Comments for the journal editors

Thank you for inviting me to referee this paper on the status of the race concept in biological anthropology. I have studied the paper and think it worthy of publication. My comments for the author are given below.
I have included an edited version of the paper with changes highlighted in Word (using tracking changes). Apart from the removal of ‘evolutionary drift’ noted above, the changes are to correct punctuation, grammar or simply to smooth out the English. I have also removed the confusing ‘cf.’ from some of the references in the text and the misleading ‘e.g.,’ from others. It is up to you to decide whether you would like to use these changes, show them to the author, or discard them!

I would award this paper a (c) Acceptable after moderate revision. No need to referee again.

Comments for the author

This paper gives a reasoned, thorough and well-written review of the status of the race concept in biological anthropology. Although much of the material has been covered previously, the article includes some new information about and insights into the race concept, including international anthropologists’ attitudes towards it.
A few comments:

· the analogy with evolutionary drift is not really developed and does not add anything to the paper (in fact, detracts from the message). The paper would lose nothing by its removal.
· the “vagaries of chance” would be better described as the influence of senior scientists over the attitudes of their junior staff and students – in the same way that the seniors were influenced in the past. Whether the senior scientists accept or reject the race concept is probably a result of their own scientific and educational influences, and it is unlikely to have been ‘chance’ which determined whence these came. 
· there seems to be no evidence (or at least journal reference) to support the claim that Chinese scientists are “‘encouraged’ to use the [race] concept both in public and scientific discourse”.
· although most of the readers of this journal probably know who Samuel George Morton and Carleton Stevens Coon are, it might be worth putting in their full names (as with other anthropological personae in the paper e.g., Ashley Montagu, Frank Livingston)
· for some reason ‘cf.’ (compare) has been used frequently when giving references. There is often nothing to compare the reference with, and the only place it seems to be relevant is in the part ‘is the uncertainty about the meaning of the the term ‘race’ (cf. Templeton, 1998…)’ and in the point immediately following this one.
· it is not clear who conducted the research on the large sample of European anthropologists. The ‘(cf. Kaszycka et al., 2003; Lieberman et al., 2004)’ is confusing in its present position and would be better placed at the end of the paragraph.
· the ‘e.g.,’ before ‘(Barkan, 1992; Marks, 1995; …)’ is misleading as it suggests that these authors were writing material that was ‘racist in nature and even contributed towards the implementation of segregationist policies’. 
· Frank Livingston is spelt incorrectly in the journal references.
· The apostrophe in Kaszycka and Štrkalj (2002)’s article in the reference list is in the wrong place (should surely be ‘anthropologists’ attitudes’)

· the quote by Eldredge should surely read: ‘not because of slavish adherence…’
Apart from these modifications, the paper provides a useful summary and review of the history of attitudes towards the race concept in biological anthropology and should be published.

