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This thesis focuses on the Mid/Upper Palaeolithic Transition in the Iberian Peninsula,
and questions whether this process took place as hitherto widely claimed, by testing
the validity of the traditional characteristics said to portray this event throughout
Europe.

Research was carried out at different levels: old archaeological collections from two
transitional sites (Abric Romani and Reclau Viver), previously unstudied, were
systematically analysed and specific organic components (perforated shells) were
radiocarbon dated. A thorough bibliographic database including information on these
and all other Iberian sites was complied, in order to extend the study. The theoretical
perspective of the topic was also investigated, to assess epistemological factors which
are so often overlooked in this field of study. The socio-political events that have
marked Spain and Portugal’s contemporary histories, were also studied, since they
played a crucial role in shaping Palaeolithic Research in both countries.

The so-called ’40,000 BP Crisis’, specifically located in northern Iberia, was revisited
by studying not only the traditional sites which have produced chronometric readings
around that date, but also others in the same region whose transitional layers have
yielded much younger dates, to see if that phenomenon really existed or has been
created by generalisations that have masked vital — but ultimately uncomfortable —
information.

The study of this event is also placed into the peninsular and the wider European
contexts, an exercise that has disclosed the vast complexity of the Transition, in terms
of both the actual archaeological record and the theoretical interpretations that have
been presented so far.

Ultimately, this research calls for a revision of some of the theoretical perspectives of
Palaeolithic archaeologists, as well as far more careful site and regional-level
research, in order to redress the abundant misconceptions that distort our
understanding of the Transition process.
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1.0. Introduction

This research focuses on the phenomenon of the Transition from the Middle to the
Upper Palaeolithic in the Iberian Peninsula, with special reference to the site of Abric
Romani (Caﬁellades, Barcelona), more broadly the northern Iberian sites, and to the

theoretical and typological systematics that have been used hitherto in the study of the

transitional process.

The exact centre of this dissertation is the development of the Transition from the
latest Mousterian facies, to the appearance of the earliest Upper Palaeolithic. The
latter is usually classified as early Aurignacian or simply Aurignacian in the northern
area, and a rather non-descriptive and open to interpretations ‘just early Upper
Palaeolithic’ in the south of the peninsula; it will also deal with those layers classified
as ‘transitional’, which for the Iberian case translates into Chatelperronian.
Chronologically, these parameters mean the period between 45 and 25 ky BP, yet in
northern Iberia this phenomenon is called ‘the 40000 BP Crisis’, because of the early

dates obtained in certain sites.

Despite the large amount of time during which this issue has been a debate topic,
there is a clear paucity of works dealing with its study from a regional perspective in
Iberia (contra Straus et al. 2000). The present thesis also aims to take into account the
theoretical implications of the techniques used in this research. The objective of this
thesis is two-fold: to bridge this gap, if only initially and partially, and to see if the
aforementioned generalisations apply in this region, as well as to find out the extent in

which the traditional perspectives of study (especially typological systematics) have
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influenced the investigation of this phenomenon, and shaped the results of work

carried out until present.

This study was undertaken for several reasons. First of all, the Transition has been the
subject of scholarly debate for many years now, but it seems we are not much closer

to reaching an understanding of its basics than when the discussion began.

Secondly, traditional research on the issue has been carried out mainly in SW France,
and primary conclusions obtained from the analysis of this area have been
extrapolated, and several tenets —outlined below- have been generalised, becoming the

supposed characteristics of this process across the whole of the European continent.

Finally, in recent years, Iberia has come under the spotlight because of the long
survival of Neanderthals in its southern area; examples of remains of these
populations which inhabited the Iberian refugia are several, such as the Zafarraya
mandible (Zafarraya, Granada), dated at ¢.27000 BP or the controversial child
skeleton found at Lagar Velho (Portugal), which is dated at ¢.24500 BP. These
findings do not fit into the traditional time span of the disappearance of that species
are but the tip of the iceberg that is formed by multiple observations which lead us to
think that the process that took place in this region could be quite different from the

generalised model, created on the other side of the Pyrenees.

The expectation and generalised interest on this issue, in and outside the academic

world is very much related to the fact that it is intrinsically linked to the arrival of our
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species into the area, and the apparently roughly simultaneous ‘disappearance’ of the
species which had been living in the region until then. The suspicious ‘coincidence’
together with the typical ‘whys’ and ‘hows’, and the speed with which theories of
mass extermination were put forward have been the perfect recipe to spark the interest
of many, and the production of a large amount of literature which stands as a three-
sided wobbly bridge between science, public interest and complete fiction (e.g.
Tattersall 1995, Auel 1980, Darnton 1996). It has also done much to prevent scientific
cooperation towards the achievement of a better understanding of how the Transition

took place.

Special interest is placed on the site of Abric Romani, the reason for this being that
this is the first complete study of the assemblages from the transitional layers, since
their excavation in the first half of the 20th century. The first-hand study of this and
the Corominas collection from Reclau Viver will be complemented by published

information, wherever this is available.

1.1. The traditional context of the Transition

While a detailed bibliographical revision is the focus of the following chapter, this
section’s aim is to explain how the generalising accounts of the Transition, as well as
the supposed characteristics of the process became established, progressively,
throughout 30 years. Only crucial and very specific works are mentioned here, as the

in-depth analysis of this and the rest of the publications is done in chapter two.
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In 1973, Colin Renfrew edited The Explanation of Culture Change: Models in
Prehistory; in section 3, P. Mellars outlined the characteristics of the Transition to
the Upper Palaeolithic in southwest France. According to this author, until that
moment there had been very few attempts to study the transitional process in
detail. The paper’s aim was ‘to examine closely the evidence from one particular
area in an attempt to define what the true pattern of the middle-upper Palaeolithic
was’ (Mellars 1973:255) turning it into the reply to the generalising and
superficial literature that was available on the topic at the time (e.g. Bordes 1968b,

Burkitt 1955, Coles and Higgs 1969, etc.).

Mellars selected the following points as the most significant aspects of the process as

observed in Southwestern France:

New forms of stone implements (i.e. Dufour bladelets, Font-Yves points, busqué
burins and strangulated blades in the Aurignacian), which were developed
throughout the period. Such implements are more complex and change at a faster
rate than the Mousterian ones. Blades begin to be made through indirect
percussion or the punch technique.

Ability to shape bone, antler and ivory into a variety of relatively and carefully
controlled forms (i.e. split base points from the Aurignacian assemblages).
Appearance of ‘small objects for which no obvious functional explanation can be
found’ which are interpreted as ‘personal ornaments’.

Specialised hunting of one species (reindeer).

Year-round occupation of sites which in many cases had gone through interior

modifications for comfort.
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Increasingly larger settlement dimensions are thought to indicate larger groups
and the increase in the number of sites responds to an increase of population
densities.

Extended networks, maybe because of long distance seasonal migrations, produce

the beginning of large distances contacts (150-200 kms).

Mellars’ paper has been considered ‘the first real synthesis’ on the Transition (White

1982), although its geographical scope was clearly outlined in the introductory

section, and it was meant to review previous generalisations, later works by the same

author gradually cast a shadow on the regionality of his own research, to finally turn

the characteristics outlined in 1973 into the ‘general features of the archaeological

transition from Middle to Upper Palaeolithic in Europe’ (Mellars 1991:63). The

complex of behavioural changes was then outlined as follows:

In the technological field: flake technologies tend to disappear in favour of a more
regular and economical blade manufacture that would display not only an increase
of complexity and variety (intra-assemblage, inter-regional and across time
[innovation]), but also a greater degree of standardisation and imposed form,
reflecting ‘mental templates’. Bone/antler/ivory technology abruptly appears in
the record, with complex and extensively shaped artefacts. The same
characteristics of innovation and regional diversification mentioned above for the
stone tools would apply here.

In the symbolic field: highly complex forms of representational or ‘naturalistic’
art are found in the record from this period onwards. Appearance of personal
ornamentation in the form of very varied types of beads, pendants, etc. made from

shaped bone/antler/ivory, animal teeth and exotic marine shells.
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e In the socio-economic field: increase in the specialised pattern of animal
exploitation including new levels of systematic hunting. Increase in population
density and size of local groups. Appearance of highly structured human

settlements, with clearly defined living structures.

1.2. Traditional systematics

The second focus of this research lies on the methods used until present to conduct
studies like the one mentioned above. Although the aforementioned 1973 paper is
considered as the first real synthesis on the subject, the truth is that the process of the
Transition, understood as the scenario of the origin of anatomically modern humans

(AMH), or at least their presence in Eurasia, has been the centre of debates for over a

century.

The cause for such lengthy discussion and the failure to reach an understanding
between the different parts has been blamed on the little concern that the disciplines
involved in this research have for the logic of inference through which each of the
sides reaches its conclusions and the basis on which they set out to defend them

(Clark 1999).

There is an apparent divide in the study of Archaeology, which permeates the field as
a whole and affects not only research, but also the aforementioned wide range of
publications about issues in this field. On one hand, there are the sites, the time
periods and the ‘findings’, and on the other, the theoretical aspects and schools of

thought that more or less clearly direct the interpretation of our research results. While
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this separation is understandable at the level of materials meant for the general public,

its presence at the scholar stage is not only incomprehensible, but also unwise, as the

example below shows.

Palaeolithic research has been mainly centred on the study of stone tool assemblages,
which are the most abundant type of remains from that period, and the vast majority
of those works are typologically driven approaches to the subject. The need to
organise pieces found in an archaeological layer in order to facilitate its study has
gone beyond the framework of auxiliary study methods to become the end product of

many projects (e.g. Fullola 1979, Ripoll and de Lumley 1965, Soler 1986, etc.).

At present, in Western Europe, there are three main Palaeolithic typologies in use:

o Bordes’ Typology for the Lower and Middle Palaeolithic industries (1961).

e de Sonneville-Bordes and Perrot’s Typology for the Upper Palaeolithic industries
(1953).

o Laplace’s Analytical Typology (1957, 1974).

A fourth one can be added when considering the Spanish scene:

e Carbonell, Guilbaud and Mora’s Logical-Analytical System (e.g. Carbonell and

Mora 1986, Carbonell et al. 1983, Carbonell et al. 1992).

Archaeology students are taught a particular system and trained to use it, but they are
not required to look into the methodology’s theoretical background. When sites are
excavated and pieces are typologically classified, the use of one or another of the

aforementioned classification systems is used, depending on the chronological stage
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to which a specific level is thought to belong, and the particular tradition in which the
archaeologists working on the site have been trained. At the time of writing down the
work done, the author usually states the method used, cites a reference or two, and
gets on with the analyses and the results. Too little consideration is given to the
influence that the chosen typological system has on the results, and these are not

questioned on methodological grounds, since it is widely believed that the facts and

even data speak for themselves.

Typological systematics contain an added problem when they are used to study the
transition, which is that this process cannot be typologically analysed by using one of
those systems, though some have been designed to work on industries of any period
(e.g. Carbonell ef al. 1983), and since different typologies focus and measure different
aspects of the assemblages, change (of whatever kind) is bound to be the result of the

analysis.

This thesis aims to incorporate a thorough analysis of such systems to the study of the
Transition as observed in Iberia, to ascertain the influence that the application of a
given typology has had over the results of the investigation. Chapter four is an in-
depth revision of the main typological systematics that have been employed in Iberian

research until present.

Before outlining the questions which will guide and structure the present work,
perhaps it is best to mention what this thesis does not deal with, and that are issues

related to the biological transition, between the two species which are the leading
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roles in this story. While it is an obvious key point in the controversy, the issue is
avoided and references to biological aspects are kept to a minimum, as the focus of
this work is the transitional process as observed through the material assemblages

from Iberian sites. Other important aspects which are not considered are faunal

remains, settlement patterns, seasonality aspects, etc.

1.3. Research questions

In light of the facts exposed in the previous sections, this research sets out to find the

answers to the questions outlined in the subsections below:

1.3.1. Generalisations from abroad: checking the facts at home

This section groups the questions that will be studied though the data obtained both
during the fieldwork seasons and from the publications available on the subject. There

will be three major points of analysis:

e Are traditional views on the Transitional process valid for Iberia? If so, do they
apply to all areas of the Peninsula? The following conventional parameters are
tested: results of blades and flakes indices, across the Transitional' assemblages,
the degree of standardisation and imposed form of the Upper Palaeolithic tools
present in the Iberian assemblages, the increased complexity of those tools and
their geographical scope, the degree of work done on bone, antler and ivory tools
and the presence and type of sophisticated art and personal ornaments.

e How different is the transitional record of the two zones in which Iberia is divided

in this research?

' In this thesis, transitional assemblages/layers is equivalent to late Mousterian, Chatelperronian (in the
case of Iberia) and earliest Aurignacian assemblages/levels. At the same time, transitional industries
specifically refers to industries such as Chatelperronian, Uluzzian, etc. except in the title, when for
reasons of length, transitional industries is equivalent to transitional assemblages.
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e Is there any evidence to support the claims about the existence of the so-called

Ebro frontier? Can we see any divisions through the archaeological record?

1.3.2. Theoretical toolkit analysis

This concerns those questions which affect the theoretical side of this research, which

can be outlined as follows:

e How do typological systematics influence our interpretation of the archaeological
record of the Transition? What is the extent of such influence?

e Is there any unbiased ‘final answer’? Why?

The following section will explain how the thesis is structured and where the above

research questions will be addressed.

1.4. Structure of the thesis

The remainder of this thesis is organised in seven chapters, which are outlined below.

Chapter 2 is a review of the literature on the subject of the Transition in Iberia. Major
works on the process as thought to have occurred in Western Europe and from which
early conceptions were established are also included. It also explains the causes of the
current state of archaeological research in Spain and Portugal, by analysing the
historical developments which these countries have gone through since the 19™
century, which have affected this field of research. The review also looks into the
problems which archaeological research in the region faces when it comes to being
published and what is the scope of the research and of the vast majority of published
works. Attention is drawn to the increasing importance of international events, such as

conferences, often held near major sites or areas in recent years. The chapter
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concludes by discussing the reasons why the research questions outlined above were

chosen.

Chapter 3 is a detailed account of the methodology used to study the material included
in this study; this can be divided into two types of data: first-hand data obtained by
myself during my personal study of the Vidal and Corominas collections (stone tools
measurements, shells samples, etc.) and published information, compiled in an
exhaustive bibliographic database. The history of the materials from Abric Romani’s
transitional layers is also included, in an attempt to clarify the present locations of
such pieces. The dating project’s methods are outlined in this chapter, which also

looks into the problems and limitations of this study, and their causes.

In chapter 4, I investigate the epistemological aspects of the study of the Transition by
looking at the development of Palaeolithic research since its very origins, in a section
that relates closely to chapter 2’s history of research in Spain and Portugal. In the
second part, there is a detailed theoretical overview of the four typological systems
most widely used in Iberian research. A practical case study sees their application to
Abric Romani’s transitional assemblages by different teams and finally, it also

includes my own typological analysis of the materials by the Bordesian methods.

Chapter 5 is an in-depth study of what is often referred as the 40000 BP Crisis, the
core of this study. It is carried out by analysing the transitional record of N Iberian
sites. This includes sites which have yielded dates of ¢.40000 BP for their earliest
Upper Palaeolithic layers, as well as others that do not have traces of the Upper
Palaeolithic until later stages, to see if the ‘crisis’ is a generalised phenomenon, the

exception to the rule or if indeed it ever happened.
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Chapter 6 analyses the transitional scenario in S Iberia, understood as the part that lies
south of the Ebro Line, following the structure of chapter 5. A thorough and critical

revision of the Ebro Frontier concept opens the chapter.

Chapter 7 is an overview of the Transition on the continental record, in order to see if
there is a case supporting a pan-European phenomenon as well as to give a broader
context to the 40000 BP Crisis as analysed in chapter 5. 40 sites are considered across
Europe, and in the second part, several hypotheses on how the Transition could have
taken place in Europe, which have not been directly tested in the previous chapters are

outlined and briefly explained.

In chapter 8, I will consider the general conclusions of my research, taking into
account the points outlined at the end of the previous chapters. This will be followed
by an explanation of the future ways in which the subject of the Transition to the

Upper Palaeolithic can be developed further.

In order to reduce the personal approach to the issues that this thesis is concerned

with, the third person style has been adopted from chapters 2 to 7.
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2.0. Introduction

The previous chapter outlined the key points on which this research is focused. This
chapter gives more detailed information on Iberian archaeology and on the whole
concept of the Middle to Upper Palaeolithic Transition. While these are separate

topics, in this thesis they will before the end be seen to be closely linked.

The original shape and contents of this chapter, as compiled in 1998-2000 were
thoroughly modified later on, when the impossibility of carrying out first hand studies
all over Iberia became a reality. Thus, specific published information on sites and
assemblages has been incorporated into the analytical chapters that deal with the areas

where they are located, and it is the broader literature that most concerns us here.

The present chapter in its final form accordingly focuses on the actual investigation of
the Transition in a different manner: the origins of the investigation on this topic at
the European level, the way in which the study was developed and the major

international papers that have kept the debate alive until present.

These points are treated after a section which deals exclusively with the state of
Palaeolithic research in Spain and Portugal. A primary aim of this section is to
analyse the evolution of Palaeolithic research in these countries, in order to
understand the background of the publications that will be referred to in later parts of
the thesis. This is also crucial for the clear understanding of the influence of foreign
investigations on the work of the Iberian archaeologists and the sometimes naive

acceptance of gross generalisations in subjects like the present research topic. Within
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this analysis, attention is drawn to the present state of Iberian archaeology, not least

the way in which it affects the publication phase of such work.

The concluding remarks of the chapter review the reasons for which the research

questions of this dissertation were selected, in light of the state of this field of study;,

when this project began.

2.1. Palaeolithic Archaeology in Iberia: Practice and Theory

This section is a historical analysis of the development of Archaeology in Iberia, with
particular stress on Palaeolithic studies, in relation to recent socio-political
circumstances — largely parallel - of Spain and Portugal which have profoundly

affected it.

The study of archaeological remains in Iberia began several years later than in other
areas of Europe, such as France or England. Different factors intervened in causing
this delay: first of all, the economic crisis which began with the early 19th century in
Spain; secondly, the political instability which has characterised most of the 19th and
20th centuries both in Spain and in Portugal, and finally, the strong position of the
Catholic Church, which rejected the introduction of modern theories such as

Darwin’s.

There were periods, like the short republican spell of 1873 in Spain, during which
creationism lost ground in favour of evolutionism, which was quickly spreading
around Europe, but these were too short to have a permanent effect: the constant and

radical political changes prevented individuals and institutions from having enough
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time to develop their work and establish themselves firmly. In general, during the
19th century, the development of Archaeology in Iberia was weak and late, by

comparison with that seen in other countries (Diaz-Andreu Garcia 1997).

Foreign mining engineers working in Madrid and Andalucia were the first people to
discover Palaeolithic sites: H. Falconer and W.J. Buck worked in Gibraltar during the
early 1860s, and they influenced Casiano del Prado, who focused on Almadén and the
area of San Isidro, near Madrid; at the same time, C. Ribeiro, F.A. Pereira da Costa
and J.F.N. Delgado undertook research in Portugal; according to Breuil and Lantier
(1965), Pereira da Costa discovered the shell middens of the head of the Tagus river’s
old estuary in 1865. It is fair to say that the input of foreign research in Iberian
archaeology —and Palaeolithic research- would only increase in the years to come,

although at least it would increasingly be the work of real Archaeology scholars.

Findings such as the rock art at Altamira, made public in 1880 (by Sanz de Sautuola),
did not make things easier: while its authenticity was at first questioned because of its
perfection by archaeologists, this very same trait suited creationist theories perfectly?,
and thus, confrontation only increased. Although Diaz-Andreu (1997) observes that
the middle classes were the group most interested in fostering the study of History and
Prehistory, it should be noted that both in Catalunya and Cantabria, areas where the
highest amount of Palaeolithic research has been carried out, early developments and

their steady continuation, were due to the involvement of high society individuals and

? The perfection of the paintings and the fact that they could be compared to paintings produced by
present day humans seemed to prove that high cognitive intelligence, related to art as a symbolic way
of communication and the necessary intellectual capacity to produce and use such a tool, did not evolve
gradually, with other biological traits, but was present at a very early date.
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aristocrats, people with well-known orthodox beliefs, such as clergymen (H. Breuil,
H. Obermaier, P. Wernet and J.M. Barandiaran), and aristocrats (Count of Vega del

Sella and the Marquis of Cerralbo) (Estévez and Vila 1999).

This late start preceded a very slow ideological development, largely attributable to
the strong conservatism of the Catholic Church all throughout the 20th century and
the dictatorial regimes which lasted most of that century in both Iberian countries.
Non-foreign academics favoured traditional research, being interested in avoiding
confrontation with the political powers that kept them in their posts, an attitude that
according to Vazquez Varela and Risch (1991) continued until the 1980s. Diaz-
Andreu (1997) highlights that in Portugal, until the 1970s, there were only inaccurate

descriptions of archaeological sites.

Primo de Rivera’s dictatorship (1923-1930) in Spain does not seem to have adversely
affected the development of archaeological studies, as the 1920s and 1930s saw a
great increase in Palaeolithic findings. The Count of Vega del Sella worked and
published Cueva Morin (1921), La Riera and Balmon (1930) among other sites; E.
Hernandez Pacheco published his investigations at La Paloma cave (1923) and J.
Carballo studied several sites, three of which were Camargo, Morin and Rascaifio; in
Catalunya, Pallarés and LI. Pericot studied the caves of the Montgri area. All these
developments allowed H. Obermaier’s (1916) adaptation of G. de Mortillet’s late 19th
century French framework, which had been revised by Breuil in 1912, to the Iberian
record. Conservative ideas continued to be enforced after the Spanish civil war (1936-
1939), during the fascist dictatorships of Franco in Spain, and Salazar in Portugal,

until 1975 and 1974 respectively.
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J. Alcina Franch (1975), professor of the Complutense University in Madrid,
highlighted the following points as the characteristics of Spanish archaeology between

1940 and 1970:

* 2 complete lack of theoretical orientation and any coherent programme of
research;
* ubiquitous adherence to a descriptive or “archaeographic’ style;

* interest only in historicist interpretations (e.g. diffusion and migration were the
usual explanations for contacts between groups and for stylistic and typological
variations in tools, etc.);

® a deficient consideration of environmental factors and the absence of
inter/multidisciplinary studies.

These things were all consequences of the habit of treating archaeology within a

descriptive and historicist framework, which is still in use today.

In Portugal, Palaeolithic research was pioneered by Breuil and Zbyszewski (1942-
1945, 1943), as it will be seen in chapter 6, when studying the Transitional record in

that area.

International developments during the second half of the 20th century, like the
discovery of more and more fossil hominid remains in East Africa, complicated the
explanations of all those in Iberia who refused any links with Africa. This was
followed by the emergence of ‘Anthropological Archaeology’, which was the
consequence of the work of Americanists exposed to Processualism, the penetration

of French tendencies during Bordes and de Lumley’s golden years, and the arrival in
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Spain and Portugal of teams of American archaeologists such as F. C. Howell, L. G.
Freeman and K. Butzer, just to name a few, who worked on major Iberian sites and
applied their theories and methods to them. They were the ones who questioned the
historical approach to research in Prehistoric Archaeology, challenging concepts such
as the long-term historicist perspective of European scholars and deploring the little -
if any- engagement with theory of the latter. The difference between the two
perspectives lies in the fact that New World scholars were trained in Archaeology as
Anthropology, and Old World ones in Archaeology as the period that chronologically

precedes historical times, and it is to be considered to be ‘just History, but without

writing’.

Despite the political freedom gained in Spain and Portugal in the mid 1970s and the
prosperity of the 1980s, when changes in the administration and new theories were
being introduced, French ideas and concepts continued to be assimilated as dogma:
whatever had happened in the remote past in France was assumed to have occurred in
Iberia, in the same way. A good example of this is the existence of a Mousterian cult
of the dead: despite the lack of burials from that period in Iberia, the existence of such
a cult was taken for granted (e.g. Alonso del Real 1977:249-250), because of the
findings abroad (especially French sites). It is within this ideological framework that
the generalisations highlighted in chapter one, which will be studied in detail in part
2.2.2., became accepted by scholars in Iberia. This assimilatory tendency is still

visible at present, especially in the area of theory and typological systematics.

While academia continued to support the French supremacy, Marxist books stopped

being taboo in the 1980s, as the new influence of democracy led to an increase in
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funds and university posts in many parts of Europe. The influence of this extended to

Iberia. Although rupture was not allowed, new techniques and more original thought

were certainly permitted, if not even encouraged.

Nevertheless, when the discovery of a Neanderthal burial associated with
Chatelperronian tools and ornaments at St. Césaire by F. Lévéque (1993), in 1979,
was dated to 36,000 = 2,700 BP, it destroyed the bi-philetical explanation of the
ethnic continuity from the lower to the upper Perigordian, proposed by D. Peyrony in
1946°. The reaction of young scholars in Spain and Portugal was to follow old
traditional tendencies and continued with the traditional cultural classification and the
temporal arrangement of cultures; they just added finer divisions and a more
standardised language, according to Estévez and Vila (1999). There was no room for

autochthonous innovative thinking.

The 1980s did however see the beginning at last of theoretical perspectives in Spanish
archaeology, which were especially influenced by the Anglo-American school. This
movement produced many publications and meetings, like the Congress of Prehistoric
Research Methodology held in Soria in 1981, the Symposium of Methodology and
Didactics of History, Prehistory and Archaeology in Céceres (1981) , etc. although
there is and there has always been in Spain a somewhat conscious avoidance of open
scientific discussion, because of the micro-politics of the field (Vazquez Varela and
Risch 1991), not to mention the bad theoretical training of most archaeologists, as
mentioned in chapter 1, which remains the case at present. Bicho (2001) thinks that in

the mid 1980s, Portuguese Palaeolithic studies dramatically increased in importance

* Based on artefact typology, Peyrony proposed that the lower Perigordian (or Chatelperronian)
developed into the Upper Perigordian (or Gravettian), a process which would run parallel to the
development of the Aurignacian.
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thanks to the input of American archaeologists, who started working there; the
training that they gave to Portuguese graduate students at the time consolidated the
importance of this field of research. In the mid 1980s, Raposo (1985) and Zilhdo

(1984) began to publish their studies on Portuguese Palaeolithic sites.

As regards the study of stone artefacts, the Bordesian method began to lose its
supremacy in Europe during the 1990s, as data began to be collected by other
methods, although in Spain traditional Palaeolithic approaches remained unchanged
because no other system has proved sufficiently comprehensive, despite the attempts
by Laplace in the 1970s (1962, 1974) or the 1980s’ Logical-Analytical system of
Carbonell, Mora and Guilbaud (1983). The problem with Bordes’ typology, according
to Clark and Lindly (1991) is that retouched tools do not locate themselves generally
in space and time according to key sites and sequences. The main reason for its
decline was that many researchers realised that local micro-traditions require the
existence of identity-conscious social units that have no known ethnographic

counterparts.

Unfortunately, little has changed since the 1970s, in the processes of research in
Iberian archaeology: Vazquez Varela and Risch (1991) highlight the orthodoxy and
descriptive character of the methods that are in use, while Estévez and Vila (1999)
stress that the accepted view of the Transition current account has not changed since
the 1940s: ‘there were two ethnic groups-cultures-people; Neanderthals suffer
acculturation (uselessly) and later die out, and modern humans succeed because they
are better at adapting to environmental changes, thanks to their natural superiority’.

While that statement may sound a bit exaggerated, the literature reveals that the only
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challenges to that account have originated in hypotheses put forward to explain
specific details of the record, or new discoveries (e.g. the discovery of the Lagar
Velho remains). To debate them implies defining positions on issues like

acculturation, though basic interpretations still rely on old and shaky systematics.

Hence, there is a clear need for new perspectives and more research, which is able to

combine the practical analysis of assemblages and collections with a thorough and

comprehensive theoretical approach.

2.2. The Transition in Print

In this part, the objective is to explain the characteristics of the works upon which the
literature review was performed, their scope and their problems regarding publication
and circulation. This section includes as well an analysis of those papers that have
dominated international debate on the issue of the Transition. Their impact on the

Iberian scene, as described above will also be considered.

The search for published information on the Transition in Iberia disclosed that
specific and detailed information on the topic is generally found in written works that
actually originate in Spain and Portugal. The same information is either ignored in
publications that reach international distribution or shyly included in the same
(Carbonell and Vaquero 1996, Villaverde et al. 1998), but only after years of delay, as
the original sources are seldom intended for circulation beyond the national borders,

at the most.
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Fieldwork data are usually included in excavation reports, which are submitted to the
authority that granted the excavation permit and/or the money to carry out the work
by which such data were obtained. They are also included in some postgraduate
theses. In both cases, printed copies of such volumes can be counted in single-figure

numbers and locating and accessing them is a complicated and time-consuming

detective-like process.

Only in very specific cases, such as those concerning the most famous cave sites in
the Cantabrian region and that of Abric Romani in Catalunya, have excavation reports
and postgraduate theses been published as monographs (e.g. Gonzélez Echegaray et
al. 1971, Gonzalez Echegaray et al. 1973, Gonzélez Echegaray 1980, Cabrera Valdés
1984, Vaquero 1992). These certainly provide large quantities of information on the
data obtained during fieldwork and the analyses performed, to the great benefit of

studies like the present one, but they are really exceptional cases.

Papers presented at conferences, by the teams involved in the excavations, constitute
the second level of information. At present this subgroup is in a phase of growth,
fuelled by the fact that the Transition and the Origins of AMH are fashionable topics
and to hold meetings on them is an activity that ‘sells’. Publications arising from these
events are distributed among those who participated in them and advertised around
those who attended. This happens both for national and international events, although
the latter have fared much better and in several cases (e.g. Madrid 1991 [published by
Cabrera Valdés 1993], Capellades 1995 [published by Carbonell and Vaquero 1996,
Gibraltar 1998 [published by Stringer et al. 2000] etc.) publications often enjoy a

much wider distribution. It must be noted that it is a very particular group of sites
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which are the subject of presentations at international meetings. These events, and the

publications which they have produced, will be discussed in detail in the following

section.

Up to date information on Transition-related issues can also be found in articles
published in journals of national distribution. They have however two traits which
often curtail the scope of their distribution: first of all, current postgraduate research
tends to focus on very particular aspects of a single archaeological level or
assemblage. While attention to detail and thoroughness are to be praised and
encouraged, the incorporation of the conclusions of those studies into the wider

framework of the site, the region or the period are only very rarely the ultimate aim of

these works.

The second major hurdle is language. At present in the field of Palaeolithic studies the
lingua franca of the modern world, in general, is English, followed by French, for the
reasons outlined above. However, the languages of publications containing the highest
amount of information used in this research, ordered in descending order of numbers
of works, are: Spanish, Catalan, Portuguese and Galego. English and French follow at
a distance and are only used in the case of international conference papers, with the
inevitable result, for works specifically relating to Iberia, already mentioned: a large

number of important publications remain inside Spain and Portugal.
The most accessible information of this latter kind comes from publications intended

to become undergraduate handbooks, though in their case, circulation is directly

proportional to their level being not only general, but also introductory, which implies
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the sacrifice of detail and facilitates the bland adoption of generalisations which is

attacked in this thesis. Cases are abundant (e.g. Barandiaran et al. 1998).

The new technologies of electronic publication have so far had only a minor effect on
this issue, but it must be noted that information on the Palaeolithic in Galicia was

obtained in part from a book that was published in the World Wide Web (Bello and de

la Pefia 1995).

2.2.2. The International Scenario

This section takes up where the introductory comment on the origin of the
generalisations about the Transition’s characteristics from chapter one finished, and is
intended to be a review of the major papers that have been published in the
international context between 1973 and 2002, about the Transitional process, as

observed in western Europe.

Research on the origins of modern humans is more than one hundred years old (Clark
1992), and the volume of literature on the Middle-Upper Palaeolithic Transition bears
witness to the fact that this point has been a very controversial issue for the past thirty
years. It is common for papers on the Transition to begin with a statement about the
amount of time that these two topics have been under study, and a comment to the
effect that we are unable to reach any conclusions, or even get closer to answering any

of the questions into which this topic unfolds.
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This section’s aim is thoroughly to examine the key articles that have contributed to
the transformation of the Middle-Upper Palaeolithic Transition into the high-profile
phenomenon that it constitutes at present. Its focus is on published material from 1973

until early 2002°. Papers which appeared after this time have not been included here.

The careful consideration of some forty publications sheds light on why, after thirty
years of intense debate, we have not come any closer to knowing how the Transition
took place or how modern humans appeared in Eurasia. The reason for this is that
what appears to be the most thriving topic in Palaeolithic research has been
permanently trapped into two main topics:

o the characteristics of the Transition

¢ the question on Neanderthal acculturation

Progress has stagnated because the supporters of the different positions on these
issues, broadly corresponding to the ‘Out of Africa’ and ‘Multiregional’ hypothesis
dividing this area of study from a Bioanthropological perspective, have been
describing what they believe to have happened repeating the same concepts over and
over again, in many cases with exactly the same words, and completely ignoring what
those who disagree with them have pointed out as possible flaws to be considered,
thus preventing a real debate from taking place. Another very typical opening
sentence illustrates this point, that about the existence of a generalised consensus on a
particular explanation and the fact that it is correct (e.g. Mellars 1996a:180):
“From the spate of research carried out recently there seems to be an

increasing consensus that the earliest anatomically and genetically
modern populations probably originated in one specific region of the

* This section reviews literature dealing with the Transition as a ‘general’ process. Works on particular
areas and sites, especially in Iberia, will be examined in later chapters.
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world (most probably Africa) and subsequently dispersed to all other
regions. ... most of the latest research seems to be converging
increasingly towards this hypothesis, and away from the alternative
scenario of ‘multiregional’ or ‘regional continuity’ evolution...”

2.2.2.1. The characteristics of the Transition

This section details the evolution of the study of the Transition during the last 30

years, setting the scene on which the present research has been developed,

highlighting the major events and publications in Western Europe.

Mellars’ contribution to Renfrew’s 1973 edited volume is widely considered as the

‘first real synthesis of data [on] the Middle/Upper Palaeolithic Transition’ (White

1982), as mentioned in chapter 1. In it, Mellars defined the transitional process as

observed in the Périgord as presenting the following characteristics:

a much wider range and complexity of tool forms [as compared to the Middle

Palaeolithic]

ability to shape bone, antler and ivory into complex forms

appearance of personal ornaments, defined as ‘small objects for which [there is]
no obvious functional explanation’

specialised hunting of one species [reindeer]

larger dimensions of settlements suggesting larger groups

modifications of the settlements’ natural conditions, thought to indicate a more
permanent home-base status than before

existence of long-distance contacts, due to extensive seasonal migrations or some
sort of trade with far away areas

increase in population density.
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It took nine years for the next major international paper to appear. White’s 1982
article was published in Current Anthropology, together with other scholars’
comments and their critiques to it. The wide distribution of the journal turned the
issue of the Transition into a major international discussion. Although White’s paper
was intended as a critical review of previous studies (especially that of Mellars 1973),
the strict limitation of the analysis to Mellars ‘arbitrarily imposed framework’, as
Gamble put it, did not lead to the rethinking of anything; on the contrary, this review,
which might have been a revision, became the origin of the transformation of those
points into generalisations or even into dogma. White’s insight on issues such as
personal ornaments is probably his main contribution to the early days of the
controversy, but his treatment of aspects relating to lithic technology and typology is

rather limited and was not pursued at any length.

A swift and direct reply from Mellars (1982) followed this article, re-asserting his
1973 tenets, but these papers failed to elicit major further contributions to the debate,
as both authors had intended, until seven years later, until the publication of the
proceedings of the conference ‘Origins and Dispersal of Modern Humans’, held in
Cambridge in 1987 and published in two edited volumes (Mellars and Stringer 1989,

Mellars 1989¢, 1990); two of its papers are analysed here.

Firstly, Mellars’ paper (1989b), was based on three assumptions:
e that biological and cultural changes during the Transition were related
o that ‘a complex of closely related technological changes’ took place, mainly: ‘a

general shift from flake to blade technology, in the majority of Eurasia, with the
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exceptions of areas with poor quality raw materials, appearance of well-defined
forms of endscrapers and burins and of a range of morphologically new artefacts,
highly distinctive and qualitative different from Middle Palaeolithic artefacts,
remarkable speed with which those new artefacts appeared, production of bone,
antler and ivory with the above-mentioned characteristics, greater standardisation
and degree of imposed form, producing a clear pattern of morphological
separation between artefact categories’

e that these changes can be identified consistently and repeatedly over large areas of

Eurasia (this is the earliest example where observations from south-western

France are extended on a continental scale).

In this paper, explanations for technological changes are sought through functional
and technological models, and socio-cognitive factors are suggested as the causes of
those aspects which cannot be explained by the proposed models. There are no
explanations for any of the three assumptions on which the whole hypothesis is built:
no correlations are made between biological and cultural processes, references to
other papers presented at the same meeting to justify the second point are in fact
clearly critical of this hypothesis (see below: Clark and Lindly 1989a) and the
consistency with which that set of changes can be identified throughout the continent
is not considered in any detail, when examining regions outside the core area of the

Périgord. The importance of this will be made clear in future chapters.

Moreover, explanations offered by this author on two particular elements deserve to

be carefully analysed at this point, and kept in mind for further observations in this

section and Chapter 3:
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Standardisation. Faced with a complete absence of studies in this topic, which
has never been empirically observed yet, Mellars noted that one has ‘to rely on
intuitive impressions’ to document this aspect. Thus there is no set framework
upon this point can be tested, just some feelings and impressions.

Increased complexity. This is defined as ‘a composite phenomenon created by
comparing the total range of Upper Palaeolithic forms, of all zones, from the
earliest Aurignacian to the end of the Magdalenian, to all Lower and Middle
Palaeolithic tools’. Fish and Dibble’s (1982:182) critical comment on White’s
paper would be applicable here, as this is only a comparison between two periods
in time, not a direct observation on the process that is analysed in here, and its
relationship to the latter is not at all clear’. As it stands, this observation demands
a global analysis, which falls far beyond the limits of this study. As Mellars

(4

himself points out: if focused on any individual Upper Palaeolithic
assemblage, it is doubtful that we would see a very much wider range and

variation in morphology or functional types than those represented in Middle

Palaeolithic assemblages’.

Clark and Lindly’s (1989b) contribution to the volume calls for the need to pay more

attention to the epistemological issues underlying this research. They highlight the

role of the application of different typologies in presenting a discontinuous scenario,

and scrutinise other points such as the general shift from flakes to blades, which to

them is an exaggeration: cases are said to be ‘not many’ and where they do exist, such

shift is only ‘slight’; hunting practices are thought to remain unchanged until the

Solutrean, clearly against Mellars hypothesis. These authors criticise Mellars and

> The role played by typological analyses and their influence on this issue will be studied in chapter 4.
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White’s papers as a whole, and blame them for concealing variability within the

periods (e.g. bone technology variability in the Upper Palaeolithic), and downplaying

similarities between them.

The same year, Mellars’ paper in Current Anthropology (Mellars 1989c), approached
the changes during the Transition from the behavioural perspective and related them
to the existence of a new human species, which had replaced the Neanderthals,
Insistence on better (‘more systematic and intensive’) subsistence techniques, and
more complex social organisation, precedes points such as higher population densities
and language, assumed because they are understood as necessary for the large
regional networks, the aforementioned type of organisation and the appearance of
symbolism. These three aspects, together with the appearance of complex stone, bone
and antler technology are taken as proofs of ‘a fundamental transformation of
behaviour’ in Europe. The technological sphere displays a four-fold ‘radical shift’:
standardisation [due to specific core preparation techniques], appearance of new tools
[thought to be the ‘biggest innovation’], more obvious degree of imposed form
[whatever obvious may mean], and complex bone/antler tools displaying the same
characteristics as lithics [standardisation and imposed form]. The Upper Palacolithic
traits of Chatelperronian assemblages are attributed to the Neanderthals’ acculturation

by those using Aurignacian technology.

Kozlowski (1990) and Otte (1990a) point to symbolic behaviour being present already
in the Mousterian (personal ornaments). They both delay changes in subsistence
practices, raw materials economy and dwelling structures until the Gravettian.

Kozlowski proposes continuity from the Mousterian until the Gravettian, via the
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leaf/backed points industries of North-central and Eastern Europe and Otte sees the
origins of the Upper Palaeolithic in particular intermediate industries (e.g. Couvin
cave, Belgium), because, as he says, ‘late Middle Palaeolithic culture was ready for
the evolutionary jump’; he agrees with Mellars, however, that Chatelperronian

assemblages are produced by acculturated groups. These views will be further dealt

with in chapter 7.

Mellars refined the definition of the general features of the transition in the
Cambridge Archaeological Journal, in 1991. Understood as ‘broad generalisations,
which varied in detail and precise timing’, they were then outlined as follows:

o general shift from predominantly ‘flake’ technology to ‘blade technology [not
taking into account earlier claims against the generalised character of this trait
(Clark and Lindly 1989a)]

e increase in variety, complexity, imposed form and degree of standardisation
[characteristics still not defined beyond what was said in 1989 (Mellars 1989b)]

e complex bone, antler and ivory artefacts

e increase in tempo of technological change, degree of separation and regional
diversification [without mentioning the possible influence of specific typological
frameworks which may highlight these characteristics, or the differences in these
parameters between the early and late Upper Palaeolithic]

e appearance of personal ornaments [ignoring Otte (1990) and Kozlowski (1990)]

e appearance of complex naturalistic art

e several socio-economic parameters: systematic hunting (contra Clark and Lindly

1989, Otte 1990, Kozlowski 1990), sharp increase in population density (contra
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Clark and Lindly 1989), increase in maximum size of social groups, highly

structured forms of settlement

Although all of these had been previously questioned, there is no mention of that, and
no provision of additional evidence to substantiate these later statements, as opposed
to plain disregard for others’ publications. Here the behavioural transition is called ‘an
explosion in human behaviour’, during which linguistic and symbolic communication
emerge, as can be seen in the artefacts’ morphological characteristics (standardisation,
predetermination and repetition) and the living structures. Since facts about language

cannot be proven, the term ‘possibility’ is stressed.

Writing 1in 1992, Klein ignores this important remark and assumes the existence of a
developed language system when he attributes the existence of a social relationship
network among neighbouring groups to fully modern linguistic capabilities, after
quoting the points in Mellars’ 1991 paper as the ones defining the radical
transformation in human behaviour which occurred ¢.50-40 kya (Klein 1992). He
expresses the belief that knowledge about the Transition will improve as the number

of well-dated fossils and sites increases.

Clark’s 1992 contribution to Dibble and Mellars’ edited volume on the Middle
Palaeolithic advocates the Continuity hypothesis, favoured by many other New World
scholars, according to which, clinal change can be observed in the following
parameters:

e technology

* raw materials procurement and use
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o faunal exploitation

e symbolic and ritual behaviour

e secttlement patterns

This 1s in line with his previous paper with Lindly in 1989. He also understands the
biological and cultural processes as two separated phenomena (contra Mellars since

1989b) and warns about the problems which arise when trying to identify local micro-

traditions ‘on the ground’.

An example of the generalisations that appear in textbooks can be seen in Mellars’
contribution to Cunliffe’s 1994 edited volume, as the Transition is explained as a
European process and the usual tenets are pointed out as behavioural changes in the
technological, economic and social spheres, causing the emergence of fully Upper
Palaeolithic communities. Here (Mellars 1994) the ‘Replacement’ hypothesis (also
known as ‘Out of Africa’) is supported by examples of finds like St. Césaire’s
Neanderthal remains with Chatelperronian tools (supposedly acculturated), dated to
35000 BP (Lévéque et al. 1993), and those of Skhul and Qafzeh’s modern humans
with Mousterian assemblages, and the possibility that biological and cultural changes

were independent is considered.

Klein (1994) disagrees with this separation, understanding ‘fully modern capacity for
culture’ as ‘the very significant adaptive advantage conferred by fully modern
behaviour’ to be biologically rooted. Against this same author’s belief (1992) that
more data will mean better knowledge, Willermet and Clark (1995) stress that data
have no meaning without a paradigm that defines them, and what is really needed is to

stop looking for patterns to establish the credibility of hypotheses and to understand
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that each side of the debate uses selected evidence (only that which supports a
particular hypothesis), and thus the analyses are biased. According to them, while
Replacement advocates tend to quote fossils from west Europe, southwest Asia and
Africa, Continuity supporters highlight those from central Europe, east Asia and

southeast Asia. Clark (2001) states that the need for more data is only part of the

problem.

In 1996, Rigaud wrote that acculturation had not taken place, because dates new at the
time, proved that techno-economic transformations had happened before the arrival of
modern humans, and thus there was no synchronism between biological and cultural
changes (Rigaud 1996). Moreover, he stated that in Atlantic Europe (which in fact has
to be interpreted as Atlantic France) and Italy, human populations had in fact
decreased (contra Mellars since 1973). Yet in the same UISPP Colloquium, Mellars
(1996b) stressed the ‘sharp increase in population density and residential group sizes’,
defining once more the Chatelperronian as an acculturation product. ‘Possible
systematic notation’ is added to the list of behavioural innovations, and this concept
appears in the same author’s book, The Neanderthal Legacy, which appeared that year
(Mellars 1996c), as ‘numerical systems or calendars’ among the not ‘highly
discussed’ changes. The rest of the assumptions and changes remain as quoted above,
with the exception of blade technology, here mentioned only as ‘improved’,

acknowledging its existence prior to the Transition.

On the basis of the supposed population increase at 40000 BP, which he still

defended, Mellars developed a series of detailed consequences (increase of local

residential groupings and of separation of individual roles, more bounded territorial
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and demographic units and complex descent and kinship systems) which were
presented in his paper to the British Academy (Mellars 1996a). There is no mention to

the fact that other scholars had questioned such increase in population.

Clark (1997b) blames the lack of discussion between the two opposed intellectual
traditions on the differences between their biases and assumptions; according to this
author, controversies like the present one ‘stem from the failure to consider
epistemological questions’ in the disciplines involved in it. While this is likely to be
true for most of the cases, this section shows that many authors not only fail to
consider such factors, but they also constantly omit other scholars’ input to the
‘debate’. Clark denies the ‘explosive’ character of early Upper Palaeolithic body
ornamentation, and sees an in situ gradual development. For him the concepts of
imposed form and morphological standardisation are ‘typological illusions’,
something which an in-depth analysis of the typological frameworks used to study the
lithic assemblages of the Upper Palaeolithic should be able to ascertain. Major
changes in subsistence, bone technology and art, hunting strategies and settlement

patterns are clear to him only after ¢.20 ky BP, and not 20000 years earlier.

In 1997, Rigaud supports the absence of demographic increase and lack of major
change in hunting strategies during the Chatelperronian and the early Aurignacian, but
thinks that greater standardisation is indisputable, yet he fails to explain how and
where he sees evidence for this trait; he also acknowledges the possible influence of
typological systematics on measuring the diversity of Upper Palaeolithic forms;

however far from eradicating the aforementioned generalisations, he divides Europe
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into five different transitional scenarios, just making them slightly milder (Rigaud

1997).

In two further papers, Clark (1999, 2001) accuses the contributing disciplines of being
discovery-driven and of having little concern for the logic of inference underlying
‘knowledge claims’. He thinks that no consensus will be reached until researchers

understand the importance of the logic of inference and make it explicit.

Simek (2001) thinks that the problem lies in Mellars’ simplistic approach to culture
change and the fact that old excavations’ data has been included in the analyses. It is
worth noting here that while Mellars approach may indeed be simplistic, this is a
criticism that could perhaps be applied equally to most or all of the researchers
mentioned above, since none of them proposed an alternative perspective, as opposed
to going along with the current situation, accepting or denying specific parameters

outlined and refined by Mellars.

2.2.2.2. The Question about Neanderthal Acculturation

Many scholars, as noted in the previous section, had already considered the possibility
that Neanderthals had manufactured Chatelperronian assemblages after having been
in touch with more modern groups producing Aurignacian tools; most even gave it for
granted. Yet, it was not until mid-1998, that this became a main subject of the
discussion, after Current Anthropology published an article by d’Errico et al. in a

supplementary monograph (1998).
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This paper did not challenge pre-established and taken-for-granted traditional links
between Neanderthals and Chatelperronian, and anatomically modern humans and
Aurignacian, despite abundant comments stressing important doubts about such
equivalences as replies to the paper (see comments by Conard, etc.), but it shook the
foundations of arguments in favour of acculturation' put forward by White, Otte,
Hublin, Mellars, etc. years earlier, by challenging their hypotheses one by one.
Whether they succeeded in modifying those authors’ views on the topic is something
different, but after twenty-five years of running in circles around the concept of the
Transition and its characteristics, d’Errico ef al. at least forced Palaeolithic scholars to
pause and consider an improved and bolder version of the hypothesis that considered
Chatelperronian as an independent technological and cultural transformation,

unrelated to the Aurignacian phenomenon. This is known as the ‘Indigenist’

hypothesis.

This paper concocts a mixture of attempts to ‘maximise accuracy’, for example by
discarding Vindija because of its well-known stratigraphic and sedimentological
problems (but see chapter 7), with a distortion of existing evidence to support their
hypothesis that Chatelperronian layers will always underlie Aurignacian ones when
found at the same site; they quote the sites of El Pendo (Spain) and Le Piage and Roc-
de-Combe (France) as support to such belief, simply claiming that their sequences,
with Aurignacian underlying Chatelperronian layers were proved to be

stratigraphically disturbed.

In 1998, at a conference in Gibraltar, Rigaud stressed the relationship between the

MTA type B and the Chatelperronian industries, originally stated by Bordes (1968a),
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but highlighted that Chatelperronian assemblages overlying Mousterian deposits
always tend to have a larger number of Mousterian artefacts. He also concluded that,
despite the two being contemporaneous at ¢.37000 BP, the MTA(b) had appeared
earlier (Rigaud 2000, 2001). At a later meeting in Foz Cda (Portugal) that same year,
he thoroughly analysed the controversial stratigraphies of Le Piage and Roc-de-
Combe and convincingly concluded that those sequences are highly problematic;
quoting from Rigaud’s paper presented in a meeting held at Gibraltar in 1998 (Rigaud
2000:29):
“... the interstratification of the Aurignacian and the Chatelperronian

at Le Piage is highly suspect and that the homogeneity and
independence of these archaeological horizons should be tested...”

“At Roc de Combe ... sedimentological phenomena elements might be

responsible for the contamination of the archaeological
assemblages...”

Mellars defended his adhesion to the Acculturation (or Population Dispersal, PDH)
hypothesis by basing the arguments of three papers (Mellars 1999, 2000a, b) on the
‘evidence’ provided by El Pendo (considered stratigraphically disturbed since 1982 by
Hoyos and Laville), Le Piage and Roc-de-Combe, already mentioned, and a ‘careful’
selection of dates, according to Zilhdo and d’Errico’s comments to his paper in 1999.
For him, Aurignacian appeared first, ¢.40-38000 BP and Chatelperronian only

emerged between ¢.36-34000 BP, as a result of Aurignacian influence.

In 1999, the Indigenist model supporters presented a total of thirty sequences where
Chatelperronian underlies Aurignacian 0/ deposits, and three more, from Italy, where
Uluzzian precedes Proto-Aurignacian remains. Far from questioning any of these

stratigraphies, they plunged into a radically critical analysis of the Spanish and
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Pyrenean sites that have yielded the earliest dates for the Aurignacian: Reclau Viver’s
oldest Aurignacian is classified as a palimpsest of Aurignacian and Chatelperronian,
Arbreda is discarded because of bioturbation and cave bear denning episodes, Abric
Romani’s earliest Upper Palaeolithic is defined as a palimpsest of Aurignacian and
Gravettian composition and level 18 of El Castillo is said to contain a mixture of

Aurignacian and Mousterian or Chatelperronian. They again discarded El Pendo, Le

Piage and Roc-de-Combe.

In faimmess to these researchers it must be highlighted that they opted to draw
comparisons only among dates obtained by the same method, and in the case of *C,
they differentiated from those taken from bone and those obtained from charcoal
samples. In four sites, '*C dates on bone present Chatelperronian at ¢.38000 BP or
older, and the earliest Aurignacian is obtained from charcoal samples at ¢.36-37000
BP. Hublin (2000) points to the fact that with standard deviations usually between 600

and 1000 years, overlapping of those dates is more than likely.

The indigenists failed to explain why Neanderthals from below the so-called Ebro
Frontier, championed by one of them (Zilh#o), remained excluded from processes
undergone by the rest of Neanderthal groups in contact with Aurignacian moderns,
since there is no evidence for Chatelperronian remains south from the Ebro, although
Aurignacian is to be found there. Nevertheless, a rather strange idea is starting to be
associated with that frontier; as of late, it is invoked as an example of long term
coexistence between the two species, when the concept, though lacking supportive
evidence, has been revamped to express a separation between both species (Zilhdo

1993, 1997, Zilhdo and d'Errico 1999).
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Clark (2001) accused the indigenists of ‘radical archaeological essentialism’ for
dismissing all the evidence that conflicts with their preconceptions, as they set out to
prove — whatever it takes — that no acculturation process took place. Clark thinks that
their model is undermined by strong correlations between climate and stratigraphic
frameworks of the kind explained below. The weakest pillars upon which the
Indigenist model is based are: their belief that Chatelperronian and Aurignacian units
can be differentiated clearly, as they are ‘typologically discrete’ and that Neanderthals

produced Chatelperronian assemblages while Aurignacian ones are the work of

modern humans.

Harold and Otte (2001) consider the indigenists’ conclusions to be premature, and
repeat the warnings against using El Pendo, Le Piage and Roc-de-Combe as evidence
of any sort. Despite this, some authors continued to make use of those stratigraphic
sequences, as mentioned above and Harold and Otte still believe that current evidence

favours the Acculturation/PDH side.

The discrepancy over adaptation to different environmental conditions can be

summarised as follows:

o the indigenists think that modern humans would have difficulties to adapt to mild
woodlands (in areas like the Périgord or south from the Ebro) until after the Arcy
Interstadial, by which time (a warmer period) there are no Chatelperronian
remains. The subsequent colder conditions would have favoured their dispersal.

e PDH supporters defend the view that warm conditions would have been

favourable for modern humans’ dispersal and bad for Neanderthals, who would
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retreat to refugia. According to this perspective, events would have taken place
earlier than suspected by indigenists and a longer period of contact would have
taken place. They should now explain what stopped moderns at the north bank of
the Ebro (if anything at all) and how did Neanderthals survive for 10000 years

under the warm conditions which must certainly have prevailed in southern

Iberia’s environments.

Supporters of the Acculturation hypothesis are left to explain how could the number
of personal ornaments found at Grotte du Renne be higher than the total number of
such pieces found in Aurignacian contexts, since Neanderthals were supposed to be
either copying them without understanding, or collecting such items from modern

humans’ sites in various ways (White 1993).

Another intriguing point is the one according to which the members of this group
think that stratigraphy proves them right: Aurignacian sequences seem to eventually
replace and survive the Chatelperronian, after taking over its stronghold areas, like
south western France, but how did Mousterian groups become acculturated, if there
are no Aurignacian layers between Late Mousterian and Chatelperronian, since it

appears that they are always afterwards, if present at the same site?

Supporters of the Indigenist model must be granted at least the fact that they got the
debate going once more, after twenty-five years of what some have called a ‘dialogue
de sourdes’ (dialogue of deaf people) (Clark 1994b). At present, it is important to
keep discussions alive and take into consideration observations made by others. This

does not mean that perspectives should invariably be rectified, but merely that,
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progressively, additional information should be acknowledged, studied and if verified,

incorporated into the bigger picture, as small steps forwards allow us to progress.

2.3. Conclusions

This chapter has reviewed not only the principal publications that have turned the
Middle/Upper Palaeolithic Transition into such a famous debate, but also the causes

why research in Iberia has been so influenced by international writings and

developments on the matter.

In many aspects (e.g. typological systematics, traditional periodisation) researchers in
Iberia have done no more than adopt uncritically whatever went on abroad. As
mentioned above, instead of creating their own regional sequences, which could have
been compared to the classical periodisations imported from France, de Mortillet’s
scheme of the Palaeolithic to be imported to Iberia, and when Bordes published his
typology, many went head over heels to make the local Iberian assemblages fit into
his categories. When it comes to the Transition, the same happened, and regions
simply adopted Replacement/Multiregional explanations and hypotheses depending
on which was the one that suited them best, instead of examining with an open mind

the archaeological evidence of their sites and seeking to account for it.
As time passed, it became clear that Iberia was somewhat of a special case: several

northern sites yielded very old dates for the Aurignacian and very young dates have

been assigned to Neanderthal remains from the south.
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In future chapters, Iberia will be shown to have some of the most important sites for
the investigation, yet neither a high nor a progressive level of autochthonous research
has ever accompanied this abundance of material. As has been shown, socio-political
events prevented Spain and Portugal from beginning to study the Palaeolithic at the

time when other countries did, and this had serious consequences.

The sections above prove that there is a serious need to study the process of the
Transition as it happened in Iberia, at different levels. Firstly, the characteristics that
have been attributed to the phenomenon by foreign researchers who have not
themselves studied the evidence from the peninsula should be tested against the actual
archaeological record, to see if the characteristics of the Transition in southwestern
France are indeed applicable to this area. Inter-regional differences inside Iberia must

be considered too.

Secondly, the typological systems that have been applied to the study of the
Transition record should be analysed and compared. It is crucial to determine their
influence, their differences, their real aims and their value in modern Palaeolithic

research.

The following chapter will describe how these two objectives will be approached here

and will also detail the techniques used to analyse the data obtained during the

fieldwork season.
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3.0. Introduction

In 1999, when work on this thesis began, the volume of literature concerned with the
Transition to the Upper Palaeolithic in Iberia available was considerable. Chapter 2

constituted a thorough review of the same, upon which the research questions of the

current study were formulated.

The present chapter serves two purposes: firstly, to discuss the research design
followed in this study, including the sampling, data-collection and analytical
methodology used to attempt to answer the aforementioned questions, and secondly,
to detail the reasons why this approach was adopted, the problems encountered when

conducting the study and the limitations of the research.

3.1. Selection of study areas and sampling

The following two sections of this chapter will specify the criteria selected as the
focuses of this research, including transitional characteristics, geographical areas and

individual sites chosen for detailed study.

3.1.1. Selected traits for study

The seven major generalisations that characterise the most widely accepted paradigm

of the Transition can be divided into three different categories:

In the technological field: flake technologies tend to disappear in favour of a more
regular and economical blade manufacture that would display not only an increase of
complexity and variety (intra-assemblage, inter-regional and across time

[innovation]), but also a greater degree of standardisation and imposed form,

66



reflecting ‘mental templates’. Organic technology abruptly appears in the record, with

complex and extensively shaped artefacts. The same characteristics of innovation and

regional diversification mentioned above for the stone tools would also apply here.

e Inthe symbolic field: highly complex forms of representational or ‘naturalistic’ art
are found in the record from this period onwards. There is also the appearance of
personal ornamentation in the form of very varied types of beads, pendants, etc.
made from shaped bone/antler/ivory, animal teeth and exotic marine shells.

 In the socio-economic field: increase in the specialised pattern of animal
exploitation including new levels of systematic hunting. Increase in population

density and size of local groups, and appearance of highly structured human

settlements, with clearly defined living structures.

Of these, the following were selected as those which could best be studied in the
Iberian archaeological collections to which access could be obtained:
higher percentage of blades than flakes
greater degree of standardisation and imposed form
increased complexity and geographical variety
appearance of complex bone/antler/ivory technology
appearance of sophisticated art and personal ormaments.
The strategy was to examine, using the original evidence, the degree to which each of
these tenets is applicable to the phenomenon of the Transition between the Middle

and the Upper Palaeolithic in Iberia.

Aspects relating to the broad socio-economic spectrum, such as the patterning of
faunal remains, types of hunting strategies, population sizes and spatial analyses of

settlements are not included in this research, apart from references to published
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information where the latter is directly relevant. The importance of these things is
fully recognised, but the constraints under which a research student has to operate

mean that one can only address a few aspects of the chosen topic, regardless of what

one might wish.

However, this research is not limited to the study of the materials included in the
transitional assemblages. Emphasis is equally placed on the theoretical perspectives
from which previous workers have approached this field, as it is clear that these have
strongly influenced the various interpretations of the remains from those layers. Thus,

detailed analyses of issues concerning the different theories and approaches to this

study will also be provided (chapters 4 and 7).

3.1.2. Selecting specific areas and sites

This study originally set out to be the first thorough regional approach to the transition
in the whole Peninsula, but practical considerations dictated that it had to be limited to
sites in which transitional layers had already been excavated, and where permission to
study the material was granted to the author. Thus, far fewer sites are mentioned or

discussed in detail here, than originally planned.

Such a cut in the geographical span was not without benefits, however, because it
allowed for the long needed theoretical review of the subject mentioned above, which
could be produced without depending on the outcome of travel grants and fieldwork

research applications.

When a final decision about the areas on which the research would concentrate had to

be taken, the Catalan region was chosen as a starting point, because permits to study
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its museum collections were easy to obtain, fieldwork was already taking place there

and publications of previous studies were abundant.

Cantabria is the region of Iberia where archaeological research has been taking place
for the longest period of time, due to the early discovery (and controversy) of the rock
art at Altamira and other caves. Moreover, the clear differences between the

interpretations of this region’s archaeological record and that of Catalunya made it an

obvious candidate to form part of this study.

The divergences between these two regions seemed to offer a chance to test whether
the nature of the transition was really as standardised and consistent from area to area,
as has been supposed. At the same time, the differences that these two regions display
against the traits observed in several places in southern areas call for the inclusion of
at least a brief comparative study between the two halves of Iberia, a factor which
offers the chance to explore the controversial Ebro Line hypothesis (Zilhdo 1993,

1997).

3.1.3. Museum Collections

The “fieldwork” for this research was carried out in four different seasons, from 2000
to 2002, and it entailed the study of different museum collections; this part describes
the characteristics of the different visits and the developments that took place while

the author was working in Spain.

In January 2000, the author travelled to Banyoles, a town close to the area of the
Reclau Caves in the province of Girona (Northern Catalunya), and studied the

materials from the ‘basal Aurignacian’ layer of Reclau Viver cave that were
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excavated by J. Corominas during the 1940s, but had never been studied before or
published. Access to the materials from the modern excavations was restricted
because a member of the team which is digging at the site at present is currently
working on his thesis, and, despite the fact that his interest is mainly in the raw
materials and their provenance, his supervisor did not allow the author to access any
of the pieces from the modern excavations. At the Banyoles Museum, however,
access to the storage area was freely granted and the author was invited to help herself
to the boxes containing the Corominas’ collection. Storage there was organised in
medium size cardboard boxes, in some cases containing smaller boxes, where pieces

like bladelets were kept. A visit to the caves took place on 21/01/2001.

After finishing the study of that collection, the author travelled to Capellades, the
town below which the site of Abric Romani is located. In the local Museum, currently
dedicated to the traditional ways to make paper, she studied the pieces from layers 2
and 4 (called ‘earliest Aurignacian’ and ‘latest Middle Palaeolithic’ respectively) kept
in that centre. A member of the team currently working at the site’s excavations
brought materials to her. This collection is kept in big cardboard boxes, marked with
the layer number. Two of the boxes were marked as ‘layer 4 or 6’; these materials
were not included in the study, because their exact provenance could not be exactly
ascertained. The same person who provided the materials to study took the author to
visit the sites of the Capellé cliff, at the time when work to turn the area into an

Archaeological Park was in progress. This took place on 26/01/2001.

In February 2000, to complete the study of the Capellades materials, work on the

pieces kept in the Archaeological Museum of Catalunya in Barcelona (MAC) began.
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Very rapidly, the author realised that the material housed there was much more than
she had expected to find after a preliminary enquiry, and it became clear that at least

another long visit would be necessary in order to study the complete Vidal®

collection’s pieces.

Back at Oxford later that winter, work on a more systematic way to record the
characteristics of the materials began, in preparation for the following spell of
fieldwork, which was to focus on the pieces stored in the MAC. This produced the
Lithic Record Form. It must be stressed that although researchers like G. Laplace and
N. Soler had studied a few pieces from this centre, some of those exhibited from 1939

to 1983, the vast majority of the Vidal collection had never been studied before.

Work on this collection continued in May and June 2001, using the new Lithic Record
Form. This was also used to study the pieces kept at the Library-Museum of Victor
Balaguer, in Vilanova (Tarragona), where A. Romani had worked from 1916 to 1927.
It currently stores a handful of pieces from layers 2 and 4, two Cypraea pyrum, two
pottery shards and a small travertine block containing bone and stone pieces. The
exact original stratigraphical position of this block is unknown, and therefore the

invitation to study it was declined.’

During this visit, the author had the opportunity to meet Professor E. Ripoll, now

President of the Royal Academy of Arts of St. Jordi, in Barcelona, who had excavated

® This collection is named after Lluis Maria Vidal, who worked with Amador Romani at the site the
latter had discovered, from 1909 to 1911.

7 According to Romani (Romani i Guerra 1917a), it belonged to a stalagmitic formation overlaying one
of the ‘lower layers’.
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in Abric Romani during 1956-1962. Much important first hand information on his

work at the site was provided by him.

Later that summer, the Lithic Record Form was used to study the materials found in
possible transitional layers of Gorham’s cave (Gibraltar) by Waechter, during the
1947-1954 excavations. This work was carried out at the laboratory where members
of the team were studying materials from the current excavations. Part of the week
was used to learn at first hand the application of the Logical-Analytical System
(Carbonell and Mora 1986, Carbonell ez al. 1992), which is the one used by this group
to classify the materials typologically. Some more time was used to discuss the Lithic
Record Form with the director of the excavation, who was interested in adopting parts
of it to complement his own recording system. The materials studied were stored in

cardboard boxes.

The final fieldwork season took place in the winter of 2001-2002, and was three-fold.
After having received a grant of NERC funds to date 5 samples from the worked bone
and shells found by Romani in level 2, Dr. T. Higham from the Research Laboratory
for Archaeology and History of Art in Oxford travelled to Barcelona in December and
took samples of the materials to be dated in Oxford. After a formal application and a
lengthy discussion with Professor M. Molist, director of the MAC, Dr. Higham and
the author had the full cooperation of the staff of the centre. Nine samples were taken
as detailed in section 3.2.1.4. NERC funds to date two more samples were obtained in
the winter of 2002. The preliminary results of this project are presented in chapter 5,
although further research on the pieces examined was on-going at the time when this

thesis was submitted.
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In early January 2002, the author was invited to visit Dr. M. Walker at Murcia
University, who directs the excavations at the site of ‘Sima de las Palomas del Cabezo
Gordo’, in Murcia, because an AMS date of 34,450+600 BP obtained the previous
summer on a fragment of burnt bone attached to a fragment of a Neanderthal
mandible gave a layer of the site a chronology of 55,000 to 35,000 BP (Walker
personal communication). Although Dr. Walker would himself have preferred a
careful study of “all the pieces from all the layers’, the author decided to focus on the
materials from the layer where the mandible was found. The materials from this
excavation are kept in individual plastic bags, which are stored, grouped by layers in
shoeboxes. The greater part of the week was spent on visiting the site and compiling
literature on the Palaeolithic sites of the Spanish southern Levant, but due to sudden
illness the author had to cut the visit short and return to Barcelona. Once she had
recovered, a final visit to the MAC to finish the study of the Vidal collection was
made. On this occasion, the author assisted the curators in organising and cataloguing

these pieces.

3.1.4. Abric Romani: History of Excavations and Archaeological Collections

The Capell6 is a travertine cliff full of caves and rock shelters, created by the water
dripping from the rock, since the Quaternary period until the present day, because of
the existence of a former lake in the area where the town of Capellades is presently
located. The cliff is formed by three cornices, at some 50 m above the present right
bank of the Anoia river, just below the town on Capellades, some 50 km NW from

Barcelona®. Comices I and II are fossil, and number III is currently forming.

® This is the very same process that created the Reclau Caves, among which figures Reclau Viver.
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Figure 1: Location of the Capell6 cliff in Catalunya (Digital Chart of the World, Pennsylvania
University).

The numerous cavities have had several uses along the years. In war times, villagers
used them as hiding places, and some, including Abric Romani, have been used as
chapels, as civil cemeteries in the early 19th century, and even cattle graves, which
may explain Abric Romani’s original name - La Bauma del Fossar Vell (the rock
shelter of the old grave in Catalan) - and the state of its uppermost layers. It must also
be borne in mind that a part of this particular cave, most likely the southwest area,

was destroyed in the mid 19th century by stone quarry work.

Archaeological research in the Capellé area began in 1905. A period of intense
activity’ in that zone, which would last until 1916, brought the biggest discovery on 9
August 1909, when Amador Romani (1873-1930), a prominent businessman from a
local family dedicated to the production of paper, and one of his sons, Conrat, dug a
small trench at La Bauma del Fossar Vell and discovered a few lithic implements and
a human cranium, which is now lost. Abric Romani rock shelter (41 30'N, 2 20'W) is

located between the Capelld’s cornices I and 11, 280 m above sea level. Its opening is

’ Overall, Amador Romani is credited with the discovery of 18 archaeological sites in the area, in total.
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During Romani’s excavations, two test pits were dug out, to try and ascertain the
depth of the deposits, and Vidal published the first scheme of the stratigraphic

sequence in his 1911 paper. Later workers have subsequently republished this with

only small changes.

In 1916, Romani moved south to Vilanova (Tarragona), to take up a job at the
Biblioteca-Museu Victor Balaguer, where he would become a curator, until 1927, and
this is probably why research at Abric Romani slowed down during this period,
together with the lack of institutional and economical support such as had been
received just after the discovery. Nevertheless, sporadic work continued there until

1930 - we have written information about works done between 1924 and 1927 — when

Romani died.

In 1917 Romani published a short paper (1917b) and a museum guide (1917a) with
detailed information about the remains found at the site, and re-worked his original
notes and excavation diaries, and in 1918, he donated his personal collection of
invertebrate remains from the excavation to the Natural Sciences Museum of

Barcelona'®.

The first notice of “pirate” activities at the site dates from 1926, when Romani
reported that they had destroyed the remnant section number 1, which included parts
of levels 1 to 7 (Bartroli et al. 1995), and Laplace (1962:37) mentions that a survey
was carried out at the site in 1937, to ascertain the possibility of performing further

work.

' These included some of the shells studied in chapter 5.
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The second phase of the works, under Professor E. Ripoll, was carried out from 1956
to 1962. In 1959, G. Laplace collaborated in the excavation campaign, which began in
July and lasted 10 weeks, and studied part of the collections, applying his typological
system (Laplace 1962). In 1961, Professor H. de Lumley joined the research.
Important international papers (Ripoll 1957) were published for and after the V
INQUA Congress held in Nice in 1957. During the meeting, an excursion to Abric
Romani was organised, during which A.C. Blanc compared Abric Romani’s layer 2 to

Riparo Mochi’s level 6, classified as Perigordian II, according to Peyrony’s system

(see chapter 7).

In 1975, Ripoll and de Lumley worked at Romani once more, and from 1976 to 1978,
sporadic works (cleaning of sections, collection of samples, etc.) took place at the site,
directed by Llongueras, from the MAB'!, while L. Freeman initiated a study of the
adjacent shelter, Abric Agut, which he left unfinished. No published information

exists from this period.

In 1983, Abric Romani began being excavated by the CRPES of Girona (Centre de
Recerques Paleo-Eco-Socials, which 1s Catalan for Centre of Palaeo-Eco-Social
Research) and later by the Archaeology Department of the University of Tarragona
(formerly University of Barcelona in Tarragona, and currently called Rovira i Virgili

University). This work is still ongoing, directed by Professor E. Carbonell.

"' The Archaeological Museum of Catalunya (Barcelona) was then called Museu Arqueologic de
Barcelona (MAB).
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Abric Romani’s materials are at present located in several different Spanish
institutions. The following paragraphs provide a reconstructive account of how they
ended up in their present locations and the reasons why they are scattered. The story is
quite a complicated one, but it is worth recording, before any comments on the

significance of the site, because it shows how it came about that no-one has ever

previously studied all of the surviving material.

Originally, pieces dug out by Romani, from 1909 onwards, were sent to Barcelona
regularly; the first lots were sent to Font i Sagué, at the Geology Museum where he
was a member of the directive board, on 03/03/1909 and 23/03/1909. The archives of
the Geology Museum in Barcelona contain a note regarding their arrival and
acceptance on 13/03/1910. On 30/06/1910, Romani sent the first of several batches
addressed to Vidal, in this case materials from layer 4 (according to his diary (Bartroli
et al. 1995): 26 endscrapers, 6 small endscrapers, 4 flints, 4 retouched flints, 25
henutits'?, 44 points, 25 retouched endscrapers and a molar, possibly human). Later
on followed the material he had obtained from layer 2 and 3. Furthermore, lots

including pieces from layers 6, 9, 11, and 13 were also sent.

In 1919, Bosch Gimpera mentions that the collection is kept at the MAB. More
materials, which Vidal had kept at his home, were sent to the Natural Sciences
Museum of Barcelona when he died in 1922, according to his last will, as noted by
Serra Rafols in 1930. In 1936, this museum arranged for this set to be sent to the

MAB.

2 A type of mollusc.
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first floor, still packed. It remained very much like that until the author started to

study the collection.

After the initial project in collaboration with institutions in Barcelona finished,
Romani kept the pieces he found in later years in Capellades, and it was a project of
his to create a museum similar to the one in Vilanova, where those remains could be
exhibited, yet he did not live to see this happen. After a lot of discussions and
negotiations with the municipal government, in 1948, part of that collection was put
on display at the newly created Museu Moli Paperer of Capellades, until the late
1990s, when they were boxed and stored at the same, in order to create more space to

include another room dedicated to the traditional manufacture of paper.

In 1959, G. Laplace studied layer 2’s assemblage which was in the collection at
Capellades (216 lithics in total), plus eight pieces from the MAB. In 1986, N. Soler
included Abric Romani in his thesis, after only having classified typologically (by
Laplace’s system) the artefacts at Capellades. He acknowledged not having looked at
the Barcelona collection, and having been unable to identify all the pieces Laplace

mentioned in 1962, in Capellades.

M. Vaquero thought the Barcelona collection to have been lost (Vaquero 1992:20,61)
and thus based his seminal work on the transitional industries of the site only on the
collections stored in Capellades (and other materials, as mentioned in chapter 3, to
which the author was not given access, although in fact the difference is little, because
due to the doubts about their original stratigraphic location, they would not have been

used 1n this thesis).
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When the author contacted M. Vaquero, current co-director of the excavations at
Romani, in 2000, she was told that the materials belonging to layers 2 and 4 were
stored in Capellades and at the MAC. It was while working at the latter that Mrs. A.
Casanovas told her of the materials at Vilanova, and a few other pieces'” stored at the
National Archaeological Museum in Madrid. It is believed they were sent there in
exchange for materials from other archaeological sites, from which the MAB did not

have any pieces in the 1950s or earlier, although which materials were received in

exchange for those from Romani is unknown.

The author studied all the lithic, worked bone and malacological transitional material
kept at Barcelona, Capellades and Vilanova; table 1 shows the volume of material
from the Transitional layers in the different museum collections and the quantity of
items studied for this research. This study is accordingly the most complete analysis

of the layers related to the Mid-Upper Palaeolithic Transition at Abric Romani to date.

CAPELLADES BARCELONA VILANOVA MADRID
(Museu Moli (Museu d’Arqueologia | (Biblioteca-Museu (Museo de Arqueologia
Paperer) de Catalunya) Victor Balaguer) Nacional)
1 2 1 2 1&2 1&2
LAYER 2 ? 198 461 220 9
LAYER 4 ? 191 52 39 1 NONE

Table 1: Amounts of pieces in each collection (1 = total number of pieces in the collection, 2 = total
number of pieces studied).

" The following are currently in Madrid: 2 fragments of breccia, two perforated Cypraea shells and 10
lithic pieces lacking any stratigraphical reference.
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3.2. Research Design

Because of the developments explained above, the main focus of the study is on the
Transitional layers of Abric Romani, since it is a body of material that the author was
able to study as a whole. Important practical experience and information about work
at other sites was gained too, but the fragmentary state of the available information
can contribute little to the present study. Nevertheless, data from Reclau Viver cave

collected during another museum visit are also used when analysing the particularities

of the Reclau caves, in the second part of chapter 5.

3.2.1. Data Collection Methods

This section describes the types of methods used to collect and analyse data. The
research for this thesis has been carried out at two different levels: on one hand,
specific characteristics outlined as hallmarks of the Transition as a general pan-
continental phenomenon are looked for through analyses of the information and data
obtained during the fieldwork seasons. On the other hand, the methods used by former
scholars working on this topic are evaluated, in order to achieve a greater

understanding of the epistemology of the results they presented.

These two levels require different types of analyses, according to the nature of the
data belonging to each of them. Here, the methods used to gather information on these
two separate but complementary aspects of this topic are explained. They are
organised according to the types of data collected. How these were used is the subject

of the next section.

82



3.2.1.1. Publications database

A database of the published information on research performed on the Transition in
the Iberian Peninsula was produced during the academic year 1999-2000. The

thorough review made a clear case for the need to study the Transition from the

perspective of more recent research in Western Europe.

This database is important in itself, for various reasons: it contains information on
several publications that are not included in the references’ sections of the papers that
are most accessible (e.g. Mufioz and Pericot 1975: on their excavations at Ermitons
cave) to Palaeolithic researchers (Soler and Maroto 1987b, 1990, Maroto and Soler
1990), or even doctoral theses (Soler 1986, Maroto 1994); it is the only compilation
comprising information published in Catalan, English, French, Galego, Italian,
Portuguese and Spanish; many sources — especially the earliest ones, and regional
bulletins and journals — were obtained from the library of the MAC, as they are
unavailable anywhere else. Overall, it contains over 700 entries, which have been
systematically organised by the author using EndNote software. The ones included in
the Bibliography section at the end of this thesis are only those mentioned or referred

to in the text.

Originally, the compilation did not include any information on the epistemology of
the studies. New work to find out the basis on which the various interpretations of the
archaeological record had been produced concentrated on two areas: the developing
history of concepts such as Aurignacian, Perigordian etc. and the theories of the
typological systems used to classify the lithics; the latter was followed by several tests

to assess how they worked in practice.
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While the original database is the foundation of the parts of this thesis in which sites
that were not included in the fieldwork are studied, the large and complex material

gathered on the theoretical and epistemological aspects constitutes the sole subject of

chapter 4.

3.2.1.2. The Lithic Record Form (LRF)

The author designed a form, so that information on the lithics could be collected in a
uniform manner. This form is an A4 sheet with a multivariate questionnaire on the
front, in which the different characteristics of each piece can be noted and with space
on the back to draw the piece and write down any extra relevant information14. The

pieces were examined by eye and under a magnifying glass if deemed necessary.

To design the form, a large number of publications were consulted (including Barton
1988, Bisson 2000, Inizan et al. 1999, etc.); the most influential one was Inizan et al.
1999 as it provides useful information for all the different characteristics and the
possible variables which proved important in this research. The form first took shape
during the first fieldwork season in Banyoles (Girona, Catalunya), although it was
later adapted, extended and modified several times as research proceeded and the
research design evolved. It can be divided in three parts:

1) General Information: this section serves to record information on the date of
the analysis, the museum where the collection is stored/exhibited, the box
number in which the particular piece is kept, the date when it was excavated
(if known), the director/group in charge of the work at the time, the site’s

name, the layer, the picture number (if one was taken) and the professional

o Examples and graphic material for this section has been included in the appendices’ section.
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2)

picture’s reference if the centre had a professional photographer take a picture
of the piece/s.

Although most pieces included here had not been previously studied, the
boxes storing this material were often labelled as ‘Mousterian’, ‘Aurignacian’,
etc. This was also recorded.

The pieces’ numbers (in the museum collections) were noted down, and they
were also given another number by the author, from a series that would
identify them in the framework of the present research. When pieces lacked a
museum reference number and time allowed, the author undertook that task
with guidance from the responsible museum staff. Other ‘general’ information
was the date when the items were studied, the collection’s name, and the
references of the pictures taken.

If a particular piece was identified as having appeared in any article, the
typological method through which it was classified was also marked. A
preliminary and very basic classification followed this section.

Piece Morphology: Here, the formal characteristics of each piece were
measured and recorded. The piece’s morphology was established, by
measuring its length, width and thickness, and presence of cortex (rated as 0%,
5%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 100%). Measurement was done using a Vernier
Caliper, and measurements were taken according to the metric system,
because this is the one used in Spain and Portugal and it would make it easier
to compare this information with the published data. In this study, following
various other authors, length and width were measured as those of the

containing rectangle, thickness was measured at the mid point between edges
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2 and 4, as explained by Dibble and Debénath (1994:17-18, see also Roe
1964).

Traits such as the number and direction of percussion waves in dorsal surface
scars were not recorded in writing, because they are much better appreciated
in the drawings overleaf.

Several other measurements could have been taken, but at the moment, and for
the present study, the primary dimensions were considered to be sufficient to
provide a general statement of the morphology of these lithic industries, given
that the material available for measurement was far short of providing proper
samples for detailed statistical analysis and comparison. With regard to the
latter, the author has gone as far in this thesis as she believes to be appropriate
at this stage. Undoubtedly, if further and more complex technological studies
of the collections are carried out in the future, information such as platform
width and thickness, etc. may be needed.

The raw material type and its colour were also noted down. Because the study
does not deal in depth with raw materials provenance or chemical
composition, the colour was only assessed by sight and classified simply as
white, black, brown, etc. or grey and black, etc. in the case that two different
colours were present (the order being the one with larger extent first). The
platform’s morphology was categorized according to the types: cortical, plain,
dihedral, facetted, chdpeau-de-gendarme, winged, pecked, spur, linear,

punctiform or not present.
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It was considered important to note the condition of the piece, whether it was
broken'® or not, and if so, which part was present, and if it had any patina.

3) Analysis of Edges and Retouch Characteristics: The next part of the
examination was the analysis of the edges and the type of retouch. Retouch
was thought to be particularly important as a potential means to provide
information on standardisation, complexity and geographical diversity.
Because of the way in which the major two collections studied (Abric Romani
and Reclau Viver) have been stored, distinguishing between minor and
irregular retouch and utilisation marks or damage was a serious difficulty, and
this is explained in section 3.4. Pieces were examined as having four notional
edges, and the retouch in each of them was classified as 0%, 5%, 25%, 50%,
75% and 100%.

For each edge, the following characteristics were recorded:
a) Position of retouch: direct, inverse, alternate, bifacial or crossed.
b) Distribution of retouch: continuous, discontinuous or partial.
¢) Delineation of retouch: rectilinear, convex, concave, denticulate,
serrated, cran, shoulder, nose, tongue, tang, irregular or regular.
d) Angle of removals: abrupt, crossed-abrupt or low.
e) Morphology of retouch: parallel, subparallel, scaled or stepped.
f) Extent of retouch: invasive, short or covering
The above traits and possible options for each were adapted from Inizan et al.

(1999). Several changes were required, to include clearer descriptions of the

"> While preparing the data for statistical analysis, this section was complemented by adding another
category to assess the extent of the breakage, and judging from the drawings, it was recorded if that
was major or minor. Pieces with major breakage were discarded when calculating indices of length and
width, and often had to be excluded altogether from typological classifications.
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characteristics for burins and truncations, as well as the possibility of very

short extent of retouch and the option of edge damage.

Finally, the pieces were drawn on the back of the page, as will be explained in detail
below. The aim was to collect as much information as possible, and make a
sufficiently detailed record of each specimen, to the extent that visits to the collections
would not need to be repeated, if it was found out later during the analysis that some

other kind of information could play an important role in answering any of the

questions.

The lithic record form was not created in order to construct another typology, but as a
means to study the assemblages from the Iberian Transitional layers and to compare
these research results with those of previous workers, by using the information
gathered applying the different typological frameworks, as well as to identify the
differences and specific biases inherent in all typologies used to analyse such

collections.

A polythetic approach (Andrefsky 1998:65) was considered more appropriate than
any other based on a single aspect of the pieces, because of the variability presented
by the collections, and also because of the author’s interest not only in retouched

pieces, but also in the debitage component of the same assemblages.

After each visit, data collected using the form described above were fed into a
computer, using the Windows Excel 2000 application. Each question had a column,
and each variable was given a number. This was considered more appropriate than a

Database programme, because of the possibility to perform calculations. Another
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advantage in using Windows Excel is that converting the files into SPSS (Statistical

Package for the Social Sciences) files is quite straightforward. Further information on

this subject is provided in the next section.

3.2.1.3. Pictures

On the back of each form, the pieces were drawn in three views, with the platform and
the bulb of percussion placed at the bottom of the image: dorsal surface, profile and
ventral surface. In addition, the outline shape of the platform was also drawn, if
complete or sufficiently present to be informative. In the drawings, the dorsal scars,

direction of ripples, presence and extent of retouch and other characteristic marks

(like breakages, etc.) were also indicated.
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Figure 4: Example of drawing of a piece in the back of the LRF.

After all the pieces in a museum box had been studied, they were arranged on an A4
foam mat and photographed by the author. Important pieces were individually
photographed too. At the MAC, the professional photographer took pictures of several
blades and bladelets groups, and of the worked bone pieces and perforated shells
(including close-ups of the perforations themselves). He also produced slides of the

same.
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continental phenomenon, wherever it occurred. The crucial place of Iberia in this

process is also considered, in terms of the regional diversity of assemblages and of

hypotheses particular to the area.

3.2.2.1. The Interpretation of the Transitional Record

The lack of concern with epistemology in Palaeoanthropology and Archaeology,
especially among European researchers, is not difficult to appreciate, and has many
aspects, for example, the absence of studies that integrate fieldwork research with a
solid review and thorough questioning of the theoretical ground on which the methods
for that analysis are based. This has frequently been commented upon by some
American scholars, much more prone to take these issues into consideration (e.g.
Clark and Lindly 1989a, Clark 1992, 1997a, etc.), but their remarks seem to have had
little success in changing the traditional ways in which old and new researchers in
Europe work, as the latter ignore the implications of overlooking such issues and

carry on applying whatever method of analysis they have been using since they

graduated.

This thesis is an attempt to follow the advice of those who insist on taking
epistemology into account. One of its aims is to highlight the importance of the
theoretical aspects of this field of study and to show how conclusions reached may be

profoundly affected by inflexible use of one or another type of analytical approach.

Before getting into the analysis of the data gathered by fieldwork and from the
literature in chapter 4, the origins of concepts that we use daily in this field, like
“Mousterian”, are traced, and the evolution of their meaning is followed, in order to

see that many of the key terms have had very different implications through the years
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and, depending on who uses them nowadays, they may still mean very different
things. It is unrealistic to aim at analysing all the material dealing with these issues,
but in the following chapter a section (4.1.) is devoted to a brief study of the most
emblematic publications of early and mid 20th century scholars, combined with
modern syntheses and publications to show how these were integrated into the

Palaeolithic research done by Spanish and Portuguese scholars.

Another side of the epistemological analysis studies the methods that have been
traditionally used to conduct the research, which in Iberia — as for many other parts of
Europe - has been mostly typological. In section 4.2., a thorough review of the
publications that laid the foundations of the different methods is complemented by
consideration of the different papers written to criticise one or more aspects of such
perspectives, usually by other scholars who would subsequently devise their own rival

classification method.

Once these aspects have been assessed, the different studies that have been performed
on Abric Romani by the different teams who have worked at the site since it was first
discovered are synthesised and compared, first among each other and finally against
the typological results of this study (section 4.3.). The aim is not to fuel more
criticism, but to understand clearly what using a specific approach entails, when
reaching conclusions on the topic, and what difference it makes, in terms of
typological systematics, to work with the assemblages of those layers as a whole,

because they had previously only been studied partially.
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To present the results of her typological study, the author decided to use the
Bordesian approach. This should not be taken to imply that this system is better or
more correct than others that will be thoroughly reviewed and critically analysed in
the second part of chapter 4. The decision was taken because at the moment, la
méthode — understood as Bordes’ Lower and Middle Palaeolithic typology and de
Sonneville-Bordes and Perrot’s typology for the Upper Palaeolithic - is the only one

that provides a lingua franca, which facilitates the discussion and understanding of

the contributions of many different workers in this subject.

3.2.2.2. The Transition as a generalised continental phenomenon

“Despite the rapid expansion of archaeological knowledge of the
Palaeolithic over the past several decades, some generalized
interpretative frameworks inherited from previous generations of
researchers are remarkably tenacious” (Bar-Yosef and Kuhn 1999)

Before focusing on the ways in which the transitional characteristics have been
studied, it is important to consider what is implied by some of the basic terms of the
discussion, which are “flake”, “blade” and “bladelet”, to avoid confusion in

subsequent chapters.

Inizan ef al. (1999:141) consider that “flake” is a general term for a fragment of hard
stone that is removed from a core. Different types of flakes exist, depending on the
moment or stage along the chaine opératoire at which it was detached: thus,
preparation or preliminary flakes are those removed while preparing a core, knapping
or debitage flakes are the ones that go on to become tools by subsequent work on their

edges, most usually, and retouch or shaping flakes are created when manufacturing a

tool.
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As M. Brézillon (1977:99) makes clear, the differentiation between flakes and blades
is quite hazy. There are different points of view of which the following are just some
noteworthy examples. Brézillon quotes Nouel’s definition of blades (1949:132), as
those pieces that are twice as long as they are wide or more, the rest being flakes. This
was the basic line followed by de Sonneville-Bordes (1960:20). For J. Tixier

(1963:37) too, blades are flakes whose length is at least two times greater than their

width.

A. Leroi-Gourhan (1964:13) takes a different, and perhaps more refined approach,
when he states that when the length/width ratio is 2/1, the piece is a long flake, if it is
3/1 it is a ‘bladey flake’ (éclat laminaire), and only if it is 4/1 can the piece be

considered a blade.

Bar-Yosef and Kuhn (1999:323) define a blade as a flake which is more than twice as
long as it is wide, but highlight technical aspects such as the presence of parallel or
slightly convergent edges and one or more ridges running parallel to the long axis (the
lame vraie of de Sonneville-Bordes (1960:20)). Jelinek (1976:90) also emphasized

these traits, which indicate the use of a special technique of manufacture.

Cheynier (1956:230) proposes to reserve the noun /amelles (bladelets) for all those
blades which are not more than Scms long, and this is followed by de Sonneville-
Bordes (1960:20). In his study of the Epipalaeolithic of the Maghreb, Tixier (1963:36-
39) proposes that bladelets are less than 50 mm long or 12 mm wide, while Leroi-

Gourhan et al. (1978:162-163) classify as bladelets those blades which are 4 to 6 cm
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long. Bar-Yosef and Kuhn (1999:323) define bladelets as ‘especially small narrow

blades’, generally between 1 and 1.5 cm wide.

Barton (1992:264, after Bordes 1961) defines a flake as a product of debitage that has
a length to width ratio of less than 2:1. This thesis follows this definition and thus will

consider as blades those whose length to width ratio is 2:1 or more. Regarding

bladelets, it follows Tixier’s parameters.

The following two sections examine the specific traits said to characterise the
transition on which this thesis focuses. First of all, those related to technological
factors will be defined and the methods used to determine their presence or absence at
the sites studied in chapters 5 and 6 will be explained. Where the available literature
does not provide a clear explanation of how to address the study of a specific tenet,

the author explains how the analysis has been performed in this research.

The second part concerns traits such as the appearance of representational or
naturalistic art and of personal ornamentation. To study these two aspects, a much
more simple approach has been performed, due to the scarcity of such materials in
Iberia. Nonetheless, this thesis includes the results of the dating of several perforated
shells found at Abric Romani by the discoverer of the site, which had not been
radiometrically dated before, although their presence has been regarded as a clear
proof that the Transition at the site took place at around 40000 years BP (Carbonell

and Vaquero 1996:427, Bartroli et al. 1995:66).
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The characteristic generalisations about the Transition will be discussed regionally,
because of the structure of chapters 5, 6 and 7, and site by site; for each of them, the

information available will be studied according to the analyses described below.

a) Technological Frameworks

The first characteristic highlighted when defining the Transition was first clearly
described in 1989 as a “general shift from flake to blade technology” and later
expressed as a “‘general shift from predominantly ‘flake’ technology to ‘blade’
technology”, “improved blade technology (quantitatively and technically)” and

simply “increased blade technology” (Mellars 1989b:340, 1991:63, 1996¢:393,

2000a:44).

The origins of the association between Palaeolithic industries and anatomically
modern humans and considered to lay in the classifications made by early excavators
during the 19th and early 20th centuries, who divided the Stone Age into three periods
and classified sites yielding large bifaces, choppers and chopping tools as Lower
Palaeolithic, Middle Palaeolithic if they contained a flake-based industry and if the

assemblages were dominated by blades, they assumed them to be Upper Palaeolithic.

Nowadays we know that in several regions — Europe, Africa (see McBrearty and
Brooks 2000 for a detailed study of many cases) and the Near East - there is evidence
for blade production during the Middle Palaeolithic and the Middle Stone Age, since
at least 200,000 years ago and perhaps substantially earlier; thus, the origin of the

Upper Palaeolithic cannot be equated to the first appearance of blades, nor can this be
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linked to the appearance of the first anatomically modern humansl16, since early
examples of the latter are associated with Middle Palaeolithic or Middle Stone Age
strata where industries were manufactured by typical centripetal or convergent
Levallois techniques (e.g. Skhul and Qafzeh), and there are also examples of
Neanderthal remains unearthed from layers containing blades manufactured by non-

Levallois techniques (e.g. Saint Césaire, see Lévéque 1993).

Mellars fails to address fully the issue of the presence of blades in Upper Palaeolithic
assemblages, as it is not the fact of their appearance that is new, but their ubiquity at
that time, because (as we have just seen) prior to this moment, blades existed, but
their presence was never so pervasive. Bladelets, though, are the real innovation, and
their appearance might be due to the introduction of soft hammer and indirect

percussion knapping techniques.

In chapter 5, the assemblages of Abric Romani and the transitional layers at other
northern Iberian sites will be studied morphometrically and compared, to see the
quantities of blades and flakes they contain. Data from the LRF will be analysed
statistically in order to find factors related to this framework, to see if it is actually
applicable to the sites. This will be done considering the three types of blanks, fully
discussed in chapter 4, when describing the assemblages from Abric Romani: flakes,
blades and bladelets, the latter being considered by many workers to be the real

innovation in terms of blade production, as just suggested.

' The earliest known examples of modern humans are — at the time of the writing of this thesis — those
from Herto in the Middle Awash Valley, Ethiopia, dating from 160,000 years ago, and associated with
a final Acheulean industry with some signs of MSA technology (Stringer 2003, White e al. 2003,
Clark et al. 2003).
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The comparison will be made at two levels in the case of assemblages directly studied
by the author of this research: that of blanks (excluding pieces too broken for certain
classification but including pieces that did not fit into the typological classification of
the artefacts — i.e. debitage as well as tools) and at the level of types according the
results obtained from applying Bordes’ system in chapter 4, across layers (Upper-

Middle Palaeolithic) and taking into account typological restrictions.

For other sites, not directly studied by the author, similar analyses will given, as far as

possible, when enough information about length and width of blanks/types is provided

by the literature available.

The results of these analyses will be presented by means of tables with the actual
numbers of pieces for each category, as well as their percentages to facilitate inter-
assemblage comparisons, and displaying those values in bar charts, scatter plots and

cumulative frequency charts.

There are other often-repeated tenets related to technology, which must be discussed
and defined before proceeding to consider the Iberian assemblages. These were first
outlined as “the originality of new forms and varieties of stone tools through 25ky”
and “diversity and rapid changes of tool forms in the Upper Palaeolithic” (Mellars

1973:257, 1982:238, emphasis added).
Papers kept on being published on the issue and factors such as “the appearance of

well-defined forms (endscrapers and burins)”, or “a range of morphological new

artefacts, highly distinctive and with a higher degree of imposed form”, “the increase
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in variety, complexity and degree of standardisation” etc. (Mellars 1989b:340,
1991:63, 1996a:182) but the accompanying chronological commentary made clear
that these are traits appreciated when considering the Upper Palaeolithic as a whole,
which could therefore be used as bullet points under headings such as ‘general
features of the transition’; there is nothing much that occasional clarifications of the
sort ‘these are broad generalisations which varied in detail and precise timing’

(Mellars 1991) can do to return to the original and non-generalising tone of the

discussion.

These are traits that will be looked for in the following chapters, though we must
always bear in mind Bar-Yosef and Kuhn’s perspective (1999), which highlights the
historical point on the sophistication and complexity attached to the appearance of
prismatic blades, which is likely to come from the association by many authors of
these blanks with anatomically modern humans, and the complexity supposedly found
in transitional assemblages may actually be a product of the same mistaken equation.
Indeed, Mellars (1989b:341-345) noted that the increased complexity is a
phenomenon created by comparing the total range of Upper Palaeolithic forms (of all
zones, across the Upper Palaeolithic) to all Lower and Middle Palaeolithic tools,
which is not really possible if focusing on any one Upper Palaeolithic assemblage,
which is what the main part of the fieldwork for this research was about. It is
surprising to see how such a clear statement about the need to implicate the whole of
the Upper Palaeolithic in the discussion of such a single trait seems to have been

forgotten in so many subsequent papers.
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In the absence of clear definitions for the factor of variability, this thesis looks into it
in the following manner: a first perspective is inter-assemblage variations in types.
Comparative studies of the amounts of types and how genuinely representative they
are will be performed, in the case of materials studied by the author: between layer 2
with materials from Reclau Viver. It is also taken into account that the latter does not
constitute the whole assemblage found at that level. The latter analysis is also
important from the perspective of inter-regional variations. Published information will

be used to carry out similar analyses with materials from other sites.

The case for variability across time, understood as “innovation”, cannot be discussed
here, as it would need to use materials from assemblages throughout the Upper
Palaeolithic as a whole, which is beyond the scope of the present study; general

remarks on this topic will be included in the final chapter of this thesis.

The higher degree of standardisation is likely to be related to the technology involved
in the manufacture of blades and bladelets, as prismatic blade techniques have an
unusually high degree of control over the dimensions and shapes of the end products,
obviously complemented by the advantages offered by the use of new percussion
techniques (soft hammer and punch) techniques, which also are geared to provide the

knapper with a greater control and to achieve more uniform final products.

The difficulty in observing this characteristic in the pieces concerned here is that there
is an extreme paucity of publications in which information or guidelines to perform
such study is given, and thus it is no easy matter to decide on the parameters and the

traits which one can use to make a decision on the existence or absence of ‘higher
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standardisation’. Mellars’ personal approach (1989b:345) is that ‘in the absence of
systematic analyses, one has to rely on intuitive impressions’. In this study, the author
decided not to follow such advice and attempted to observe whether any degree of
standardisation was present, through the systematic observation and quantitative-
qualitative study not only of the morphology of the pieces as a whole, but also of the
retouch characteristics recorded in the LRF (but see section 3.3.), as well as by
studying the comparative measures’ clusters of the tools most represented in the
assemblages of Abric Romani layer 2 and Reclau Viver. To work with the large
amount of information recorded via the aforementioned questionnaire, data -
introduced into Excel applications - were transferred into SPSS files, which is

software designed to carry out statistical analyses.

The statistical study of data related to the aspect of standardisation, as present at Abric
Romani, was three-fold: first of all, in relation to types of tools, measurements of
length and width, applied earlier to considerations regarding typological analyses and
indices of flakes and blades, are grouped here typologically, in order to see whether,
within each category, there are specific sets of preferred dimensions. This will be
observed in the study of the tool types most represented both in Abric Romani’s layer
2 and the earliest Upper Palaeolithic assemblage from Reclau Viver, according to the
typological analysis performed in chapter 4 and excluding pieces that are too badly
broken, but taking into account those which were damaged but could still be reliably

assessed.

Actual numbers of pieces classified by type, raw materials used, etc. will be given as

well as percentages. Comparisons will be made between layers of Abric Romani as
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well as Abric Romani’s layer 2 and Reclau Viver’s materials, and results will be

provided graphically as well as by means of tables analysed in the text.

It is crucial to bear in mind the role played by the ‘Frison effect’ (Jelinek 1976) when
considering both matters related to standardisation and imposed form. Jelinek outlines
the factors which archaeologists must take into account when considering
assemblages and the formation of the archaeological record in which they were
embedded. Although all of them (nature of the tasks performed in the site, proximity
of lithic resources and their quality, size and structure of the groups, and length and
periodicity of their occupations) apply to this research, that of the fact that ‘the tool kit
ultimately abandoned at the site is the result of the modification of an original set of
tools and may be quite different in form from the original set’(Frison 1991) is of

paramount importance when assessing those two factors.

The “appearance of complex bone/antler/ivory technology” was much simpler to deal
with, because the quantities of material, in the sites that are included in this thesis are
very small. The remains of this kind found at Abric Romani, which had not been
studied before, as they belong to the Vidal collection, are now kept in Barcelona. The
author was able to study them personally, as will be explained below. For the rest of
the sites, wherever material of this type was present, information has simply been
drawn from the literature; larger quantities of such material were certainly excavated
at other sites, such as Arbreda, Reclau Viver, El Castillo and Cueva Morin, than was

the case at Abric Romani.
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Abric Romani’s bone artefacts were photographed during the study of the Vidal
collection both by this researcher and the professional photographer of the museum. A

couple of pieces were also sampled, as explained above, at the same time as the

perforated shells.

b) Symbolic Sphere

It is in this part that the association between anatomically modern humans and the
various perceived cognitive advantages of our species over Neanderthals tend to be
emphasized, though the strength of the association between materials in this category

and any particular hominid type is as unclear as was the case with blade technology.

There are two kinds of archaeological evidence belonging this category: naturalistic
art and personal ornaments. In the past, explanations for their abrupt appearance at
this moment have been looked for in relation with population growth, appearance of
language, different behavioural and cognitive capacities and development, but -
especially regarding the artistic component - they are regarded as an “explosion of
symbolic behaviour” (e.g. Mellars 1991:64). M. Conkey (1983:221-222) stressed the
fact that any such ‘explosion’ is clearly a matter of perspective and scale. Looking at
it from the present day, we certainly seem to be dealing with some kind of sudden
outburst, though it needs to be remembered that the Upper Palaeolithic lasted some
2000 decades, and if the artistic objects and forms that are known to us at present
were evenly distributed throughout that time, it would only amount to a few
depictions or carved bones per year in each region where they are have been found. In
fact, not much can be said for the appearance of sophisticated art in the Iberian

Peninsula, in relation to the Transition itself, as there is none documented as yet for
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that period, and this absence is indeed considered to be significant in the analytical

part of this volume.

Nevertheless, the appearance of personal ornaments, understood as ‘small objects for
which no obvious functional explanation can be found’ (Mellars 1973:259), is
certainly demonstrable, and is a point this research had the chance to investigate much
further. It was always known that Romani had dug out several perforated shells and
fish vertebrae, since they had been mentioned, albeit seldom, in the literature, and in
the case of the shells, never carefully studied, probably because they were part of the
MAUC, Vilanova and Madrid (MAN) collections. The author found the stored ones
(the ones in the public exhibition have been there for 20 years now) in a paper
envelope during her first visit to Barcelona, and on her return to Oxford in 2001, an
application for NERC funds to date both shells and worked bone implements was
presented and proved successful. Five dates were awarded at the time, with the
possibility of considering further analyses in the future. This chance was taken the
following year, and two more analyses were performed then, this time on organic
material (charcoal and a horse tooth fragment) extracted from the travertine wall of

the rock shelter in 199517.

In the following paragraphs, the text printed in italics has been contributed at the
author’s request by Dr. T. Higham of the Research Laboratory for Archaeology and

the History of Art at Oxford University, as he carried out the actual dating.

"7 These samples were internal materials of the Research Laboratory for Archaeology and History of
Art at Oxford.
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When attempting to date the perforated shells, it was taken into account that one
potential source of error in the radiocarbon dating of carbonates is that they may be
prone to isotopic exchange or recrystallization under certain depositional
circumstances. Recrystallization describes the process in which bicarbonate ions
within the depositional environment, precipitate onto the carbonate material which is
to be dated. The bicarbonate may be of the same radiocarbon age, but there is the
distinct possibility that it could also be older or sometimes younger. It is important,
then, that this material be identified so that problematic samples can be set to one
side. Alternatively, it is sometimes possible for specific affected samples to be

rigorously cleaned to obtain only autochthonous, unaltered carbonate.

Powder X-ray diffractometry (XRD) was used to check the crystallinity of each
sample carbonate. All were found to be the aragonitic form of calcium carbonate, as
opposed to the calcitic form. Since recrystallised carbonate is only manifest in the
form of calcite, this is a good check on sample homogeneity and suggests strongly

that the carbonate is unaltered and therefore acceptable for AMS radiocarbon dating.
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For the dating of the tooth dentine sample, the “collagen” (protein) fraction is
targeted at Oxford. The routine pre-treatment method is outlined in Bronk Ramsey et
al. (2000). First, the bone is decalcified using dilute hydrochloric acid (HCI). This
removes the bone carbonate fraction, which comprises c.80% of the bone by weight,
leaving unpurified collagen. This collagen fraction was then further purified using
sodium hydroxide (NaOH), which removes humic (degraded plant material)
components. An additional HCI wash was then given. Interspersed within this the
sample was rinsed with distilled water. The collagen was then gelatinised in a weak
acid and placed in an incubator for 20 hours. Finally, the gelatin was filtered using
an ultrafilter, which removes small molecular weight components from the gelatin,

which could be contaminants. Finally, the sample was freeze-dried and weighed.

Charcoal was prepared for AMS dating by sequential rinses in hot (80°C) IM HCI for
one hour, hot 0.5 M NaOH and finally with hot 1M HCI again for the same period.
Between each wash, the charcoal was rinsed to neutrality with distilled water.

Finally, it was dried and weighed.

Isotopic analyses (C, N) of the bone gelatin, and combustion of the samples for AMS
radiocarbon dating was undertaken using a Europa ANCA Roboprep interfaced to a

Europa 20/20 mass spectrometer all operating under continuous-flow mode.
Graphite was prepared by reduction of CO2 over an iron catalyst in a H; atmosphere

at 650°C, prior to AMS radiocarbon measurement. The graphite was then loaded into

aluminium target heads for AMS dating using the new Oxford HVEE accelerator. The
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conventional radiocarbon ages BP are reported with reference to Stuiver and Polach

(1977).

The dates that were obtained are listed and discussed in chapter 5. The perforated
shells were also the subject of a qualitative study, as the author studied their location,

provenance and types of perforations. Y. Taborin’s thorough study (1993) was used as

a guide and reference volume to do this.

3.2.2.3. Particularities of the Record in the Iberian Peninsula

Both fieldwork results and literature analyses are combined in order to shed some
light on the scenario of the Transition in chapters 5, 6 and 7, to see how the
generalisations detailed in the previous section can be applied to explain the

archaeological record of the area.

The previous chapter mentioned the reasons why Catalunya and Cantabria have been
the areas where research first started, and has been carried out for longer. The
transitional traits have been applied to both, yet those working on the main sites of
these Iberian regions do not agree on the nature of the process: while the Catalan
record seems to present an abrupt transition, a replacement crisis, its Cantabrian
counterpart leads scholars in that area to advocate a much more continuous process,
likely to fit more easily into the Multiregional hypothesis, of which they are
advocates. To complicate matters even further, some researchers believe in an internal
horizontal division across Iberia (the so-called Ebro Line or frontier), which would at
the time of the Transition have separated the Franco-Cantabrian region from the rest

of Iberia, less studied, where Neanderthals may have survived for some 10000 years

111



longer than in the regions to the north of this proposed line. When publicly questioned
on the facts supporting this hypothesis, its main enthusiast, Zilhdo, assured the author
that there are specific environmental studies to sustain the claim. The author was able
to contact the researcher in charge of such studies, M.F. Sanchez-Goiii, and she
provided copies of her articles, which are analysed in chapter 6, in order to see if there
is really a solid base for such a frontier, rather than its being created by a historical
research bias, which has favoured the northern areas in terms of amount of research,
over what would seem a totally empty central Iberia. This supposed emptiness would
be rather surprising, since central Iberia is a region known to have had several sites in

the Lower and Middle Palaeolithic periods.

3.3. Limitations of the Study and Particular Problems

At the start of the project, letters requesting permission to access and study the
collections from transitional assemblages in Iberia were sent to all Archaeology
Museums and researchers known to have some collections in their laboratories. In
response, emails and letters were received, granting permission to study and further
assistance if needed, to all but three collections. In one case (Foz do Enxarrique,
Portugal) refusal of permission was due to the fact that the collection was being
studied for publication, while in the case of two Murcian sites, they were dropped
from the list because it was thought that the pieces did not belong to transitional
layers. In the summer of 2001, when one of the layers of Sima de las Palomas del
Cabezo Gordo was dated to 34450 £ 600 BP, the director of the excavation sent an
invitation to study the pieces. However, since the work on this collection is not yet
completed, no data from this study are included in this thesis, and in fact the date just

quoted is far from definitive (Dr. Higham, personal communication).

112



Regarding the rest of the sites, regrettably the University’s requirement that the thesis
be completed in three or at most four years, and constraints of funding, meant that it
was only possible to cover a small part of the whole body of material in any detail.
Having said this, this present section is really intended to deal with the difficulties

encountered by the author when carrying out the project in the form in which it finally

ended up, thanks to these various circumstances.

In order to systematise data collection, the author used the aforementioned Lithic
Record Form, but the aim of thorough observation and detail had to be balanced
against the large amounts of material and the schedules of the centres which house the
collections; these are described below. In several cases, although the centres were
open, the author was not allowed to study any piece at times when the person
responsible for the collections or the supervisor of the storage/study areas was not

present.

The decision to postpone the typological analyses of the pieces until the author had
returned to Oxford was taken in order to allow greater time to measure and record
aspects of the pieces, which could not be observed again once they were put away.
This measure was helpful in terms of time-saving while abroad, but it complicated
decisions back in Oxford, as the subjective nature of the typological systematics was
complemented by the high amounts of edge damage present in the pieces studied, due
to storing them in boxes where they are in constant touch with one another and in
some cases, like the MAC’s collection, they have been moved back and forth around

Catalunya on several occasions, by cars and lorries. It is very difficult to tell if a
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specific area where the retouch is irregular or short or partial or all of these together,
is in fact real retouch or just modern edge damage, caused at various times during a
century of bad preservation and unrest. In several cases the author had to decide on
her own and highly doubtful examples were always discarded. Ideally, one needed to
have the specimens actually present to refer to during this stage of the analysis, or at

the very least to have spent much more time on the difficult ones. These things were

simply not possible.

In Banyoles, the director of the museum generously gave direct access to the storage
area, where the collections are kept. Working hours were from 9am to 2pm and from
5pm to 8pm, Tuesday to Sunday. The museum closes on Monday so on Mondays it

was only possible to access the research area when the director’s assistant was there.

In Capellades, the schedule of the museum was 9am to 2pm and 3pm to 6 pm. The
archaeologist who supervised this author’s work visited often, but she did not have to
depend on him to access the study room: so as long as the museum staff were in, she

could work without any problems.

In Barcelona, the author liaised with the curator of prehistoric collections and was
generously treated. She had to negotiate directly with the keeper, for the collections to
be taken out of the storage area. The boxes containing materials from the transitional
assemblages of Abric Romani were sent all at once (together with many others
containing various other [irrelevant] collections!) but they had to be returned

gradually as the study advanced.
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This museum employs a professional photographer, who happily assisted in taking
pictures and slides. The museum waived the fees for those, and this is gratefully

acknowledged.

Working hours were from 8am to 3pm, Monday to Friday, when the curators were
present. Research was conducted in the ‘researchers’ room’, where the author was
given a desk, and the prehistoric collections’ curator would stop by every morning at
least once, to ensure that everything was fine. Access to the storage rooms in this
centre is seriously difficult due to internal conflicts of interest. The author had the rare
opportunity to enter both of the storage rooms, although she was not allowed to

retrieve any materials by herself.

Extended bibliographical research was performed at this museum too, because it
houses one of the most important Archaeology libraries in the country, in which very
important local works from the early 20th century were found. Access is normally
restricted to museum staff only, but the author was allowed entrance and the right to

take out any material she needed.

The study of the collections from Abric Romani, kept at Capellades presented the
most serious problem in this research. When the author contacted Dr. M. Vaquero,
back in 1999, to request permission to study the materials from the site’s layers 2 and
4, she was told that the pieces were divided between two centres: the museum in

Capellades and the MAC in Barcelona. Vaquero’s own doctoral thesis (1992) had
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classification was employed in each case. All of this information constitutes the
‘fieldwork’ material used in the author’s analysis of the theoretical aspects of

Palaeolithic studies, and especially of the Transition to the Upper Palaeolithic in these

sites.

Information collected on the edges of the pieces with the LRF has not been included
in the thesis, as when this was attempted, the author encountered many difficulties:
there was no published material to compare it with, it was hard to relate it to the tenets
beyond very general terms, etc. It was considered that the results obtained needed
major work which could not be done in time to be included before the thesis was
submitted, and it was driving the focus of the study away from the test of the

generalisations, which the author set out to do.

3.4. Summary and Conclusions

This chapter has previewed those that follow and it has looked into the various main
issues: first of all, the selection of the areas and sites for study, was discussed along
with the development of the fieldwork seasons; then, the research design was
explained in detail, according to each of the research questions and the data collection

methods.

In the section on data analysis methods, both quantitative and qualitative analyses to
be performed were briefly described, after a thorough consideration of the different
frameworks chosen among the several generalisations that characterise current views

on the transition. The issues that are particular to the Iberian Peninsula were also
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highlighted, as well as the limitations of the study, as experienced during the

fieldwork seasons and at Oxford.

The techniques involved in collecting the samples of the worked bone pieces and the

shells of Abric Romani and their treatment to perform the dating project were also

briefly discussed.

Chapter 4 will contain a thorough review of the theoretical aspects involved in
Palaeolithic research, with special emphasis on the controversies present in the study

of the transitional phenomenon, as explained above, in the section on the

interpretation of the record.

The analyses introduced above and the points highlighted in the next chapter will be
applied to the study of the Iberian transitional assemblages in chapters 5 and 6, the
latter focusing on the regions south of the Ebro river, and chapter 7 will concentrate

on the Transition in other areas in Europe.
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4.0. Introduction

In the previous chapter, the two different types of analyses included in this thesis were
defined as: on one hand, a thorough revision of the theoretical perspectives applied to
Palaeolithic research, and more precisely to the Transition to the Upper Palaeolithic,
and on the other hand, a test of the sustainability of the generalised characteristics that

are said to mark the process across the continent.

This chapter deals with the first of these, in the following manner: first, it contains a
review of the historic development of the logic and theory that have influenced the
progress of Palaeolithic research. In that section, the origins and changes suffered by
the terminology used by Palaeolithic researchers working on the Transition are traced
and highlighted, in order to provide a clear understanding of what those terms actually
meant in different moments since this type of studies began, and what they mean in

the present theoretical conception.

The second part concerns an analysis of the typologies most widely used in Spain to
approach the Mid-Upper Palaeolithic Transition. The analysis is twofold: on one
hand, the typologies’ guidelines and characteristics are reviewed separately and
compared, to comprehend their differences, at all levels, and especially the impact of
their application. On the other hand, the typological analyses that have been
performed at Abric Romani since its discovery are evaluated and their results

compared, first among themselves, then against this research’s results.

In chapter two, the lack of concemn with the theoretical perspectives instinctively

applied to the study of the Palaeolithic was reported. The following pages are an
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attempt to study how this tendency started and to correct the situation that affects so

many works in this field.

4.1. The Logic of Enquiry: Definitions and Historical Evolution

The combination of several factors, including an appropriate socio-political basis and
the extremely rich archaeological record, made France the birthplace of Palaeolithic
research, around the mid 19th century. Since then, French perspectives and
systematics have guided and strongly influenced the practices of Palaeolithic

researchers all over Europe, including Iberia, and they continue to do so at present.

Currently, one of the characteristics of the research carried out by Old World
researchers is the little concern that these workers show for the epistemological side
of their methods, which is reflected in the perspectives they apply when interpreting
the results produced by their research. No attention is paid to the different meanings
and usage of research terminology. Confusion is bound to arise if we are not aware
that the same word can mean very different things to various people. This situation is
not new: G. Chauvet already pointed it out in 1896:
“...encore faut-il s’entendre sur le sens des mots et je ne suis pas siir

qgue tous les archéologues mettent la méme forme sous le mot grattoir”
"%(Chauvet 1896:323)

In order to systematise the study of the historic developments of today’s present
frameworks and terminology, this section follows Sackett’s periodisation of the
History of French Palaeolithic Prehistory (Sackett 1988b). The following lines will

focus on the expressions related to the layers that are concerned with the Mid-Upper

o« tis necessary to agree about the meaning of words and I am not sure that all archaeologists

place the same shape of tool under the typological category end-scraper”
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Palaeolithic Transition, which will be called ‘Transitional Layers’; that is to say, the
latest Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian, the so called ‘transitional’ industries (in the

case of Iberia the Chatelpetronian) and the earliest Upper Palaeolithic or Aurignacian.

e The Heroic Era (until ¢.1860): In 1836, C. J. Thomsen suggested a threefold
division for human history and prehistory — the ‘Three Age System’ that
would eventually become the traditional way to structure chronological

periods.

During this era, pioneers like J. Boucher de Perthes (1847, 1860), established
the existence of the Palaeolithic or ‘Old Stone Age’, by demonstrating the

association of human remains with those of extinct animals.

e The Formative Era (c.1860-1900): This period sees the establishment of
prehistoric Archaeology as a scientific discipline. E. Lartet (1864, 1866)
subdivided the Old Stone Age into stages according to the presence of faunal
remains from major Pleistocene mammals. He proposed the following
classification:

1) The Hippopotamus Age, which would include the axes found at
Saint Acheul.

2) The Cave Bear and Mammoth Age, where he placed the site of Le
Moustier. He noted that sometime towards the end of the Aurignac
phase, characterised by worked bone and ivory, reindeer appeared.

3) The Reindeer Age, when that animal predominated, and two types

of industries were characteristic:
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a. Laugerie Haute: when flint points and arrowheads were
worked into leaf-shaped items.

b. La Madeleine (also at Laugerie Basse): during which bone
implements became more common, but the craftsmanship

was thought to be simpler.

This scheme was held until 1880 and became the basis for subsequent methods
of classification, as we will see below. Together with H. Christy, Lartet

published the Reliquiae Aquitanicae (1875).

Lartet’s pupil, G. de Mortillet, was the first to divide the Palaeolithic in
‘archaeological terms’ (Sackett 1991), according to types of artefacts — fossiles
directeurs — and consistently naming successive epochs after sites, a practice
started by his mentor, when he named the industries between the Mousterian
and Solutrean layers after the site of Aurignac, and placed them towards the
end of his second period. de Mortillet’s classification (1869) became the
standard framework for Palaeolithic research at that time:
1) Lower Palaeolithic:
a. Chellean: almond-shaped axe-heads of St. Acheul type.
Fauna characterised by Elephas antiquus, Rhinoceros
merckii and Hippopotamus. Later, d’Acy and d’Ault du
Mensil (unknown reference) introduced the Acheulean
between the Chellean and the Mousterian.
b. Mousterian (part of the Cave Bear and Mammoth Age):
with industries using only flakes to form points and

scrapers, and with the presence of Neanderthals.
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2) Upper Palaeolithic:
a. Aurignacian: divided into two facies: Laugerie Haute and
La Madeleine, and initially three stages:

i. Aurignacian: which he later suppressed and

incorporated into the Magdalenian.
ii. Solutrean (Laugerie Haute) named after the site of
Solutré¢ (Sadne-et-Loire), where he thought there

was no bone industry.

ili. Magdalenian (La Madeleine), when a simplification
of retouch is accompanied and compensated by the

profusion of worked bones, engravings and carved

objects.

The periods above represented delimited temporal phases within a unilinear
succession directed by technological evolution that was thought to be valid for

the whole of western Europe.

In 1872, Bailleau published his excavations at the Grotte des Fées, the first
known case of Chatelperronian layers being excavated, but he did not propose
the definition of a separate type of industry, which was not recognised until

later.

In 1873, de Mortillet redefined Lartet’s Aurignacian as the first phase of the
Magdalenian period, because of the presence of worked bone and ivory

remains in both types of assemblages, which he thought were missing from the
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Solutrean layers, a factor that connected these with the Mousterian period.

This arrangement was criticised during the 1880s and 1890s by both E.

Cartailhac (1896) and E. Piette (1895, 1896).

The Traditional Era (c.1900-1950): E. Cartailhac was the seminary mentor of
H. Breuil, and this relationship influenced the latter’s perspectives in relation
to the establishment of the basic Upper Palaeolithic culture-historical
structure, by proving that de Mortillet’s refusal to recognise the Aurignacian
as a separate entity that was found before the Solutrean was a mistake. This
argument started what is commonly known as La Bataille de I’Aurignacien

(Harrold 2000, Sackett 1991, Zilhdo and d'Errico 1999).

By using a geographically extensive database, Breuil challenged de Mortillet’s
periodisation and proved that the Aurignacian stratigraphically preceded the
Solutrean. In 1906, Breuil divided the Leptolithic (he seldom used the term
Upper Palaeolithic) of southeastern France and northwestern Spain into three
main evolutionary stages, as follows (Breuil and Lantier 1965:141-144):

1) Aurignacian: a period with the same faunal assemblage as the
preceding Mousterian (mammoth, woolly rhino, cave bear and
hyena, with later additions such as horse and various bovidae)
which was subdivided into three parts:

a. Lower Aurignacian (Allier): with Chatelperron points, ill-

produced blades, little bone industry, and no art.
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b. Middle Aurignacian: with keeled scrapers with fluted retouch,
nosed scrapers, burins, notched blades and worked bone, like the
Aurignac point, the fossile directeur of the period.

c¢. Upper Aurignacian: multiple blunt-backed blades and laminar
tools’ divisible into various levels:

I Bos del Ser level: resembles the one at the site of
Chatelperron.
II. Laugerie Haute level: with Gravette points.

I Bayacian level: (Lacorre) between Lower Gravettian and
Aurignacian.

IV. Gravettian: Gravette points. Sublevels:
1. Noailles burins and angle micro-burins.
2. Font-Robert points.

2) Solutrean

3) Magdalenian

Soler (1982) highlights that the term Aurignacian was chosen by Breuil and
Cartailhac in 1906 as a homage to E. Lartet, who excavated the cave of
Aurignac in Comenges (Gascoigne) in 1860 and classified the remains of that
site as belonging to the Cave Bear Age. Breuil also created a more subtle
division between the Mousterian and the Upper Palaeolithic industries, based

upon the presence/absence of certain fossiles directeurs.

According to Harrold (2000), Breuil understood the industries as

manifestations of shared tool making and other cultural habits, indicative of
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some degree of shared culture. His proposals were synthesised in his 1913
paper, into a system of schemes, which framed the Upper Palaeolithic
systematics. This regarded the Upper Palaeolithic as a virtual self-contained
stage of culture history, produced by fully modern human beings. Prior to
Breuil, the Transition had been thought to be just a passage from a lower to a
higher cultural stage. In 1913, Breuil defined the Transition as the replacement
of “Mousterians” (i.e. Neanderthals) by “Aurignacians” (i.e. anatomically

modern humans), gradually and as an in situ progression (Harrold 1991).

Sackett (1991) outlined Breuil’s conclusions as follows:

1. The record does not show directional cultural evolution, except in the
broadest sense.

2. Temporal changes represent successive contacts and mutual
influences between several groups and replacement episodes.

3. The Upper Palaeolithic was not a unilinear sequence to any
significant degree.

4. In comparing regional sequences, one should expect to find

significant disparities.

D. Peyrony, a regional prehistorian of the Périgord, challenged Breuil’s
formulation, in 1933. Peyrony had originally accepted that classification
(1923), and related Aurignacian industries to an increasingly cold
environment, through faunal and vegetational remains. Now, however, he
drastically reorganised Breuil’s Aurignacian complex (Peyrony 1933) into two

industrial traditions, behavioural expressions of two different races of Homo
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sapiens, Combe-Capelle for the Perigordian and Cro-Magnon for the
Aurignacian, evolving in parallel:
1) Breuil’s Lower and Upper Aurignacian became the Perigordian,
divided into stages:

a. Perigordian I-IIl (Lower Perigordian): blades blunted along one
edge, curved to meet a straight sharp edge in a point
(Chatelperronian knives), sidescrapers, endscrapers, mediocre
burins on truncation and small worked bone pieces. Stages
related to sites in this manner:

I. Chatelperron
II. Bos-del-Ser and La Ferrasie E"°
III. Laugerie Haute

b. Perigordian IV-V, later increased to include VI and VII,
suggested by F. Bordes (Upper Perigordian): Mousterian forms
disappear, endscrapers decrease in number, burins show a great
development (dihedral and angle varieties), blade points and
retouched backed blades, Gravettian blades.

2) Breuil’s Middle Aurignacian became his Aurignacian: divided into
five stages:

I. Carinated endscrapers on thick nodules and flakes, nosed

endscrapers, typical Aurignacian blades, on which

endscrapers and burins can feature, strangled blades and

flat bone points with split base.

* The cryoturbation suffered by this level produced the long-standing and widespread misconception
that presented the Lower Perigordian as a mixed industry.
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II. Burins busqués and flat lozenge-shaped bone points with a
flat cross-section.
III. Lozenge-shaped points with an oval cross-section.
IV. Biconical points with round cross-section.

V. Carinated and nosed endscrapers and high percentage of

burins.

Peyrony was the first to suggest the presence of synchronous interstratified
industries within the Upper Palaeolithic. It must be borne in mind that both
Peyrony and Bordes thought the Perigordian to be a local French tradition, while
the Aurignacian was intrusive from the east. According to them, the Lower
Perigordian people survived the ‘invasion’ as a Middle Perigordian, and returned
after the Aurignacian ended, as the Upper Perigordian. In the c<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>