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The Middle Paleolithic

Spotlight on Two Sites
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dating to early in the last glacial period, was @ cool subarctic steppe-tundra with numerous herbs and
es, and only @ few pine, birch, willow, spruce, and alder trees.

highly fragmented, but numbe fied to gIVe the

grass
¢ could be identi
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At the edge of the pond were several concentrations of stone art

stones. The stones, which measured up 10 5() centimeters in diameter, formed a circle roughly 5 meters

nay have been weights for 4 rent. Around 2,000 stone artifacts were found, made from
anufactured using the Levallois

across that t
flint that is abundant in the local gravel. Many of the flakes were m
Other stone Lools included pifacially retouched
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Middle Paleolithic Stone Tools and Technology

¢ in Europe is called the Mousterian, named

y of the Middle paleolithi
s essentially an industry pased on

Moustier in southwestern France. It 1
d use of flakes, although handaxes, generally smaller than those of carlier
manufactured in various ways, two of the most common

peing the use of disc-shaped cores and use of the Levallois rechnique. In the former, flakes are struck
from a core from its edge. moving radially around the circumference 1© remove successive flakes: The
end result is that cores o resemble semi-flattened oval or round discs with scars of flake remoY 5

hoth faces. This is a relatively simple technique that requires ittle

projecting in from the edge on
plicable to both Jarge and small stone nodutes. TH®

shaping of the core 10 allow flake removal and isap
y considerably in size and shape.

flakes that ar¢ produced (n (his way can var
The Levallois technique, on the other hand, is more complex. Essentially, this i
allows the flintknapper 10 prede-tcrmine the shape of flakes to @ much greater degree than other &
niques, but at the expense of additional work to prepare the core. geveral steps arc necessary 0
the nodule around its edge and to shape the broad surface to guide the force of the blow s0 ¢ ult?
mately a flake may be removed that corresponds 10 the desired shape- i
pointed and may have been ased, without the need for further retouching, as spear points. B¢ 0
(he extensive working of the core pefore flake removal, this technique requires larger stone nod! 0
and there is 2 tendency (but not exclusively s0) for the Levallois technique to be most com! m}u,;
regions where large flint nodules are available. Many of the flakes, both Levallois and otheX: s A8
ther shaped by retouch, and it is these that have received the most archaeological attention Fig:
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ay,butasa consequence of considerable work involving ethnoarchaeologlcal

cxperimenta\ replication of
can evaluate

The debates continue tod
<udies of living hunter-
tool manufacture and use, and
assemblage variation in @ much more in formed manner.

Bordes's intcrpre\a\iun pmmplcd a number of questions from other
people of one gocial group would distinguish (hemselves from others largely by ma
more scrupers’? Among modern penplc it is more common that the kinds ol objects (shoes OF hats,
for example), rather than their amount, vary from aroup o group. Moreover, how pwha'n\c is it that
different social groups could pemain distinct over guch a long pcrind in the same small region, espe-
cially given observations of modern hunter-gatherers who show considerable mobility, {nteraction,
and flexibility across large areas? Lewis and Sally Binford, American am\wnpn'.ogical archacologists,
not only posed such questions. put offered an alternative interpretation of the different assemblage
groups (Binford and Binford 1966). In their view, the differences were more likely to have @ func-
(ional meaning, rather than a social one. That is, assemblages dominated by scrapers suggest that
mote scraping (of hides. wood, etc.) occurred at these sites, whereas those dominated by denticulates
and notches may have shown @ predominance of other activities, perhaps the working of plant fibers
or wood. In other words, they suggested that {he Neanderthals had different functional woolkits for dif-
( functionally different site Lypes (winter vs. summer, base camp vs. hunting

camp) would contain different mixes of these activities and their toolkits in recurring paterns. In this

case, the stone tools would tell us little about {he social affiliation of their makers.
The British archaeologist paul Mellars (1969, 1970, 1988) posed a different sort of question: how

certain are We that these different types of Mousterian Were indeed, contemporary? Because the
stratigraphic correlations amons sites upon which the assumption of contemporaneity were based
are imprecise, he examined the sequence of Mousterian assemblages in multilevel sites. If different
groups were contemporary OVer long periods in the same ared, he argued, then they might occupy
particular caves or rockshelters at any time. and the resulting stratigraphic sequences could differ

from site 10 site. Instead, he found a strong tendency for particular patterns through time: the Ferrassic
variant tends 10 e followed by the Quina at many sites, and the Quina, in turn, tends 10 be followed

by the Mousterian of Acheulean wradition. There was, he argued, demonstrable and pauemed change
through time in assemblage structure, a pattern that has to be taken into account in interpretations. If
correct, then one argument against the social interpretation (the unlikely long contemporaneity of five

| interpretation would have 10 account

different groups) is weakened. Moreover, the more functiona
for the changing frequency of different toolkits through time.
Subsequent research into Mousterian variability has been prompted jargely by this debate. A major
focus of this research has been the function of {he different stone tools, with Microscopic analysis ©
use-wear playing an important role. Different patterns of wear and abrasion on ool edges and faces
hides., wood, or bone. These anal*

can reliably be linked to such actions as cutting or scraping of meat,
he disputed interpretations and shed

yses have reached a number of conclusions that are relevant 1O L
light on Neanderthal behavior. First, many of the unretouched flakes were used as 10018, particulari‘f
red atd

as knives for cutting meat or hide. Consequently, any attempt 1o infer the activities that occur
lass of evidence. gecond, different retouch®

gatherers. microscopic analysis of ston¢ 100ls,
analysis of ston¢ paw material SOUTCes. urc.haeologists
s it likely that

archacologists:
king and using

ferent activities, and tha

site solely from the retouched {ools will miss 2 major ¢
tool types were used in the same activities, and many types were used for several activities: there "E: 0)
one-to-one correlation between recognized tool type and specific activity (Anderson-Gerfau 199 D[:

sult, the varying pl-oporunns of different Lypes cannot be easily translated into varying ?ml:,ms:
ugh archaeologists have usually assumed that retoucht’ ui;l :
not be the case. A study 08 <0

rfaet

Asare
tions of different activities. Third, altho
done in order tO shape the edge of a tool, in some cases this may

scrapers with the rather unique. overlapping ¢
rather than the edge of the tool, that was used, in this case on mineral pigments like red ochre
and Walter 1996). Fourth, a good pumber of tools that have been examined show evidence

Jar retouch suggests that it Was the retouched 5 s
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central and porthern France. It is difficult to se€ how a strict, narrow functional interpretation could

account for these distributions.
Central Europe shows the p
industry called {he Micoquian. characte

the last glacial period, a8 well as an
many side scrapers,
ar to the Charentian

ersistence of the Acheulean into
rized by non-Levallois flake technologys

as well as bifacial tools and handaxes with elongated points. Assemblages simil
Mousterian are also common in much of central and eastern Europe.
In a number of sites in northwestern Europe dating Jargely to early in the last glacial period, long.
linear plades form an important part of assemblages alongside the prcdnminam flake echnology:
Similar finds occur in parts of Russia as well. The production of blades has been normally associated
with the Upper palcolithic, when they do, indeed, constitute the dominant technology. but their earlier
sporadic presence indicates that we cannot explain {hem simply as the result of greater technological
soph‘.slicmion or development. As Conard (1990) argues, their ps’otluction was prohab'ly <ituational,
appearing in certain functional, raw material, and social contexts.

Another striking feature of some Middle paleolithic assemblage
made |eaf-shaped points ace retouch. Although these artifacts occur in a variety

with bifacial, flat surf
of areas, there arc particular concentrations in south and central Germany, Belgium, and perhaps
England (Oue 1981). Dating 1@ the last glacial period, they appear late in the Middle paleolithic
and are frequently associated with a moderate number of blades in addition to the more common
flakes. Again,  is unlikely that a purely functional or rechnological explanation of their OCCUITENCE
is adequate, and many authors view them largely as stylistic markers of some kind of social grouping
(Keefer 1993, Oue 1981).

[n summary, Middle paleolithic stone technology Wwas
across the continent. Flakes could be pruduced through a variety of techniques, SOMe involving

advanced planning. Tools could be carefully manufactured of maintained by resharpening OF they
could be casually made and discarded. Many technological decisions Were situational: contingent
upon features of the environment. the subsistence cconomy, and the patterns of settlement. Al the
same time, some stylistic factors deriving from patierns of social interaction and affiliation do seem
(o have played 8 role in stone echnology as well: the leaf-shaped points mays indeed, reflect certain
culture areas of the Middle paleolithic landscape It is probably unrealistic, however, {0 expect stone
1ools to be primarily cultural markers: their functional constraints may be so high, and their visibility
so low, that they are poorly suited to this role. Whatever cultural identity Was expressed may have uli-
lized other media — clothing, body decoration, €lC., h less likely 10 have been preserved

in the archaeu'logical record.

s is the appearance of beautifully

guite variable within small regions and

_ that are muc

Use of Other Materials in the Middle Paleolithic

acts of materials other than ston€ are know!:

Largely because of problems of preservation. few artif
{ies entailed the use of other materials. The only WO
rrom (the nort

Nevertheless, it is certain that many activi
artifact to have survived is a spear. over 2 meters in length, with 2 fire-hardened tip, |
German site of Lehringen (Thieme and Veil 1985). However, in @ number of microscopic wear andl”
woodworking was (h° mos!
oth 1!

yses of ston¢ tools in France (Andeison-(}erfaud 1990, Beyries 1990),
common activity i ver 70% of the artifacts examined. This Was true b o6
“l 1)

dentified, appearing on o

southwestern France where trees Were present throughout all climatic periods, andinn
where trees were scarce or absent in the colder phases. The prevalence
wear traces may be partly due 10 the fact that this activity more readily creates recogniza
and abrasions than do some Ot

v el ) ) W
her activities using cofter materials, but there is N0 doubt that gen®
was an important element of Neanderthal technology- This observation, together Wit the ev!

orthern ¥ el
of woodworking amon® . g
olis!
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for the hafting of many ston .
implements, was an im e tools, indicates that the man :
the edges of stone toolsp;nréa:vtoirllgeavor' An implication ofutﬁzt}l;itqf Boedenmandies,ampng Giher
encing i1 GPTEEEEE 6f SOMER encourage frequent resharpenin = that woodworking easily dulls
evldBenced by numerous finds of \::))(1) (f Scilemblages- In addition waoén\;z?elSituationS’ thereby influ-
one®is andihen maTEh arcoal in hearth ’ also important
uch debated. Severjltir;iégtlst was used in technology,sl;,ut the n as fuel, as
1ot nearly so formally shaped R[;lelshed bone points have been foatu(rie and extent of its use has been
il r—— ends.and er, bones (and antlers) seem ofteun , but most apparent tools were
(Gau zinsky 1999). With this s edges for use as scrapers, heav _(;1 to ha‘{e been roughly flaked (like
+ ones from those that have been grt of technology, it is difﬁcultyto l(lity lfmvt?s, or possible retouchers
as f(t)lell1 for fires, particularly in th ea::l;rlzlg fractured (Binford 1983 Frelzztrilllagrll ;S;lg;r;tentionauy worked
ther materials wer - regions and peri , - Bones al
Jrehacological record. I?Iizzft\;g;lkx Pa.rt of NeanderthaIl) te::)k(liri)log b so served
Wear analysis, and presumably Corllrtlg ;S another important activity }i’(,ie utt'f:ilre even more elusive in the
is suggested by the high number Ofrlkuted to the manufacture of clothr} ified through microscopic use-
products were oresumably utilized S .eleFal remains of small furbea 1ng.and housing. The use of furs
by the necessity for some sort o ¢ ’das lgdlcated by scant traces of pl rers in faunal assemblages. Plant
t1hge7 ;rilp;/i[nt of stone tools have b:ef?fzzr?dto at;lach stone tools to lihilil; E;)thlgn some stone tools and
_Mineral pigme ) at the site of Koni . . Pieces of tree resin wi
found in sites, s?nie aitisf;th? lelal}lly hemz.itite or red ochrlj,osleia;e in Germany (Mania anrde?;le‘;g;
even an apparent quarry for henf t'aS Quina scrapers) carry traces Sof used;.abraded lumps have been
these pigments are unknown, b atite has been found in Hunga of the pigment on their faces, and
ritwal use, Finally, finds of lj, n}ltt may haYe included hide pre ?r (I?atou-Mathis 2000). The us,es of
form of coal was occasionall gnite at the site of Les Canalett paration Or dyeing, body paintin
ally used as fuel, perhaps when wogg VlilaSSOUthem France suggest thatgéh(i)g
scarce (Thery 1996).

Middle Paleolithic Susbsistence

Research i .
; into Middle P _
of . aleolithi :
megftlermmmg what Nealndel—thcalssubSIStence has been guided, not onl
are l'lil'lllun(trlying question of how 2}};1 a(;l ! 1,1’0 by ey PYOCuréd theiI; ?(}?é the straightforward aims
hr:!m\riol?a 'Yc.: lt:]ur closest hominid relati(ireimlh they were in this respect Tl’leb o
P e di . s, they are lik . reasons fo i
well? Expl ¢y are different in ikely to have b r this focu
! Explanati appea ;. . ¢ been m i ) 5
larly if piatations of the emergcncl:p( fmnce' does this reflect significa n;) g imilarTEogsnathei
of modern humans require attenti nt behavioral differences as
ion to this questi
ion, particu-

Y if modern | ve adv alm of th
offc Wmans are though
. L ;
ght to have had some selective advantage, perh,
, perhaps in the r
ealm of the

cliveness
S8 or e].‘ﬁcie . N :
One siriking f ney of their subsistence economy

Certain) 'eilture of |
: y domi the economies i N
SOMic birds r‘"atc the record of most si s is their diversity: although th )
Calegories ‘.llhh' and shellfish apPEa. ‘su]‘3 s, smaller mammals are co e remains of larger animals
rhing S 4 number of r in the assembl mMmon in many si
ceros ¢ r of different ; * ages of certain si y sites as well, and
and gy S among the species appea sites. Moreove Lo ’
Stigg | ¢ Now extin pear to have been r, within these gr
Mty antelope xtinct megafauna, h . regularly taken: gross
Na (and more , horse, bison ; : mammoth and
he opi - MONg other re rarely, . , aurochs, wild wooly
Climgye Chf:, ther small - T)}: roe f.leer. wild boar) among th ass, red deer, reindeer, ibex
anged . The available animals varied e smaller herbivores, hare d
across Europ ’ an
e, both through ti
gh time as

Werg .
) '!hi v X and th
Pittery uL' 10 adjust rough space according to local habi
abitat condition
s, and Neanderth
al groups

2!;;«5!;,"11
i e

, their .
U"“"gﬁ ! fomgm b ;
sover o T foraging behavior accord; .
1l hah][ats accﬂl’dlngly- Within local fegions th

, there seems to be
a

as horg , 50 that com 9
se and hi monl , Sit
bison) as well as mo ¥ ; e assemblages contain repres i
re forested regions (red deer) ETiAVESIGHOREN
r), Or mountai
1nous areas

such
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Seavenging or Hunting
bout Middle paleolithic subsistence, as in the Lower ‘Pn\co\iihic. con-
ed 10 purl,mse'.'ul hunting. In com parison 10 hunting, scavenging
sive searching for animal carcasses on the landscape: rather than
e characteristic of hunting. In this sense. scavcng'\ ng has

ith a view ol Ncmn‘lcrl‘lm‘ls as sub-
s faunal assemblages

One of the ongoing debates ¢
cerns the role of scavenging as oppos
areely entails exten

s an activity that 1
rsuit, and cap

the more elaborate search, pu
been seen asa less demanding activity, one that would accord well W

stantially different from us in urganizmiona‘l capabilities. A number of fealures «
would be ex pected if scavenging played a significant role in their formation:

qs scavengers must take what they can find;
orm the majority of

o adiversity of species represented,
¢ very old individual animals, as these f

o 2 preponderance of very young O
carnivore preys

o 4 dominance of bones representing body parts with relativel
portions would have likely been consumed by the original carnivores;

o the presence of animal tooth-marks on the bones.

y little meat, because the meatiest

sed earlier might seem generally 10 support interpretations
Neanderthals. However, @ second general feature of Middle
r Paleolithic, 1s tendency for some degree of special-
\ted by a large qumber of others (PaiowMalh'\s 2000).
dom'umted by horse, hison, aurochs,
bison. In some Cases

The diversity of assemblages discus
of an important role for scavenging by
Paleolithic subsistence, unlike that of the Lowe
ization of one or few species, only supplemer
So, for example, site assemblages in western Europe arc often
red deer, reindeer, Or mammoth, and sites in gouthern Russia by wild ass or
this specialimlion is extreme: 10 the French open-air site of La Borde, over 90% of the bones are
of aurochs (Jaubert €t al. 1990): in some levels ol the French cave of Cmnbe-Grcnal. over 90% of

the bones come from reindeer (Bordes and Prat 1965); bison comprise OVer 9%% of the bones at the
French site of Mauran (Farizy et al. 1994). To many archacologisls (e.g. Chase 1989), this degree of
p indicates @ selectivity based on preference. not just availabilitys and is indicative of

specializ.auo
capacity for focused and well-planned hunting.
y populalions have pmduccd mixed result

Neanderthal
grudies of age distributions among pre
swudies of horse, reindeer, and aurochs indicate that prey of all ages, including prime-
are represemcd among the bones (such as the aurochs of La Borde). Certain larger species, on the
other hand, such as wooly thinoceros, are olten rcprescnled primarily by very young and very old
individuals. It may well be that the largest prey were more often scavenged than hunted. Nevertheless:
the predominancc of prime-age adults and scarcity of very young and very old among the mammot

pbones from the site of La Cotte on the Isle of Jersey suggests that even these large prey could be
actively hunted (Scott 1980). Steele’s (2004) analysis of red deer remains from Gabasa 1. Comb®

Grenal, and Lazaret, indicates that Neanderthals hunted prime-aged animals.
The rcpresentnlion of animal body parts ShOWS considerable yariation among sites. AlLa good many
as Grotta Guattari in [taly, particular species show 2 relatively higher proportion of heads
are relatively poor in meat (e.g. Stiner 1991). This pattert may i ical®
that these species were scavenged, put at least tWO alternative factors must be considered as Wel
Hunting may have been organized in such a way that killed animals were butchered at Kill sites & )
only the portions relatively rich in meat were carried away, leaving low-quality parts pehind. I "“d'l
case, Kill/butchery locations would be characterized by the predom'mance of body parts poor in M
Moreover, bones from different parts of the body show differing thickness and density, an “"“‘:c;w
prescwed (o differing degrees in the archacological record. As lower limb bones and teeth arc m.v_ '
the most durable portions of the mammalian skeleton, their dominance in SOMe assembld es M

simply reflect differential preservation.

5. A number of
age adults,

sites, such
and lower limbs — portions that
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The presen
ce of tooth ma
. rks on b ; .
carnivo one
o re prey, as such evidence might WS is, by itself, an inadequate basis for i
by humans. Many faunal collections, in fe 1 reflect visits of animals to Sitls ofl- inferring scavenging of
y humans. Detailed mi , in fact, contain evi ; es after the
icroscopic . evidence of b . y were abandoned
the bones, whethe pic analysis mu . oth gnawing by ani ne
’ r the tooth st be done in or g by animals and cutti
Scavenging certainly mayr}rrmrkS are superimposed on the Sjtr . d}(:termme which appeared Euttmg
: . ave pla . marks : rst on
studies that active hunting was CarrEi)edyed a role in Neanderthal subsi t’ or vice versa.
the apparent bias in archaeological out and probably was the mai stence, but it is clear from man
Although living hunter-gatherers ut'fVldence for meat COnSumptiom contributor of food. Moreov Y
of Neanderthal skeletons in Croati ilize plant foods to a great degr n over plants may reflect realifr’
ia suggest a strongly CamiVoroi Sez,. recent chemical isotope Studjg'
iet, similar to th )
at of wolves. A
- At

Jeast in the steppe-tund
foods. ras of much of glacial age Europe, th

, there may have been fi
ew available plant

Food Procurement and Processing

Active hunting, parti
, cularly of 1 .
degree of coo ; arger animals, requi )
e erthals ‘p/eratron. From the available evide e suitable technology, planni
gy /as tlsle spear, either made solely T’rilice, it appears that the n;ajor lIllmg, and often some
oint. Studies of M . of fire-hardened unting tool u
fractures on the ti . ousterian points h wood (the find at Lehri sed by
ps, consistent wi - ave demonstrated ehringen) or ti
at close quarters for R with their use o ed that many of th pped
, for stabbing rath n spears. It seems li ese flake tools h
posed great risks (o th er than throwin s likely that the ave
. € hunters e . g If SO, then hunt' S€ Spears were u d
injuries — fractured ribs , exposing them to at ing of the larger ani se
, elbow tacks by the i ger animals prob
dangerous their li © s, arms, and skulls — i e intended prey. T . probably
ives were g ulls — identified i y. The high frequ
Although hunti : in Neanderthal sk quency of
ting of solita skeletons su
e ry pre - = ggests how
r;;{nomy, a more organized andeO% perhaps by individual hunters, pl
o JOrd prey, such as reindeer, horse Pderbatrve form of hunting is d , played an important role in th
canderthals often ’ , and bison ocumented €
targeted such , congregate at leas R as well. Many of
zx:ir? a;ld western Enrope even sggsolls for their hunting (Patotusiisct)}rll'auy in substantial he}r]ds ;11113
als Y driVing th cument What a -iviathis 2000) A f 1 H ’
at the site of L. em over cliff edges (R ppear to be true com - A few sites in both
a Cotte de Sai ges (Rolland 1990); : munal kills of
Pyre ; ¢ Saint-Br ); the pre a number
plyan nees (Farizy et al. 1994). Thi el.adé on the Isle of Jersey (gcof include mammoth and rhinoc o
ning and coordinati - This is likely to hav 1 1980) and biso .
Because T e been an organized end n at Mauran in the
' use most hunti eavor, involvi
in specific seas ing, whether ’ ving advanced
cantly du:itsca“’"“ (Patou-Mathis 2t{)c()(z)mmuna1 or solitary, seems to h
more "Onh:ﬁnu;e year, This would have).bNeandcrlhal subsistence aCtivfge targeted particular prey
i ali een es g ) €s . 5
:P!}nll‘n[[y Occurr:.lclildes and more glacial peri:::lpm;jauy true in the highly SeI;rS(;balily varied signifi-
.m“)ln{:‘lll > as well. As the [ S. Longer-term fl . nal environments of
Comb illy to more o ¢ forested habitats of .UCtuatlonS of subsi s o
e-Grenal ¢ pen steppe-tundr : of the last interglaci stence activities
Period 1o roj documents a shift i ras, animal communiti glacial gave wa
shift in hunti unities chan y gradually and
St reindeer as the ol; ! unting emphasi ged as well. Th :
inant of s the climate cool asis from red deer = e French cave of
POpulation g, subsiste oled (Bordes and at the beginnin 0
ation gy nce chane. As Stiner ¢ nd Prat 1965). Cli g of the last glaci
these giroe o OV ih s€ ge. As Stiner . Climate, ho glacial
hese Sites ineqn S toh ret al. (1999) h » however, was not th
fish: includ ave been a [ ave docum the only
s throupl ¢ ed a heay : actor as well. E . ented for Italian sj
Cale vt a2 reliance on s . Early in the Mi ltalian sites, local
\hutll]rhm. hec;u::: this emphasis Shiﬂgg small game, particularly easillddle Paleolithic, economies at
m"wl.‘“h se they reproduce mo: to rnhbns. hares, and birds ally captured tortoises and shell
ing ecreases at the 2‘;;‘;151(_11% represent a more prodzit\'” hlcfh are more difficult to
ere forced time, suggestin uctive ood base. The si
ced, not only t g overexploitatio base. The size of
n relatively costly : eo.-g o after generally more expen n. Their inference is that
pecies and to overuse the most eaSS' 11Ve Sl;n AlLEame, bulalsh
ily obtained food
s.

and 1op1p;
TLon 5e
& popul sd

Crgs at
ﬂ..mmg}v . dlons w,

) r{mus o
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choppers 45 well as finer flakes — At the

endons as well as preaking bones 10 ohtain
nably o rest-

1 carried away, presul
their location.

camps 10
| body parts:

n of anima
ariots portions of

{ by the hearths

hered — using heavy-duty
\ved slicing off meat and t
< of smaller prey were olter
sed people 10 move
biased represcmmin
nsport of ¥
as attestec

Animals were generally butc
Jocation of kills, Butche ring invoe

MArrow. Portions of entire carcasse
tial camps. whereas large animal kills frequently cau

many faunal ages show A
terpret these as reflections of the differential tra
{. Cooking Was surely important in food prclmr‘.-.lion.

den
As memiuncd earlier, assembl
many archagologists in

meat away from the kil

found at many sites.

The picture that emerges
and flexibility. Hunting.
geavenging and gathering, wias a
detailed knowledge of the environment
advanced planning and cooperation. As we hav
a constant l,}reucc'.'.pminn and focus of life.

variety, sophis-
i) degree by
pot only a
amount of
have been

¢ subsistence is one of considerable

ywin (but possibly sma
iy, Its suceess reflects
also a significant
it must

of Middle paleolithi
supplemcnwd to an unknd
dangerous put productive activ
and of animal behavior, but
¢ little evidence of food SLorage.

{ication,

t Neanderthal behavior has concerned the practice
y common componerts of site assem-

currence of cut marks, has led to much
here such evidence is celatively abun-
d that cannibalism

The Question of Cannibalism

riguing questions abou
gary human ckeletal remains are fairl
occasional 0¢

broken condition, ogether with the
about their meaning. particularly for some sites W
Krapina in Croatia of Combe Grenal in France, it has been suggeste
tion of human flesh was, in turn, thought 10 pe either one more element
ften, a ritual activity.
part argu

One of the persistents in
of cannibalism. Fragmen
blages: their
speculation
dant, such as
was the cause. The consump
in the food economy or, more ©
Critics of these interpretations for the most
caused by natural factors, including weathering, It
by animals. In addition, human activity, but only i
been invoked. As is true of 50 many other kinds of issues abo

was ambiguous.

Recent finds at the southern Fren
{hat cannibalism was, indeed, 2 part of
78 Neanderthal bones were found and care
cannibalism includes the following:

eod that the same patterns could have been
ost-cracking. crushing by rock falls, and disturbance
ing the bones for burial, has also

n the form of clean
ut the Middle paleolithic, the evidence

ch site of Moula-Guercys however, seem clearly to0 indicate
Ncunderthal behavior (DeFleur et al. 1999). In this site,
fully analyzed. Evidence in favor of an interpretation ©

o the human bones were found scattered among the bones of other animals, in generany the sameé
location

o the bones

o the pattern©

o many of the bone

exposed

e there was evidence of i

than diffuse crushing pressure:

re treated in @ mannet similarto that of et 8
his behavior, however, is not clear. Whe et &
a more social of ritual activitys Caﬂ“'bahs

been for modern humans)-

pore cut marks in locations appropriate for the removal of meat Of tendons
f cut-mark location mirrored that found on deer bones
s, both human and deer, were broken in such a way

that the marrow of brains were

mpact points at many of the breaks, indicating single, sharp blows rath®f

that the humat bones We
he broader meaning of ¢
f putritional gtress?) or as
avior (just as it has

1n this case, it seems clear
source of meat and marrow. T

ree of food (during periods 0

SOu
f Neunderlha\ beh

was onc componem 0
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Middle Paleolithic Si
olithic Site Organization and Settlement P
atterns

As discussed earli
arlier, Middl
. . > e Paleolithi .
Given their huge variety in age ﬁ)OIIthlc sites occur in caves. und
1 1 b C . >
alizations, however, are possible Al’c;;lon, and habitat, their appearzlrl rockshelters, and in the open
?ack of hcomplete excavations, oc éup t,Ough detailed measurements fce.Varles widely. A few g ener.
in southwestern Fran ’ ation areas ar of site area a -
ce (Mellars 19 e rather small, off re precluded by th
cave deposits and open-ai 73), and with li nall, often less than 25 ded by the
, pen-air scatters - ittle variability in si meters in di
: of art ility in siz : lameter
occupation (Bqurd 1982). Neanderthallfacts may represent the Superime (W_hlte 1982). Even larger
seasonql aggregations that are characteri %_foups may have been quite smp?lsmon of several periods of
many sites show some istic of man all, rarely formi
. . sort of internal many modern hunter-ga y forming the larger
H}O\gﬁcﬁuon ofthe Tiving space. The most comin they rarely contain g g although
of which are simply cone . common “built” ch evidence f
entration £ uilt featur . or SubStanti 1
be more elaborate, wi s of wood and b es at sites are h . a
, with a platfo one charcoal ¢ hearths, virtuall
most of these are dubi rm of stone slabs, a ci and ash. A few have b y all
ious and coul , a circle of rock ve been reported
face. A few sites h ould represent 8, or at least a to
ave been re natural features of small depression, b
raised, dry occupati ported to have “pav I of rockfalls and 0, but
S on surface, but agai ements” of stones lai uneven ground
might appear to be > again, the nat o s laid down, pr sur-
purposeful Only i ural distribution of P 6Sumab1y to cre
smooth river cobble . Only in a few cas of rock debris i gt
s appear in cave es (e.g. La Baum , n caves and sh
; : S eB shelters
responsible. A few sites contain pi or on plateaux far from the ri onne in southern France), wh
are rare. pits that have been interpreted river, is it clear that human A
] tivity i
Some exceptio ‘ ed as evidence of fi activity 18
_ nal sites do . ood storage, but
tion of hOusing S X contain more evid , DU these
Several sites. includi ence for modificati
’ C cati
I:]rench ffave oriioula-Guetey (Delliliillng the German cave of Gr((,)snssé eren for the possible construc
ose off the cave m r et al. 1999 . rotte (K -
] ) ouths. Deep i ), contain d eefer 1993) and
ion built of fra . Deep in the French rystone walls buil nd the
gments of stalacti ch cave of B i . uilt of rock that .
1996). The m alactites and stal . rumqud 1S an partlally
. ost well-kn alagmites and . apparent struct
land V (Klei own (and debated measuring roughl ure founda-
: ein 1973). At M ed) constructio ghly 4 x 5 met
in g olodov : ) ns are huts : ers (Berkowi
bognandovall measuring 5 x 8 metea; § ;hls consisted of an arrangeni: t?e Moldavian sites of Molodolxtz
e . S. 1 n
i f:ﬁrlts. The hut at Molodova V I\INSlde _the oval were 15 hearths ;;1 ?rge mammoth bones formal
at containe ] as similar, wi arge amo j
presumably Support:dn}l)uCh debris and five hearths, E](l)ttl;l }Ilnammoth bones defining ;lnts of stone and
alone cast v wood or b ) ave been i space of 7 x 9
sts doubt on this i one posts and wei interpreted as t
tents of th . n this interpretati . weighted down b ents made of hid
ese dimensi ion, as it would h: y the large bon. . es,
as these rec sions. Moreover, o ave been difficul es. Their large si
s cons . . the dist . cult to con 1ze
a series of :we:g uctions suggest, and a momrizunon‘ patterns of bones and ottslterrugt R
Most Mi pping windbreaks cent interpretation i ebris are not as cl
e Middle Paleolithic s; (Soffer 1989) s that these constructi ear
h scatters of debri olithic sites, however, sh l ctions represent
Carths, Lap 1S, sometimes in sever , show no structural modificati
and g ger debris is ofte several concentrati cations. Instea .
o stone waste s often more peripheral i ions, some of which d d, they consist
timary Jii Ste, consistent L -al in these distributi are adjacent to i
Winge g Pel‘haps witl f istributions th o informal
L8] Min 2 space, Thi h the discard of th an are small b !
any that Neande is lack of struc these larger materi one fragment
require Neandert] structure, together wi aterials by tossi $
¢ or Facili 1als were hieh : er with the gen ing away from th
fig itate I ghly mobile : erally small si - ¢
Eroup large group aggregation ile-and lacked complex social arlr: ize Of sites, suggests
A ngements that
would

be S were i
' POssib) re indeed quj
Sble quite mohile
ile, and varied thei
easonal changes i their hunting activities wi
n . g activit
been posﬁiblgﬁ?g settlement, to put together I;Zaglth the seasons, it should
: WA ny on i at
pend on sparse sﬂmplgg ofc e of the continent. Iﬁsrt)e tgn.ls of the seasonal
:"ﬁ""ma]] groups have ]clft hﬂ%tes scattered over large are ad, interpretations of
1e same could be said r[.elllr visiting cards’ (sites bois. As Svoboda et al.
or the rest of the continent ;S Wefls, :nd artifacts) all
’ . A notable featur
€

o de
Mund, g g O determine s
“""lu;-_, '. ar thig has ’
( lgg( eny hchu\ri a8 not
AR or de
l.']\-l:r (_ 0 ‘ﬁﬁl‘v
Y c .{
Ehtrg| I-‘furt)];
3 "
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of site distributions is a location that provides ACCess 1o several different habitats, & feature that agrees
with the relative diversity of the subsistence economy. Proximity 10 pood sources ol flint Or other 61

1996), and Russi
) ssia (Soffer 1989)
. Neanderth
ant. In many mountainous areas, such as porthern Spuin. laly, Greece, als apparently procured most needed
ed materials withi
thin a

small radius of thei
eir camps, and carried little with them when th
en they left.

In southweste
rn French site
s, fo
r example, Feblot-Augustins (1993) d
ocuments that m
ost stone

stone also seems 10 be import
and Moravia, most sites are in the lowlands, with little evidence of settlement at higher clevations (60-95%)
(Freeman 1973, Rolland 1990, gyoboda et al. 1996). Throughout the continent, the edges and slopes ap 1o 20 k_CIOmes from within 5 kilometers of
of river valleys are 2 favored location, although a good number of open-air sites are known on the Tlljle reatelto(;{leters away; and that only u of each site; that another 5-20% i
plateaux hetween valleys in southwestern France (White 1982). In addition 10 pmviding qccess 1o a thesegshonst istance a material was trans (P;rio 5-% comes from sources fart}: derives from sources
variety of vcgeiminnal communities, such valley-edge locations pm'oably offered shelter from wind ool seasgizslprir t distances reflect the dﬁectesrg; this region was 100 kilom:tre;}slarlilzo e
ovem . ureme . He su
ents. By tracking the distribution I:)tfo\fasrti(c))rllles 23 ERCangerhe’s dig;ie::ﬂtl};?;
ones among different sites, he

and perhaps proximity 1© animal herds moving through the valleys.
ed to infer differing site functions

o " urther su
nong sites 1 location and contents have been us : ggests that group mobility wa
s normally confined within ar iy
eas of about 13,000
) square kilo-

meters. This would co
rrespond to an i i
idealized i
, perfect circula i
I territory with i
aradius of approxim
pproximately

Differences al

within larger systems of settlement, but in many cases the interpretations are pot obvious. Many sites 65 kil

are characterized by stone (ool assemblages that are very diverse, suggesting (hat a wide range of ilometers. These territories, he noted d

aclivities occurred. This would be consistent with a residential function, in contrast O specialized ma}lf l?ave encompassed the normal Seaseo’ C}Ontamed regions of considerabl .

assemblages that would indicate more special-purpose hunting camps. The diversity of artifacts ata from :Oiittems _Ob.served in Poland, Mora?:ila rasrllges O.f major prey animals dire'cmoglcal diversity and

gite. however, could be the result of many different oceupations, each consisting of a different mix The de ﬁncss within 5 kilometers away, an d’o 10Vak1a, and Hungary are simil ing the year.

of activities. This may be parlicularly true of deeply stratified caves such as Combe Grenal, where xilo meter: ageas of raw material diSt;ibutj A 1y up t0_3% was transported mar. Most material comes

over 60 different levels have been identified, each of which might derive from a number of differ- ference b tan Corr.esp()nding to circular ter?‘ are Slml.lar as well, measurin ore than 20 kilometers.

ent occupations. A clearer interpretation is provided by sites such as Lehringen in north Germany, i etween th'1s region and southwest itories with a radius of aboutgsroufghly 10,000 square
1 elephant carcass and a wooden spear. In nsported — 300 kilometers in central Eursogzn I;ranCe is the maximum dista6ni( 110}1111 eters. One dif-

— but such materials are quite I‘aree that material was

a few stone artifacts associated with ar These studi
A : es
onable. Other types of spccmhmd qites that have udies also document a concern f
or economy |1
in the use a
nd transport
of raw materi
erials

ok : . and a differential
mining site, both in Hungar ) treatment :
gsl gary available stone was brough aCCOrdn.lg to how far they w
ght to the sites largely as nodul ere transported. In both area
es or coarsely work s, very locall
ed blocks. Materi Yy
g erial from

Over a much larger ared, some changes in site Lype and number are evident. Cave sites are much ::(fzc(:;;tiag slources, by contrast, frequently a .

more common during the colder; carly last glaci al period than during the preceding warm interglacial s ols. Often these tools are heavil rpp}(: ars in sites mainly in the for

(Patou-Mathis 2000). This shift - together with the observation that many of the selected caves. at Jeast The resulting pi y resharpened, reflecting an effort tm of smaller flakes or
in southern France, face south and receive maximum solar exposure — suggests that protection from o ories Ligllg plCtur? of Neanderthal mobility i o prolong their useful
the cold was @ major consideration in sit¢ {ocation as conditions changed. Moreover, despite the many e CaII;ps w e material was transported overl y is one of frequent, short moves withi

vagaries of dating sites, there seems 10 be a clear pattern of changes in sité distribution as climatic groups exist as conserved by resharpenin Ngreat. distances and what little S Qe Gy small
conditions varied. In Russia and Ukraine, for example, sites of the early Middle paleolithic are quite S g. No evidence of systematic e hWas brqught from pre-
widespread, whereas those of the later Middle Paleolithic are restricted 10 just the southerly regions, xchange with neighboring

concentrated especially in the most mpogmph'\ca‘.ly yaried portions of the Crimea and the Dnestf Burials, Ritual
e offered the mOst abundant and prcdictablc food ’ als, and Art in the Middle Paleolith
eolithic

which consists of
this case, an interpretation as kill site appears 1eas
been identified include the previously mentioned ochre mine and a flint-

(Rolland 1990).

valley (Soffer 1989). These latter arcas may hav

resources in an increasingly cold and hostile environment. gouthern Germany and other parts of north No aspect of the ¢

and central Europe also contain more evidence for occupation during warmer periods of interstadials the possible a ¢ archaeology of Neanderthals h .

than during the colder stadial periods. while to the south, France, Italy, and Spain appear 1© show nying rituals i;:?l?ilrancﬁ of the first practice ‘.)f a3 exélted scientific and public imaginati

greater Stability of site numbers through time (Gamble 1983)- Runnels (1989) has suggested & evidence, mz;ny ‘Il:']y behavior separates us fror:}me“tlonauy burying the dead ma}% inations more than

much of the Greek Middle paleolithic is relatively late, dating largely 10 carly in the last glacial arou cognitive abilitie ave argued for the birl}.} of ]-lhf: rest of the animal kingd(,) pernaps Wlth accompa-
1 more northern regions as the climate phecam®: The Eurc v religion, the belief in an afi o, fiisHtiits. | romesueh

s pe afterlife, and other “modern”

60,000 BP, and represents an influx of Neanderthals frot
rd the very end of the Middle paleolithic, between 40,000 and 37 500 BE

5 an fi
cooler. Somewhat later, LOW& vare truly im nds (there are also a number in th
and northern Italy, Were abandoned, coinciding wit n the Near East), as originally reported
orted by the ex
cava-

and rock pressive. C
shelter: . Comple .
Pech o s Lers of La Ch plete or nearly complete sk
el a skeletons have been found i
nd in the French
caves

large areas. including Britain, northeast Europe,
(he progressive development of increasingly cool and arid conditions (BncqueL—Appel and Dem ; Aze ( pelle-aux-Sai -
0 Retor. ¢ (one), Le : aints -
2000). It would appear that the distribution of Neanderthal setlement varied considerably throve! ml:i:'gl}un at the s}l,[(]:“ ¢ Moustier (two), La Fii:‘; ‘_f_‘dlvldual), Roc de Marsal (on
time, heavily dependent upon local conditions of climate and food availability- the ht‘xll he gilu“ﬁ(')n D?f IS]Z');' (two), and in the C::: (seven), La Quina (one) ande)S,aRiggurdou (one),
: yolan . the finde .. - 1ea at the si M 2 int-Césai
'f’“‘ Wis o m adult man waq“?g:;gl‘!es considerably (Gar;eiitizgg)mlk—Koba (two), and Sltraerc()(;{clf’),
i in . At La Cha ’ e
pelle, for exam
¥ ple,

SMitrgyg aced on hi
sel'e is ¢
ooge - @ child Fas chedt @
i <Al Ly I.‘cn_'lg;..
dssie

a nearly rectan .
buri nd the body ilcccu‘npanigu(;ar pit covered with stone slabs; .

Womgy, th ed in a pit and covered wi ed by pieces of jasper. s; an animal’s
engir  Were ¢ bodies ; red with stone er, quartz, and och

ircled 1 placed were found toward slabs, but without re. At

y ard the back of the shelter. Tw ané’ accompanying

. Two adults, a man

’ and

Middle Paleolithic Movement and Exchange
picse
T

acther than 20 kilometer® away appear in Middle Paleolg ¢
O

Virtually no materials from sources fi

in all regions, inctuding Spain (Straus 1992), France (Feblot

) . head
-Augustins 1993), Moravia three gt -to-head o
) stone n the forme
slabs and he was ﬂcc(r)l:;cr ground surface, not in pits. The m
€ panied by a n . The man’s h
umber of ston ead was
e tools. The remaini
: emaining
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the torm of

f whom also had grave goods i
y | meter in

e children and infants, some o
ng rough!

podies, found in pits, wet
stone tools. Along with the bodies Were nine conical earthen mounds, measurl

diameter, on¢ of which surmounted one of the graves.

1n addition 10 & purial ritual involving nearly comple
has been suggested by finds of isolated skulls, suggesting th

and given special reatment. In Europe the most striking of such finds was made at the Ttalian cave
of Grotta Guattari at Monte Circeo. Here @ man’s skull was found surrounded by @ circle of stones
accompanied by pones of boar, aurochs, and deer. The skull showed evidence of both a blow 10 the

head (ritual murder?) and an enlarged foramen magnum (cannibalistic removal of the brain?)-

A third aspect of Neanderthal vitual behavior is the presumed existence of a “pear cult.” This
derives from finds that suggest specia'l \reatment given 0 the remains of hrown bear of cave bear. Al
several Swiss Caves, for example, cave pear bones wWere found in stone Cysts or boxes, in sOME cases
with long bones shoved into the ckull's eye sockets. At the French cave of

Regourdou. the excavalor
ed the burial of a complete pear in a pit, together with the construction of mounds and other pits.
from these reports, Ncanderl‘ha\s had a rich cercmunial life, including @ burial cult.a skull
cult, and a bear cult, Comparalivc studies of the burials have added further ¢laboration. [nan examina-
tion of 36 Middle paleolithic buri als from both Europe and (he Near East, for example, Harrold (1980)
found that most bodies were placed in @ flexed position on their sides, that both men and women were
likely to be puried, but that men tended to have more accompanying grave goods and greater elabora-
tion of the graves in the form of rock slabs or other modifications. This conclusion might be indicative
of the relationship between the sexes and their relative status. important aspects of social organization.

Such sweeping inferences about Neanderthal ritual and social life, however, have prompted a criti-
cal reexamination of the finds. Many of the assertions about ritual have been severely criticized. if not
discarded, in this revisionist critique. Disagreements about the evidence still exist, focusing pri marily
on the role of natural processes as opposed tO human behavior in forming the deposits. Gargett (1989)
questions the existence of any burials at all. Instead, forat east four of the Erench examples, he argues
(hat a variety of natural factors could account for the condition of the skeletons. These include ero-
sion by water t0 creale depressions or “pits,” rock falls to create coverings of slabs, and slopewash
{0 move sediments ‘nto depressions 10 fll the “pits.” He also suggests that the supposed grave goods
are simply portions of the normal archaeological deposits that have come Lo rest in or on the graves

through natural disturbance Processes. I

na recvaluation of the child purial from the Crimean site of
Starosel’e, Marks et al. (1997) suggest that it is not Mi

ddle Paleolithic at all, but rather represents al
intrusive medieval purial similar 0 others found in the cave.

The existence of the skull and bear cults has been questioncd as well. Careful reexamination of the
skull at Grotta Guattari, for example, showed nO evidence of human modification, but rather gnawing
by hyenas (White and Toth 1991) and the supposed stone ring may be just part of the stone rubble
on the cave floor. The peculiar arrangement of bear bones in the Swiss and Erench sites 1S now aiso
considered to be the result of natural rock falls and disturbance of the remains by animals.

Although many of these arguments have proven convincing, most archaeologists still belieV

Neanderthals buried some of their dead, albeit not necessarily with any accompanying ¢ 5

(e.g. Chase and Dibble 1987). The reason for this view is not simply 2 preference for seein

way, but rather 2 particular set of factors that are difficult 10 explain by 0
i

processes alone. One of these is the oceurrence of nearly complete skeletons. Neauderthal pemaind . d
relatively common throughout Europe, but usually as scattered, individual bones or fragments: 'm:]'
is probably the normal fate of skeletons |eft abandoned, in light of the pwedl
vores. Something special — either purposcful burial or extremely papid goil OF "
have been necessary for virtually intact skeletons L0 survive. Furthermore: m? )
ted that a number of the pits had flat bottoms Of squared sides, features that ar® o

te skeletons, the existence of a “skull cult”
at the head was separated from the body

report
To judge

¢ that
I

ritual
Neanderthals in this

ering and carni
deposition — MY
the excavators N0

destructive effects © '
. fuc )
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the outcome of n
atural proc
flexed ~ processes. [n additi
So , Sﬁ.ems unlikely if they representd ition, the repeated position of th '
d while there may be little definit independent, random cases of e bodies on their sides, tightl
oes seem reasonabl ite evidenc accidental . b/
. y clear that they di e of elaborate _ al preservation
women, children, and i they did, in fa cults or ritual .
B e . e ct, bury some of thei among Neand. .
. : 0 the ; erthals
of the current ?Vldence, it iy e IieZSIble 'that the act of burial ha(ir deafi. These included men a’ng
nec;lessary 1plpl1cations about a belief i ent simply one means of dis special significance, but in ligh
e a.COIO.gICa] record and a new fi in the afterlife. Neverthele -pf)SEﬂ of a dead relative, wi hg t
meaning in later periods eature of human behavior, one f}s; itis a new feature in the Fu e
One other cate ) ’ at will ass ropean
gory of finds th ume greater visibili
or symboli - at has b ibility and
of f1)1/11 b(‘)‘hc acthitY- Here again the im een much debated consists of
y moc.iern cognitive abilitie portance of the debates hi supp'osed evidence for artisti
Upper Paleolithic, associated with b's- Because what we call “art’ nges on its link to the emer stic
. 1 i rt” i . en
NeaEndTrt(lil'als is a natural focus of resZ;?g;lcally modern humans thelsqso common 1n the Subse%]ueilet
xcluding one excepti ch. ’ uestion of it .
ptional grou d 1ts existence am
the ne?(t chapter, the number ng noﬁ 01; .il'rtlfacts from the site of Arc ong
- . . _sur- .
S?HSGES extremely low. Most definite a1111ltarlan objects that seem to}; S;r Cure, which is discussed i
Sltef of Tata that has been shaped and I?ng these are a section of maILl icate some artistic or esthet'n
gler orateq or engraved bone fragment ighly polished and that be moth tooth from the Hungari ic
ofoc.k of hr;lestone with small amﬁCiali from a handful of sites in Fafs traces of red ochre pigme;l?
pieces of red ochre fi ' y made de : rance, Belgi )
, rOm various si pressions from L » Belglum, and Buleari
and Dibble 1987, D us sites, som ! a Ferrassie i garla, a
> uff et al 19 ? € Of Wthh bear R0 cin FI'aHCe and
and an engraved . 1992). Other striations fro ’ a number
shell, appe purported obje m apparent rubbi
Not only are > appear to represent si jects, such as pie ing (Chase
. such object imply the result of rced bone whist]
evidence of re § rare, but each i1 . of natural agent €S, a flute
peated pattern : is unique. Ni . gents such as ani e,
S ; . s of d . Nowhere i imal gnaw
gZrzllrl;ohc meaning. As summariZede]S;grllvI that would suggest thatnt}:lele archaeological recorc% is tﬁgg-
& . T T
B .u;rphous, 5o lacking in crisp re i’ ella}rs, Everything that’s ¢ y expr.ess a coherent system ;
s just someone doodling” (Appe presentation . . . There’s alwa ver claimed to be Neanderth 1(‘)
penzeller 1998:1452). The few o}l;;etchtls lllllassiVe question of Whe?helzs
s that do exist r

a capacity for abst
ract mani i
ve ; pulat .
ry end of the Middle Paleolithit;On of materials, a capacity that is realized
5 1Zzed to any de
gree only at the
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