
and buccolingually 

wider 
(M1, M2, M3) ** 

M1 not rounded, M2 
rounded, M3 slightly 

rounded 

M2 and M3 
rounded, M1 not 

Less rounded 
crown, 

mesiodistally 
elongated (M1, 

M2) 

M2 rounded, M1 
not 
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Supplementary Table 6 – Permutation test for shape and size differences between groups (two-sided). 
Procrustes coordinates from the full EDJ analysis are used in permutation tests. Bold indicates p < 0.05 

Shape (Procrustes coordinates) 

Tooth 
Australopithecus 

v later Homo 
H. habilis v 

Australopithecus 
H. habilis v 
H. erectus 

H. habilis v 
later Homo 

H. erectus v 
Australopithecus 

H. erectus v 
later Homo 

P3 0.0003 0.0819 0.1087 0.0018 0.0208 0.0003 

P4 0.0003 0.1047 0.1180 0.0003 0.0221 0.0003 

M1 0.0003 0.1557 0.0064 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 

M2 0.0003 0.0030 0.0703 0.0120 0.0007 0.0049 

M3 0.0003 0.0074 0.0911 0.0007 0.0324 0.0251 

P3 0.0003 0.0039 0.4113 0.0003 0.1769 0.0645 

P4 0.0003 0.1085 0.3045 0.0007 0.0283 0.0021 

M1 0.0003 0.1769 0.7143 0.0003 0.1959 0.0019 

M2 0.0003 0.3662 0.1375 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 

M3 0.0003 0.1769 0.8004 0.0005 0.1029 0.0014 

Size (natural logarithm of centroid size) 

Tooth 
Australopithecus 

v later Homo 
H. habilis v 

Australopithecus 
H. habilis v 
H. erectus 

H. habilis v 
later Homo 

H. erectus v 
Australopithecus 

H. erectus v 
later Homo 

I1 0.0500 0.9999 0.7803 0.0801 0.2103 0.1713 

I2 0.7662 0.3581 0.9999 0.4716 0.3581 0.8545 

C 0.0500 0.9674 0.9999 0.3550 0.8587 0.5431 

P3 0.0008 0.2920 0.7803 0.0079 0.2920 0.0021 

P4 0.0008 0.3529 0.9999 0.0256 0.4716 0.0210 

M1 0.0008 0.2782 0.8598 0.0438 0.3040 0.0773 

M2 0.0008 0.1349 0.7344 0.0127 0.0601 0.0261 

M3 0.0008 0.3114 0.4480 0.0108 0.0384 0.3522 

I1 0.9999 0.6307 0.5360 0.6818 0.2920 0.5431 

I2 0.6802 0.6186 0.7803 0.5379 0.7803 0.9999 

C 0.0311 0.6294 0.4656 0.1844 0.4861 0.7326 

P3 0.0008 0.7803 0.6294 0.0019 0.6473 0.0008 

P4 0.0008 0.5979 0.6818 0.0048 0.2092 0.0025 

M1 0.0008 0.9211 0.8057 0.0021 0.5431 0.0073 

M2 0.0008 0.8348 0.1844 0.0019 0.0079 0.0008 

M3 0.0008 0.0801 0.4308 0.0019 0.0384 0.0021 
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Supplementary Table 7 – Classification of unclassified specimens using CVA typicality probabilities. CVA analyses are conducted on subsets of principal 
components (between 5 and 10, resulting in 6 CVAs), with the specimens of interest projected a posteriori. Typicality probabilities are then calculated for 
each CVA, and specimens classified according to the highest typicality probability. When all typicality probabilities are below 0.1, specimens are not 
classified to any of the groups.    

 P3 P4 M1 M2 M3 

  Aus H. ere H. hab NC Aus H. ere H. hab NC Aus H. ere H. hab NC Aus H. ere H. hab NC  Aus H. ere H. hab NC 

A.L. 666-1 6/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 6/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 - - - - 2/6 0/6 1/6 3/6 - - - - 

KNM-ER 1590 6/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 6/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 2/6 4/6 0/6 1/6 0/6 5/6 - - - - 

SK 27 - - - - - - - - 0/6 4/6 0/6 2/6 - - - - - - - - 

SK 847 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0/6 1/6 0/6 5/6 

L398-573 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0/6 1/6 0/6 5/6 
                     

 P3 P4 M1 M2 M3 

 Aus H. ere H. hab NC Aus H. ere H. hab NC Aus H. ere H. hab NC Aus H. ere H. hab NC Aus H. ere H. hab NC 

KNM-ER 1507 0/6 0/6 4/6 2/6 5/6 0/6 1/6 0/6 0/6 1/6 3/6 2/6 1/6 0/6 5/6 0/6 - - - - 

KNM-ER 5431 6/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 6/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 6/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 6/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 - - - - 

OH 22 0/6 4/6 0/6 2/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 6/6 0/6 5/6 0/6 1/6 0/6 1/6 0/6 5/6 - - - - 

Omo 75i-1255 0/6 0/6 4/6 2/6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

L26-1g - - - - - - - - 1/6 0/6 0/6 5/6 - - - - - - - - 

Abbreviations: Aus = Australopithecus, H. ere = H. erectus, H. hab = H. habilis, NC = Not classified 
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