Developing the ability to make stone tools is often seen as an important transition in early hominid behaviour. Discuss this statement by reference to both hominids and primates.
The creation of stone tools can be argued to have brought about developments in early hominid behaviour and knowledge. Stout and Chaminade (2009: 1) suggests that brain size expanded by almost three times over the course of stone tool development in the Early Stone Age. Because of the mobile nature of early hominids, buildings or other evidence of settlement is limited, but Dibble et al. (1997: 630) discusses the concept of a “living floor”, an ‘undisturbed occupation surface’ where there is evidence (for example artefacts and faunal remains) of the peoples at the site, either seemingly living there or passing through, which portrays the most accurate reflection of human activities.
This essay will discuss: (1) the anatomical versus behavioural changes of hominids and referring to primates; (2) the knowledge gained through the creation of stone tools and how this influenced behaviour, using the primate example of Kanzi the bonobo for comparison; and (3) the impact stone tools had on the use of language, using studies of the understanding of primate communication, and their ability to comprehend human language with Kanzi as an example.
Schick & Toth (1993: 26) state the timeline of “firsts” as occurring in the following order: 4mya was the first (known) bipedal hominids; 2.4mya was the first stone tools; and 2mya was the first evidence of brain expansion. Bipedalism, occurring prior to stone tool-making, could also be argued to have been an important transition in early hominid behaviour, as it could have been a cause for the need of tools for survival. The change in skeletal structure to suit standing upright on two legs and the decrease in dorsiflex to 20° instead of the previous 45° which is seen in primates, would have reduced their ability to climb trees easily and hide, so there possibly became a need for tools to help with defence against dangers such as predators, and offense in terms of preying on animals for subsistence. 

Savage-Rumbaugh (1998: 183) argues that the human body is ‘playing catch up’ to the brain; a behavioural change occurs before an anatomical change. In the case of stone tools, it could be argued that a behavioural change occurred, possibly the attempt to hunt rather than scavenge or gather, and no anatomical change occurred to help with hunting, so they created stone tools to accommodate the lack of anatomical change. The desire to hunt could have caused the bipedal change, which would have helped to allow them to hunt but in terms of being able to kill the animal, there was not an anatomical change, for example having claws instead of fingers and fingernails, so stone tools covered this deficiency. This would suggest that the creation of stone tools was an important transition in early hominid behaviour, as it would have created a behavioural change which possibly is a reason for the difference between hominids and primates. Also, the creation and development of stone tools occurred before brain expansion: the behavioural change of making stone tools gave cause for the brain to expand.

Hominids would have developed the knowledge of manipulating materials and using precision to perfect the tool. To create a tool for their requirements, they would have understood that they needed to hit the core in a specific place for a different section to fall off, and create the tool desired. They would also have an idea of the good and bad materials, and whether the core that is being used is faulty or cracked internally, which would hinder the results of the tool’s creation. Each stone core would be handled differently based upon the type of material, and the creation of the tool desired may change based on any potential fractures in the core which could mean a piece that was not intended to break off has detached from the core. This would relate to Ingold’s theory about “thinking through making”, where the maker is creating an object, while thinking about the end product and altering its design as they go along, instead of the “making through thinking” theory which is based upon the idea that the object is crafted to be a specific design and it does not change (Ingold, 2013: 6-7). 
Furthermore, they would have developed the comprehension of the importance of stone tools; understanding that sharp tools are useful and essential, and there are certain tasks which require certain tools, ergo creating a “tool kit”. Sharp blades, in the form of stone tools, were better than using their bare hands or another method to carry out essential survival tasks, such as killing animals. The blades could also be used to skin animals, which could then develop into the creation of clothing. It could be argued that tool kits were created because of the distance between the sources of stone and the places of “residence” of the hominids; they may have created the tools where the resource was available and then carried them around so that they did not have to find a new source when they moved from area to area, and by creating it at the source, if there was an issue with creation, a new core was available to them without the need to travel to the source. 
They could also have developed the ability to “see” and “think” ahead: their tool kit creation and reuse, and understanding of their future use and need. It could have also helped their understanding of seeing past their visual, visible area; they could have created a “mental map” of the area, and understood their way through it to be able them to move around the site and surrounding area to achieve what they needed. This suggestion can be supported by using Taylor’s (1964) theory of tethered nomadism: the movement between the same sites because of the knowledge of resources present. If there was an area which is abundant in stone that lies close to the “settlement” area of the hominid, they could have an understanding of the route between the two sites, and of the separation between them (one has tool-making resources, the other has shelter or is a good settlement place). Although it is thought that sedentism does not begin until the Neolithic, Binford’s (1980: 8-9) study of the Nunamiut and Dobe !Kung could be applied in the sense of using different areas for different tasks/purposes; he describes the use of residential camps and hunting camps.
The two oldest tool kits, Oldowan and Acheulean, show the development of tool making, from basic to more sophisticated tools. Oldowan tools, used by Australopithecus africanus, boisei, and robustus, and Homo habilis, was first created c.2mya, and has the simplest style of tools, including choppers, discoids, polyhedrons, and heavy-duty scrapers (Toth & Schick, 1994: 348-350). Homo erectus created the more developed Acheulean tool kit c.1.5mya, which consisted of handaxes, cleavers, and picks/bifaces (Schick & Toth, 1993: 231-232; Toth & Schick, 1994: 350) (see also Schick & Toth (1993), for a more extensive list of the Oldowan (p.175) and Acheulean (p.231-232) tools and their suggested uses).
In studies and experiments conducted by archaeologists and anthropologists, it is evident that primates use stone tools, but only use them for a singular purpose, whereas hominids created their tool kits for reuse on future occasions. Toth et al.’s (1993) experiment used a male Bonobo (by the name of Kanzi) in attempt to teach it to use a stone tool in order to cut through a rope and gain the reward inside the box. It began with the humans creating flakes for Kanzi to use to gain an understanding of the task, and which pieces would be better: sharp flakes would cut the rope, blunt flakes would not. Kanzi was then required to create the flakes himself, which he had witnessed the humans doing, and his methods included: (1) hard-hammer percussion of simply hitting one rock against another either in his hand or on the ground; (2) using more force than previously on the edge of the rock core; (3) throwing the rock core on the ground (when indoors it was a tiled floor) with force to break off flakes; (4) improved technique of hard-hammer percussion with more force and direction to the edge of the core; and (5) throwing the core at an “anvil” rock on the ground, producing flakes from either the core or the “anvil”. He produced small, sharp flakes which could be used for the task at hand, but he did not produce or attempt to produce a tool as seen in the hominid tool kits, that he could reuse again (Toth et al., 1993: 84-86). 
Binford (1981: 25) coins the idea of the Middle Range Theory, which is essentially the same as Clarke’s (1973) Interpretive Theory and Schiffer’s (1976) Behavioural Archaeology; using theoretically based research to accurately interpret the past, not just using folk knowledge (Binford, 1981: 25). In terms of the hominid creation of a tool kit, it may not have existed to them as the perceived tool kit but instead be for a different purpose, such as their use as a core or a show of prestige. The flakes from the knapping of stones can be as sharp as the tools created, so a large flake can be made and used for the purpose of the perceived took kit, for example skinning an animal. If the flakes were used instead of the tool, as universally thought, the tool could also be used as a core for later flake creation when needed; they could transport the core (“tool”) when travelling between areas where it is not known whether a stone source would be available, such as Bunn et al (1980: 119) suggestion that some cores were used as tools or reused as cores. Additionally, the purpose of the tools could have been as a status symbol or potential early hominid mating tactic; the creation of an object that takes time and skill to perfect could be used to improve the perception of an individual. This could imply a change in social behaviour; the awareness of the value of objects in gaining status/prestige or a reward, as well as their use in social interactions.
Stout and Chaminade’s (2009: 3) study of functional brain images suggests there is a connection between language and Early Stone Age tool-making. Holloway (1969) suggests a parallel between language and stone tool-making, that the levels within language are similarly used in tool-making: phonemic as the actions including moving the core, and striking it; grammatical as the interconnection of these actions; and semantic as the purpose of individual actions and the finished product. 

Stone tool making has been suggested to have enabled the creation of language, or the very least communication. One potential catalyst for communication could have been the desire to teach others how to create stone tools; it is easier to “talk” to the other person to tell them where to find the raw material, how to choose the material, what to do, and let them know whether they are doing it right or wrong. Another could be the need for a way to communicate to others of an incoming danger to the area; because of their new sense of being ground-based and bipedal with their lessened ability to seek protection in the trees, they could have needed a way of informing others in the group that there was an imminent danger, a predator for example, to survive. This environmental danger could have caused the need for the creation of both “language” and stone tools, and consequently affected the behaviour of early hominids.
Primates can also communicate with each other, suggesting a form of language has been created, and, especially if exposed to hominid language from a young age, they have the ability to develop the understanding of human language (Rumbaugh, 1995: 722). Savage-Rumbaugh and Rumbaugh (1994: 90) summarise the findings of language acquisition from Kanzi, the Bonobo discussed above; despite the caretakers initially not intentionally teaching him to associate spoken words with symbols relating to the word, he was able to understand and connect them by observing and listening, similarly to how children learn language.
In conclusion, the ability to make stone tools can be seen as an important transition in early hominid behaviour, as it allowed for developments in anatomy (brain expansion and teeth size), as well as increasing the knowledge of their environment, both physical landscape and in relation to other hominids. Their social behaviour and awareness would have developed due to the desire to hunt and become predators not prey, and how this would affect communications within the groups. This can be compared to primates, whose lack of requirement for substantial use of stone tools may have hindered their behavioural changes in the same aspects as hominids developed.
The issue with the statement in the title, is that if it is just simply the making of stone tools that was the important transition, then why did primates seemingly not experience the same benefits as hominids in their development, and to the same extent? Why have hominids become the dominant species of the world despite primates being similar to us in various ways, including their creation and use of stone tools, even if differing with the methods and uses of them? One potential suggestion for the creation of stone tools causing an important transition could be that, as early hominids seemingly relied on the use of tools whereas primates did not, they required access to more raw material, eventually leading to sites such as the Neolithic flint mining at Grimes Graves, Norfolk, which was then the stimulant for the further development of mining for metals and use of metallurgy, which improved tools, as well as allowed other objects to be created and developed.
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