The Mid Upper Palaeolithic of European Russia:
chronology, culture history and context
A study of five Gravettian backed lithic assemblages

Natasha Reynolds, Wolfson College
School of Archaeology, University of Oxford

Thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Archaeology

Michaelmas Term 2014






Abstract

The Mid Upper Palaeolithic of European Russia:
chronology, culture history and context
A study of five Gravettian backed lithic assemblages
Natasha Reynolds, Wolfson College
DPhil Archaeology
Michaelmas Term, 2014

This thesis examines the Mid Upper Palaeolithic (MUP) of Russia (ca. 30,000-20,000
14C BP). During this time, as in the rest of Europe, the principal archaeological industry
is known as the Gravettian. However, in Russia two other industries, the Streletskayan
and the Gorodtsovian, are also known from the beginning of the MUP. Historically,
there have been significant problems integrating the Russian MUP record with that
from the rest of Europe.

The research described in this thesis concentrates on backed lithic assemblages (in-
cluding Gravette points, microgravettes, other backed points and backed bladelets) from
five Russian Gravettian sites: Kosténki 8 Layer 2, Kosténki 4, Kosténki 9, Khotylévo 2
and Kosténki 21 Layer 3. These are studied from an explicitly Western European theo-
retical perspective, using standard techno-typological methods to construct typological
groupings and describe the variation between and within sites. Alongside this, new
radiocarbon dates from several sites (Kosténki 8 Layer 2, Kosténki 4 and Borshchévo
5) were obtained. These radiocarbon dates are critically analysed alongside published
dates and unpublished dates made available to this research.

The results of the research constitute a new culture history for the Russian MUP.
Each stage of the MUP is dated and described, and the uncertainties in our knowledge
outlined. One new lithic index fossil is defined and two others are re-assessed. The
Russian record is compared with the contemporary archaeological record elsewhere in
Europe, in order to describe large-scale synchronic variation and changes through time
in the homogeneity and regionalisation of material culture. The relationship between

these dynamics and climate change are discussed.
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Note on transliteration and translation

Where necessary, Russian has been transliterated according to the Library of Congress
system (without ligatures). Belarusian has been transliterated using British Standard
2979: 1958. Ukrainian has been transliterated with the BGN/PCGN system. Quo-
tations from the French have been left in the original, with a translation given as a
footnote; quotations from Russian and other languages have been translated in the
main text with the original given as a footnote. All translations and transliterations

were made by the author.

Note on photographs of lithics

The lithics photographed in this thesis are oriented with the proximal ends of their

blanks (where identifiable) towards the bottom of the images.

Note on graphs

The “sunflower plots” used in this thesis are a type of scatterplot. Where more than
one datapoint has the same value, multiple “petals” show the number of datapoints
sharing that value. This type of plot was used because measurements taken were usually
rounded to the nearest millimetre or half millimetre, so there are frequent cases of data
having the same values.

It may be noted that the tickpoints on the x-axes of the histograms in this thesis
are usually offset slightly from the edges of the vertical bars. This is again because of
the use of rounding during data collection. One solution to having many datapoints
at the boundary between bins is to specify that the histograms are “right-closed” or
“left-closed”, but the meaning of this is not universally known and it can be confusing
to the reader. To avoid this, the breaks between bins were chosen so that they would

not coincide with the datapoints, leading to the offset appearance of the histograms.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

“...a complete and unified reappraisal of the material from some of the
central and east European sites is badly needed, with a modern classification
of the artifacts and a host of fresh radiocarbon dates to help decide the

chronological order of the various industries.” (Roe, 1971, p. 83)

Sites described as Gravettian are found the entire way across Europe, including in
Russia. In order to understand the Gravettian tradition as completely as possible we
must study it over its full geographical extent. Unfortunately, the Russian record has
historically been quite inaccessible to Western archaeologists, and it has been studied
in a rather different way from material found farther west. This thesis examines a
significant part of the Gravettian record of Russia from a Western European viewpoint,
and contextualises it by way of comparisons with the rest of the European record.

The quotation above exactly describes the situation that motivated the choice of
research topic for this thesis. The fact that something written more than forty years ago
remains applicable to the present state of affairs only emphasizes how sluggish progress
has been. This is despite the strong interest among archaeologists worldwide in the
Russian Upper Palaeolithic. The Sungir’ burials, reconstructions of dwelling structures
from Kosténki and elsewhere, and female (“Venus”) figurines are iconic features of the

Upper Palaeolithic record for non-Russian archaeologists as for Russian. Furthermore,



study of Russian material is essential to tackle questions regarding, for example, the
origins and spread of the Gravettian, human responses to climate change, and the “open
social networks” that have been postulated for this time period. Yet the record as a
whole remains little-known and badly understood outside the former USSR.

This thesis takes a step towards ameliorating this situation. It examines the Mid Up-
per Palaeolithic (MUP; used in this thesis as elsewhere as a chronological term referring
to the period from ca. 30,000-20,000 “C years BP) of European Russia. (Crimea is not
included in the definition of European Russia used in this research.) Two main strands
form the core of the thesis. First, the chronology of the entire period is reassessed, with
reference to new and previously published radiocarbon dates and to other chronostrati-
graphic information. Second is a study of backed lithics from five Russian Gravettian
sites. These assemblages are compared with each other and with published descrip-
tions of tools from other Russian and European Gravettian sites, in order to better
understand variation among lithics during this period.

To understand the European Gravettian, a strong chronological framework and an
integrated understanding of the diachronic and synchronic variation in lithic and other
technologies are essential, as is a consideration of the geographical diversity known to
have existed during the period. In short, robust and comparable regional culture histo-
ries are required, for all parts of Europe. As shall be seen in Chapter 2 this has been
rather lacking for Russia: although culture histories have previously been proposed,
they often lack precision and there is an absence of strong consensus on many impor-
tant aspects. Furthermore, these culture histories have often been constructed using
very different theoretical assumptions and methodologies from those used by Western
archaeologists.

There are numerous reasons why engagement with the Russian record by Western
archaeologists has been relatively limited. The language barrier remains an obvious
but serious problem, as very few Western archaeologists know Russian. Although an
increasing amount of research by Russian colleagues and on Russian material is being

published in Western Furopean languages, there is a huge amount of literature which



remains inaccessible to most non-Russian archaeologists. There are other practical dif-
ficulties for establishing truly open dialogue between the West and Russia: the expense
of travel, visa problems and cultural differences can be stumbling blocks for academic
collaboration and communication in both directions.

Furthermore, there remain deep if sometimes quite subtle contrasts between the
theoretical approaches employed in the former USSR and the West. One fundamental
difference concerns the understanding of variation within the MUP. As shall be seen,
the MUP /Gravettian in Western and Central Europe is described in terms of multiple
faciés which existed in succession. But in Russia, the MUP, including the Gravettian,
has often been described as consisting of various cultures, technocomplexes or faciés
which co-ezisted for thousands of years (even within the very small area of Kosténki-
Borshchévo, where the vast majority of Russian sites are found). This is also the case for
larger archaeological taxonomic units: the Aurignacian, the Gravettian, and the local
Russian phenomena of the Streletskayan and Gorodtsovian. No Russian archaeologist
has put forward a schema in which each of these was replaced by another. Rather,
interpretations proposing overlap between them are the norm.

The question of the co-existence of cultures often preoccupied archaeologists both
East and West during the twentieth century: the famous controversies between Bor-
des and Binford regarding the Middle Palaeolithic in France (Binford & Binford, 1966;
Bordes & de Sonneville Bordes, 1970; Dibble, 1987), and the debates regarding the
Perigordian associated with Peyrony (Djindjian & Bosselin, 1994), are obvious (West-
ern) examples. But it is interesting, and has not been much noted, that in this century
the conceptions of how culture changed during the MUP differ strongly between dif-
ferent parts of the continent. Although synchronic variation is certainly recognised
within models of the Western FEuropean MUP, this involves variation between separate
geographical areas (e.g. Klaric, 2007; Rigaud, 2008). This concept is fundamentally
different from those invoked in published descriptions of the Russian record.

Within the scope of a single project it would not be possible to exhaustively docu-

ment the archaeological variation seen within the MUP of European Russia. Instead,



and as explained in more detail in Chapter 3, only Gravettian sites were studied, with
a focus on backed lithics (including Gravette points and other backed points, backed
bladelets and shouldered points). The choices made regarding which sites to study and
what aspects of the assemblages to examine were driven by the desire to include the

greatest possible range of variation among Gravettian assemblages.

1.1 The structure of this thesis

Chapter 2, History of research, problem and aims, outlines the background information
necessary to understand this thesis: the current state of knowledge of the European
Gravettian and the Russian MUP and, particularly for the latter, some of the interpre-
tative disagreements and differences in opinion. It also sets out in detail the problem
this thesis seeks to address and the aims of this research.

The following chapter, Lithic analysis methods, discusses the approach taken to the
analysis of the stone tool assemblages studied. This includes an explanation of exactly
what was studied, why, and how. Discussion of the theoretical underpinnings of my
approach, and of recent work that informed the choice of methods, is also part of this
chapter.

Chapter 4, Chronology and palaeoclimates, details the results of my assessment of
the dating of key Russian MUP sites. The chronological review presented here is based
in part on new radiocarbon dates obtained as part of this research as well as unpub-
lished dates that were kindly made available to me, and on comparison of palaeosol
stratigraphies and other proxy climate records.

The following five chapters present the results of my lithic analysis, with one chapter
dedicated to each assemblage studied. Each chapter begins with a history of research
into the site, including information on field research and previously published inter-
pretations. Information on the collections and sampling strategy employed is noted.
The bulk of each chapter is taken up by descriptions of the backed lithic assemblages

and the typological categories used in analysis. Evidence for bladelet blank production



techniques is provided and discussed. The final section of each chapter is reserved for
discussion of the backed lithic assemblage, summarizing the findings and noting possible
analogies and points of comparison.

Chapter 10, Discussion, puts forward the culture history I suggest for this period.
This is based on the preceding analyses and assessment of the literature describing sites
which were not studied at first hand. The proposed culture history is contextualised by
comparing each phase of it with the contemporary record elsewhere in Europe. This
chapter also discusses various points raised by this research, such as diversity among
Early Gravettian microliths and the relationship between female “Venus” figurines and
lithic assemblages.

The final chapter summarizes the conclusions of this research and makes some rec-

ommendations for future work.






Chapter 2

History of research, problem and

almes

The research described in this thesis was consciously undertaken from a Western Eu-
ropean viewpoint. However, it deals with material that has previously mostly been
studied by Russian colleagues, who belong to a different intellectual tradition. The pur-
pose of this chapter is to outline the relevant background to the research. This includes
a discussion of some Western Furopean ideas about the MUP, which have shaped the
approach taken in this thesis. It also explores some of the aspects of Soviet and post-
Soviet archaeological research that differ from usual Western practice. In addition, some
outline information is given on the lithic industries and sites relevant to this research,
and on previously proposed culture histories for MUP Russia. The chapter concludes
with a discussion of the problem that this research sought to address, and sets out the

specific aims of the study.

2.1 An overview of MUP research from a Western Euro-

pean viewpoint

The MUP of FEurope is frequently defined as a time period of approximately 10,000
years, from ca. 30,000 to 20,000 **C years BP (ca. 34,000-24,000 cal years BP) (Djind-



jlan et al., 1999; Roebroeks et al., 2000). Since the resolution of the “Perigordian ques-
tion” (Djindjian & Bosselin, 1994), the Gravettian has generally been seen as the most
important archaeological unit attributed to this time period in Western and Central Eu-
rope. But the MUP of this area is far from monolithic: the Gravettian contains many
stages, some with specific names (such as the Rayssian or Pavlovian). The Gravettian
is generally characterised, if not universally defined, by the presence of Gravette points
and backed bladelets. Gravette points are straight, elongated points with backing on
one edge and retouch shaping both ends; the proximal end is ogival or pointed (De-
mars & Laurent, 1992) (Fig. 2.1). Although this works most of the time, there are a
number of points of tension and debate, and the MUP, “the Gravettian” and assem-
blages containing Gravette points and backed bladelets are not perfectly coincident.
This is particularly the case for the Early MUP, where there remains disagreement on
the definition of the Bayacian and Maisierian/Fontirobertian industries and whether
they should be described as Gravettian (Pesesse, 2008a, 2010; Pesesse & Flas, 2012).
It is also pertinent to the end of the MUP, where the status of the Proto-Magdalenian,
Badegoulian and other industries, and their connections with the Gravettian, have been

subject to debate (Ducasse, 2012; Nespoulet et al., 2013).

There is an extensive and worthwhile literature regarding the definition of “the
Gravettian” and what it describes (e.g. de la Penia Alonso, 2012; Noiret, 2013; Pesesse,
2013), but these issues will not be explored in detail here. It will suffice to say that there
have been and are a variety of positions on whether the sites described as Gravettian
represent a single “culture” (or population, etc.) and on what that means. What is worth
stressing in the context of this research, however, is that definitions of the Gravettian
and its facies in Western and most of Central and Mediterranean Furope have been
heavily reliant on index fossils. These index fossils have been rigorously defined for
Western and parts of Central Europe (de Sonneville Bordes & Perrot, 1954, 1956a,b;
Demars & Laurent, 1992) and the description of new index fossils (or reassessment of
old ones) is an important feature of recent Gravettian research in Western Europe (e.g.

Klaric et al., 2002; Pesesse, 2006). As shall be seen, the approach taken to index fossils
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and the definition of sub-units of the Gravettian in Russian MUP research has differed
from that taken in the West.

There is a long history of research on the chronology of the Upper Palaeolithic in
Western and Central Europe, aided by excellent, well-recorded excavations of cave and
rock-shelter sites with long stratigraphies. Furthermore, the description, ordering and
dating of faciés of the Gravettian has been a key aim for researchers. As a result, in
most of Western, Central and Mediterranean Furope, there is a fairly well-defined cul-
ture history for the Gravettian, although it predictably remains subject to some debate
(Djindjian et al., 1999; Noiret, 2013; Otte & Noiret, 2003; Rigaud, 2008). Most Gravet-
tian faciés are both chronologically and geographically restricted; their geographical
boundaries often differ from one sub-stage to the next (Klaric, 2007).

The position taken in this research is that the term “Gravettian” is a useful shorthand
to refer to MUP assemblages containing Gravette points and/or other typical backed
lithics. This does not imply that the Gravettian should be regarded as a monolithic
cultural entity. The difference between the Aurignacian and Gravettian (and other
industries such as the Streletskayan) does seem to be meaningful, reflecting strong
differences in technology and economy, and perhaps in cultural identity. The main
interest of this thesis, however, is in variation within the Gravettian. This variation
is both geographical and temporal, and patterns of regionalisation and homogenisation
vary through time. The meaning of this variation, and its connection with cultural

groupings, is regarded as a matter for further discussion.

2.2 Dating the beginning and end of the Gravettian

The timing of the earliest appearance of Gravettian industries is a focus of ongoing
research and debate. There have been various claims from across Europe for early (pre-
30,000 '“C BP) appearances of the Gravettian. Some of the most intensive work has
centred around the Swabian Jura (Germany), with a substantial amount of literature

arguing for the first appearance of the Gravettian in this region and for its autochthonous
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development from the local Aurignacian (Conard & Bolus, 2003; Conard & Moreau,
2004; Moreau, 2011, 2012). The Early Gravettian of Willendorf II Layer 5 has been
dated to ca. 30,500 C BP (Haesaerts et al., 2007; Otte & Noiret, 2003), but there is
now some doubt that the layer is that old (Noiret, 2013, p. 36). In a detailed review of the
evidence, Joris et al. (2010) have argued against the dating of Gravettian assemblages
in Central Europe to before 30,000 '*C BP. However, they do accept the dating of the
Gravettian in several areas of Central and Western Europe to before 29,000 '*C BP.
Conservatively, then, the appearance of the Gravettian by 29,000 '4C BP in Western
and Central Europe seems well supported and generally accepted; whether it appeared

earlier than that remains a subject for debate.

In Crimea there is an assemblage at Buran-Kaya III (Layers 6-2, 6-1 and 5-2) de-
scribed as Gravettian, dated to ca. 35,000-31,000 *C BP, an exceptionally early date
(Prat et al., 2011). According to Sinitsyn (2013, p. 8), “the Gravettian attribution of
the collection from the layer is not as unambiguous as it is portrayed by the authors of
the publication”.! Indeed, although there are certainly backed lithics illustrated from
the collection, of which a small number could perhaps be fragments of Gravette points,
there are no absolutely convincing Gravettian index fossils illustrated. In addition, the
extremely early dating of the layer is very surprising: it will be interesting to see how
resilient these claims will be to further study. Previous arguments for a very early
Gravettian represented by the “Kozarnikian” in Bulgaria have since been apparently

overruled (Svoboda, 2007; Tsanova et al., 2012).

It should also be noted that in some parts of Europe it has been suggested that
there is “late” persistence of Aurignacian industries past 30,000 **C BP, for example at
Mitoc-Malu Galben (Romania), Alberndorf (Germany) and Breitenbach B (Germany)
(Haesaerts et al., 2007; Joris et al., 2010). Although many other dates for Aurignacian
assemblages are younger than 30,000 '*C BP, the known problems with radiocarbon

dating for this time period (Higham, 2011) mean that arguments based solely on unex-

lrpaBerTckast aTpubynyst WHBEHTADS CIOST He TaK OJHO3HAMHA, KAK ITO TPEICTABISETCS ABTOPAM
myOuKarmm’
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pectedly late radiocarbon dates should be treated with caution. It has been frequently
claimed in Eastern Europe that the Aurignacian and Gravettian overlap for thousands
of years (Anikovich, 2005; Koztowski, 2008a; Stepanchuk et al., 2009). These conclusions
are based on radiocarbon dates of mixed reliability from various sites, and/or on ar-
chaeological sequences whose integrity has not been fully established. They also rely, as
further discussed below, on theoretical frameworks which allow for the long co-existence
of different archaeological cultures. Such claims of overlap between the Aurignacian and
Gravettian have been critically examined for the Bistrita Valley (Romania) and were

rejected (Steguweit et al., 2009).

2.3 Upper Palaeolithic research in Russia

The history of research into the MUP in Russia diverged widely from that in the West
throughout the twentieth century, and strong differences in approaches remain.

Historical materialism—the official philosophy of the Soviet Union—was a Marxist-
Leninist interpretation of history, economics, and human society, to which all orthodox
intellectual endeavour had to conform. It saw the causes of economic and social change
in the internal dynamics and contradictions of societies, with a particular focus on
productive forces and the distribution of capital. This philosophy expected progress
through various stages of societal development, from pre-capitalist to capitalist to so-
cialist to communist.

In the late 1920s and 1930s, especial efforts were made to develop a historical-
materialist framework for Palaeolithic archaeology (Trigger, 1989, pp. 217-219), with
Efimenko’s 1938 volume being the most influential (Efimenko, 1938). This framework
was based (since Marx and Lenin had almost nothing to say on the subject) on Engels’
The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, and elaborated his schema for
the development of human societies. It placed the Palaeolithic period within the era of
pre-class societies, which was subdivided as follows: Pre-Clan Society (Primitive horde

and Primitive commune), Era of Clan Organization (Matriarchal and Patriarchal), and
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the Stage of the Decomposition of the Clan and the Emergence of Class Society (Davis,
1983, p. 408).

The most important thing to note here is that from a very early stage, an entirely
unique approach was taken to archaeology within the USSR. The stadial approach, or
“Theory of Stages,” saw “cultures,” as listed above, as socioeconomic structures, with
leaps, or revolutions, between each stage. The impetus for each cultural transformation
derived from internal economic conflicts and contradictions, leaving no role for migration
or diffusion, which were rejected as explanations (Malina & Vasicek, 1990, pp. 92-93).
Synchronic variability did not fit the stadialist theory and was “either ignored or said
not to exist” (Davis, 1983, p. 410). The purpose of archaeology was to elaborate this
framework through the study of the history of material culture, not to test it.

In the early Soviet period, “veshchevedenie”?, which has previously been translated
as “artifactology” or “thingization”—the study and classification of material culture in
its own right, other than for how it indicated the existence of one social and economic
stage or another—was strongly discouraged (Soffer, 1985; Trigger, 1989). This meant
that no study of material culture sufficient to build sound culture histories or to compare
material with that from elsewhere took place (Bulkin et al., 1982, pp. 288-289). French
nomenclature—Aurignacian, Solutrean, etc.—was certainly borrowed to describe various
assemblages, but the study of typologies in their own right took second place to the
necessity of illuminating economic stages.

From the 1950s, though, the stadial theory became untenable (Malina & Vasicek,
1990, p. 93) and there is certainly a change in the published literature around this
time. However, no new explanatory framework took its place, and many archaeolo-
gists focused on gathering and publishing data rather than interpreting it (Davis, 1983,
p. 411). There were numerous strands of thought at this time concerning archaeological
theory and interpretation, including reworkings of historical-materialist approaches and
the increased acceptance of migration and diffusion as explanations for culture change

(Bulkin et al., 1982; Malina & Vasgi¢ek, 1990). The impact of stadial theory, though,

2“gemenenenue”
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was long-lasting and widespread. Even now, some Russian scholars dislike using migra-
tion and diffusion as explanations for cultural change, preferring to see developments
as being caused by local factors even when they are synchronous with those in other
regions.

A deliberate strategy of opening large-scale horizontal exposures at Upper Palae-
olithic sites has been and remains in effect. This approach was explicitly an attempt
to reveal past socioeconomic structures, as expressed through dwelling structures and
site organisation, which could then be used to demonstrate the stadial theory (Davis,
1983, p. 410). The fact that, unlike in Western Furope, nearly all sites are open-air
rather than in caves and rockshelters (Hoffecker, 2011), contributes to the ubiquity of
the horizontal approach, but is not the only determining factor.

There were many positive aspects to Soviet archaeology. The famous development of
usewear (traceological) analyses by Seménov (1957) is frequently cited. The practice of
horizontal excavation and a focus on the spatial organisation of sites were also, I believe,
highly suited to the Russian archaeological record and had international significance for
the development of spatial research in archaeology (the discovery of apparent dwelling
structures in the USSR, gained wide publication abroad; see e.g. Childe, 1950; Leroi-
Gourhan & Efimenko, 1954). Many of the excavations of this time are commendable for
their high standards of recovery of material and descriptions of spatial and stratigraphic
information. When considering the idiosyncrasies of archaeology in the USSR, it must
be remembered at all times that Soviet archaeologists were working under repressive and
(especially up until the 1950s) often dangerous conditions, with limited communication
with their colleagues in the West (Miller, 1956).

The differences between the Soviet and Western approaches to archaeological re-
search were real and substantial, and these differences persist in post-Soviet times.
Because the two traditions are to a large degree genuinely incompatible with one an-
other, it is important for Western archaeologists to take the time to understand Russian
theoretical approaches and how they have shaped interpretations.

One of the most important differences between Russia and the West has been in the
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construction of archaeological taxonomic units or archaeological cultures. In Western
Europe we are accustomed to the definition of faciés within the Gravettian, such as
the Noaillian. One of the most important difference between such faciés and the “ar-
chaeological cultures” of Eastern Europe is that, as mentioned above, the former are
generally defined based on the presence or absence of index fossils. The Rayssian, for
example, is defined by the presence of Rayssian burins. “Archaeological cultures” in
the Russian sense, on the other hand, are not usually defined by the existence of index
fossils. They are defined by combinations of features, each of which is usually found
more widely than the archaeological culture itself. This inevitably leads to ambiguity
and disputes.

Various approaches to the definition of archaeological cultures have been used in
recent times in Russia; the following are just two examples. One major approach has
been to seek to classify archaeological sites into a hierarchical taxonomy, as expressed

in the following quotation from Grigor’ev (1993, p. 51):

“The terminology employed in classifying all these sites [of the “Willendorf-
Pavlov-Kosténki-Avdeevo Cultural Unity”] depicts three levels: (1) archaeo-
logical culture (the smallest classificatory unit in this case) ... (2) archaeo-
logical unit (a unity that results from mutual interactions and ties between
a few related cultures) ...and (3) the Eastern Gravettian (a chronological

or stadial term).”

This analysis is superficially similar to some Western approaches (in that the Gravettian
has also been sub-divided elsewhere in Europe) but differs in part in its relative lack of
dependence on chronology. The assumption of “mutual interactions” between multiple
sub-units is only logically sustainable if the sub-units existed simultaneously. It also
assumes that contemporary human cultures can be separated into discrete units.

A different approach has been to continue to define not just apparent genetic links
between cultures but also similarities in technological or economic strategies which cross

between otherwise unconnected cultures. The influence of Soviet philosophy here is not
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hard to see, in giving significance to types of technological or economic approach, re-
gardless of whether these types arose independently or are the result of direct cultural
connections. Anikovich (2005) makes a distinction between “technocomplexes” and “ar-

chaeological cultures”, as follows:

“Archacological culture is [sic] a system of traditions developed by certain
social groups under specific historical conditions, materially expressed in the
results of human activities that have become archaeological sources and that
can be interpreted by the analysis of these sources ... The technocomplex is
a relatively stable system of technological devices generating similarities in
tool types. These similarities originate and exist within broad geographical
and chronological limits, and can be associated with different genetically

unrelated cultural and historical forms.” (Anikovich, 2005, p. 79)

The distinction made by Anikovich echoes past differences between Soviet researchers
in whether archaeological cultures represent similarities in “historico-cultural”/“historic-
ethnographic” or “techno-economic”/“economic-cultural” groupings (Davis, 1983; Soffer,
1985). Its difference from usual Western approaches lies in using these “technocom-
plexes” as units of analysis, at the same time as independently taking a historical (and,
to Western eyes, more conventional) approach to cultural diversity and change.

There are other important differences between Russian and Western approaches to
the Palaeolithic. In general there has been less attention paid to lithic assemblages in
Russia than might be expected, in large part because other areas of research (such as
the study of spatial data) have been more important there. The approach used for
the description of stone tools remains almost universally typological and less formalised
than in Western Europe, and there has been (with some notable exceptions; e.g. Giria
& Bradley, 1998; Lev et al., 2011; Seleznév, 1998) relatively little detailed study of
the technology of lithic production. This may now be changing, with many younger
researchers (as well as some of their established colleagues) maintaining strong interests

in lithic technology. The principal influence on the study of lithics in Russia, in the
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present as in the past, derives from the French rather than the Anglo-American school.

The use of lithic terminology in published literature may be less strict than re-
searchers in the West are accustomed to: for example, Anikovich et al. (2008¢) describe
“Azilian-type points” at Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (Section 9.2). In Western Europe material
of known MUP age would probably never be described as “Azilian-type,” no matter
how similar it was to a true (i.e., Azilian-age) Azilian point. Debates on the naming
and definition of index fossils obviously constitute a large part of Western Palaeolithic
research, and there are numerous theoretical and methodological viewpoints, but in
general in the West we are reluctant to apply chronologically specific terms to material
of a different age.

Another important feature of Soviet and Russian theory has been the willingness,
from the 1950s on, to accept the possibility that diverse societies with very different ma-
terial cultures co-existed within small areas without noticeably influencing one another.
Examples of this sort of thinking are given in Section 2.6 below, and are particularly
evident in the work of Efimenko, Rogachév and Sinitsyn. They may appear similar to
Western twentieth century ideas, for example those of Peyrony (Djindjian & Bosselin,
1994) but differ in that the Russian models do not necessarily postulate continuous
lines of parallel cultural development. Rather, they suggest the co-existence of groups
of people during a limited period of time (although they may be suggested to have links
with earlier and later groups).

Certain specific features of the Russian tradition of excavation need to be noted.
Excavation usually proceeds over a large area (more than 25 m? is not uncommon) with
the entire layer being excavated simultaneously, as opposed to digging one square at a
time. Artefacts are usually left in place as they are found and only removed once the
entire layer has been excavated. Although there are many advantages to this approach—
Russian archaeologists praise it for the opportunity to see and interpret spatial features
i situ—there are some disadvantages. In particular, in comparison with smaller scale
excavations or those in which excavation proceeds one square at a time, it is very difficult

to maintain a high level of stratigraphic control. This may be exacerbated by the fact
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that, due to the relative lack of resources, recording of the position of artefacts and
deposits using a total station or similar equipment is not common even in the present
day. Finally, sieving of spoil, including from cultural layers, is not universally carried
out, meaning that many collections, including those from recent years, may be biased

towards larger artefacts.

2.4 Russian MUP sites: an overview

The village of Kosténki on the Don river, some 30 km south of the city of Voronezh
(Fig. 2.2), is the location of by far the greatest concentration of excavated Palaeolithic
sites in Russia. Twenty-one Upper Palaeolithic sites are known from Kosténki, and an-
other five at the neighbouring village of Borshchévo (Fig. 2.3). The sites at Kosténki are
both numbered and named, and may be referred to in either way; those at Borshchévo
are referred to by number alone. About half of these contain more than one cultural
layer. Although many sites contain only Early Upper Palaeolithic (EUP) material, or
Upper Palaeolithic material of unknown age, many of them do contain MUP material as
enumerated in Section 2.5. Beyond Kosténki-Borshchévo, there is a broad distribution
of MUP sites, mostly with single cultural layers and found in association with various
rivers (Fig. 2.2). These sites are Khotylévo 2, Gagarino, Zaraisk, Avdeevo, Sungir’,
Biriuch’ia Balka 2, and Garchi. The site of Talitsky in the Urals has been argued to
date to the MUP on geological grounds, although the available radiocarbon dates place
it after the end of the MUP (Pavlov & Indrelid, 2000). Because of the lack of available
information on this site and the uncertainty of its attribution to the MUP, it is excluded
from this study.

Several factors have strongly influenced the map of the Russian MUP. Romanowska
(2012) has proposed a “loess hypothesis” to explain the distribution of Lower Palaeolithic
sites in Central and Eastern Europe. In short, this argues that the thick covering of
Pleistocene loess across much of this area (see Haase et al., 2007) has buried Lower

Palaeolithic cultural remains so deeply that they have only very rarely been found.

18



Garchio

O Sungir

O Zaraisk

Khotylevo 2 o 4l ee ity

OAvdeevo

0 Kostenki-Borshchevo

Figure 2.2: Map of principal sites in Russia.
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This taphonomic argument can be extended to the Upper Palaeolithic archaeological
record. As is very obvious at sites such as Khotylévo 2, Upper Palaeolithic cultural
layers can also be buried under many metres of loess sediment (much of which was
deposited during the Last Glacial Maximum). This will certainly have influenced the
likelihood of their discovery.

Other disciplinary factors and research biases have influenced the distribution of
known sites. In Eastern Europe, a few large-scale archaeological survey and excavation
projects (for example, before dam construction) created localised clusters of known
Palaeolithic sites (Miller, 1956), which has affected our wider picture of the Upper
Palaeolithic even though the Russian MUP record has not been directly shaped by this
factor. At Kosténki-Borshchévo, a long tradition of investigation and the existence of
local infrastructure (facilities for excavation teams and a museum) has meant that there
has been intensive testing of the area for archaeological deposits, using coring and test-
pitting. This has undoubtedly contributed to the high density of sites known from the
locality. Furthermore, almost all the Russian MUP sites we know of are located close
to cities and large towns (e.g. Kosténki-Borshchévo, Khotylévo 2) or even within their
limits (e.g. Sungir’, Zaraisk). In much of sparsely-populated rural Russia, the chances
of Palaeolithic sites being found, recognised, and notified to the proper authorities are

low relative to areas located closer to urban centres.

2.4.1 The Kosténki-Borshchévo area

Because so many sites are found around Kosténki and Borshchévo, it is worth briefly
outlining the geography of the area. The sites are found on the right side of the Don
river; the right bank of the Don in this area is often steep and high. The left bank, on
the other hand, is low and borders an extensive floodplain. Most of the sites are situated
within a series of large ravines roughly perpendicular to the course of the Don, with a
few found on the edge of the river floodplain itself (Praslov & Rogachév, 1982) (Fig. 2.3).
The ravines are named, e.g. Biriuch’ii Log, Aleksandrovskii Log, Pokrovskii Log (the

Russian word log means a dry valley or ravine). The photograph in Fig. 2.4 is of a
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diorama in the Kosténki museum of the local topography, which shows the landscape of
the right side of the Don, cut by ravines, and the river valley itself. Fig. 2.5 shows part
of the present-day landscape at Kosténki. Sequences of palaeosols and loessic deposits
formed during the Late Pleistocene on terraces within the ravines, and the majority
of sites have been found within these deposits. The loesses found at Kosténki are not,
however, as extensive as those found in other areas. The geology of the Kosténki area

will be further discussed in Chapter 4.

Kosténki-Borshchévo is located at the edge of two very different topographical zones.
The contrast between the two banks of the river—the right high, the left low—reflects
the differing landscapes on either side of the river. To the west (i.e., the right side), the
landscape for hundreds of kilometres is made up of a chalk plateau, cut by frequent large
gullies; to the east is an extensive floodplain and the flat Oka-Don Plain. The difference
between the two landscape zones is extremely obvious when at the sites. The border
between them is marked by the Don river itself, presenting a third major local habitat.
This location at the juncture of three different and extensive ecological zones would have
provided significant opportunities for past inhabitants of the Kosténki-Borshchévo area.
Although it is unlikely that the map of Russian archaeological sites actually reflects the
true distribution of Upper Palaeolithic human settlements, for reasons mentioned in the
previous section, it does seem plausible that the area was attractive to hunter-gatherers

for its proximity to multiple types of environments.

There is no known source of good-quality flint near Kosténki. It was suggested many
years ago that flint was brought to the sites from the area of Stary Oskol, ca. 100 kilome-
tres to the south-west (Boriskovskii, 1961; Yurgenson et al., 2012); this suggestion has
still not received full published evaluation based on petrographic or chemical analyses.
Some low-quality flint is apparently found locally. Generally speaking, good-quality and
black flint is treated as imported; “coloured” and low-quality flint is regarded as being

locally-derived. Further work on this issue would be extremely useful.
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Figure 2.3: Map of sites in the Kosténki and Borshchévo area (modified from Praslov, 2009).
Key: circles containing a number indicate Kosténki sites; circles containing B followed by a
number indicate Borshchévo sites.
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Figure 2.4: A diorama of the geography of the Kosténki area in the Kosténki museum, August
2013. Length of bank shown is from approximately Kosténki 4 to Kosténki 19, approximately
4 km (compare Fig. 2.3). (Photo N. Reynolds).
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Figure 2.5: View to the south-east from hill to the north of Pokrovskii Log (location of sites
14, 7, 1, etc.), Kosténki, August 2012. Visible are the south side of the mouth of Pokrovskii
Log (right middleground) and the Don floodplain (left background). The Don river itself is just
visible at the far left. (Photo N. Reynolds).
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2.5 Industries of the MUP in Russia

The MUP of Russia differs notably from that of the rest of Europe, in that several
non-Gravettian industries, as well as the Gravettian, have been described as present in
Russia during the time period. These non-Gravettian industries are the Streletskayan
and the Gorodtsovian. Another important archaeological unit, the “Kosténki-Avdeevo
Culture” is a grouping of several Gravettian sites. There are numerous problems in the
absolute and relative chronologies of all these industries; previously proposed culture
histories will be summarized in Section 2.6 and a re-assessment of the dating of the
sites will be given in Chapter 4. The following pages summarize the different industries,

cultures and technocomplexes described for MUP Russia.

2.5.1 The Eastern Gravettian

The term “the Eastern Gravettian™ is often encountered in the literature, both in
Russian and in other languages including English, but has various definitions.

Koztowski (1986, p. 131) defines the Eastern Gravettian in an influential paper as
“industries with backed points, blades, and bladelets that fall in the middle and late
phases of the Upper Paleolithic” east of the Rhine and north of the Alps, Balkans and
Black Sea. Within this are included sites both with and without shouldered points.
Nuzhnyi (2009) also uses the term to refer to all Gravettian assemblages of Eastern
Europe.

Gamble (1986, pp. 181-185) includes the Pavlovian and shouldered point sites in his
definition of the Eastern Gravettian, but also includes the Streletskayan (as represented
at Sungir’ and the Streletskayan sites at Kosténki, further discussed below). Assem-
blages of the latter industry do not include backed bladelets or points in any significant
quantities and are generally regarded as distinct from Gravettian assemblages.

Grigor’ev (1993) places his “Willendorf-Pavlov-Kosténki—Avdeevo Cultural Unity”

(very similar to the “shouldered-point horizon”; see below) within the Eastern Gravet-
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tian. He does not define the latter, but refers to it as “a chronological or stadial term.”
In contrast, Hoffecker (2002, pp. 219-221) suggests that the three most important
tool-types in the Kastern Gravettian are the shouldered point, the Kosténki knife and
the burin (various types), with backed bladelets and points making up most of the
remainder of these assemblages. In this, he presents the most important aspect of the
Eastern Gravettian as near-synonymous with the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture as defined
below. Shouldered points do not occur at all in the Early Gravettian site of Kosténki 8
Layer 2, nor in several other major Russian Gravettian sites (e.g. Kosténki 4).
Sinitsyn (2007) avoids the term “Eastern Gravettian” in favour of “Gravettian” alone,
as do Otte & Noiret (2003). Because there is such a lack of consensus on the definition
of the term “Eastern Gravettian”, and because there does not seem to be any strong
a priori reason for defining an “Eastern Gravettian” without a corresponding “Western

Gravettian,” I do not use the term in this research.

2.5.2 The Streletskayan

The Streletskayan (sometimes known as the Sungirian) is a non-Gravettian industry
found only in Russia, including at Kosténki and at several sites in the Urals. Many
Streletskayan sites clearly date to the EUP, before 30,000 **C BP (Chabai, 2003; Sinit-
syn, 2007), but a few have been dated to the MUP: Sungir’, Biriuch’ia Balka 2, Garchi,
Kosténki 12 Layer la and Kosténki 11 Layer 3 (see Chapter 4). The index fossil for this
industry is the Streletskayan point, a triangular bifacially-worked point with a straight
or concave base, which is frequently found in combination with other bifacially-worked
pieces (Vishnyatsky & Nehoroshev, 2004) (Fig. 2.6). Backed lithics are not present.
Links are sometimes drawn with “transitional industries” such as the Micoquian and

with the Middle Palaeolithic (Anikovich, 2005; Bradley et al., 1995).

2.5.3 The Gorodtsovian

This industry, like the Streletskayan, is treated as entirely distinct from the Gravettian.

It is not defined by the presence of a particular lithic index fossil, but by a combination
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Figure 2.6: Streletskayan points from Kosténki 1 Layer 5 (modified after Chabai, 2003, Fig. 4)
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of lithic types and, when most restrictedly defined, by the presence of bone “shovels”
(Figs. 2.7 and 2.8). These latter artefacts are found at the industry’s type-site of
Kosténki 15 (Gorodtsovskaia stoianka) as well as in Layer 2 of Kosténki 14 (a possible
fragment of one was found at Kosténki 12 Layer 1) (Sinitsyn, 2010). The function of
the “shovels” is obscure. They are rather large, perhaps too large to have served as, for
example, marrow scoops. They could conceivably have been used as wipers for snow
from tents and other equipment. The lithic industry found at Gorodtsovian sites is
heavily flake-based and includes a high proportion of pieces which have been described
as “Mousterian” or “Middle Palaeolithic,” such as side-scrapers, points and limaces, as
well as abundant splintered pieces (Djindjian et al., 1999; Sinitsyn, 2010; Vishnyatsky
& Nehoroshev, 2004).

Researchers vary in which sites they include in the Gorodtsovian apart from those
which have yielded the bone “shovels.” Kosténki 16 is frequently included, while during
the mid-twentieth century numerous other Kosténki sites were attributed to the indus-
try, and it has been suggested that the site of Talitsky in the Urals should be included
(Sinitsyn, 2010). More recently, Layer 1 of the site of Mira in Ukraine has been de-
scribed as Gorodtsovian; it is the only possible Gorodtsovian site known beyond Russia
(Stepanchuk, 2005; Stepanchuk et al., 1998, 2009). The raw materials used at Mira
have been argued to derive from the East Carpathians (Stepanchuk, 2010; Stepanchuk
& Petrougne, 2005): if Mira Layer I is regarded as Gorodtsovian then this perhaps
implies that the geographical distribution of the Gorodtsovian extended further west
than is demonstrated by the locations of the known sites alone.

There is one interpretation of the Gorodtsovian that should be mentioned here.
Hoffecker (2011) suggests that the Gorodtsovian industry is simply a functional variant
of an “Eastern Aurignacian”, representing “locations where long-term open-air camps
were established following kill-butchery events” (p. 28). This idea is important because
it does remind us that the specific nature of the Gorodtsovian sites may be in large part
a reflection of particular functions that were carried out there. However, it is hard to see

why, if the sites represent long-term Aurignacian settlements, more typical Aurignacian
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lithics were not found there. The possibility that they were only kill-butchery sites

appears to be contradicted by the presence of sophisticated osseous artefacts.

2.5.4 The Gravettian

Definitions of the Gravettian in Russia are strongly influenced by, but not identical to,
those used in the rest of Europe. Sinitsyn (2010) defines Gravettian assemblages by the
presence of backed bladelets and “Gravettian” points. It is not clear, however, that the
definition of “Gravettian points” used in Russia matches, or is as strict as, the definition
of pointes de la Gravette given by de Sonneville Bordes & Perrot (1956b, p. 547) or
Demars & Laurent (1992, p. 100). For example, Anikovich (2005, p. 80) describes only
“points with backed edges". Grigor’ev (1993, p. 52) mentions “Gravettian points” of
which “Gravette points from France” are just an example. In general, the morphology
of the blanks and retouched blades is regarded as different from that seen for the Au-
rignacian (Sinitsyn, 2010). Blanks derive from “parallel cores” and the production of
“narrow regular microblades” and burin spalls is common (Anikovich, 2005). Anikovich
also mentions a high prevalence of “side burins with straight and oblique retouch” as
part of his definition of the Gravettian in Russia.

The principal Russian sites usually or frequently described as Gravettian (excluding
those mentioned below in relation to the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture) are Kosténki 8
Layer 2, Kosténki 4 (both layers), Khotylévo 2, Gagarino, Kosténki 9, Borshchévo 5,

Kosténki 11 Layer 2, and Kosténki 21 Layer 3.

2.5.5 The Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture

As discussed above, the construction of archaeological taxonomic units differs in
Russia from Western Europe. The Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture (sometimes called the
Kostenkian) is an important example of this.

Part of the reason that the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture has received such emphasis
in studies of the Russian Gravettian is that it is the only Gravettian archaeological

culture (in the Russian sense) to enjoy universal agreement on its existence. There
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Figure 2.7: Gorodtsovian bone “shovel” from Kosténki 15 (modified after Chabai, 2003, Fig. 7)
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Figure 2.8: Fragment of Gorodtsovian bone “shovel” from Kosténki 14 Layer 2 (modified after
Chabai, 2003, Fig. 7)
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is also a relatively high level of agreement between authors on which sites should be
included in this grouping and on how it should be defined. The culture is named for
the sites of Kosténki 1 Layer 1 and Avdeevo. Kosténki 1 Layer 1 was, as the numbering
suggests, the very first site formally investigated at Kosténki (Rogachév et al., 1982a).
Although sites with similar assemblages were already known in Central Europe, it was
only with the discovery and excavation of Avdeevo in the 1940s that an analogous site
within Russia was found, and this had great importance: “heretofore no two sites in
European USSR [sic|] could be securely assigned to the same archaeological culture”
(Grigor’ev, 1993, p. 52). The inclusion of some assemblages from Kosténki (13 Layer 1,
14 Layer 1, and 18) and the site of Berdyzh (Belarus), and the major site of Zaraisk,
excavated from the 1990s on, complete the current list of candidate Kosténki-Avdeevo
Culture sites (Amirkhanov, 2009; Djindjian et al., 1999; Sinitsyn, 2007). Khotylévo 2
and Gagarino are also sometimes included in this grouping, but their differences from
the other sites are always noted (e.g. Sinitsyn, 2007). The culture is dated to the latter
half of the MUP (Djindjian et al., 1999; Sinitsyn, 2007).

The universally agreed lithic index fossils for the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture are
shouldered points (Fig. 2.9) and Kosténki knives (Lev, 2011; Sinitsyn, 2007). It has
been acknowledged that “the existing typology of these tools is not very convincing”
(Gvozdover, 1995, p. 47). Occasionally, pointes a face plane with thinning retouch
are also cited as an index fossil (Djindjian et al., 1999; Gvozdover, 1995). The final,
non-lithic, index fossils for the culture are female (“Venus”) figurines (Sinitsyn, 2007)
(Fig. 2.10).

Shouldered points are also called Kosténki points or Kosténki shouldered points.
Authors seem to vary in the restrictiveness of the definitions they use for these pieces
and for identifications of fragments thereof. In their strictest definition, as given by
M. D. Gvozdover, they are typified as being made on regular broad blades 12-14 ¢m
long, with a shoulder extending for approximately two-thirds of the entire length of the
piece and with bifacial flat retouch to both ends (Belyaeva & Moiseyev, 2007). How-

ever, in practice the definition of these index fossils is often rather loose. The most
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basic definition requires simply the presence of a point at one end and backing form-
ing a shoulder on one edge. However, lithic fragments have frequently been classified
as shouldered points based just on the presence of backing forming a shoulder, even
where other aspects of the morphology contradict this identification (see e.g. the as-
semblage from Khotylévo 2, Chapter 8). Shouldered points from Kosténki 1 Layer 1
were studied traceologically by Seménov (1940), who found that the artefacts were used
as knives. This interpretation remains accepted today for at least some shouldered
points (Belyaeva & Moiseyev, 2007). Kosténki knives are characteristically retouched
blades, which have recently been the subject of a focused techno-typological study (Lev
et al., 2011).

Apart from this, the importance of the presence of large linear spatial arrangements,
as found at Kosténki 1, Zaraisk and Avdeevo, is stressed in the characterisation of the
culture (Amirkhanov, 2009; Sinitsyn, 2007). These spatial features are usually described
as dwelling structures and consist of single lines of hearths surrounded by pits of various
sizes (Fig. 2.11). At Kosténki 1 the structure is ca. 36 m by 15 m in dimensions; that

at Avdeevo is described as ca. 45 m by 20 m (Gvozdover, 1995; Rogachév et al., 1982a).

All of the described index fossils for the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture in fact occur
much more widely than just within the few relevant sites. Shouldered points are
found throughout Eastern and Central Europe at approximately the same time as the
Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture (see below). Kosténki knives are a very widespread tool
type, found across Europe during various stages of the Upper Palaeolithic (Klaric, 2000;
Noiret, 2013). Female figurines are, of course, found across Europe and in Siberia (Mussi
et al., 2000). This means that the “Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture” should not be treated as
a unit akin to a faciés of the Western Furopean Gravettian. There clearly are very close
similarities between the sites included in the grouping. However, there are also definite
similarities with sites further afield. The reification of this “archaeological culture” has
strongly shaped interpretations of the Russian MUP; the question of its status will be

returned to in the final chapters of this thesis.
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Fig. 5)

Figure 2.9: Shouldered points from Avdeevo (modified after Gvozdover, 1995,
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Figure 2.10: Female figurine from Kosténki 1 Layer 1 (modified after Soffer et al., 2000, Fig. 8)
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Figure 2.11: “Dwelling structure” from Kosténki 1 Layer 1 (modified after Klein, 1969, Fig. 34).
Partial key: Roman numerals: hearths; white areas: pits or dug-outs; density of colouring of
squares indicates numbers of flints found.
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2.5.6 Shouldered point horizon

Shouldered points are widespread across Central and Eastern Europe in the latter part
of the MUP (Otte et al., 2007a; Svoboda, 2007). The “shouldered point horizon” closely
matches the “Willendorf-Pavlov-Kostenki-Avdeevo Cultural Unity” of (Grigor’ev, 1993)
and the “Kostenki-Willendorf Culture” or “Willendorfian-Kostenkian”/“Willendorf-
Kostenkian” of some authors (e.g. Gvozdover, 1995; Svoboda, 2007; Svoboda et al.,
2000; Tarasov, 1979). The Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture is often considered as a sub-unit
of this industry (Grigor’ev, 1993; Lev, 2009). The shouldered point horizon/Kostenki-
Willendorf Culture is minimally defined by the presence of shouldered points, but fe-
male figurines and Kosténki knives are also very often mentioned as index fossils; leaf-
points/pointes & face plane are sometimes said to characterise the assemblages (Gvoz-
dover, 1995; Kozlowski, 1998, 2007; Koztowski, 2008b; Svoboda et al., 2000). The shoul-
dered point horizon in Central Europe is typically dated to within ca. 25-20 *C BP
(Kozlowski, 1998; Svoboda, 2007; Svoboda et al., 2000); the usual dates for the Kosténki-
Avdeevo Culture also fall within this range.

It has recently been claimed that a late MUP assemblage from the southwestern
French site of Brassempouy could be linked with this industry, as shouldered points
are also found there in association with female figurines (Simonet, 2012). However,
the shouldered points from this site are few and differ technologically from those found
further east.

Of the Russian sites, Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino, which are not usually included
in the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, may be included in the Kosténki-Willendorf Culture

(Tarasov, 1979).

2.5.7 The Epigravettian

In Russia, sites believed to date to the Last Glacial Maximum and later are usually
described as Epigravettian. This includes a number of sites at Kosténki, which are in-

cluded in the Epigravettian “Zamyatnin culture”: sites 2, 11 Level 1a, 19 and 3 (Djindjian

37



et al., 1999, p. 244). They are dated to after 20,000 *C years BP (d’Errico et al., 2011;
Djindjian et al., 1999) and therefore fall outside the scope of the present research. The

Epigravettian is also described at many sites beyond Russia in Fastern and Central

Europe (Montet-White, 1994; Otte & Noiret, 2003).

2.5.8 Gravettoid and Aurignacoid industries and assemblages

The final terms to be introduced here are “Gravettoid” and “Aurignacoid,” which are
used by some authors. Anikovich (2005) describes a “Gravettoid technocomplex” to
which he assigns the sites of Kosténki 8 Layer 2 and some sites at Kosténki overlying
the Upper Humic Bed (presumably including Kosténki 1 Layer 1). He assigns Kosténki
4 Layer 1 to the “Aurignacoid technocomplex” and describes Kosténki 9 as having
features of both the Gravettoid and Aurignacoid technocomplexes. The usage of the
word “technocomplex” here has a rather different meaning than in Western parlance,
as discussed above (Section 2.3, p. 16). It is used to refer to a system of technological
adaptations, which can occur within diverse and otherwise unrelated ethnic/cultural
groups. This is not, however, the only sense in which the terms “Gravettoid” and
“Aurignacoid” have been used. In other cases, they may describe assemblages which
for some reason the authors do not wish to describe as unambiguously “Gravettian”
or “Aurignacian”; or in an undefined sense (e.g. Stiner & Munro, 2011; Svoboda, 2006;

Vishnyatsky & Nehoroshev, 2004).

2.6 Previous culture histories

There have been numerous published studies of the Russian MUP incorporating at-
tempts at culture history building. The major schemes proposed since the decline of
stadial theory in the 1950s are described here.

The schema constructed by Efimenko (1953) retains some of the stadialist tendencies
of his earlier work, but also admits the possibility of synchronic variability. He writes

that the earliest part of the Upper Palaeolithic was not present on the Eastern Euro-
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pean Plain, but suggests a series of named periods for the time after that. These include
the “Early Tel’manskoe period”, the “Mezinskoe period”, and the “Gontsovskaia stadial”
(Efimenko, 1953; Rogachév, 1957). Part of his work includes a critique of Western
“bourgeois archaeology”: he rejects the idea of the succession of Aurignacian, Solutrean
and Magdalenian cultures, established especially based on French evidence. Rather,
he writes that in Russia, “at this time Palaeolithic societies, which due to the high
conservatism of primitive technology preserved various methods and forms of working
and using flint as part of their way of life, existed in often very close proximity to one
another™ (Efimenko, 1953, p. 314) Lacking radiocarbon dates and without a compre-
hensive stratigraphic basis, Efimenko’s chronology has been unquestionably superseded
by subsequent work. However, it is important because it demonstrates some of the
roots of an idea that remains current in Russian archaeology: that societies with very
different material cultures could live side by side without influencing each other, often

for very long periods.

Rogachév (1957), in a review of the Kosténki-Borshchévo sites, put forward a four-
part chronological division of the sites, based on their stratigraphical position with
relation to the geological deposits found in the area; later he combined the final two
stages to create a simpler, tripartite chronology (Klein, 1969), which the rest of this
section discusses. (The stratigraphic basis is laid out in Section 4.4). The chronology
he sets out has proven to be robust and has formed the foundation of much work that
followed. It is now apparent that the MUP as defined in this thesis spans the latter
part of his second chronological group and all of the final chronological group. The
Streletskayan is found in the first and second chronological group, while the principal
Gorodtsovian sites are found in the second chronological group. Kosténki 8 Layer 2
belongs to the second chronological group, while all other Gravettian sites, including

sites of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, belong to the third group. However, an important

Ygacro B caMoM GJIM3KOM COCEJCTBE MApYr C JAPYyroM CyIIeCTBOBAaJM B YKAa3aHHOE BpPEMs
[aJIEOJIUTUYECKIe OOIIMHBI, COXPAHSABIIME B CBOEM O0HMXOze, B CH/Iy OOJBUOION KOHCEPBATHBHOCTH
TePBOOBITHOM TEXHWKW ¥ YCTONUMBOCTH €8 TPAIWIMil, pa3/ndHble MpuéMB u GHOPMBI 00pabOTKH 1
WCIIOJIb30BAHUS KPeMHsT
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part of Rogachév’s work was his claim of synchronic variation at Kosténki-Avdeevo. This
now seems to have been based in part on misidentification of industries and/or a lack of
recognition of the problems with the stratigraphy at Kosténki. For example, he believed
that a Magdalenian layer lay below a Mousterian layer at Kosténki 8 (Rogachév, 1957).
Based on this and other examples, he “called for the recognition of local synchronic
archaeological cultures” (Soffer, 1985, p. 12).

In a major review of the “Eastern Gravettian,” Kozlowski (1986) lists several dif-
ferent types of assemblages but does not set out a full culture history for them. The
chronological relationships he does set out are mainly based on radiocarbon dates. He
cites Kosténki 17 Layer 2 (a Spitsynian assemblage which is not usually described as
Gravettian; Boriskovskii, 1963; Boriskovskii et al., 1982) as one of the earliest Eastern
Gravettian assemblages at ca. 32,000 '*C BP. He follows this with the assemblage of
Kosténki 8 Layer 2, with “microgravettes and geometric microliths,” citing the usual
date of 27,700 & 750 *C BP (GrN-10509) for this assemblage. He includes Kosténki 8
Layer 2 along with several other sites, not united by any particular typological features,
in his “middle phase of the Gravettian” (Kozlowski, 1986, p. 165). These other sites are
Khotylévo 2, Pushkari I, Kosténki 9 and perhaps Kosténki 4 Layer 2 and Kosténki 11
Layer 2, although he considers the latter two sites to be somewhat younger, and at-
tributes them to a group of “sites with typical slender backed pieces” (ibid., p. 149).
After this come “leaf points associated with backed pieces” at Kosténki 4 Layer 1 but
“their chronological relationship to assemblages with shouldered points is not known”
(p. 149). In the shouldered point group he includes sites of the “Kosténki-Avdeevo in-
dustry” (Kosténki 1 Layer 1, Kosténki 18, Kosténki 14 Layer 1, Avdeevo and perhaps
Berdyzh) as well as sites that he does not include in that industry (Kosténki 21 Layer 3,
Gagarino) (ibid., p. 166). He mentions the example of Kosténki 21 Layer 3 for providing
evidence of great synchronic variability (ibid., p. 149).

The approach taken by Anikovich in his 2005 paper involves a distinction between
“archaeological cultures” (which relate to actual human groups) and “technocomplexes,”

(which relate to similar technologies that may appear among unrelated human groups),

40



as already discussed (p. 16) (Anikovich, 2005). In his schema, the Gravettoid tech-
nocomplex appears in Eastern Europe ca. 30,000 '*C BP, although the earliest dates
he cites for this technocomplex are of ca. 27,000 **C BP (at Kosténki 8 Layer 2) and
ca. 29-28,000 *C BP (at Molodova V Layers 10-8, Ukraine). He describes the “maxi-
mal development” of the Gravettoid technocomplex as appearing later (presumably in
connection with the sites usually described as belonging to the Kosténki-Avdeevo Cul-
ture) (Anikovich, 2005, pp. 88-89). Concurrently with this Gravettoid technocomplex,
Anikovich describes an Aurignacoid technocomplex from 26-22,000 *C BP, although it
is not explicit in his article whether the two technocomplexes are supposed to have co-
existed in close proximity. He assigns the sites of Kosténki 1 Layers 3 and 4, Kosténki 4
Layer 1, Kosténki 8 Layer 1 and Kosténki 11 Layer 3 to this Aurignacian technocomplex
(of these, Kosténki 4 Layer 1 is treated in the present study as Gravettian) (Anikovich,
2005, p. 88).

The chronology put forward by Sinitsyn (2007) is heavily based on Rogachév’s earlier
work. He follows Rogachév in suggesting three chronological groups, which he dates to
36-32 kyr BP, 32-28 kyr BP and 27-20 kyr BP (uncalibrated radiocarbon ages). For

Sinitsyn,

“La composition du groupe moyen (32-28 ka) avait été définie par la coex-
istence d’Aurignacian, de Streletskien, de Gorodcovien ...et de Gravettien.
Sur la base de datations absolues, ce groupe peut étre maintenant divisé en
deux sous-groupes chronologiques ; le plus ancien s’inscrivant dans la con-
tinuité des premieres unités culturelles (Aurignacien et Streletskien) le plus

récent, correspondant & I'apparition de Gravettien et de Gorodcovien.

La structure du group récent de la séquence locale (24-20 ka) est définie
par la coexistence de quatre facies de Gravettien, en association avec des
assemblages originaux dont la dénomination fait encore débat.” (Sinitsyn,

2007, p. 183)5

%“The composition of the middle group (32-28 ka) had been defined by the coexistence of the
Aurignacian, the Streletskayan, the Gorodtsovian ...and the Gravettian. On the basis of absolute
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Like Rogachév, the only Gravettian site he attributes to the middle group of the
tripartite Kosténki chronology is Kosténki 8 Layer 2, making it the earliest Gravettian
site. The early Gravettian (as represented at Kosténki 8 Layer 2) is included in the
same chronological phase as the Gorodtsovian. All other Gravettian sites, including all
sites of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, are included in the third and latest Kosténki
chronological group. Apart from the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, he defines four faciés
for the later part of the Gravettian. These are: the Kosténki 4-11 faciés, the Kosténki 11-
I1 variety, the Kosténki 21-I1I variety and the Kosténki 9-Borshchévo 5 variety (Sinitsyn,
2007). The sites attributed to each faciés are restricted to the sites mentioned in their
titles, but he sees the faciés they define, as well as the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, as
having co-existed for several thousand years.

Despite the diversity of approaches and differences in available data, there are a few
notable similarities among the culture histories outlined here. First, there is general
agreement that Kosténki 8 Layer 2 is the earliest Gravettian site. The sites of the
Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture are seen as certainly later and approximately contemporary
with one another. However, apart from this, there are numerous sites and small group-
ings whose chronology, both relative and absolute, is uncertain. Their chronological

relationships with the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture are also unclear.

2.7 Aims

The principal objective of this research is to propose a new culture history for the
Russian MUP and to contextualise it by comparisons with the contemporary European
record. In order to achieve this, three major aims can be defined.

First, to improve the chronology of the sites. This was a sine qua non for this

study. The critical examination of published radiocarbon dates was an obvious first

dating, this group may now be divided into two chronological sub-groups: the earliest is the continuation
of the first cultural units (Aurignacian and Streletskayan); the latest corresponds to the appearance of
the Gravettian and the Gorodtsovian.

The structure of the later group of the local sequence (24-20 ka) is defined by the coexistence of
four faciés of the Gravettian in association with untypical assemblages whose categorization is still the
cause of debate.”
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step; however, having already attempted this during a previous MSc study (Reynolds,
2011), it was clear that such an approach would not be sufficient. Recently published
radiocarbon dating projects have shown that new dates produced using strict protocols
can ameliorate many problems with chronologies (e.g. Higham et al., 2009, 2011; Jacobi
et al., 2010). Obtaining new radiocarbon dates therefore became an aim of this study.

Second, to study variation among lithic assemblages from the Russian Gravettian.
It was decided early on not to directly study Streletskayan and Gorodtsovian lithic
assemblages even though they may date to the MUP, as it was felt that a project limited
to Gravettian assemblages would be more coherent and have a greater chance of success.
Due to the huge amount of Gravettian material that has been excavated in Russia, it was
necessary to be selective in what was included in the study. Furthermore, a balance had
to be struck between the number of sites studied and the amount of material examined
from each collection.

When undertaking lithic analysis, the principal aim was to describe and understand
variation between the lithic assemblages of sites, rather than the function, length of
occupation, spatial organisation, etc. of each site. It was felt that it would be best
to study a restricted category in detail, rather than attempting a full assessment of
the (often very large) assemblages. No such formal comparative work had previously
been published and so it was hoped that it could evince some interesting results. Since
the general aim of the research is comparative, it seemed better to make detailed—
and hopefully robust—comparisons between restricted but well-understood aspects of
the assemblages than to make more generalised, and heavily caveated, comparisons
between less well-studied entire assemblages. As a result, study was confined to backed
lithics: backed bladelets and backed points including Gravette points and shouldered
points. The details of the approach taken, the reasons for choosing backed lithics, and
the rationale for the selection of sites, are given in Chapter 3.

The third main aim was to compare the Russian record with the rest of the Euro-
pean MUP record. Within the scope of this project these comparisons could never be

exhaustive, but it was important to take some steps towards integration of the Russian

43



and European MUP. This was not only in order to aid interpretation of the Russian
record, but also to expand our knowledge of variation among all European MUP lithic
assemblages. In order to do this, theoretical aspects of previous study of the material
had to be deconstructed somewhat in order to allow clear comparisons. This particu-
larly included the various notions of “archaeological culture”, the relative importance of
index fossils and different ideas of cultural processes, as already discussed. These issues

will be returned to in the final chapters of this thesis.
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Chapter 3

Lithic analysis methods

This chapter outlines the rationale for the selection of assemblages, the lithic analysis

methods employed and the theoretical approach to interpretation.

3.1 Selection of assemblages for study

Selection of sites for study was driven by the desire to examine the widest possible range
of variation given the need for a coherent project and constraints on time and resources.

Although the entire MUP is of interest to this project, detailed study was restricted
to Gravettian assemblages. Their obvious similarities to assemblages from across Europe
provides plenty of context and opportunities for wider comparisons. All Gorodtsovian
and Streletskayan assemblages were excluded from analysis. They are inarguably vital
elements of the Russian MUP, but they are clearly very different from Gravettian as-
semblages (see Section 2.5), making the design of a coherent study difficult. The dating
of the Streletskayan is also in doubt: it may in fact date only to the very beginning of
the MUP (Chapter 4). Furthermore, as no Gorodtsovian or Streletskayan sites are cur-
rently known outside Russia and Ukraine, opportunities for contextualising the material
are limited.

It was necessary to select a limited number of Russian Gravettian assemblages for

study. Among the Gravettian sites, the sites of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture (Kosténki
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1 Layer 1, Avdeevo and Zaraisk) have previously received the greatest amount of re-
search and publication (albeit far from exhaustive). These sites also appear to date to
a very restricted period of the MUP. A focus on less-studied sites from a wider time
period offered the best opportunity to expand our knowledge of the Russian Gravettian.
The five sites chosen for study were selected for their apparent importance, their attri-
bution to a range of previously constructed cultural groupings and /or their accessibility.
Sinitsyn (2007) provided the most coherent and comprehensive summary of the Russian
Gravettian and was a major influence on the formulation of this project. He lists four
“Evolved Gravettian” faciés not belonging to the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture (Section
2.6): of these, three are represented in the present study (as is his Early Gravettian).
He includes Khotylévo 2, which I also studied, in the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture but
describes this attribution as “fortement problématique™.

The following sites were selected for lithic assemblage study:

Kosténki 8 Layer 2 was of clear importance, being very widely described as the only
Early Gravettian site in Russia (e.g. Djindjian et al., 1999; Moreau, 2010; Sinitsyn,
2007).

Kosténki 9 was included as a representative of the “Kosténki 9-Borshchévo 57 faciés
of Sinitsyn (2007), where according to the literature an unusual backed bladelet

assemblage was found.

Kosténki 4 yielded a huge lithic assemblage, including Gravette points, but very little
information was previously available on the backed bladelet assemblage from the

site.

Kosténki 21 Layer 3 was interesting because it contains a large proportion of backed
lithics, including shouldered points, but is not usually included in the Kosténki-

Avdeevo Culture.

Khotylévo 2 was studied because a fortuitous first-hand examination of the assem-

Yyery problematic”
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blage at an early stage of this research found an interesting Gravettian assemblage

that demanded further study.
The following sites, also candidates for study, were excluded from examination:

Borshchévo 5, Gagarino, and Kosténki 11 Layer 2 all appear to have strong
similarities in terms of their backed assemblages with particular studied sites
(Kosténki 9, Khotylévo 2 and Kosténki 21 Layer 3 respectively). As a result,
their inclusion would not have added much to the study in terms of coverage of
lithic variation. For various reasons, (e.g. size of assemblages or accessibility) the

latter sites were preferred for examination.

Borshchévo 1, Borshchévo 2, Kosténki 2, Kosténki 3 and Kosténki 19 are
occasionally connected with the Gravettian or the MUP but they contain backed
bladelets in very small numbers or not at all and therefore were excluded from

this study.

Talitsky may contain Gravettian material but this is far from clear and the dating of

the site is also in doubt (Pavlov & Indrelid, 2000).

3.2 Lithic analysis

Lithic analysis was the primary method used in this project. Material was studied during
a number of trips to Saint Petersburg and Bryansk between July 2012 and December

2013.

3.2.1 Backed lithics

The lithic analysis undertaken focused exclusively on backed bladelets and points. A
rather wide definition of “backed bladelet” was used. Any blade (defined as a flake at
least twice as long as it is wide) shorter than 10 cm was accepted as a bladelet. All
bladelets with backing along a lateral edge were accepted for study, including pieces with

only partially backed edges (in these cases the backing had to be substantial; artefacts
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with, for example, just a backed notch were not included). Backing was defined after
Inizan et al. (1999) as semi-abrupt or abrupt retouch which is blunting rather than
sharpening, and which forms a back—a “surface that extends along the length of a blank,
and is more or less perpendicular to the two faces” (ibid., p. 130). Retouched bladelets
with a cortical or unretouched back were also included, if they otherwise belonged to
a particular typological category of backed lithics found in the assemblage. All backed
points—Gravette points, shouldered points, and other backed points—were accepted for
inclusion regardless of their size. The only backed lithics to be excluded from study
were large backed blades: in practice, these were absent or rare in all assemblages.

Backed bladelets are found in abundance in Gravettian sites across Europe, including
the sites studied here, where they often dominate lithic assemblages. The group of
artefacts studied includes pieces of diverse probable functions. Some, but not all, are
likely to have been hafted. Some were very likely used as projectile tips (Harrold, 1993;
Hays & Surmely, 2005); as has been argued by Wiessner (1983), such artefacts may be
particularly useful as indicators of cultural affiliation. Others may have been laterally
hafted onto projectiles. The category also includes pieces which could have been used
for cutting, scraping, piercing, etc.

A focus on a single aspect of the collections enabled a greater number of sites to be
studied than would otherwise have been possible. Furthermore, a great deal of excellent
recent work on the MUP in Western Europe has been based around studies of backed
lithics (e.g. Borgia, 2009; Klaric et al., 2009; Pesesse, 2006) and so their usefulness to
lithic studies had already been proven. The focus on backed lithics provides a manage-

able but meaningful perspective on lithic variation during the Russian Gravettian.

3.2.2 Aims of lithic analysis

The overall aim of this analysis was to characterize variation between backed lithic
assemblages with a view to identifying cultural and functional difference and similarity.
The objective was a completely new picture of variation between assemblages, rather

than the testing of previous interpretations or the inclusion of new information into an

48



existing framework. When this project was begun, no culture history for the MUP of
Russia enjoyed wide consensus, and there were major disagreements between authors
on very basic aspects of their construction. All available culture histories had some
problems with incompleteness or uncertainty, and derived from an intellectual tradition
which has frequently been at odds with mainstream Western European archaeological
thought (see Section 2.3). Furthermore, it could not be assumed that pre-existing
classifications of lithic assemblages were the same as those used in this study (this
was borne out in practice: for example, several Gravette points from Kosténki 4 had
previously been classified as awls). These issues necessitated a return to first principles
in examining the collections.

The results of this lithic analysis had to contribute to the ultimate aims of this
project. These were the building of a culture history for MUP Russia, in conjunction
with dating evidence (much of which would only become available after the completion
of lithic analysis) and an expansion of our understanding of variation among European

MUP lithic assemblages.

3.2.3 Theoretical background to classifying and explaining variation

It was hoped from the beginning that the picture of variation built up as part of this
study would shed light on cultural processes during the MUP in Russia. These are,
of course, theoretically complex to study. As an introduction to the general approach
taken to lithic analysis, further elaborated below, the following factors are assumed to

have affected the nature of the backed lithic assemblages under study.

Function. The activities carried out at a particular place in the past determined pat-

terns of tool creation and usage.

Culture and style. The activities and patterns of activities undertaken varied be-
tween groups of people in the past. Furthermore, the choices made between func-

4

tionally equivalent technological options—what Sackett (1982) calls “isochrestic

variation”—also varied between groups of people in the past, and temporally, lin-
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guistically and/or ethnically similar groups of people tended towards similarity
in their material culture. This does not, of course, exclude the possibility of

convergence towards similarity in material culture among distant groups.

Raw material. The raw material economy placed certain constraints on the usage of
flint. In particular, in areas remote from high-quality lithic raw material sources
(e.g. Kosténki-Borshchévo), the efficient usage of imported flint may well have

been an important factor influencing some technological choices.

Discard patterns and taphonomy. Patterns of discard of material and past tapho-

nomic processes have shaped archaeological assemblages.

Excavation and museum curation. The collections under study have been affected
by incomplete recovery of material at the time of excavation and loss of material

during curation.

All of these factors contributed in some way to the creation of the collections as
they exist today. My interpretations have been shaped by the need to take them into
account.

It will be seen that there are many very obvious and profound differences between
the assemblages, as well as similar features. The task of explaining these differences
will be explored further below, but it is first necessary to set out the approach taken to

data collection.

3.2.4 Backed bladelet recording

The dearth of previous detailed work on Russian backed assemblages posed challenges.
It was obvious from the outset that the recording methodology would have to be broad
and flexible enough to catch many different types of variation. In other words, few
assumptions were made at the beginning of the project about what kind of variation
would be present or meaningful; rather, open-ended, exploratory analyses were expected

from the start. Therefore, lithic recording methodology was oriented towards the collec-
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tion of a large amount of data on each artefact, to provide for flexibility in subsequent
analysis.

Recording of information and terminology used is based to a large extent on Inizan
et al. (1999). Typological characterisations were made with reference to Demars &
Laurent (1992) and de Sonneville Bordes & Perrot (1956b) as well as more specialized
publications where appropriate. A general techno-typological approach was taken to
artefact recording. Attention was first paid to basic technological indicators (blank
type, presence of bipolar scars, nature of ventral surface, etc.). The overall morphology
and dimensions of the piece were then described. Detailed attention was paid to how
retouch was used to create the morphology of the piece. Finally, damage was described
in terms of extent, removal size, invasiveness, regularity, etc. All descriptions were made
using the naked eye and a 5x hand lens. All artefacts were photographed and a selection
were also drawn.

Measurements were made to the nearest millimetre (except at Khotylévo 2, where
they were made to the nearest 0.5 mm). This was because at the outset of this project
it was thought that this degree of resolution would be sufficient for the purposes of the
research and in order to speed up recording. Unfortunately, it has caused some problems
for the statistical analysis of the lithic assemblages and for the representation of data in
this thesis (e.g. it necessitated the use of sunflower plots instead of conventional scatter
plots). Measurements would have been better taken to a finer degree of resolution.

A full list of the information collected on each backed bladelet recorded is provided

in Appendix A.

Sampling

In cases where the backed assemblage was very large (n > 400), sampling of material
was necessary. This entailed counting the total number of backed lithics of interest to
this study and deciding what proportion to study. Then material was selected using
an appropriate list of randomly generated numbers. For assemblages where sampling

was necessary, a more complete (50-100%) sample of Gravette, shouldered and other
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backed points was studied in addition to the random sample. This was because, as
known index fossils for various stages of the Gravettian, they are important to the aims
of this study.

As a result of the differential sampling of various parts of the assemblage for certain
sites, weighted datasets were sometimes used for analyses. These datasets compensated
for the fact that some parts of the assemblage were sampled at different rates to others,
by, for example, giving a quadruple weighting to categories that had been sampled at
25%. When these datasets were used, the results presented here are usually given in

terms of percentages rather than raw counts.

3.2.5 Core recording

Bladelet cores were studied from four assemblages: Kosténki 8 Layer 2, Kosténki 9,
Kosténki 21 Layer 3 and Khotylévo 2. (It was not possible to study the collection from
Kosténki 4 due to time constraints.) Where possible, all available cores were studied;
for Kosténki 21 Layer 3 a 50% sample was studied.

The dimensions, weight, raw material, and presence or absence of cortex were
recorded for each core. Where apparent, the blank type (flake/blade/cortical flake)
was noted, as was the presence of any retouch or modification on the blank which was
seemingly unrelated to its use as a core. Platforms were described when present, or, if
obliterated, their locations were inferred from subsequent removals where possible. The
direction and dimensions of bladelet and other removal scars were recorded. All cores

were photographed and some were drawn.

3.2.6 Typology and morphology

The typology of artefacts was considered when selecting material for study and during
and after recording material. Basic typological categorization certainly has its uses, but
does not provide nearly enough detail to answer the questions posed in this project.
Only a handful of standard typological categories were studied as part of this project.

Typological categories often subsume a huge amount of technological, morphological
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and functional variation, and authors often disagree on the usage of terms.

Furthermore, it is not clear that the typological terms currently used for Russian
assemblages are fully suited to the material they seek to describe. Considering lithic
typology in general, most categories are based on French terms, and do not necessarily
map well to the Russian record. Certain typological categories, e.g. Kosténki knives
and shouldered points, have been established based on Russian material, but this has
been done in a piecemeal rather than systematic fashion. This importation of terminol-
ogy probably explains some of the problems found during this project with the possible
misapplication of terms to Russian material. The reification of certain typological cat-
egories, particularly shouldered points, in connection with cultural groupings, has also
caused difficulties. All of these problems are exacerbated by the crossing of historical
intellectual borders that is necessary to this project. Tomdgkovd (2005) has demon-
strated the difficulties in comparing assemblages from Willendorf (Austria) and Pavlov
(Czech Republic), given the differences in the histories of their typological classification:
there are certainly similar problems when comparing Russian and Western material. In
response to all these issues, a reassessment of typology has been an important part of
this study.

Study of the morphology of lithics, particularly microliths, to a greater degree of
detail than that necessary for basic typological assignment has been a frequent topic of
Western European research and publication. Often this manifests itself as the proposal
of schematic categories or groups in descriptions of individual assemblages (e.g. Borgia,
2006). Particular attention was paid to backed lithic morphology in this project. The
morphology of Gravette points and microgravettes certainly varied greatly both tem-
porally and geographically during the MUP in Europe. Morphology can be informative
about function, as well as expressing stylistic choices which may be indicative of cultural
affiliations.

In fact, morphology may be a better aspect of lithic assemblages than technology
for the definition of index fossils (Simonet, 2011). There are obvious good reasons for

believing that stone tool morphology was very important to Upper Palaeolithic flint
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knappers. This may especially be the case for artefacts which formed part of compos-
ite tools, as there could have been strong constraints on their shapes and dimensions,
which were less controlled for non-hafted artefacts. Also, although the argument for
the importance of technological traditions in uncovering cultural links is not disputed
here, it is worth noting that there is usually more than one method of achieving a given
morphology. T do not believe there is any a priori reason why uniformity in technolog-
ical practice should be considered more reflective of cultural unity than uniformity in
morphologies. The study of technology has been prioritised, particularly in the French
school of lithic analysis, for many decades; one of its advantages for scholars is the
fact that it is easy to create standardised categorical data for comparison. It is rather
difficult to produce standardised data on morphology beyond the kind of descriptions
used in typological categories. One of the challenges for this project was the production
of morphological descriptions that are useful for comparative purposes but that do not
obscure the inevitable internal variation.

Data collection methodology was oriented towards to the identification of typological
categories for each collection studied. The approach taken is more “splitting” than
“lumping”. There is a substantial history of debate about categorization of artefacts
in archaeology (e.g. Adams, 1988; Dunnell, 1971, 1986; Read, 2007). The position
taken here is that categorization is provisional, subjective and arbitrary, but nonetheless
invaluable.

Various questions were asked of individual lithics in order to establish typological
groups. For example: What is its overall shape in plan: e.g., rectilinear, lunate, trian-
gular? Are the ends pointed, and if so, is the point located centrally or offset to one
side? Is the piece symmetrical in any way? Is it backed on the left or right edge? If
both ends are pointed, is the angle of one point more acute than the other? Where is
the widest part of the piece? Separation of pieces based on these kinds of criteria has
been the main approach used for forming the categories used in this research. In estab-
lishing these groups, variation within them had to be characterised, sometimes using

basic statistical methods. The relative homogeneity or heterogeneity of each defined
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morphological group is discussed as part of their descriptions.

3.2.7 Technology

Detailed attention to technology has been a hallmark of Western European study of the
Upper Palaeolithic for decades (it has received less attention in Russia; see Section 2.3).
With direct relevance to this project, studies of bladelet production methodology have
been very illuminating about the nature of diversity among Gravettian assemblages in
Western Europe (e.g. Borgia et al., 2011; Klaric et al., 2002, 2009; Wierer, 2013).

In this study technology has been treated as a secondary line of inquiry to typology,
but it is still very important for interpretation. Technological habits intersect with
morphological choices and so would be difficult to ignore in any case - for example,
the creation of flat, rectilinear bladelets on bipolar cores provides for a certain type
of bladelet morphology; use of burin spalls as blanks is associated with a completely
different final morphology.

When studying assemblages, attention was paid to the kinds of blanks used, their
likely production methods, and retouch habits. In some cases it was possible to deter-
mine that burin spall-type blanks were used; in others, that true prismatic blade tech-
nology was preferred. This was complemented by the examination of available cores.
As shall be seen, even the relatively modest approach taken in this project to studying
technologies of production has successfully found strong differences between and within
assemblages. In terms of retouch technologies, the usage of e.g. crossed-abrupt retouch
was noted.

Fuller study of débitage or a chdine opératoire approach was not carried out. Such a
study would have been very time-consuming, meaning that fewer sites could have been
studied. It seemed most productive to get a basic overview of technology for several
sites, which would give a better idea of the kind of questions that could be answered
by more detailed, targeted study in the future. As it turns out, given various issues
concerning recovery of material during excavation and subsequent curation, such an

approach to these sites would be subject to significant limitations.
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One final factor is important here. The Kosténki-Borshchévo area is remote from
any known source of high-quality flint (Khotylévo 2, on the other hand, has abundant
good flint available in the immediate vicinity) (Boriskovskii, 1961; Gavrilov, 2008). The
local unavailability of high-quality raw material may well have influenced the choice of
blank production technology used: for example, it might be unsurprising to see more ad
hoc production or the use of less-than-ideal blanks for tool creation. Many Furopean
sites are much closer to flint sources than Kosténki-Borshchévo. Direct comparisons in
terms of bladelet production technology with such sites would have to take this into

account and would be restricted in their conclusions as a result.

3.2.8 Use-wear

Evidence for damage was recorded in conjunction with other retouch: this was carried
out only at a macroscopic level (i.e. damage visible to the naked eye). Detailed study of
breaks, in order to attempt to infer function (and particularly to attempt to link pieces
to use in projectiles), was not carried out. Criticism of the validity of such methods as
currently employed is not encouraging (Rots & Plisson, 2014). Breaks similar to those
often described as “diagnostic impact fractures” were encountered during data collection;
if a sound method for their identification can be formulated, there is certainly scope for

future study.

3.2.9 Other methodological and interpretive considerations
Raw materials

As already noted, evidence about raw material availability must be considered in the
study of the lithic assemblages. Surprisingly little is known about raw material sources
for the Kosténki assemblages. The limited flint-sourcing studies that have been carried
out have concentrated on the Kosténki 1 Layer 1 assemblages (Boriskovskii, 1961; Yur-
genson et al., 2012). The nearest known sources of high-quality flint are over a hundred

kilometres away, although flint cobbles are found in the Don river. In contrast, flint is
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found in abundance at Khotylévo and is believed to have provided the raw material for

the lithics found there (Gavrilov, 2008).

However, for the sake of being able to note any obvious differences in raw material
usage, basic information (e.g. colour, texture and inclusions) was recorded, as well as

the presence and type of patination and cortex.

Site formation processes and taphonomy

The integrity of assemblages also demands assessment as part of the overall methodology
of their study. As shall be seen, there are often questions surrounding the reliability
of stratigraphic information from the sites under study. In certain cases, it was noted
during excavation that material from more than one archaeological layer may have been
mixed. The difficulties of excavating open-air sites, and the movement of material due
to redeposition, geological processes, bioturbation, etc, mean that it is very difficult to

be certain that the collections derive from intact, unmixed cultural layers.

The question of site formation processes was largely neglected in twentieth century
Russian excavations. Basic questions on the accumulation of fauna, the movement
of material, etc, have not been addressed in a systematic way. Unfortunately, a full
examination of all the excavation documentation from the sites under study is beyond
the scope of this project, and it is not even clear that the documentation would be

sufficiently comprehensive and reliable to make much useful progress on such issues.

Methodologically, the only way forward here is to assume that there is a risk that
all the studied collections may be mixed to some extent. In the studies of the lithic
collections, this poses problems for interpretation when single artefacts seem particu-
larly important (e.g. the Gravette point from Kosténki 9). The association of large
idiosyncratic groups of artefacts with a cultural layer is less problematic (e.g. the mi-
crogravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 or rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki

9).
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Excavation and curatorial practices

Considerable issues exist surrounding the probable incomplete recovery of lithic material
during excavations, due to the absence of sieving, and the known loss of material in mu-
seumn collections. Smaller artefacts are likely to be under-represented in all collections.
It is also plausible that entire categories of lithics may be missing or under-represented
(this is particularly the case for Khotylévo 2, where material was sorted, albeit in-
completely, and subsequently partially lost, and may also be a factor at Kosténki 21
Layer 3). As with the possible mixing of material, the approach taken in this study
is simply to note the problems, where known, and to attach the necessary caveats to

interpretations.

3.2.10 Interpreting function and style

Having discussed the aims of the lithic analysis and the objectives for data collection, it
now seems appropriate to describe some of the theoretical background and methodology
of interpreting the lithic data.

One essential problem for this study is the difficulty of untangling functional dif-
ference from cultural variation. This problem may be particularly acute for European
Russia because open-air sites may have hosted a greater range of activities than the
cave sites on which most of the Western European Upper Palaeolithic sequence is con-
structed (Hoffecker, 2011). In short, it is difficult to establish the reason for variation
among lithic assemblages. Are we looking at the archaeological remains of culturally
different groups of people, or different functions carried out by culturally similar groups
of people? And if we are looking at culturally different groups of people, were they
separated in time or were they in existence simultaneously? These questions, debated
most famously for the French Mousterian during the twentieth century, are fundamental
to constructing a culture history and have great relevance to the present study.

It should be emphasized that the differences between the studied assemblages were

very clear from the start; there was no difficulty in finding major features unique to
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each of them. Obvious differences were found in the typological/morphological make-
up of the backed lithic collections. For example: microgravettes were abundant at one
collection and nearly absent at others; Khotylévo 2 yielded a type of point that was
unique to it among the assemblages studied; the Kosténki 9 rectangular backed bladelets
were not found elsewhere. Beyond the typological level, differences also quickly became
apparent in the technology of bladelet production. It was not necessary to look for subtle

differences in the dimensions or retouching of artefacts in order to discern difference.

The problem of interpreting this difference is a very real one for the success of this
project. One of the main risks is over-interpretation of difference: to see differences
in assemblages as indicative of contrasting cultural traditions, when they could reflect
different activities carried out by people of broadly similar culture and age. A detailed
consideration of the possible functions of each assemblage can make a good contribution

to addressing this problem.

Consideration of the functions of backed bladelets

As noted above, a detailed study of use-wear was beyond the scope of this project.
However, even without that, some tentative inferences about the functions of the backed
bladelets under study are possible. It has been argued that the morphology of lithics is
not a reliable indicator of function (Odell, 1981). Use-wear studies have often yielded
very unexpected results, which serve as cautions when trying to infer artefact functions.
However, it remains valid and useful to discuss the possible functions of the bladelets
studied, for example, whether their forms are consistent or not with use for puncturing
or cutting, or for axial or lateral hafting. In this study it has been extremely useful
to consider whether I am comparing, e.g., projectiles with projectiles, or, conversely,
knives with projectiles. Furthermore, it is widely believed that certain lithic groups,
namely microgravettes and Gravette points, often, although not always, relate to use as
projectiles (Hays & Surmely, 2005), and it seems acceptable to extend this attribution

to some of the Gravette points under study here.
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Intra/inter-assemblage comparisons of “style” of backed bladelet categories

The distinction made between style and function in stone tools is an old one and based
on a fundamental archaeological concept. Sackett’s idea of “isochrestic form” is very
useful: “the seemingly equally valid and feasible options we may regard as functional
equivalents with respect to a given end constitute a spectrum of what I choose to term
isochrestic form” Sackett (1982, pp. 72-73). The debate on the causes of this kind of
variation in material culture, and whether it is intentional or stochastic (Dunnell, 1978;
Sackett, 1985; Wiessner, 1983, 1985), is not particularly relevant to this study: the
point here is that I am working with the assumption that variation among stone tool
assemblages has some relation to cultural variation among past human groups.

A major point of interest for this study has been the definition of artefact typologies
in such a way that meaningful comparisons can be carried out among them—i.e. aiming
to compare like with like wherever possible. Backed lithics are a category which certainly
contains artefacts with different functions; we cannot expect to be able to straightfor-
wardly compare them all in search of meaningful difference. Typological groups, as
defined by previous researchers, may be misleading in how they combine material. For
example, at Khotylévo 2 there is a group of artefacts which have traditionally been
described as “shouldered points.” However, I would argue that they are far more similar
morphologically and technologically to Gravette points also found at the site, and that
Gravette points in general serve as a better point of comparison for these pieces than
shouldered points do. The main aim of lithic analysis has been to achieve accurate
characterisations of assemblages and typological categories, which can form the basis
of robust comparisons. As shall be seen, the methods used in this research have found

abundant points of interest for discussion.
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Chapter 4

Chronology and palaeoclimates

4.1 Introduction

Chronology is inarguably crucial to the study of the Upper Palaeolithic. It is necessary
not only for understanding change through time and building culture histories within a
specific region, but also for examining synchronic variation between areas. A principal
aim of this thesis is to improve the dating of Russian MUP sites. There are a number
of problems which need to be addressed or worked around in order to achieve this.

The first problem concerns an inherent feature of the Russian archaeological record:
the absence of long archaeological sequences either within caves or open-air sedimentary
deposits. These kinds of sequences, found in Europe at Abri Pataud, Grotta Paglicci,
Willendorf, Mitoc-Malu Galben and elsewhere (Haesaerts, 2007; Haesaerts et al., 2010a;
Higham et al., 2011; Palma di Cesnola, 2006), have been essential to the construction
of relative chronologies for the Furopean Upper Palaeolithic.

In Russia, however, there are no significant cave sites west of the Urals. Furthermore,
while stratified open-air Upper Palaeolithic sites are certainly found in Russia, their se-
quences are sometimes complicated and redeposition is a frequent concern. Kosténki,
where the vast majority of European Russian Upper Palaeolithic sites are found, is out-
side the main area of Late Pleistocene loess deposition (Haase et al., 2007). Although

loessic deposits are found there, they are not as thick as elsewhere, and the location of
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the deposits on slopes and within ravines means that there was substantial redeposition
and reworking of these sediments (Holliday et al., 2007; Lazukov, 1982). The multiple
partial sequences found in the Kosténki-Borshchévo area can certainly be used to con-
struct long chronologies, but need extra study and interpretation compared with sites
with more complete stratigraphies.

Beyond Kosténki, there are numerous open-air sites with a single cultural layer.
They have the advantage of possibly being easier to date reliably than stratified sites.
At sites such as Khotylévo 2, where the single cultural layer is found within a metres-
deep sequence of apparently archaeologically sterile loess, we can be relatively confident
that any humanly modified material deriving from the cultural layer is indeed related
to the human activity we are trying to date, rather than from earlier or later times.
Animal burrowing has been prevalent at most Russian Upper Palaeolithic sites, creating
the krotovinas (mole tunnels) that are widely found during excavation. This is prob-
ably responsible for the presence of Holocene faunal elements in a few of the studied
collections, but also raises the possibility of the movement of Pleistocene material into
and out of cultural layers.

The next major problem concerns radiocarbon dates. As radiocarbon dating tech-
niques and protocols have improved, it has become apparent that many Upper Palae-
olithic dates from all over Kurope are inaccurate, and often underestimate true ages
(Higham, 2011). Dealing with the legacy of these data, and re-evaluating the inter-
pretations that have been constructed using them, is an important task in Russia as
elsewhere. The Russian Early Upper Palaeolithic has received some attention in recent
years, with excellent results (Douka et al., 2010; Wood et al., 2012); to date, the MUP
has lagged behind somewhat in this respect.

A large number of radiocarbon dates for Russian sites have been published, which
vary widely in the techniques used, the laboratory protocols, and the sample types
chosen. As shall be seen, for most sites there are wide ranges of published dates, not
all of which can be accurate. Some laboratories in particular seem to have frequently

obtained dates which are rather later than other laboratories working on material from
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the same cultural level. There are wide discrepancies between laboratories even on
results for samples taken from the same bone or piece of charcoal, which raise serious
questions about the reliability of other results. Often, samples such as burnt bone
or mammoth tusks were dated. These are now known to be problematic either for
problems with the radiocarbon measurement itself or, in the case of mammoth tusks,
due to the possibility that old material could have been collected and brought to the site
(Higham et al., 2011, pp. 551-552; Soffer, 1985, p. 231). There are protocols available
for evaluating the reliability of radiocarbon dates based on criteria such as sample type,
which have been applied to Upper Palaeolithic dates in Siberia (Graf, 2009; Pettitt
et al., 2003). However, the information necessary for applying such a protocol is not
generally available for the radiocarbon dates of interest here. Furthermore, the use of
such criteria cannot, unfortunately, be expected to remove all ambiguities. Given all
these issues, the best way to deal with equivocally dated sites is to obtain new dates
where possible, using the most reliable procedures available.

The excavation techniques used introduce another source of uncertainty, concerning
the reliability of the association between radiocarbon samples and lithic assemblages.
Many or most Russian excavations were and are conducted to extremely high standards,
with meticulous recovery and recording of artefacts. However, it must be remembered
that most Russian excavations, both in the twentieth century and more recently, have
not used the sort of 3D recording of cultural remains to millimetre-scale accuracy that
is now common for Palaeolithic excavations elsewhere in Europe (Section 2.3). There
remain questions over the stratigraphy of several important sites (e.g. Kosténki 4) which
introduce complications into their dating.

In some cases there may also be uncertainty over the associations between cultural
layers and geological units, as for example at Kosténki 8 Layer 2. The basic geological
units described at Kosténki have been important for building relative chronologies,
and this usage is continued and extended in the present research. However, in the
absence of taphonomic and micromorphological studies, the chronological relationship

between a scatter of cultural remains and a particular geological unit is not always clear.
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Furthermore, the cultural layer may be described as being found within or at the top or
base of a particular unit: the chronological significance of these positions is not obvious.

There is one problem with Russian archaeological chronology building which cur-
rently represents a serious stumbling block but could be productively addressed with
some concentrated effort. This is the problem of the lack of integration into a Europe-
wide palaeoclimatic framework. The Greenland ice core sequence, which has become
an extremely useful point of reference for archaeologists (and all other Late Quater-
nary researchers) in most of Europe, is actually relatively little known in Russia and
has received extremely limited use in the study of the Upper Palaeolithic. Rather, the
palaeoclimatic framework is based around a number of named interstadials which are
correlated with various palaeosol markers (e.g., the Bryansk soil) (Velichko et al., 1984).
Disagreement remains around the dating of these interstadials and stadials and the cor-
relation of palaeosol markers, and to my knowledge they have not been correlated with
the Greenland ice core record. This is a major problem, especially for comparative

work.

4.2 Climate during the Mid Upper Palaeolithic: the Green-

land ice core chronology

During the period from 30,000 to 20,000 "4C years BP, or ca. 34,000 to 24,000 calendrical
years BP, the climate in Europe, as elsewhere, was unstable, with numerous stadial and
interstadial phases known. In recent years, the chronology of these phases has been
greatly improved thanks to data from Greenland ice cores, which provide a continuous
and well-dated record of climate change for the Late Pleistocene (Andersen et al., 2006;
Svensson et al., 2006, 2008). A series of numbered interstadials and stadials have been
defined based on this record, known as Greenland Interstadials (GI) and Greenland
Stadials (GS). Each interstadial is followed by a stadial of the same number (e.g.,
GI 5 is followed by GS 5). This stadial/interstadial sequence has been correlated with

other proxy records (loess-paleosol sequences, pollen records, etc.) from Europe and
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elsewhere, indicating linkage of past climate change on a continental scale (e.g. Haesaerts
et al., 2009; Harrison & Sanchez Goni, 2010; Rousseau et al., 2002; Wohlfarth et al.,
2008). Large projects such as INTIMATE and RESET have been crucial in refining our
knowledge of the timing and synchroneity of past climate change in Europe (Blockley
et al., 2012), but unfortunately have not addressed European Russia during the MUP
to any substantial degree. The nature of the synchroneity of the timing and amplitude
of climate change on various scales, from regional to global, is a question of fundamental
importance to palaeoclimatologists and a matter of intensive current research.

There are some caveats which need to be borne in mind when using the Greenland
chronology as a framework for Furopean palaeoclimates and when making comparisons
with archaeological chronologies. First, there are some uncertainties in the dating of
GICCO05, to do with the counting of the annual ice layers, which are up to ca. + 600
years for the time period studied here (Andersen et al., 2006). Second, there are mul-
tiple unresolved complexities inherent in the comparison of climate proxy archives and
archaeological sequences which have been dated and calibrated using differing methods
and calibration curves (Muscheler et al., 2014; Weninger & Joris, 2008). Finally, it
is possible that the onset of stadial and interstadial conditions was not perfectly syn-
chronous across Europe, and indeed the necessity of accurate and precise independent
dating of proxy archives is well-recognised (Blaauw et al., 2010; Lowe et al., 2001).
Some of the most detailed and high-resolution recent work has shown that the timing
of changes in conditions was indeed not always identical across Furope, but also that
in the studied case the time lags involved were rather small, in the order of centuries
rather than millennia (Lane et al., in press). These uncertainties are not fatal to efforts
to build palaeoclimatic frameworks with reference to the Greenland sequence but they
are certainly complicating factors.

Figure 4.1 shows the NGRIP §'%0 and annual layer thickness profiles according to
the GICCO05 chronology, with Greenland Interstadials (GI) indicated (Svensson et al.,
2008). It shows that the time period of relevance to this research (ca. 30,000 to 20,000

14C years BP, or ca. 34,000 to 24,000 calendrical years BP) covers the period from GS 7
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Figure 4.1: NGRIP ¢80 and annual layer thickness profiles according to GICC05 (from 60,000
to 10,000 years b2k), with numbered Greenland Interstadials (GI). Approximate study period
(34,000-24,000 cal. years BP) highlighted. After Svensson et al., 2008, Fig. 3.

to the end of GS 3!.

The beginning of the period under study includes GI 6 and GI 5, both warm intervals,
separated by the relatively short GS 6 stadial period. This is followed by the long cold
stadial of GS 5, which lasts for close to 3,000 years, and which includes the time of
Heinrich Event 3 (HE 3) (Sanchez Goni & Harrison, 2010). Although cold stadial
conditions were of course already in force, HE 3 was probably associated with an even
colder downturn in Russia. At sedimentary sequences in the Carpathians and Siberia,
HE 3 has been correlated with the formation of ice wedges (Haesaerts et al., 2010b).

After GS 5 come two very short interstadials in quick succession: GI 4 and GI 3.
These last for much less time than preceding interstadials: just several hundred years
each. Tt has been suggested that the Last Glacial Maximum (LGM), which has his-
torically been surprisingly ill-defined chronologically, should be regarded as coeval with

GS 3 (Hughes & Gibbard, in press). This definition, if accepted, places the last several

!The GICCO5 chronology for the Greenland ice cores uses b2k, or years before 2000 CE (Andersen
et al., 2006), while radiocarbon ages are conventionally stated in years BP, or years before 1950 CE.
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thousand years of the MUP timeframe (from ca. 27,500 calendrical years BP on) during
the LGM itself.

4.3 Russian palaeoclimates and correlation with the

Greenland ice core chronology

As noted above, the Russian Late Pleistocene palaeoclimatic chronology has not
been integrated with the Greenland chronology, posing significant problems for cross-
continental comparisons. Rather, descriptions of palaeoclimates in European Russia use
chronological stages based mostly on sedimentological units. One example, of direct rel-
evance to this research, is the “Middle Valdai megainterstadial,” dated to ca. 50-25,000
14Q years BP, and which is itself subdivided: the final stage is often called the “Bryansk
interstadial,” “Leningrad interstadial” or “Dunaevo interstadial” and dated to between
ca. 33-32,000 and ca. 25-24,000 *C years BP (Gribchenko & Kurenkova, 1997; Markova
et al., 2002; Simakova, 2006; Velichko et al., 2009; Vishnyatsky & Nehoroshev, 2004).
It has been correlated with the Denekamp, Stillfried B, or Arcy period (Vishnyatsky
& Nehoroshev, 2004), but those terms are now outdated in most of Europe. In fact,
according to the Greenland ice core chronology and to high-resolution proxy archives
from across Europe and as outlined above, the time period of the Bryansk interstadial
from ca. 33,000 to 24,000 '“C years BP (i.e., from ca. GS 7 to GS 3) was a period of
major climatic fluctuations and of extended cold and warm periods, rather than being
a continuous or near-continuous interstadial.

Although the amplitude and synchronicity of climatic change in different areas re-
main matters for investigation, it does seem extremely unlikely to me that European
Russia was not subject to the same general climatic regime as nearby regions. Loess-
palaeosol sequences in Eastern Europe (including Ukraine) and Central Siberia have
been correlated with the Greenland record (Haesaerts et al., 2009; Rousseau et al.,
2011); European Russia is geographically situated between the two regions. The fact

that the European Russian palaeoclimate has not been integrated with the Greenland
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Figure 4.2: Correlations between sedimentary sequences from the East Carpathians area and
Central Siberia, the Netherlands interstadial sequence, and the GISP2 record. After Haesaerts
et al., 2010b, Fig. 10. Key: 1) loess; 2) loam; 3) silty sand; 4) weak humic horizon; 5) strong
humic horizon; 6) bleached horizon (tundra gley); 7) B horizon; 8) gravel; 9) ice wedge cast;
10) frost wedge; carbonate concretion; 12) wood remains.
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ice core chronology is not because the latter is irrelevant to palaeoclimates in this area:
it is for other reasons. First, the Western understanding of Late Quaternary palaeocli-
mates has been revolutionised in recent years by studies of the Greenland ice cores, but
this approach has generally received very little attention in Russia. This situation does
not just apply to archaeology, but earth sciences more widely, and the reasons for it
are not clear but may concern communication problems or differing intellectual tradi-
tions. Second, while high-resolution terrestrial records are relatively abundant in most
of Europe (and many other regions), the very few proxy records we have for European
Russia are unfortunately less than ideal for making detailed comparisons (Fletcher et
al., 2010; Voelker et al., 2002). The reason for this shortage of well-dated and high-
resolution proxy records must relate to research history, as there is certainly no lack of
Late Pleistocene deposits available for study. The situation is regrettable, but tractable:
focused research effort could greatly improve our knowledge of the region. However, at
present much work remains to be done to study the Russian record with reference to
the Greenland chronologies and to fit it into a robust European /Eurasian palaeoclimatic

framework.

As already mentioned, sedimentary sequences (especially loess-palaeosol sections)
from various parts of the Northern Hemisphere have been correlated with the Green-
land Ice Core chronology. The very useful work done to compare sequences from the
East Carpathians and Central Siberia with the Greenland chronology (Haesaerts et al.,
2010b) forms the basis of analogies made below for some Russian archaeological sites.
As seen in Fig. 4.2, a series of palaeosols and loess deposits from these regions can be
matched with Greenland interstadials and stadials, supported by radiocarbon dating
and inter-site comparisons. The similarities between this loess-palaeosol record and the
Kosténki sedimentary sequence, backed up by radiocarbon and tephra dating evidence,

are set out below.
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4.4 Chronostratigraphy at Kosténki and other Russian

sites

The majority of the sites included in this research are found in the Kosténki-Borshchévo
region. A similar geological stratigraphy has been found at many of the Kosténki-
Borshchévo sites, which has formed the basis of a chronological schema that has been

in use for over half a century (Section 2.6).

At Kosténki, the archaeology is found within deposits located on top of three terraces
of chalky (Cretaceous) bedrock, found within a series of wide ravines which are roughly
perpendicular to the course of the Don river, as well as close to the floodplain itself
(Fig. 2.3). The full sequence of geological deposits which contain Upper Palaeolithic
archaeology has only been identified at sites on the second (middle) terrace, and it is
not always represented in full. The stratigraphy of deposits can vary markedly even
within a single site. The schematized sequence is as follows, starting at the base of
the archaeology-bearing sediments (Fig. 4.3) (this summary and that in the rest of
this section is based on Haesaerts et al., 2004a; Holliday et al., 2007; Lazukov, 1982;
Rogachév, 1957 and Sedov et al., 2010). A “Lower Humic Bed” (LHB) is overlain by
unhumified loamy deposits and a tephra layer. Above this is the “Upper Humic Bed”
(UHB), in turn overlain by a loessic layer, then the weakly developed Gmelin soil, and
then further loessic deposits. The Lower and Upper Humic Beds are complex geological
units, each containing multiple palaeosols. On the first (lowest) terrace, close to the
floodplain, the Lower and Upper Humic Beds are not found but the sequence of deposits
here has been correlated with the uppermost part of the sequence found on the second
terrace.

Rogachév (1957) set out a four-part chronology for the Kosténki sites based on
this geological sequence. Since its publication this very basic, but apparently robust,
chronology has formed the fundamental framework for all work on the Kosténki chronol-
ogy (Sinitsyn, 2007). There are four chronological groups in the original schema, as

follows (from earliest to latest):
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Figure 4.3: Schematized geological stratigraphy of the Kosténki-Borshchévo area. Key: LLL:
loess-like loam. After Holliday et al., 2007, Fig. 2.

1. sites of the Lower Humic Bed
2. sites of the Upper Humic Bed
3. sites above the Upper Humic Bed

4. sites found on the first, lowermost, terrace

In later publications (Praslov & Rogachév, 1982; Rogachév & Anikovich, 1984) he

combined the final two groups, making just a tripartite scheme as follows:
1. sites of the Lower Humic Bed
2. sites of the Upper Humic Bed

3. sites above the Upper Humic Bed and sites found on the first, lowermost, terrace

In a previous MSc dissertation study I attempted to loosely correlate the Kosténki

stratigraphical sequence (and the wider Russian palaeosol record) with the Greenland ice
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core chronology, based in particular on comparisons with the work published by Paul
Haesaerts and colleagues elsewhere in Eastern Europe and Siberia (Reynolds, 2011).
Although it is no substitute for direct geological study and dating of the stratigraphy
of each site, I believe the attempt has merit in its broad outlines. It is offered here as
a working hypothesis. In the following sections examining the dating of each site, this
model is provisionally applied and the evidence for and against it is explored.

The model is based on evidence from various sources. The tephra layer found be-
tween the Upper and Lower Humic Beds at many Kosténki-Borshchévo sites has received
significant attention over the past few years and has been firmly identified as the Y5
tephra, deriving from the Campanian Ignimbrite (CI) eruption, dated to ca. 40,000 cal.
years BP (Fedele et al., 2008; Giaccio et al., 2008; Hoffecker et al., 2008; Pyle et al.,
2006; Sinitsyn, 2003). This places it just after the end of GI 9 and at the beginning of
the relatively long GS 9 (Andersen et al., 2006). In other words, the deposits below the
tephra layer at Kosténki—the LHB and below—should date to GS 9 and earlier. Those
above should date to GS 9 and later. It would seem likely that the unhumified loam in
which the tephra layer was found dates to GS 9 itself.

Above the tephra layer and unhumified loam, the Upper Humic Bed is found
(Fig. 4.4). This layer is not homogeneous; rather, it is made up of multiple palaeosol
horizons and other deposits and was created by phases of erosion and deposition (Hol-
liday et al., 2007; Sedov et al., 2010). It has previously been correlated with the in-
terstadials Huneborg IT and Denekamp I and IT from the Dinkel Valley (Netherlands)
Late Pleistocene sequence (Haesaerts et al., 2004a), while Hoffecker (2011) has made a
tentative correlation with “one or more of the warm intervals following Heinrich Event
47 suggesting GI 8-7. T correlate the Upper Humic Bed with GI 8 to GI 5, based
on analogy with the Carpathian record (Fig. 4.2) and because the majority of the ac-
cepted radiocarbon dates for the UHB are in agreement with this (Haesaerts et al.,
2004a; Holliday et al., 2007). A full sequence of palaeosols relating to each interstadial
is probably not present at all sites: soils may not have developed in all areas during

each interstadial, or they may have been eroded. For example, at Kosténki 14, only
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Figure 4.4: The Upper Humic Bed visible in a section at Kosténki 14 in 2001. After Holliday
et al., 2007, Fig. 11.

three palaeosols (one described as possibly eroded) have been found within the Upper
Humic Bed (Sedov et al., 2010): in the proposed scheme, they may relate to any of the
interstadials between GI 8 and GI 5.

The Upper Humic Bed has previously been correlated with the “Bryansk soil” de-
scribed at sites across Russia and correlated with the “Bryansk interstadial” (Hoffecker,
1987; Sedov et al., 2010). The dating and description of this humic layer varies between
authors (Jary, 2009; Timireva & Velichko, 2006): it is not certain that all humified
layers described as the “Bryansk soil” are in fact analogous to one another. However, it
would not be surprising if the Bryansk soil is best correlated with multiple GIs up to
and including GI 5.

The top of the Upper Humic Bed is often marked by an erosional disconformity,
covered by chalk gravel; at Kosténki 14 Haesaerts et al. (2004a) link this to “deep
frost processes”. Above this is a layer of loessic sediments in which the Gmelin soil is

found. By comparison with the Greenland chronology and analogy with the palaeosol
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sequences from the Carpathians and elsewhere, and because it is consistent with much
of the radiocarbon dating for this layer, I would correlate the Gmelin soil with one or
both of GI 4 and GI 3. At Russian sites beyond Kosténki, such as Khotylévo 2, a layer
of loess often containing one or more palaeosols has been found above the Bryansk soil
(Gavrilov, 2008): again, these palaeosols could be linked with GI 4-3. Finally, above
the Gmelin soil at Kosténki (and above the palaeosols at Khotylévo 2) there are often
quite substantial loessic sediments: these have previously been correlated with the Last
Glacial Maximum.

In summary, the following correlations between the Kosténki stratigraphy and the

Greenland ice core chronology are suggested:

e Lower Humic Bed: up to GI 9

Upper Humic Bed: GI 8 to GI 5

Chalk gravel and loessic deposits above the UHB: GS 5

Gmelin soil: GI 4 and/or GI 3

Loessic deposits above the Gmelin soil: GS 3/Last Glacial Maximum

A few caveats must be emphasised. There may be discrepancies in the identification
of these geological units (perhaps especially the Gmelin soil) between sites. Furthermore,
as already stated, this model is presented as a working hypothesis only, which requires
further data and testing. However, in the absence of any published empirical work on
correlations between the Russian sedimentary sequence and the Greenland chronology,
the model presented here offers an opportunity for exploring the connections between

the Russian archaeological record and past climate change.

4.5 New radiocarbon dates

Eight new AMS radiocarbon dates on samples of bone were obtained during this re-

search. The samples were selected and drilled in collaboration with Russian colleagues
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(S. Lisitsyn, M. Sablin and M. Zheltova). The samples were selected for the presence of
human modifications: cutmarks or, where cutmarked bones were not available, signs of
deliberate breakage. The determinations were produced using current methods at the
Oxford Radiocarbon Accelerator Unit, including ultrafiltration, and calibrated against
the IntCall3 curve with OxCal version 4.2.4 (Brock et al., 2010; Bronk Ramsey, 2009;
Reimer et al., 2013). The results are given in Table 4.1: they are discussed in the

sections below on the relevant sites.
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Lab code | OxA-30198 OxA-30197 OxA-30194 OxA-30193 OxA-30196 OxA-30195 OxA-30200 OxA-30199
Site Kosténki 8 Kosténki 8 Kosténki 4 Kosténki 4 Kosténki 4 Kosténki 4 Borshchévo 5 Borshchévo 5
Layer 2 2 unknown 1 2 unknown la la
Conventional radiocarbon age (years BP)
CRA 27 670 27 620 25 290 24 790 24 710 14 210 25110 24 720
Error 270 270 210 190 200 70 200 190
Calibrated age range (68.2% probability)
from 31679 31 622 29 596 29 035 28 965 17 430 29 389 28 965
to 31 194 31172 29 057 28 615 28 531 17 185 28 911 28 550
Calibrated age range (95.4% probability)
from 32 245 32 149 29 955 29 321 29 260 17 531 29 625 29 245
to 31 050 31 020 28 806 28 426 28 310 17 072 28 702 28 342
%C 41.2 41.8 41.9 41.6 41.6 40.6 42.3 41.8
§13C (%o0) -19.63 -19.53 -19.48 -19.93 -19.68 -19.91 -19.62 -20.01
C:N ratio 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3
Coeladonta
Species Equus sp. Equus sp. Equus sp. Equus sp. o Equus sp. Unknown Unknown
antiquitatis
Labels 28419 TII 28419 TII 20525 (3) 180 20525 (2) 172  KIV 4183 (1) KIV 205 2008 Excv. 4 Ta 2008 7. 41/1
(on bones) K-53 B-49 a-19 p-16 20525 (1) 220/51 221/50; z 120,97

Table 4.1: New radiocarbon dates obtained as part of this research




4.6 The dating of Russian MUP sites

The aim of the next few sections is to examine the dating of relevant sites individually,
and to both offer a suggestion of the most likely age for each site and to attempt to link
this with palaeoclimatic stages. This is done in the proposed chronological order.

A number of sources of information were available for this task. First were the
large number of radiocarbon and thermoluminescence dates which have been previously
published for the Russian MUP. Second were the new radiocarbon dates obtained as
part of this project. Third, information was available on some new radiocarbon dates for
relevant sites determined as part of the AHOB (Ancient Human Occupation of Britain)
project by K. Douka, R. Dinnis and T. Higham, although the exact details of these
dates are not given here. Fourth, for most sites some pedostratigraphic information
was available, which is considered in the light of the discussion above concerning the
connection between palaeosol formation and interstadial conditions.

Radiocarbon dates were calibrated using OxCal version 4.2.4 using the IntCall3
curve, and compared with data from the NGRIP GICCO05 chronology (Andersen et al.,
2006; Bronk Ramsey, 2009; Reimer et al., 2013; Svensson et al., 2006, 2008).

The conclusions set out here regarding the dating of each site determine the chrono-
logical framework used for the presentation of results from each site in the next few
chapters. They will also be returned to in Chapter 10, where the culture history of the

Russian MUP will be discussed in further detail.

4.7 The Streletskayan

The dating of five Streletskayan sites is discussed here: Sungir’, Biriuch’ia Balka 2,

Garchi, Kosténki 12 Layer 1a and Kosténki 11 Layer 3.

Sungir’ is an excellent first site to examine, because it offers an illustration of the
difficulties of radiocarbon dating the Upper Palaeolithic, and the scale of the potential
errors. It also shows how problems with ambiguous dates, as seen with the wide range

of dates obtained in the past for this site, can be resolved by the application of new
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Layer Material Lab code 4C BP Ref.
Sungir’ 2 burial | Bone (human) OxX-2395-6 | 30 100 £ 550 | 1
Cultural layer | Bone (mammoth) | OxX-2395-8 | 30 100 + 400 | 1
Sungir’ 3 burial | Bone (human) OxX-2395-7 | 30 000 £ 550 | 1
Sungir’ 4 burial | Bone (human) OxX-2462-52 | 29 820 £ 280 | 2
Sungir’ 1 burial | Bone (human) OxX-2464-12 | 28 890 £ 430 | 2
Sungir’ 1 burial | Bone (human) KTA-27006 27 050 £ 210 | 3
Sungir’ 3 burial | Bone (human) KIA-27007 26 000 £ 410 | 3
Sungir’ 3 burial | Bone (human) OxA-9038 24 100 £+ 240 | 4
Sungir’ 2 burial | Bone (human) OxA-9037 23 830 £ 220 | 4
Sungir’ 1 burial | Bone (human) OxA-9036 22 930 £ 200 | 4

Table 4.2: Radiocarbon dates for Sungir’. References: 1: Marom et al., 2012; 2: Nalawade-
Chavan et al., 2014; 3: Dobrovolskaya et al., 2012; 4: Pettitt & Bader, 2000.

methods.

Table 4.2 shows radiocarbon dates published for Sungir’: there is a wide range, with
some as young as ca. 23,000 *C years BP. The dates given here were all obtained on
material deriving directly from the burials: either human or mammoth bone. The most
recently obtained dates, which were produced using the single amino acid radiocarbon
dating technique, put the burials close to 30,000 "“C years BP in age. The first publi-
cation of dates obtained using this technique gave a very tight distribution of results,
which are also the oldest to have been produced for the burials (Marom et al., 2012).
The data from the second paper perhaps adds some ambiguity to the dating of the site,
by extending the range of dates obtained for it using the same dating method, but the
dates do not contradict one another statistically (Nalawade-Chavan et al., 2014). If we
believe that all the burials are contemporary then it seems most likely that the site

dates to ca. 30,000 "C BP, but it certainly dates to before 28,000 **C BP.
The dates for the Streletskayan site of Biriuch’ia Balka 2 are given in Table 4.3:

they range between 32,000 and 26,000 *C years BP. The earlier of these dates are
preferred by the excavators; those of ca. 26-27,000 '4C years BP are rejected by them
(Matiukhin, 2007; Matiukhin & Sapelko, 2009). The cultural layers 3 and 3a are found

within a palaeosol which has been correlated with the Bryansk soil, discussed above
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Layer | Material | Lab code 4C BP Ref.
3 Bone Beta-183589 | 31 480 £ 200 | 1
3 Bone Ly-17243 28 930 + 340 | 2
3 Bone Beta-177776 | 26 300 £ 200 | 1
3a Bone Ly-17242 31 610 + 460 | 2
3a Charcoal | Beta-183588 | 26 650 4+ 230 | 1

Table 4.3: Radiocarbon dates for Biriuch’ia Balka. References: 1: Otte et al., 2006; 2: Matiukhin
& Sapelko, 2009.

Material Lab code | 1*C BP Ref.
Charcoal GrN-7758 | 32 700 £ 700 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-1428g | 31 900 £ 200 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-1428v | 31 150 4+ 150 | 1
Bone LE-1428b | 30 240 +£400 | 1
Bone LE-1428a | 28 700 4+ 400 | 1
Charcoal GrA-5552 | 28 500 £ 140 | 1

Table 4.4: Radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 12 Layer 1la. References: 1: Chabai, 2003.

(p. 73) (ibid.). The three older dates all fall within the timescale of GI8-5; this is
consistent with the supposition that the Bryansk soil coincides with those interstadials.
In my opinion the oldest dates, of >31,000 4C years BP, are most likely to reflect the
true age of the layers. This is because both cultural layers, 3 and 3a, have yielded dates

of this age: 3 underlies 3a, and so should be at least as old as 3a.

Only a single radiocarbon date is available for the assemblage from Garchi in the
Urals: 28,750 + 795 (TUa-941) (Svendsen et al., 2010). There are six radiocarbon dates
for Kosténki 12 Layer la, which range between ca. 33,000 and 28,000 '*C BP (Table
4.4). The dates for Kosténki 11 Layer 3 are very late (after 23,000 *C BP) (Table 4.5),
do not agree with each other and are not considered reliable (Rogachév & Popov, 1982).

At present, this site is probably best considered undated.
All the Streletskayan sites discussed here appear to date to before 28,000 14C BP.

However, it cannot be ruled out that the true ages of the sites are around or earlier than
30,000 *C BP. The single radiocarbon date for Garchi is not strong evidence of its age.

Kosténki 12 Layer la has yielded a range of dates, which cannot all be accurate (or, if
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Material | Lab code | 14C BP Ref.
Bone* LE-1638b | 22 760 £ 340 | 1
Bone* LE-1638a | 16 040 £ 120 | 1

Table 4.5: Radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 11 Layer 3. * Measurements taken from the same
sample. References: 1: Rogachév & Popov, 1982.

accurate, they indicate an extremely disturbed stratigraphy). If the earlier dates are
more reflective of its actual age, then it likely dates to significantly before 30,000 '*C
BP. Figure 4.5 shows the calibrated ages of the Streletskayan radiocarbon dates that
are considered most likely to be accurate. They show that, even if the youngest dates
are accurate, these sites date to before the end of GI 5. Hence, it seems that the

Streletskayan was over by this time, and quite possibly significantly before that.
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4.8 The Gorodtsovian

There is much disagreement on which sites should be assigned to the Gorodtsovian
(Section 2.5.3). However, most or all authors include the sites of Kosténki 15 (the type
site), and Kosténki 14 Layer 2.

Only two published radiocarbon dates are available for Kosténki 15, both later than
26,000 *C BP (Table 4.6). There are good reasons to be cautious of these dates for the
layer. First, they do not agree with each other, and both originate from laboratories
which have frequently produced dates that are much later than those measured elsewhere
(see for example the dates for Kosténki 14, discussed next). Second, the cultural layer at
Kosténki 15 was found in the loam underlying the Upper Humic Bed and occasionally in
the lower part of the UHB (Rogachév & Sinitsyn, 1982a). These radiocarbon dates do
not agree with the consensus on the age of the UHB (or, indeed, with the age of GI 8-5
which I suggest for the UHB). If the Upper Humic Bed was deposited during GI8-5,
then both radiocarbon dates must be erroneously late. As a result, the radiocarbon
dates should not be considered representative of the true age of the site. It is more
likely that it dates to before GI 8 or GI 8/7, depending on the taphonomic processes
that have affected the layer: more radiocarbon dates are necessary to resolve this.

The available dates for Kosténki 14 (Table 4.7) include some that are more consistent
with geological data on the site. Layer 2 (the Gorodtsovian layer) and the underlying
Layer 3 were both found within the Upper Humic Bed (Rogachév & Sinitsyn, 1982b).
The later two dates, of later than 20,000 "*C BP, are very likely erroneous. The earlier
three dates, however, are consistent with each other stratigraphically and with a date

for the UHB of GI8-5 (Fig. 4.6).

Material Lab code | 14C BP Ref.
Bone (bison) | GIN-8020 | 25 700 £ 250 | 1
Bone LE-1430 21 720 £ 570 | 2

Table 4.6: Radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 15. References: 1: Chabai, 2003; 2: Damblon et al.,
1996.
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Layer | Material | Lab code | 1*C BP Ref.
3 Charcoal | GrN-21802 | 30 080 £ 590 | 1
3 Bone GIN-79 14 300 + 460 | 2
2 Charcoal | GrN-12598 | 28 380 4+ 220 | 1
2 Bone LU-59b 28 200 + 700 | 1
2 Bone LE-1400 19 300 + 200 | 2

Table 4.7: Radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 14. References: 1: Chabai, 2003; 2: Damblon et al.,

1996.
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Figure 4.6: Selected calibrated radiocarbon dates for Layers 3 and 2 (Gorodtsovian) of Kosténki
14 with GICC05 NGRIP 680 data. Black bars indicate 68.2% and 95.4% probability ranges.
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The possible identification of the Gorodtsovian at Mira Layer I (Ukraine) (Step-
anchuk, 2005; Stepanchuk et al., 1998, 2009) represents the only potentially Gorodtso-
vian site currently known beyond Russia. Radiocarbon dates for the layer range between
28,500 and 26,500 '*C BP: if we take the dates at the older end of the range as indicat-
ing the true (or, more radically, a minimum) age for the site then the assemblage was
contemporary with the Gorodtsovian found at Kosténki.

The Gorodtsovian is an enigmatic industry: the relevant lithic assemblages would
benefit from further study and comparison. At the moment, the only well-dated as-
semblage which enjoys general agreement on its inclusion is Kosténki 14 Layer 2.
Kosténki 15, though the radiocarbon dates appear problematic, is probably older than
Kosténki 14 Layer 2 on stratigraphic grounds. Both these layers date, most likely, to be-
fore 28,000 *C years BP and to before the end of GI 5; Kosténki 15 may be considerably

older than this.

4.9 The Gravettian

4.9.1 Kosténki 8 Layer 2

There is some disagreement over whether Layer 2 of Kosténki 8 was deposited within
the Upper Humic Bed. According to Rogachév, the site’s main excavator, the layer
was found in the UHB (Fig. 4.7), but more recent excavations have failed to confirm
this (Anikovich et al., in press; Rogachév et al., 1982b) (see Section 5.1 for further
information). This question has some important ramifications for the layer’s age: if it
was found within the Upper Humic Bed, as long believed, then it belongs to Rogachév’s
middle chronological group; if not, then it should belong to the final group.

One date on charcoal of 27,700 + 700 1*C BP (GrN-10509) (Praslov & Rogachév,
1982, p. 108) remains universally cited for this assemblage. Three later dates for the
layer (Table 4.8) have been argued to be erroneous as they disagree with the dating of
the Upper Humic Bed (Sinitsyn, 1999 cited in Moreau, 2010). Two new radiocarbon

dates were obtained for this layer as part of this research. They are 27,670 + 270 *C
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Figure 4.7: Section drawing of Kosténki 8 (from Rogachév et al. (1982b, Fig. 30)). Key:
1: modern soil; 2: loess-like loam; 3: upper humified layer; 4: whiteish calcareous loam; 5: lower
humified layer; 6: Cenomanian sand. According to Rogachév, Layer 2 lay within the upper
humified layer (3).
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Layer | Material Lab code | “C BP Ref.
2 Charcoal GrN-10509 | 27 700 + 750 | 1
2 Bone (Equus sp.) | OxA-30198 | 27 670 + 270 | 2
2 Bone (Equus sp.) | OxA-30197 | 27 620 &+ 270 | 2
2 Bone GIN-7999 24 500 %+ 450 | 3
2 Burnt human bone | OxA-7109 | 23 020 + 320 | 3
2 Bone GrA-9283 21 900 4+ 450 | 4
1 Tooth GIN-7997 | 22900 + 120 | 3
1 Bone GIN-7988 22 000 £ 160 | 3

Table 4.8: Radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 8. References: 1: Rogachév et al., 1982b; 2: This

research; 3: Djindjian et al., 1999; 4: Sinitsyn, 2004.

BP (OxA-30198) and 27,620 & 270 *C BP (OxA-30197). They coincide almost exactly

with each other and with the previously published date of 27,700 4+ 700.

The three earliest dates for Kosténki 8 Layer 2 have been calibrated as shown in
Figure 4.8. Here we can clearly see the close agreement between the three earliest
dates. We can also see that they appear to fall in early GS 5. If the model used in
this research is correct and the UHB relates to all or some of GI 8-5, then the date of
GS 5 supports the possibility, raised by the recent excavators of the site, that the layer

was not deposited within the UHB. In any case, the close agreement between the three

oldest dates is rather convincing evidence for the age of the layer.
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Figure 4.8: Selected calibrated radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 8 (Layers 2 and 1) with GICC05
NGRIP §'80 data. Black bars indicate 68.2% and 95.4% probability ranges.

4.9.2 Kosténki 4

Kosténki 4 is the first of two sites whose age must be quite radically revised in the light of
the new radiocarbon dates obtained during this research. The site is located on the first
(lowest) terrace and therefore is regarded as stratigraphically above the UHB. Table 4.9
shows the new dates and the previously published dates for this site. Before this project,
the oldest date obtained was 23,000 "*C BP: the new measurements are ca. 2,000
radiocarbon years older than this. They indicate that the site is considerably earlier
than the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture sites, discussed below, with which it previously

appeared to be contemporary.

The dating of the site is complicated by the fact that two cultural layers have been
identified at the site, which were indistinguishable over much of their area during exca-
vation (see Chapter 6 for more information). The oldest new date obtained, of 25,290
+ 210 '“C BP (OxA-30194), was from a bone which was labelled as having derived
from near the southern dwelling structure, but actually outside the main excavation

area (square A-19), so the association with the cultural layer(s) is questionable. Inter-
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Layer Material Lab code | “C BP Ref.
N/A Bone (Equus sp.) OxA-30194 | 25290 £ 210 | 1
1 Bone (Equus sp.) OxA-30193 | 24 790 £ 190 | 1
1/2 Bone (Coeladonta antiquitatis) | OxA-30196 | 24 710 £ 200 | 1
1 Bone GIN-7994 23 000 + 300 | 2
1 Bone GIN-7995 22 800 £ 120 | 2
Not stated | Bone OxA-8310 | 20 290 £+ 150 | 3
Unknown | Bone (Equus sp.) OxA-30195 | 14210 £ 70 |1

Table 4.9: Radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 4. References: 1: This project; 2: Djindjian et al.,
1999; 3: Bronk Ramsey et al., 2002.

estingly, of the two dates of ca. 24,700 '*C BP, one came from an area where the upper
layer is supposed to have been present (OxA-30196) and one did not (OxA-30193). The
former sample was taken from a woolly rhinoceros bone found beside the hearth in the
eastern “round dwelling” in the northern dwelling complex (square 111-39). The latter
was taken from a horse bone excavated in the southern dwelling complex (square P-16).
These very similar dates do not offer any support for the existence of two chronologically
separated cultural layers at the site, although neither do they disprove the possibility.

The very young date of 14,210 4+ 70 (OxA-30195) derives from a sample on a horse
bone from an unknown part of the site. It is clearly from a much later event and can
be ignored.

The two dates with the best association with the cultural layer(s) suggest that the
site was occupied during GI 4. However, the question of the existence of two cultural

layers at the site and their temporal separation remains unresolved.
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Figure 4.9: Selected calibrated radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 4 with GICC05 NGRIP §'80
data. Black bars indicate 68.2% and 95.4% probability ranges.

4.9.3 Borshchévo 5

The age of Borshchévo 5 must be reconsidered in the light of new radiocarbon dates
obtained during this research. The cultural layer of interest, Layer 1, is actually made
up of two sub-layers: la (upper) and 1b (lower). Layer la and 1b are each found in
association with weakly humified palacosol horizons, separated by a layer of loess-like
loam. These horizons are associated with the Gmelin soil. A seam of similar loess-like
loam underlies the lower palaeosol horizon in some areas. Below this is found the Upper

Humic Bed (Fig. 4.11) (Lisitsyn, 2011).

The assemblages from the two sub-layers are typologically almost indistinguishable,
and the site’s excavator has suggested that Layer 1a could be redeposited from part of
Layer 1b which was originally located upslope from the excavation. The artefacts in
Layer 1b were more often found in horizontal position than those those in la, which
were frequently found semi-vertically. The only traces of a hearth were found in Layer
1b, while the weakly humified horizon associated with Layer la is found in disturbed

lenses rather than the more intact horizon of Layer 1b (Lisitsyn, 2011). Previous dates
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Layer | Material Lab code | “C BP Ref.
la Bone (unknown) OxA-30200 | 25 110 £ 200 |1
la Bone (unknown) OxA-30199 | 24 720 =190 | 1
1 Rib (mammoth) GIN-10239 | 22 500 £ 700 | 2
1 Tooth (mammoth) | LE-6947 20 000 £ 300 | 2
1 Bone (mammoth) | LE-5571 17 400 £ 2000 | 2
1 Bone (horse) LE-6809 14 060 + 110 | 2

Table 4.10: Radiocarbon dates for Borshchévo 5. References: 1: This project; 2: Lisitsyn, 2011.

all indicated an age of less than 23,000 '4C BP for Layer 1: the new dates, which were
obtained on inarguably humanly modified material, are several thousand years older:
25,110 + 200 '*C BP (OxA-30200) and 24,720 + 190 *C BP (OxA-30199) (Table 4.10).

The lithic assemblages from Borshchévo 5 and Kosténki 9 are extremely similar:
they both contain large numbers of Late Gravettian rectangles, as well as Gravette
points (see Chapter 7). There are no radiocarbon dates available for Kosténki 9, and
no material suitable for dating could be found in the collection from the site held at
IIMK. We cannot be certain that the two sites are exactly contemporary, but it does
seem likely that Borshchévo b is of a similar age to Kosténki 9.

The two new dates for Layer 1a, when calibrated, indicate an age of very late GS 5 or
GI 4 (Fig. 4.10). These dates are very similar to those obtained for Kosténki 4 (above).
Two possibilities can be suggested for the direct correlation of the weakly humified hori-
zons to interstadial events. The first possibility, that the two horizons where Layers 1a
and 1b were found relate to GI 3 and GI 4 respectively, is contradicted by the radio-
carbon evidence. The second possibility is that the upper layer is indeed redeposited
and that both horizons relate to GI 4, as is consistent with the new dates. This implies
that any palaeosol relating to GI 3 is not present (or has not been recognised) in the

sequence due to subsequent erosion or re-working.
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Figure 4.11: Borshchévo 5 section drawing with locations of cultural layers 1a and 1b indicated
(after Lisitsyn, 2011, Fig. 3). Partial key: small squares: loess-like loam; diagonal lines in area
of Layers 1la and 1b: lightly humified palaeosol; black: humic layers.
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4.9.4 Khotylévo 2

Khotylévo 2, with its single cultural layer, has yielded a series of radiocarbon dates from
ca. 25,000 to 21,000 '*C years BP. It is extremely difficult to estimate which of these
dates is likely to be reflective of the true age of the layer. The cultural remains were
found in association with a lightly humified layer, the uppermost of two similar layers,
within a thick loess sequence. A thicker series of humified deposits was found somewhat
deeper than these two layers (Fig. 4.12). If there is a close to one-to-one correlation
between the formation of these lightly humified layers and Greenland interstadials, and
the age of the cultural layer and associated lightly humified sediment do fall within the
range of the radiocarbon dates for this site, then it is likely that the humified layer
where the cultural layer was found dates to GI 3.

An earlier date than the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture has been suggested for
Khotylévo 2 on the basis of geological and radiocarbon data (Velichko et al., 1977
cited in Gavrilov, 2004). The unpublished dates obtained for Khotylévo 2 as part of the
AHOB project are between ca. 23,500 and 22,750 '*C BP (K. Douka, pers. comm.).
When calibrated they fall (at 95.4% probability) between ca. 28,000 and 26,500 years
BP, during and directly after GI 3, which supports an association between the hu-
mified layer and that interstadial. The cultural remains themselves may date to this

interstadial or else to the beginning of the following stadial period.
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Material Lab code | 1*C BP Ref.

Tooth (mammoth) | IGAN-73 | 24 960 + 400
Bone* GrN-21899 | 24 220 £ 110
Bone* GrN-22216 | 23 870 £ 160
Bone LU-359 23 660 + 270

Tooth (mammoth) | GIN-8497a | 23 300 + 300
Tooth (mammoth) | GIN-8406 | 22 700 £ 200
Tooth (mammoth) | GIN-8496 | 22 660 + 170
Burnt bone GIN-8886 | 21 850 £ 170
Tooth (mammoth) | GIN-8495 | 21 720 £ 170
Tooth (mammoth) | GIN-8497 | 21 170 £ 260

—_ = = = = e e e

Table 4.11: Radiocarbon dates for Khotylévo 2. *Samples taken from the same bone. Refer-
ences: 1: Gavrilov, 2008.

" Cultural
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organics
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]
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Gleying stains

Figure 4.12: Section drawing from Khotylévo 2 showing position of cultural layer in weakly
humified layer. Modified after Gavrilov, 2008, Fig. 39
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4.9.5 Gagarino

Few radiocarbon dates are available for Gagarino, and their accuracy is questionable
(Table 4.12). The sample materials used are sub-optimal, and the dates are probably
best regarded as indicating a minimum age for the site. The geological stratigraphy of
the site is unclear and unsuitable for making comparisons with the Kosténki and other
sequences. Although there are descriptions of the geology of the site available (Tarasov,
1965, 1979) and they do mention the presence of different layers in the excavations and
testpits, including humified layers and palaeosols, it was not possible to correlate any
of these with other sites. This is particularly because the available section drawings are
very limited in their scope. I am not aware of any study identifying, for example, the
Bryansk soil at Gagarino.

At present the dating of Gagarino is best described as uncertain but the site is most

likely at least 22,000 *C years old, or at least 24,000 calendrical years old.

Material Lab code | '*C BP Ref.
Burned bone GIN-1872 | 21 800 + 300 | 1
Mammoth tusk GIN-7989 | 21 600 £+ 140 | 2
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-1432v | 20 820 4+ 300 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-1432b | 20 150 4 300 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-1432a | 17 930 &+ 100 | 1

Table 4.12: Radiocarbon dates for Gagarino. References: 1: Svezhentsev & Popov, 1993;
2: Sinitsyn, 2007.
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4.9.6 Kosténki 1 Layer 1, Avdeevo and Zaraisk

These three sites are the principal constituents of the “Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture” (Sec-
tion 2.5.5). A large number of radiocarbon dates have been published for Kosténki 1
Layer 1 and Avdeevo, of ca. 23,500 '4C years BP and later (Tables 4.13 and 4.14). The
range of dates is very wide for both sites, and the samples were almost all taken from
burnt bone or mammoth tooth/tusk, which are less than ideal dating materials. There
are a small number of recently obtained unpublished dates for Kosténki 1 Layer 1: these
indicate an age of ca. 23,500-23,250 'C BP, in line with the earliest of the published
dates (K. Douka pers. comm.). Given that inaccuracies in radiocarbon dates usually
produce results which are younger, rather than older, than the true age of the samples,
it would not be surprising if Avdeevo also dates to approximately the same period.

The information available on the geology of the single-layer site of Avdeevo does not
indicate any stratigraphic relationship between the cultural layer and palaeosol/humic
horizons which can be correlated to those found elsewhere (Gvozdover, 1995; Moskvitin,
1950; Voevodskii & Alikhova-Voevodskaia, 1950). At Kosténki 1, Layer 1 is described
as being found above the Upper Humic Bed in a “grey-brown loess-like loam”? which
overlay a “dark-brown loam, perhaps humified”® in which the second cultural layer was
found; there are no further described humified layers below the latter and above the
Upper Humic Bed (Rogachév et al., 1982a). However, this “dark-brown loam” has not,
to my knowledge, been correlated with the Gmelin soil; furthermore, the stratigraphy at
Kosténki 1 is acknowledged as being rather complicated, with substantial redeposition
(Lazukov, 1982).

It is unfortunately rather difficult to find published radiocarbon dates for Zaraisk,
but Sinitsyn (2007) writes that there are more than twenty dates between 23,000 +
400 *C BP (GIN-8397a) and 15,600 + 300 '*C BP (GIN-3700). According to the
excavators there were four cultural layers at the site, all of which contained very similar

lithic assemblages (in terms of typology, technology and raw material) (Amirkhanov,

> . .
““CyramHOK CepO-KOPUYIHEBHIN, JTECCOBUIHBIN
34CyrauHoK TeMHO-6ypHIit, BOSMOXKHO TyMyCHPOBAHHBIH”
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2009). The bottom two layers each had a long row of hearths, and a series of large
pits, some of which have been interpreted as semi-subterranean dwelling pits, has been
found in association with the lowermost layer. In contrast, there is no obvious spatial
patterning to the upper two layers: they simply contain many lithics, scattered both
horizontally and vertically. The site has been studied in detail by geologists, who found
that ice-wedge casts, believed to relate to the LGM, post-dated the lower two layers
and pre-dated the upper two (ibid.). I would suggest that the two upper layers could
both be redeposited: the site is located part-way down a slope, and the area upslope of
the site has not been excavated. As with Kosténki 1 Layer 1 and Avdeevo, the oldest
radiocarbon dates for the site are most likely to be accurate, giving Zaraisk an age of
ca. 23,000 *C BP.

Avdeevo and Zaraisk both require further dating work to increase our confidence
about their age. However, it seems that all three sites probably date to ca. 23,500-
23,000 MC BP, or, when calibrated, to ca. 28,000-27,000 years BP. This makes them
chronologically indistinguishable from Khotylévo 2. The radiocarbon dates indicate a
possible correlation with GI 3. There is no useful geological information from the sites
which could be used to further explore this correlation except for the data from Kosténki

1 Layer 1, which perhaps disagrees with this possibility.
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Material Lab code | 14C BP Ref.

Mammoth tusk LE-3283 23640 +£320 | 1
Burnt bone GIN-2527 | 23 500 £ 200 | 1
Burnt bone LE-3286 23490 +420 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-3289 23 260 + 680 | 2
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-3287 23 260 +420 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-3276 23010 +£300 | 1
Burnt bone GIN-2528 | 23 000 £+ 500 | 1
Burnt bone GIN-2530 | 22 800 £ 200 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-2800 22 760 £+ 250 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-2969 22 700 + 250 | 1
Burnt bone GIN-1870 | 22 300 £ 230 | 1
Burnt bone GIN-2533 | 22 300 £ 200 | 1
Burnt bone LE-3290 22 060 £ 500 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-3282 22020 £ 310 | 1
Not stated LE-2801 21 800 £+ 200 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-3279 21 680 + 700 | 1
Burnt bone GIN-2534 | 21 300 £ 400 | 1
Burnt bone AA-4799 20 855 4+ 260 | 1
Not stated GIN-4851 | 20 800 + 300 | 1
Burnt bone AA-4800 20 315 + 200 | 1
Burnt bone LE-3277 20 100 + 680 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-2949 19 860 £ 200 | 1
Burnt bone LE-3281 19 620 £ 460 | 1
Burnt bone LE-3292 19 540 £ 580 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | LE-2950 19 010 + 120 | 1
Burnt bone LE-3280 18 230 + 620 | 1

Table 4.13: Radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 1 Layer 1. References: 1: Damblon et al., 1996;
2: Svezhentsev & Popov, 1993.
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Material Lab code | 1“C BP Ref.
Tooth (mammoth) | GIN-7729 | 23 400 + 700 | 1
Burned bone GIN-1571g | 22 700 &+ 700 |1
Burned bone GIN-1969 | 22 400 + 500 |1
Burned bone GIN-1970 | 22 200 £ 700 |1
Burned bone GIN-4693 | 21 600 400 |1
Burned bone GIN-1569 | 21 200 200 |1
Burned bone GIN-2535 | 21 100 + 800 | 1
Burned bone GIN-1748 | 21 000 200 |1
Burned bone GIN-1747 | 20 800 + 200 |1
Burned bone GIN-6594 | 20 100 =400 |1
Burned bone GIN-6593 | 20 100 + 200 |1
Burned bone GIN-6592 | 20 100 + 300 |1
Burned bone GIN-1746 | 20 100 + 500 |1
Charcoal GIN-1570 | 19 800 4+ 1200 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | GIN-7727 | 19 500 + 500 | 1
Bone QC-887 18 500 4+ 2100 | 1
Burned bone GIN-1571b | 17 200 4+ 1800 | 1
Bone (mammoth) | QC-621 16 960 £ 420 |1
Bone (mammoth) | QC-886 16 565 + 270 | 1
Tooth (mammoth) | IGAN-78 13 900 + 200 |1
Tooth (mammoth) | IGAN-151 | 11 950 + 310 | 1

Table 4.14: Radiocarbon dates for Avdeevo. References: 1: Abramova et al., 2001.
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4.9.7 Kosténki 21 Layer 3

Cultural layer 3 from Kosténki 21 was found in association with a buried soil: the

Gmelin soil, first defined at this site (Fig. 4.13).

Six published radiocarbon dates are available for the layer (Table 4.15). A single
piece of charcoal was divided and dated at two labs, producing the following results:
16,960 + 300 “C BP (LE-1043) and 22,270 + 150 *C BP (GrN-7363). Another date
on charcoal from a hearth was also obtained: 21,260 + 340 “C BP (GrN-10513). The
Groningen dates have been taken as most reliable (Praslov & Ivanova, 1982). Unpub-
lished dates are in agreement with these dates: a few results ranging between ca. 22,500
and ca. 21,000 '*C BP were obtained for Layer 3 (K. Douka pers. comm.). When cali-
brated, the dates fall between ca. 27,300 and 25,200 years BP (with 95.4% confidence).
The relatively wide range of dates obtained is interesting: as shall be seen in Chapter 9,
this layer may be best treated as two separate sites. A thermoluminescence date of
26,765 + 2,000 was obtained in Tallinn on a sample of burnt loam from the wall of a
hearth (Praslov & Ivanova, 1982, p. 209); this date falls within the range of calibrated
radiocarbon dates. The dating of the layer puts it as most likely post-dating the three
principal sites of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, discussed above. It also places it in a

stadial period after GI 3, at the beginning of the Last Glacial Maximum itself.

However, the geological and other information for the site does not agree with this
assessment. Other studies, including palaeontological, malacological, palynological and
geoarchaeological, suggested that the site was occupied during a short warm period
(Praslov & Ivanova, 1982). Above, I suggested a connection between the Gmelin soil
and GI 4 and/or GI 3. It is not obvious how to interpret these contradictory results.
One possibility is that the radiocarbon and thermoluminescence dating somehow does
not reflect the true age of the site but there is no obvious reason to doubt the results. It
may be more likely that the stratigraphical and hence chronological association between
the Gmelin soil and the cultural layer is faulty: micromorphological study might help

in testing this possibility. The faunal assemblage does contain species such as horse
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Material Lab code | *C BP Ref.
Bone (collagen) | LE-1437V | 22 900 £150 | 1
Charcoal* GrN-7363 | 22 270 £+ 150 | 2
Charcoal GrNN-10513 | 21 260 4+ 340 | 2
Bone LE-1437B | 20 250 £ 100 | 1
Bone (apatite) | LE-1437A | 19 100 4+ 150 | 1
Charcoal* LE-1043 16 960 + 300 | 2

Table 4.15: Radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 21 Layer 3. *Samples taken from the same piece
of charcoal. References: 1: Svezhentsev, 1993; 2: Praslov & Ivanova, 1982.

and bison (as well as mammoth and reindeer) (Table 9.1, p. 253), but we lack high-
resolution information on change in mammalian assemblages from European Russia
during this period. The faunal assemblage from Kosténki 8 Layer 2, which appears to
be securely dated to a stadial period, also contains horse and bison (Table 5.1, p. 111).
In the absence of further investigation of the association between the palaeosol and the
cultural layer there does not seem to be a strong reason to reject the radiocarbon dates

for Kosténki 21.
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Figure 4.13: Section drawing of Kosténki 21 (after Praslov & Ivanova (1982, Fig. 68)). Roman
numerals: cultural layers. Arabic numerals: sedimentological units. Key: 1) modern soil;
2) pale yellow loess-like loam; 3) pale yellow loam; 4) grey-brown loess-like loam; 5) brown
loam; 6) palaeosol (Gmelin soil); 7) darkish-brown loam; 8) dark brown loam; 9) greyish-brown
clay; 10) grey clay; 11) dark grey clay.
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4.9.8 Kosténki 11 Layer 2

Only two radiocarbon dates are available for Layer 2 of Kosténki 11, the younger of
which is certainly erroneous (Table 4.16). The earlier date of 21,800 £ 200 (GIN-2531),
although it is on burnt bone, places the level as approximately contemporary with
Kosténki 21 Layer 3, and dates it to approximately GS 3.

Cultural layer 2 of Kosténki 11 was found in association with a buried soil described
as the Gmelin soil, as at Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (Fig. 4.14) (Popov & Pustovalov, 2004).
The problem of disagreement between geological stratigraphy and radiocarbon dating is
exactly the same at both sites (see above). If Kosténki 11 Layer 2 was indeed deposited
at the same time as the formation of the palaeosol with which it is apparently associated,
then it should date to an interstadial, but the only available radiocarbon date indicates
a stadial age. The single radiocarbon date for this site is, however, more questionable
than those for Kosténki 21 Layer 3, as it was obtained a long time ago using sub-optimal
sample material and unknown laboratory procedures. The true age of the layer could
indeed be older than ca. 22,000 *C BP. Alternatively, as with Kosténki 21 Layer 3,
perhaps the stratigraphic association between the cultural layer and a palaeosol does
not indicate that the site was inhabited during an interstadial: the cultural remains
could have been deposited after the interstadial, or the humified layer could have been

misidentified as a true palaeosol. Micromorphological work could address this question.

Material | Lab code | 1#C BP Ref.
Burnt bone | GIN-2531 | 21 800 £ 200 | 1
Burnt bone | TA-34 15200 4+ 300 | 1

Table 4.16: Radiocarbon dates for Kosténki 11 Layer 2. References: 1: Rogachév & Popov,
1982.
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Figure 4.14: Section drawing of Kosténki 11 (after Rogachév & Popov (1982, Fig. 37)). Roman
numerals: cultural layers. Arabic numerals: sedimentological units. Key: 1) modern soil;
2) grey-brown loess-like loam; 3, 6, 9) humified loam; 4) marly loam; 5) whitish loam; 7) brown
loam; 8) layered loam with lenses of volcanic ash; 10) layered loam
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Chapter 5
Kosténki 8 (Tel’'manskaia) Layer 2

5.1 History of excavation and investigation

The site of Kosténki 8 (Tel’'manskaia) is located on the side of Aleksandrovskii Log, on
the slope formed by the intersection of Aleksandrovskii and Biriuch’ii Logs (Fig. 2.3).
Section 2.4.1 describes the Kosténki area in detail.

It was discovered in 1936 by A. N. Rogachév under the leadership of P. P. Efimenko
(Beregovaia, 1960; Rogachév et al., 1982b) and was the subject of excavations during
1937 (directed by Efimenko), 1949-52, 1958-59, 1962-64, 1976 and 1979 (directed by
Rogachév) (Rogachév et al., 1982b, p. 92). These excavations were carried out over a
total area of 530 m? (Rogachév et al., 1982b, p. 101). In recent years, a team led by V. V.
Popov excavated a sondage at the site with the aims of better clarifying the stratigraphy
and searching for tephra, and excavations are continuing (Bessudnov, 2009). The site
contains five identified cultural layers, numbered from top to bottom 1, la, 2, 3 and 4
(Rogachév et al., 1982b, p. 92).

The site is well-published, and numerous articles by the excavators are available (e.g.
Rogachév, 1951, 1957; Rogachév et al., 1982b). A doctoral dissertation was completed
on the site—the avtoreferat (summary) of the thesis is available (Chelidze, 1968), as is

an article dedicated to Layer 2 (Litovchenko, 1969).! Apart from this, the site has been

'L. M. Chelidze, L. M. Litovchenko and L. M. Litouchanka are all the same person.
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widely referenced in reviews of the Russian and European MUP (e.g. Anikovich, 2005;
Beregovaia, 1960; Djindjian et al., 1999; Kozlowski, 1986; Moreau, 2010; Rogachév &
Anikovich, 1984; Sinitsyn, 2007, 2010).

According to Rogachév et al. (1982b, p. 101), “Tel’'manskaia’s second layer and
Gorodtsovskaia [Kosténki 15] are deposited under the upper brick-red layer of the upper
bed of fossil humus, traced across a significant area of this spur in large quarries and
in sondages dug between these sites”® (Rogachév, 1957, p. 123). A later description
states that Layer 2 was about 20 cm in average thickness and lay “within the Upper
Humic Bed, connected with lenses of intensive humification of the lower level, and also
with a greyish-yellow loam, strongly ferruginized and containing limey nodules, which
separates the base and upper part of the Upper Humic Bed”® (Fig. 4.7, p. 85).

The most recent excavations have cast some doubt on the association between the
cultural layer and the Upper Humic Bed, as the stratigraphy described by Rogachév
was not found in the sondage dug in the new excavations (Anikovich et al., in press).
Layer 2 is significantly disturbed by permafrost formation or other processes, as noted
in the literature (Rogachév, 1957; Rogachév et al., 1982b) and visible during the 2013
excavations (Figure 5.1). Layer 3 lay only ca. 25-30 cm below Layer 2 and was in some
places mixed with it (Beregovaia, 1960, p. 55).

Rogachév et al. (1982b) describe three accumulations of finds, two of which were
circular and ca. 6-7 m in diameter, with single hearths at their centres, and one which
was ca. 20 m long and 8-10 m wide, containing three hearths (Figures 5.2 and 5.3).
In the opinion of Rogachév and others, the layout of the hearths and accumulations of
cultural remains at the site is evidence for either five small circular or oval structures,
or two small circular dwellings and one larger one (Litovchenko, 1969; Rogachév &

Anikovich, 1984; Rogachév et al., 1982b). The absence of large bones or mammoth

2Bropoii coii TeapMaHCKOil CTOSHKE # TOpPOIOBCKAs CTOSHKA, 3aI€raioT M0/ BEPXHEH KHUPITHIHO-
KPACHOTI'O IIBeTa IIPOCJIOUKOII BepXHel TO/IM MCKOIaeMOro ryMyca, IPOCJAesKeHHONH Ha 3HAYUTeIbHOM
TTPOCTPAHCTBE 3TOTO MBICA B OTPOMHBIX Kaphepax M B Mypdax BBHIPHITHIX MEXKIY STUMUA CTOSTHKAMMH.”

3¢«Om  3ameraer B BepxXHEH TyMyCHDOBAHHON TOJINE, CBS3aH C JIMH3AMEM HMHTEHCUBHOIL
I'YMYCHPOBAHHOCTH HUXKHET'O YPOBHS, a TaKXKe C CH30BATO-2KE/ITHIM CyIJIMHKOM, CUJIbHO OYKeJIe3HEHHbIM
U BKJIIOYAIOIINM WM3BECTKOBUCTHIE CTSXKEHUS, DPA3JEISIONINM OCHOBAHHE U BEDPXHIO YaCTh BEPXHEH
ryMyCHPOBAHHON TOIIN.”
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Figure 5.1: Excavations at Kosténki 8, August 2013, showing the disturbed Layer 2 (Photo N.
Reynolds)
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tusks and the location of the accumulations in shallow depressions is cited as evidence
for the purported dwellings having been above-ground, and built without the use of
animal bones as structural supports (Rogachév et al., 1982b).

Faunal remains included hare and wolf, which predominate, and aurochs, horse,
mammoth, reindeer, woolly rhino, red deer, megaloceros, arctic fox, cave bear, birds
and fish (Vereshchagin & Kuz’'mina, 1977, p. 104) (Table 5.1). The good representation
of fur-bearing animals (hare, wolf and arctic fox) is notable, as is the presence of horse,
reindeer and aurochs/bison. Due to the mixing between these layers, the faunal assem-
blage from Layers 2 and 3 was studied in combination. The reported find of a Holocene
domesticated sheep bone (and other bones attributed to the Holocene) may relate to
movement of remains into the layer by burrowing animals.

Some human remains, in the form of an accumulation of small cranial fragments
(partially burned on the internal side) and a few other bones, were also found at the

site (Gerasimova et al., 2007; Rogachév et al., 1982b).

5.2 History of interpretation

The assemblage has been variously described as Early Gravettian/Gravettien ancien
(Djindjian et al., 1999; Moreau, 2010; Otte & Noiret, 2003; Sinitsyn, 2007), Gravet-
toid (Anikovich, 2005; Anikovich et al., 2008a) “putatively Gravettoid” (Vishnyatsky &
Nehoroshev, 2004), eponymously as “early Tel’'manskayan”® (Efimenko, 1953, p. 316),
“Kosténki-Tel’'manskayan” (Litovchenko, 1969) and “ Thalmannien” (Djindjian et al.,
1999), and as “Grimaldian” or “Mediterranean-type Gravettian” (Efimenko, 1960; Sinit-
syn, 2007) . Many authors stress the absence in Eastern Europe of similar sites during
the period 27-28 thousand radiocarbon years ago (e.g. Anikovich et al., 2008a; Noiret,
2013; Sinitsyn, 2013).

Efimenko (1953, p. 316) makes comparisons with the Perigordian in the Dordogne

and with the Grimaldi Caves (Italy); he saw the latter sites as providing the best

panmeTeTEMAHCKOTO THITA”
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Figure 5.2: Plan of Kosténki 8 Layer 2: numbers of flints per square metre (after Klein (1969)

based on Litovchenko (1966))
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Figure 5.3: Plan of part of Kosténki 8 Layers 2 and 3 (modified from Rogachév (1957, Fig. 21)).
Key: 1: remains of hearths; 2: fragments of animal bones; 3: fragments of mammoth tusks
connected with the third cultural layer; 4: border of the dwellings of the second cultural layer;
5: lithics and lithic fragments

110



Kosténki 8 Layers 2 and 3
Species | NISP | MNI
Pleistocene

Mammals
Mammuthus primigenius Mammoth 67 3
Coelodonta antiquitatis Woolly rhinoceros 18 2
Bos primigenius/Bison priscus | Aurochs or bison 11 3
Equus ferus Horse 62 3
Megaloceros giganteus Megaloceros 2 1
Cervus elaphus Red deer 1 1
Rangifer tarandus Reindeer 9 2
Saiga tatarica Saiga antelope 7 1
Panthera leo spelaea Cave lion 3 1
Canis lupus Wolf 204 8
Alopex lagopus Arctic fox 56 3
Castor fiber Beaver 1 1
Lepus sp. Hare 311 14
Marmota sp. Marmot 6 2
Lagurus lagurus Steppe lemming 32 15
Ochotona pusilla Steppe pika 15
Microtus arvalis Common vole 17
Microtus sp. Vole (indeterminate) | 103 31

Birds
‘ All ‘ 20 ‘ No data
Fish

| Al 36 | No data

Molluscs

‘ All ‘ 5 ‘ No data

Holocene (Neolithic and Bronze Age)

Mammoals
Spalax microphthalmus Greater mole rat 132 13
Cricetus cricetus European hamster 29 4
Equus ferus Horse 3 1
Sus scrofa Wild boar 1 1
Bos primigenius/Bison priscus | Aurochs or bison 1 1

Domesticated

Mammoals
Ovis aries ‘ Sheep 1 1
Total 1092 | 121

Table 5.1: Fauna from Kosténki 8 Layers 2 and 3 (from excavations up to 1959) (after Vereshcha-
gin & Kuz’'mina, 1977)



analogies for the Kosténki 8 Layer 2 assemblage. The comparisons with the Dordogne
and the Grimaldi Caves are based on the “predominance of small regular prismatic
bladelets and tools made from them, often geometric forms, especially small points which
are obviously arrow heads, including the shouldered type” (Efimenko, 1953, p. 316). At
one stage he describes the assemblage as “early Tel’'manskayan”, while later he places the
assemblage as the most important element of his “Grimaldian” group of sites at Kosténki
Efimenko (1953, 1956). Within the Kosténki-Borshchévo area, he saw similarities with
layers 3 and 4 of Kosténki 8 and, more tentatively, with layers 2 and 3 of Kosténki
1 (Efimenko, 1956, p. 47). He made further comparisons with “the so-called Capsian
Upper Palaeolithic culture, found in the entire Mediterranean region”® (Efimenko, 1956,
p. 48) (the Capsian is now defined as a Holocene archaeological grouping of the Eastern
Maghreb; Rahmani, 2004). In any case, he writes that Kosténki 8 Layer 2 differs
from unnamed Capsian sites of the Black Sea coast of the Caucasus, and Bulgaria and
Yugoslavia, because of the absence of any “Mousterian elements” at the Kosténki site.
Rogachév (1957), in his pioneering establishment of a tripartite chronology for the
Kosténki sites based on their geological stratigraphy, placed Kosténki 8 Layer 2 in his
middle chronological group and described it as one of the later sites of this group. He
notes the lack of any similar sites anywhere on the Russian plain and compares the
lithic assemblage to that from Krems-Hundssteig (Austria) (ibid., p. 133). According
to Rogachév & Anikovich (1984, p. 186), the “closest analogues” to the backed bladelets
from this assemblage are found at Amvrosievka (Ukraine). A comparison to that site
is also made by Litovchenko (1969), along with comparisons to the sites of Kosténki
4, Molodova V (Ukraine) and Denis-Khvreli (Georgia), but she concludes that none of
these sites provide satisfactory comparisons for Kosténki 8 Layer 2. She also consid-
ers the microgravette assemblages from the Perigordian III assemblages of of Laugerie

Haute Est (layers B and B1) and Laugerie Haute Ouest (Layer B), but considers that

S“npeobaamanie HEGOMBIIMX TPABMILHBIX TPU3MATHUECKUX TUIACTHHOK ¥ M3TOTOBJIEHHBIX W3 HITX
OpyIuil, HepeaKO TIeOMeTPU3MPOBAHHBIX (OPM, OCOOEHHO HEOOJIHIINX HAKOHEYHUKOB, OUEBUIHO
HAKOHEYHUKOB CTPEJI, B TOM YHCJI€ THUIIa ¢ ODOKOBOM BBIEMKOM”

S“rax Ha3HIBAEMON KATICHHCKOIL TIO3JHENAJIEOTMTUIECKON KyJAbTYpPBI, PACOPOCTPAHEHHON HA BCeit
Teppuropun CpenuzeMHOMOPbsT”
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the differences in the assemblages mean that they do not constitute analogies for the
Kosténki 8 Layer 2 assemblage. As a result, she rejects Efimenko’s comparison of the
material from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 to the Perigordian, as well as to the Grimaldian.

The presence of “geometric microliths” (a small distinct group of pieces separate
from the microgravettes) has also been seen as important. Otte & Noiret (2003) suggest
that this assemblage could have been a precursor to the Pavlovian in Moravia, noting
the shared presence of these pieces. Koztowski (1986) describes Kosténki 8 Layer 2 as
“very distinct” but also notes parallels between the geometric microliths from Kosténki
8 Layer 2 and the Pavlovian, while he compares the osseous industry to Kosténki 14
Layer 2. Similarities between the Kosténki 8 Layer 2 assemblage, the Pavlovian and
the Khotylévo 2 assemblage have also been proposed (Kozlowski and Otte, 1987 cited
in Noiret, 2013).

Anikovich et al. (2008a, pp. 128-132) assigns the site to his “Gravettoid” techno-
complex, and agrees with other authors that analogues are to be found in Western
Europe and the Mediterranean. In his opinion, it might be possible to establish links
with Kosténki 11 Layer 4 and the northern complex of Kosténki 11 based on their lithic
assemblages. He writes that the osseous industry is similar to that from Kosténki 14
Layer 2, although the lithics are completely different. He is more sceptical than other
authors about the dating of the site to 28-27,000 14C BP, writing that the disagreement
between the various radiocarbon dates for the assemblage mean that it is premature to
come to a conclusion on its age.

Sinitsyn (2007, 2013) follows Efimenko in comparing the assemblage with Mediter-
ranean sites, naming Grotta Paglicci (Italy) as providing the closest analogies and citing
similar radiocarbon dates for Grotta Paglicci as support for this comparison. In an ear-
lier publication (Sinitsyn, 1997, pp. 61-62 quoted in Anikovich, 2008, p. 130) he made
comparisons with “early and middle Epigravettian complexes of northern Italy of the
Grotta Paglicci, Romanelli and Arene Candide type, from the time of the Lascaux in-

terstadial”” and to layers 1 and la of Corbiac (France), based on the lithic industry,

T“KOMIITIEKCHI PAHHEr0 ¥ CPEIHEro STamoB smurpaserta CepepHoit Mraiuu Tuma rpora Ilarmmeam,
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especially the burins. He has also compared the described dwelling structures (which
he interprets as five light above-ground structures with central hearths) with examples
from Corbiac (Sinitsyn, 1997, 2013). Sinitsyn (2013) notes that Russian archaeologists
have traditionally seen a migration from Italy to Russia as creating the similarity seen
in the archaeological record, but that Gambassini (2007) suggests that a migration
could have taken place in the other direction, from Eastern Furope to Italy east of the
Apennines.

Despite this extensive debate and speculation, no systematic studies have been car-
ried out to compare the assemblage from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 with similar assemblages
known from elsewhere in Europe. Moreau (2010) recommends that comparisons be
made with the assemblages from Geiflenklosterle and Abri Pataud Level 5, both well
dated to the Early Gravettian.

The variety of interpretations of the site has much to do with twentieth-century
debates in Russia on the validity of basing an entire archaeological culture on a single
site, given the absence of obvious nearby analogues for the assemblage. The use of
migration and diffusion as explanations for cultural similarities, as opposed to stadialism
(see Section 2.3), was also heavily contested. Litovchenko’s position, in rejecting all
comparisons with any other site, can be seen as one end of a spectrum of opinion on
this matter. Although the term “Tel’manskayan” and its variants are not found in recent
primary literature, the contrast between the use of the regional Eastern European term
“Gravettoid” and the more generally European term “Gravettian” shows that the debate

on the proper contextualisation of the site has not been fully resolved.

5.3 Collections and sampling

The known extant collection from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 is held in the Kunstkamera, Saint
Petersburg. This collection contains only the material excavated in 1949 and 1950 by

A. N. Rogachév. Unfortunately, the present location of the remaining material from

Pomanesm, Apen Kaunnn Bpemenn uHTEpCTagMa A JISCKO”
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Rogachév’s excavations is unknown, enquiries having been made at the Kunstkamera
and IIMK. All of the available material was studied as part of this research.

In total, around 22-23,000 pieces of worked flint were found during the twentieth-
century excavations, of which around 2,100 were retouched. (Rogachév & Anikovich,
1984; Rogachév et al., 1982b). 350 pieces previously classified as backed lithics were
found; of these, 315 were accepted for inclusion in this project. The 350 lithics seen
constitute ca. 39% of the count of 892 backed bladelets made in a previous study of
the original assemblage from the 1937-1964 excavations (Litovchenko, 1969, p. 113). In
addition, 41 cores and possible cores were recorded. The material from the most recent
excavations has not yet been published and was not included in this study. The vast
majority of lithics studied were made on fine-grained dark flint, often patinated; further
details are given below.

Other principal typological categories of lithics present in the assemblage include
burins (found in very high numbers: around 500), retouched blades (also found in
high numbers: more than 400), retouched flakes, and end-scrapers (Litovchenko, 1969;
Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982a). About 100 “secondary cores” utilising flake or blade
blanks for bladelet production were found, as well as around 20 exhausted prismatic or
spherical cores (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982a, p. 102). The osseous industry from the
site is not extensive and is described as including rods, awls, points, stemmed points,

polishers and decorated beads (Chelidze, 1968, p. 13).

5.4 Backed lithic assemblage

5.4.1 Typological categories
Almost all studied lithics from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 belonged to a single typological

category: microgravettes. The numbers in each category are as follows:

Microgravettes (n—=294). These are small points with a straight backed edge, a mod-

ified base narrowing to a point or rounded end, and an unbacked or partially
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unbacked second edge.

Sub-microgravettes (n—==8). Lithics which met the above criteria, but which had
incomplete backing, were designated “sub-microgravettes” and are presumed to

be unfinished pieces.

Other backed bladelets and points (n—=13). This category includes all studied
lithics that did not fit into the first two categories, and forms a miscellaneous

group of artefacts.

The following sections describe each of these typological categories. After those
descriptions, one further category of backed lithics is discussed. These are the “segments”
and “trapezes”, which were not found in the studied collection but which have been
important to the interpretation of the site and have been described in the published

literature on the site.

5.4.2 Microgravettes and sub-microgravettes

The most typical microgravette form is as follows (Figs. 5.4, 5.5). It is backed on the
right edge, with both ends pointed. The distal end is more acutely pointed than the
proximal end. The distal and proximal ends are shaped with a combination of direct
retouch to the left edge and sometimes flat ventral retouch from the left edge. The
platform is fully removed, and the bulb is fully or mostly removed. The proximal and
distal points are located on the right edge (i.e. the right edge is straight along its entire
length) or are offset slightly towards the central axis (rarely, one point is located on
the left edge). The left edge is either curved or straight, with a varying amount of
retouch applied to create this shape, depending on the blank morphology. If the left
edge is straight, the sides may be rectilinear or taper slightly towards the distal end.
If not rectilinear, the widest part of the piece is located towards the proximal end, or
less often at the medial part of the piece. If rectilinear, it is usually on a particularly

narrow blank, which remains unretouched on much of the unbacked edge.
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Figure 5.4: Microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: dorsal (top) and ventral (bottom) views.
Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph.
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Element Count | Percentage
Whole o6 19%
Proximal fragment 106 36%
Medial fragment 35 12%
Distal fragment 55 19%
Indeterminate (prox./dist.) fragment 42 14%
Total 294 100%

Table 5.2: Microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: counts of whole examples and fragments

More than 80% of the microgravettes were found as fragments (see Table 5.2 and
Figure 5.6). Of these, proximal fragments made up the biggest group.

Histograms of the widths and thicknesses of the microgravettes from Kosténki 8
Layer 2 are given in Figures 5.7 and 5.8. There is a moderate to strong correlation
between the widths and thicknesses of the pieces (r=0.5). Figure 5.9 shows the lengths of
the unbroken microgravettes. These show that the distribution of sizes of microgravettes
appears unimodal. In other words, there does not appear to be a significant group of full-
sized Gravette points, distinct from the microgravettes. The unbroken microgravettes
range in length from 13 mm to 47 mm (mean: 28 mm, median: 27 mm, SD: 8.5).
Litovchenko (1969, p. 118), who had access to the entire collection, noted that the
largest examples of microgravettes/Gravette points had a length of 58-60 mm, a width
of 7-8 mm and a thickness of 4 mm, and were retouched the same way as the smaller
points.

The presence of so-called nanogravettes has now been noted at numerous Gravettian
and Upper Palaeolithic sites (Bazile, 2011; Bazile & Boccaccio, 2007; Bordes, 1978; Floss
& Taller, 2011). At Kosténki 8 Layer 2, nanogravettes do not form an obvious discrete
size class based just on the width and thickness of pieces (Figures 5.7 and 5.8). If we take
an arbitrary cut-off of less than 2 mm in width for the definition (as measurements were
rounded to the nearest millimetre, this actually means a width of less than 2.5 mm),
31 pieces (11% of the microgravettes) fall into this size class (Figure 5.10). As pieces
were only measured to the nearest 1 mm, it was not possible to determine whether

nanogravettes formed a statistically discrete series when very fine-scale measurements
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Figure 5.6: Microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: counts of whole examples and fragments
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Figure 5.7: Microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: histogram of widths (n=294)
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Kosténki 8—2 microgravettes: Thicknesses
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Figure 5.8: Microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: histogram of thicknesses (n=294)
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Figure 5.9: Whole microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: histogram of lengths (n=>56)
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Figure 5.10: Nanogravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2. Proximal ends oriented towards bottom
of photograph.

of thickness and width are plotted, as has been achieved for the site of Azé-Camping
(France) (Floss & Taller, 2011).

It has previously been noted that Gravette points in general are typically most often
backed on their right edges (Demars & Laurent, 1992; Harrold, 1993). At Kosténki 8
Layer 2 we see this is true when left and right are considered with respect to the blank
orientation: 82% (n=190) of the microgravettes have their principal backing on the right
edge of the blank and 18% (n=43) on the left edge (a further 61 lithics were backed on
an indeterminable edge)® (Figure 5.11).

If we examine the unbroken microgravettes backed on the left edge of the blank
(all shown in Figure 5.12; compare Figure 5.4), it can be seen that many, and perhaps
all, of them could have been rotated through 180° to match the morphology of the
right-backed microgravettes. As can be seen, many left-backed lithics are widest at the
distal or medial part of the piece (the widest part of the right-backed microgravettes
is generally found in the proximal or medial area of the lithic). Furthermore, on the
left-backed microgravettes the proximal point is often more acute than the distal, in
another reversal from the pattern found on the right-backed lithics. I propose that
most, if not all, of the left-backed microgravettes are in fact rotated versions of right-

backed microgravettes. This means that in most or all cases, a right-backed morphology

8 A binomial test indicated that the proportion of right-backed microgravettes (190/233) was higher
than expected (1/2) (p < 0.0001).
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Kosténki 8—2 microgravettes: Laterality of backing

200 —
150
>
[&]
c
“g’ 100 —
g
LL
50 —
O ]

Left Right Indet.

Backed edge

Figure 5.11: Microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: backing by edge of blank (n=294)

was desired, with the widest part at the proximal/medial part and the distal end more
acutely pointed. Perhaps in some cases the blank was better suited to being retouched

in a reversed fashion to the usual method, giving us the pattern we observe.

Strong evidence for opposing positions during usage between left- and right-backed
microgravettes is provided by an examination of the representation of different types of
lithic fragments in each of these two groups. As seen in Figure 5.6, when the assemblage
is considered as a whole, proximal fragments outnumber distal fragments. However,
when left- and right-backed microgravettes are considered separately, the distributions
are clearly different and mirror each other. In Figure 5.13 we can see that while the right-
backed microgravettes follow the usual pattern, this is in fact reversed for the left-backed
microgravettes (see also Table 5.3). Rather than the proximal fragments outnumbering

the distal fragments, the distal fragments outnumber the proximal fragments.

Here, an exploration of the possible reasons for the usual excess representation of

proximal fragments is necessary. One obvious suggestion concerns hafting: that the
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Figure 5.12: Left-backed microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2. Proximal ends oriented
towards bottom of photograph.

pieces were hafted into composite weapons by the proximal end, and that if broken in
the field the distal ends were lost while the proximal ends were brought back to the site
still in the hafts. Another is to do with recovery of material during excavation. If the
distal ends were thinner, narrower and hence more fragile than the proximal ends, then
perhaps if they were trampled or otherwise broken on site, they were fractured into
smaller pieces than the proximal ends. They could then have become underrepresented
in the collection if recovery and identification of the smallest pieces was imperfect.
It should however be noted here that the representation of very small lithics appears
excellent for the Rogachév collection under study.

Although these are just two possible explanations for the relative overrepresenta-
tion of proximal pieces in the collection as a whole, and the right-backed fraction in
particular, any other explanations would surely also have to hinge on the morphology
of the pieces and the difference between the proximal and distal parts of the pieces.
As the left-backed fraction of the collection shows exactly the opposite pattern of rep-
resentation of proximal and distal fragments, this suggests that the proximal parts of
the pieces were acting as distal parts did on the right-backed microgravettes, and vice

versa. In other words, this suggests that many of the left-backed microgravettes were in
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Fragment type | Whole ‘ Prox. ‘ Med. ‘ Dist. ‘ Indet. | Total
Left-backed Count 11 12 3 16 1 43
microgravettes % 26% 28% ™% 3% 2% 100%
Right-backed Count 42 94 13 39 2 190
microgravettes % 22% 50% 7% 21% 1% 100%

Table 5.3: Microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: fragment counts and percentages by backed
edge

Kosténki 8—2 microgravettes:
Percentages of unbroken and fragmented lithics by backed edge

50 O Left-backed
B Right-backed
40 —
>
g 30 —
C
8
S 20 —
a
10 —
. . ——
Whole Proximal Medial Distal Indet.
Fragment type

Figure 5.13: Microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: fragment percentages by backed edge
(Left-backed: n=43; Right-backed: n=190)

fact rotated relative to the orientation of the blank and used identically to right-backed
microgravettes. This provides strong support for the observation made above about the

“rotated” morphologies of the whole left-backed microgravettes.

In most cases, both proximal and distal ends are shaped into points. The points
are usually located on the same edge as the backed edge, but in many cases they
are located on the central axis of the microgravette. Figures 5.14-5.17 show this for all
identified proximal and distal ends, either on fragments or whole examples. The shaping

of the ends is usually achieved, where necessary, with semi-abrupt direct retouch and,
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Distal ends
L point C point R point Other

é L point 5 0 0 0
@ | C point 3 0 0 0
% | R point 3 0 0 0
& | Other 0 0 0 0

Table 5.4: Left-backed whole microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: correspondence between
proximal and distal ends. Key: L: left; C: central; R: right.

Distal ends
L point C point R point Other

é L point 0 0 1 0
o | C point 3 4 6 0
%| Rpoint | 2 3 19 0
& | Other 0 1 3 0

Table 5.5: Right-backed whole microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: correspondence between
proximal and distal ends. Key: L: left; C: central; R: right.

sometimes, flat inverse retouch. For the whole examples, when the treatment of the
proximal and distal ends are compared, the most frequent combination is of having
both proximal and distal points on the same edge as the principal backing (Tables 5.4
and 5.5).

Of 162 whole microgravettes and proximal fragments thereof, 159 were suitable for
identifying the presence or absence of platforms and bulbs (the remaining three had
broken proximal tips). In the majority of cases the striking platform was removed from
the lithic. Only in 14 cases (5% of the total number of microgravettes, or 9% of the
identified proximal ends) was a striking platform present. Where present, this platform

was always plain in form. In the 145 other cases, the platform had been removed.

Of the 159 proximal ends, for 94 (61%) the bulb had been removed entirely. In one
case the bulb was unmodified, in 30 cases it was partly removed (i.e. < 50% removed)
and in 34 cases it was mostly (i.e. > 50%) removed. Of the 65 extant or partially extant

bulbs, 62 were observed to be diffuse and three were pronounced.

The ventral surfaces of the microgravettes were flat to within 1 mm in the majority
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Ventral surface morphology | Count | Percentage
Flat 204 69%
Concave 48 16%
Concave twisted 4 1%
Convex 8 3%
Sinuous 15 5%
Sinuous twisted 1 0%
Twisted 14 5%
Total 294 100%

Table 5.6: Microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2: ventral surfaces

of cases (n=204, 69%). A smaller number were concave in form (n=48, 16%) with the
remainder sinuous, twisted, etc (Table 5.6).

In almost all cases the backed edge is abruptly retouched; in 28 cases (10%) crossed-
abrupt backing was used. In 24 cases (8%) as discussed further in the next section,
the blank edges forming the backs were already at near 90°(likely deriving from burin
spall blanks); in all except two cases these edges received further extensive retouch to
straighten the edge and/or increase its angle.

Almost all the microgravettes (n=270, 92%) were made on fine-grained very dark
brown, translucent or semi-translucent flint, often with some grey, light blue or white
patination. Four were made on yellow or yellow-brown opaque or semi-translucent fine-
grained flint. Twenty are burnt, making it impossible to see what type of flint they were

made on.

5.4.3 Other backed bladelets and points

Only a few backed lithics were not classified as microgravettes or unfinished micro-
gravettes (n=13). These were miscellaneous in form, including pieces with sinuous or
irregular backing (n=5), or with backing on both edges (n=5) or incomplete backing
(n=3). One interesting piece among this group is a bipoint with continuous backing on
both edges, forming acute points at its proximal and distal ends. The rest of the pieces

are unfinished and/or pieces with various unknown functions.
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Kosténki 8-2 right—backed microgravettes
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Figure 5.14: Kosténki 8 Layer 2: proximal ends of right-backed microgravettes (n=136). Key:
L: left; C: central; R: right; Indet: indeterminate.

Kosténki 8—2 right—backed microgravettes
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Figure 5.15: Kosténki 8 Layer 2: distal ends of right-backed microgravettes (n==83). Key: L:
left; C: central; R: right; Indet: indeterminate.
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Kosténki 8-2 left—backed microgravettes
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Figure 5.16: Kosténki 8 Layer 2: proximal ends of left-backed microgravettes (n=23). Key: L:
left; C: central; R: right; Indet: indeterminate.

Kosténki 8-2 left-backed microgravettes
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Figure 5.17: Kosténki 8 Layer 2: distal ends of left-backed microgravettes (n=28). Key: L: left;
C: central; R: right; Indet: indeterminate.
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Figure 5.18: “Segments” (top row) and “trapezes” (bottom row) from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 a:
(from Litovchenko, 1969, Fig. 2, Rogachév et al., 1982b, Fig. 32 and Rogachév, 1957, Fig. 23)

5.4.4 Segments and trapezes

Other backed lithics, which were not examined directly as part of this research as
they were not found in the studied collection, but which are important because of
their significance in past inter-site comparisons, are those described as “segments” and
“trapezes” or “geometric microliths” (Figure 5.18). They do not constitute a large part
of the backed assemblage at Kosténki 8 Layer 2: Rogachév et al. (1982b) give a count of
10 “trapezes” and 14 “segments”. The trapezes are described as bladelets of various sizes
with backing on one edge. The backing is either incomplete, with an unbacked section
part-way down the edge, or else forms an angle part-way down the edge. Based on the
available descriptions (Litovchenko, 1969; Rogachév et al., 1982b) they do seem to form
a group, or perhaps multiple groups, of idiosyncratic backed lithics. The segments are
described as bladelets, one edge of which has an arch-shaped back. The segments all
derive from the south-eastern dwelling. They are described as being very standardised
in shape and dimensions.

The importance of these pieces has often been emphasised. Otte and Noiret (2003,
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p. 231) describe the Kosténki 8 Layer 2 assemblage as “un ensemble 4 technique mi-
crolithique, armatures géométriques et pointes de la Gravette.”® The trapezes are not
necessarily parts of weapons: Litovchenko (1969, p. 117) suggests that they could have
been awls, points or inserts for composite tools. As discussed below, these pieces form

the basis for past comparisons with Pavlovian sites.

5.5 Bladelet blank production techniques

As noted early in the study of this site (Litovchenko, 1969; Rogachév, 1957), the pro-
duction of bladelet blanks using burin blow techniques was important to the bladelet
economy at Kosténki 8 Layer 2. A very large number of unworked burin spalls were
found at the site (Litovchenko, 1969, p. 116). Of the backed lithics, a rather significant
number had extant blank morphology indicating probable detachment from a burin-type
core (i.e., a near-90° angle to one or more edges meeting the ventral face). Forty-three
pieces (14%) had an edge of this type, including two with two edges of this type. It can
be assumed that far more lithics than this originally had such an edge, which may have
been removed by retouch; indeed, many of the extant edges were partially retouched
(often with abrupt retouch to create a backed edge closer to 90°). It is often apparent
that the bladelet blanks were nearly as thick or even thicker than they are wide. A
significant number of backed lithics, however, were obviously made on prismatic-type
bladelet blanks. Few bladelet blanks had any sign of bipolar removal scars on their
ventral surfaces: a total of 15 pieces (5%).

Further evidence for the use of burin spalls as blanks is found in the burins them-
selves. Of the examined burins, 30 were convincing cores, bearing up to thirteen spall
removal scars and, often, evidence of platform preparation and renewal. A notable fea-
ture of the possible burin-cores is their lack of standardisation. Many different types of
blanks were used for these, including both flakes and blades, some bearing cortex, and

some which had been retouched and/or utilised before their use as cores. Usually, spalls

%an assemblage with microlithic technology, geometric armatures and Gravette points”
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were removed from both left and right edges of the blank, forming a dihedral-type end.
Spalls could also be removed from both proximal and distal ends of the same edge or
from proximal and distal ends of different edges.

Other cores (n=9) were also seen in the collection; they were always completely
exhausted, often with small flake removals towards the end of the reduction sequence.
Presumably some of these, earlier on in the reduction sequence, could have provided
prismatic bladelet blanks on which some of the microgravettes were made. Only around
20 such nucleuses are known from the entire Kosténki 8 Layer 2 collection (Anikovich
et al., 2008b, p. 130). Given that the entire lithic collection numbers 22-23,000 pieces,
this number appears very small. This raises the possibility that flint was transported
to the site not only in the form of raw nodules or nucleus pre-forms, but perhaps as
prepared blade and/or bladelet blanks, or that cores were transported to the site and
subsequently removed again. Further detailed study of the entire lithic collection from
a chdine opératoire perspective would be necessary to further explore this.

All of the cores studied were made on the same dark brown flint, often patinated, as
the vast majority of the microgravettes, except for one, which was made on yellow-brown

flint.

5.6 Discussion

The backed lithic assemblage from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 should be characterised as a ho-
mogeneous microgravette assemblage without a significant Gravette point component.
As such it is not conclusively chronologically diagnostic. Assemblages with large num-
bers of microgravettes are known from the early to the late Gravettian and from sites
all over Europe. This means that the assignment of the site to the Early Gravettian
rests on the radiocarbon dating of the site and its stratigraphic position.

The assemblage from this site is remarkable: it is extremely large, with an out-
standing collection of microgravettes, probably numbering more than 800 in the full

collection. The exceptional nature of the site frustrates efforts to properly contextualise
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the assemblage: there are no similar contemporary sites known (and particularly, none
of a comparable size) anywhere in Eastern Europe. Even on a European scale, Kosténki
8 Layer 2 stands out for its size: for example, at the major site of Geiflenklosterle (Ger-
many ), just 41 backed points were found, among a total of 168 backed lithics (Moreau,
2010); in the collection from layer 23 of Grotta Paglicci (Italy) there are 164 (Wierer,
2013).

The size and composition of the archaeological assemblage taken as a whole sug-
gests that the site received substantial use with multiple kinds of activities carried out,
and was not a very short-term site. The backed lithic assemblage itself is extremely
homogeneous. The vast majority of pieces appear to relate to a single purpose.

The bladelet blank production techniques indicate an approach which exploited the
available material, much of which was apparently imported, to its full extent. This
included the use of very varied blanks for the creation of spalls as well as prismatic
bladelet production.

Radiocarbon dates indicate an age for the site of ca. 27,000-26,500 *C BP (ca.
32,000-31,000 cal. years BP) (Section 4.9.1). In seeking comparisons for the assemblage,
it is necessary to concentrate on sites of the same age. Because the assemblage is so
similar to those from elsewhere in Europe, there are many sites suitable for comparison.

Although there are no obvious analogues for the lithic assemblage from Kosténki 8
Layer 2 within Russia, comparisons have been drawn with many sites across Europe,
as outlined above (Section 5.2). The sites include Grotta Paglicci, Krems-Hundssteig,
Amvrosievka, Khotylévo 2 and sites of the Perigordian and Pavlovian. These claims
of similarities can now be examined based on the new analysis of the backed lithic
assemblage presented here. I will mostly ignore the sites of the Perigordian, given that
they are very distant from Kosténki and the framework for the study of “Perigordian”
sites has changed immensely since these comparisons were made in the 1950s.

In many cases the site has been compared with sites that we now know are some
millennia younger, such as Amvrosievka and Khotylévo 2. Amvrosievka, which does in-

deed have comparable backed lithics to Kosténki 8 Layer 2 (Boriskovskii, 1951; Krotova
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Figure 5.19: Backed lithics from the Epigravettian site of Amvrosievka (Ukraine) (based on
Boriskovskii (1951, Fig. 3))

& Belan, 1993; Leonova, 1994) (Figure 5.19), is generally included in the Epigravettian
and has yielded radiocarbon dates which place it close to the LGM. Khotylévo 2 is
most likely younger than 24,000 *C BP, placing it several thousand years later than
Kosténki 8 Layer 2 (Section 4.9.4). In any case, the lithic assemblage from Khotylévo 2
is very different: the former does contain a very small number of microgravettes similar
to those found at Kosténki 8 Layer 2, but overall is dominated by lithic forms not found

at the latter site (Chapter 8).

Rogachév’s comparison (1957) with the site of Krems-Hundssteig is difficult to un-
derstand. Although Gravettian cultural layers are now recognised at the site, for many
years it was thought of as an Aurignacian site. A small collection of Gravettian lithics
was found at the site around the turn of the twentieth century, but these were not

published until the 1970s (Neugebauer-Maresch, 2008; Wild et al., 2010).
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5.6.1 Comparisons with sites in Eastern Europe

The site of Mezhigirtsy 1 on the upper Dniester has been described as “the most re-
liable assemblage from the early phase of the Ukrainian Gravettian” (Nuzhnyi, 2009,
p. 160) and is dated to ca. 27,000 *C BP according to a single radiocarbon date
on charcoal (Haesaerts et al., 2004b). However, the backed assemblage from this site is
markedly different from that found at Kosténki 8. Although there is one piece described
as a microgravette illustrated by Nuzhnyi (2009), it is very different from those found
at Kosténki 8 Layer 2, having a sub-rectangular base and being relatively large: just
over 5 cm in length. There are also fragments of possible fléchettes and some backed
rectangles (the illustrated rectangles are considerably smaller than the Late Gravet-
tian rectangles found at Kosténki 9). Grigor’eva & Klapchuk (1981), in their study
of Mezhigirtsy, also do not describe or illustrate any pieces similar to the Kosténki 8
microgravettes. In short, the backed assemblage does not look anything like that from
Kosténki 8 Layer 2. In fact, the illustrated “microgravette,” which is perhaps better
described as a small Gravette point, is reminiscent of the Gravette points from the
Middle Gravettian assemblages of Kosténki 4 and Kosténki 9. The Early Gravettian
attribution of the site currently rests on a single radiocarbon date (which has not yet
been properly published: the lab code and uncertainty are not given in publications);
other radiocarbon dates for the site were considerably later in time. It is perhaps best
for now to regard this assemblage as not firmly dating to the Early Gravettian.

There is another site which is not yet well-dated but is worth considering because
of the lack of Eastern European comparisons for Kosténki 8 Layer 2. This is the as-
semblage from the recently investigated site of Troyanove 4 in Central Ukraine. Here, a
series of backed microliths was discovered, including some pieces which are very plausi-
bly fragments of microgravettes (Zaliznyak et al., 2013). The authors note the presence
of some backed lithics which “resemble the “needle-shaped” types of Gravette points

from some early Gravettian sites of Europe”!? (ibid, p. 152). Importantly, there are no

104aranyoTs “roaKomomiGHI” Pi3HOBMAN MPABETCHKIX BICTEP MESTKUX PAHHIX TDABETCHKIX TTAM’ STOK

€sponn”
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Figure 5.20: “Kreissegments” from Pavlov I (Czech Republic) similar to Kosténki 8 Layer 2
“segments” (from Klima, 1997, Fig. 8. NB: no scale on original drawings so presumed to have
been reproduced life-size.)

obvious full-sized Gravette points or shouldered points in the assemblage. No radiocar-
bon dates have yet been published, but the Gravettian attribution of the assemblage
seems safe on both typological and stratigraphic grounds. Based on the information
about the backed collection, it would not be surprising if the assemblage dated to the

Early Gravettian; an Epigravettian attribution is however also a definite possibility.

5.6.2 Comparisons with the Pavlovian

There is an obvious and important group of sites which were likely contemporary with
Kosténki 8 Layer 2: the group of sites in Moravia classified as “Early Pavlovian,” as
found at Dolni Véstonice T and II (lower) (Czech Republic) and Willendorf IT Layer 5
(Svoboda et al., 2000). As noted above (p. 113), comparisons have been made before
with Pavlovian sites based on the presence of “geometric microliths”.

The “segments” from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 (bladelets with backing forming a semi-
circular edge) also find possible parallels in certain pieces illustrated from Pavlov I
(Klima, 1997, Fig. 8, p. 306) (Figure 5.20), although this has not previously been
emphasised. The Pavlov I pieces are classified as “ Kreissegments” (“circular segments”)
by Klima.

However, a full comparison of the backed assemblages from these sites must include
the much larger microgravette component of the Kosténki 8 Layer 2 assemblage. There

are comparable pieces in the assemblages from Pavlov and Dolni Véstonice, not only
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Figure 5.21: “Trapezes” from Pavlov I (Czech Republic) (from Klima, 1997, Fig. 10. NB: no
scale on original drawings so presumed to have been reproduced life-size.)

among the lithics published as microgravettes or “pointed backed microblades” (Svo-
boda, 1997, p. 185) but also among pieces described as crescents, bipoints, triangles
and trapezes in the Pavlovian sites (although the quality of some of the available il-
lustrations warrants caution here). Many of these lithics are not backed, but some do
appear to bear semi-abrupt retouch. This raises the interesting possibility that recog-
nition of similarity has been hindered by the typological names used at these sites (as
explored by Toméskova, 2000).

Despite these similarities, there are obvious differences in the assemblages; the mor-
phologies of the backed lithics from the Pavlovian sites are more diverse than the ex-
tremely homogeneous Kosténki 8 Layer 2 assemblage.

The complex of Dolni Véstonice II is well dated to the same period of Greenland
Stadial 5 as Kosténki 8 Layer 2, although it was perhaps also the location of human
activity until somewhat later (Beresford-Jones et al., 2011). The backed assemblage

from this site (112 pieces in the pre-1990s excavations) includes a few (n=19) backed
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pointed bladelets and Gravette points (Svoboda, 1991). The typological categories
illustrated by Svoboda (2007) include a form of “backed microlith” which is very similar

to the microgravettes found at Kosténki 8 Layer 2 and elsewhere.

5.6.3 Comparisons with other European sites

Microgravettes similar to the Kosténki 8 Layer 2 backed lithics are found in all Gravet-
tian levels at Willendorf 11, from Level 5 (the earliest) through to Level 9 (Otte, 1981,
pp. 266-291). The microgravettes from Willendorf II Layer 5 are indeed, like those
from Geienklosterle, Weinberghohlen etc. (Moreau, 2009), very similar in form and
size to those I have studied from Kosténki 8 Layer 2. As previously noted, major Early
Gravettian sites from Western and Mediterranean Europe have also yielded substan-
tial collections of microgravettes. These include Abri Pataud Level 5, La Vigne-Brun,
Grotta Paglicci and Grotta de la Cala (Borgia, 2009; Digan, 2008; Leoz, 2007).

The traditional comparison between Kosténki 8 Layer 2 and Grotta Paglicci seems
sound: microgravettes are abundant there. There are also clear similarities with the
Early Gravettian of Grotta de la Cala (Italy), especially layer GL. In this layer only
microgravettes, rather than Gravette points, are found, including “needle-like” (“aghi-
formi”) backed points, with widths equal to their thicknesses (Borgia, 2006). The
description of the backed points and the absence of full-sized Gravette points makes the

backed assemblage very similar to that from Kosténki 8 Layer 2.

5.6.4 Blank production technology and summary

The production of bladelet blanks on burin cores was important at Kosténki 8 Layer 2.
Although many bladelet blanks derive from prismatic cores, the complete exhaustion of
all such cores and the frequently heavy reduction through retouch of the bladelets them-
selves makes it very difficult to be sure of the method used (e.g., intercalation, bipolar
reduction). Wierer (2013) gives an excellent summary of bladelet production methods
used in Western and Mediterranean FKurope during the Early Gravettian. There was

great variety among these methods. Production of bladelets on burin cores, either non-
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carinated or carinated, was widespread, and especially important at sites including Puy
Jarrige (France), Grotta Paglicci and Azé-Camping de Rizerolles (France). Interest-
ingly, the latter site, like Kosténki 8 Layer 2, yielded nanogravettes (Floss & Taller,
2011). The bladelet production methods used at Kosténki 8 fit perfectly well within the
range of variation seen elsewhere in Europe during this time.

If we do accept the allocation to the early part of the MUP, the assemblage should be
seen as part of an extremely widespread Early Gravettian phenomenon, in which sites
rich in homogeneous microgravettes with a high level of inter-site similarity are found
across Furope. This may include sites of the Pavlovian. At present there is no strong
reason to believe that the relative homogeneity of Early Gravettian lithic assemblages
did not extend to all corners of the European continent. This high level of inter-regional
similarity has some profound consequences for how we view the development of the

European MUP, which will be further explored in Chapter 10.
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Chapter 6

Kosténki 4 (Aleksandrovskaia)

6.1 History of excavation and investigation

The site is found on the first terrace above the Don, at the mouth of two ravines which
converge in their lower reaches: Aleksandrovskii Log and Biriuch’ii Log (Rogachév &
Anikovich, 1982b, p. 76) (Fig. 2.3). In the present day the site is extremely close to the
level of the Don river and is found within a few tens of metres of a marshy pond in the
floodplain.

The site was discovered in 1927 by S. N. Zamyatnin, who test-pitted the area,
and further excavated in 1928 by P. P. Efimenko. The first area of the site to be
excavated was part of what is now known as the southern dwelling complex: a large,
linear concentration of finds with a line of hearths along its axis (Fig. 6.1). A larger
area was opened in 1937 and 1938 by A. N. Rogachév. During this time he excavated
what would become known as the northern dwelling complex: a line of hearths with
an associated accumulation of finds, similar to that found at the southern dwelling
complex. He established the presence of a second, upper cultural layer at the northern
dwelling complex, including two circular dwellings. Limited excavations were carried out
in 1953 and 1959, including at the small area known as the “northern locus”!, located ca.

80 m north of the northern dwelling complex (Anisyutkin, 2006; Rogachév & Anikovich,

Y4cepepmbrit myHKT”
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1982b). In total, 922 m? were excavated at the site (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982b).
Limited excavations began again at the site in 2013 (Anikovich et al., in press).

The site is well-published in Russian, with a large amount of information available.
A monograph was published in 1955 (Rogachév, 1955). It is also discussed in numerous
review publications (e.g. Anikovich, 2005; Beregovaia, 1960; Efimenko, 1953; Rogachév,
1957; Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982b, 1984; Sinitsyn, 2013). Most recently, work has
continued on the interpretation of the stratigraphy (Anisyutkin, 2006; Zhéltova, 2009)
and on limited aspects of the lithic assemblage (Zhéltova, 2011). The site has been
included in English- and French-language reviews, e.g. Djindjian et al. (1999); Koztowski
(1986); Sinitsyn (2007, 2010).

The full classic Kosténki geological stratigraphy (with Upper and Lower Humic
Beds) was not found at Kosténki 4. However, all sites of the first terrace (including
Kosténki 4) are, according to Rogachév’s scheme (Rogachév, 1957), included in the
third and latest group of Kosténki sites and correlated with those elsewhere found
above the Upper Humic Bed (see Section 4.4). The cultural layers are described as being
stratigraphically above a thick buried soil, for which a correlation has been suggested
with the Gmelin soil (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1984).

The stratigraphy of the cultural layers is rather complicated and has recently been
reinterpreted. According to Rogachév’s interpretation, the two lines of hearths about
20 m apart and described as dwelling structures belong to a lower cultural layer (Layer
2). The northern measured ca. 23 by 5.5 m and the southern, ca. 35 by 5.5 m. The
hearths were surrounded by accumulations of finds (rather similar to the lines of hearths
found at sites of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture but without the associated large pits).
The dwelling structures of the lower layer were described as being constructed within
artificial hollows 20-30 c¢cm below the ancient ground surface. Apart from a couple
of small areas, the density of lithic finds was low beyond the borders of the dwelling
structures (Rogachév, 1955; Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982b, 1984).

The upper layer (Layer 1) is described as having contained two circular dwellings,

overlying the long dwelling in the northern dwelling complex. These were ca. 6 m in
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diameter and their floors were deepened below the ground surface by up to 50 cm. They
each had hearths at their centres, which were apparently associated with multiple small
holes and pits. Storage pits are also described elsewhere within the dwellings and the
layer, including a large one between the two dwellings (Rogachév, 1955; Rogachév &
Anikovich, 1982b, 1984). The upper layer is also supposed to have been represented in
the southern excavation area in the form of clusters of finds surrounding the dwelling

complex itself (Fig. 6.1) (Rogachév, 1955; Zhéltova, 2009).

According to Rogachév, and as repeated in reviews since, the two layers found
in the northern dwelling complex were deposited directly one on top of the other in
most areas where they coincided. However, in other areas there was an intermediate
sterile layer. Although the find horizons were inseparable over most of the site, the raw
material and artefact typology were apparently sufficiently different in the areas where
they were separated to sort part of the remaining material: “The peculiarity of the
forms of the flint and other tools, the difference in flint-working technology, and most
importantly, the utilization of different flint raw materials, which were mined by the
inhabitants of the circular and long dwellings from different sources, have allowed the
separation of the collections according to occupation level with high precision even where
they were mixed”? (Rogachév, 1955, p. 37). Quartzite and coloured flint artefacts were
attributed to the upper layer, while the assemblage ascribed to the lower layer was made
almost exclusively on dark fine-grained flint (Klein, 1969; Rogachév, 1955; Rogachév
& Anikovich, 1982b, 1984; Sinitsyn, 2007). A cluster of finds beyond the borders of
the circular accumulations was also included in Layer 1 because of the proportion of

quartzite and coloured flint artefacts (Zhéltova, 2009, p. 24).

The site’s stratigraphy has recently been re-assessed by Zhéltova (2009), working
from original field documentation. It seems that the stratigraphy of the site was more

complicated than has been acknowledged in the literature. In particular, “in small parts

2Cpoeobpasme GopM KPEMHEBHIX U IPYTHX OPYIHil, Pa3/IMdie TeXHHKH OOGPabOTKH KpPEeMHs, a
[JIABHOE, MCII0/Ib30BAHKUE PA3JIMYHOIO II0 XaPAKTePy KPEMHEBOI'O ChIPbsl, JOOBIBABIIEr0CS 0OUTATEISIMU
KDYTJIBIX U YIJIMHEHHBIX JKUJINIL B PA3TNYHBIX MECTOPOYKIEHNUSX, TIO3BOIUIN C GOJIBIION TOYHOCTHIO
Ppa3aenTh KOJIJIEKIIAN TT0 TOPU30HTAM TIOCE/IEHUS a’Ke TaM, T1e€ OHU OBLIM CMemaHbl.”
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where the horizons were separated by a lens of colorless loam, the latter cannot be
described as a sterile layer, since the field records suggest that it contained finds” (ibid.,
p. 26). Furthermore, she finds that “the eastern round dwelling ... was either part of
the long dwelling or was completely constructed on its remains” (ibid.). On the other
hand, she finds that the western circular dwelling is different from the eastern circular
dwelling and the remains of the lower layer, based on the particular construction of the
hearth in the western circular dwelling and the presence of specific small pits apparently
containing red ochre and black flint pebbles (ibid.).

A large faunal assemblage was found at Kosténki 4 (Table 6.1). The remains of hare
were particularly abundant, as were wolf and arctic fox. Among larger animals, horse,

mammoth and reindeer were well-represented.

6.2 History of interpretation

Perhaps due to the way material was sorted into the upper and lower layer assemblages,
there seems to have been less consensus on the interpretation of Kosténki 4 (particularly

the upper layer) than any other site studied.

6.2.1 Layer 1

The Layer 1 assemblage has been described as Gravettian (Djindjian et al., 1999, p. 429),
Gorodtsovian (Efimenko, 1956, 1958 cited in Sinitsyn, 2010, p. 32), Solutrean (Ro-
gachév, 1955, p. 158) and Aurignacoid (Anikovich, 2005, p. 88; Anisyutkin, 2006).
Rogachév, the principal excavator, passed through many stages in his evaluation of
the site and of Layer 1. In his 1955 monograph he described the site as belonging to
a sub-group of Solutrean sites together with Layer 1 of Kosténki 8. This was based
on the presence at both of circular dwellings with entrance passages on the south-west
and pits in their floors, bifacially worked flint tools, the wide use of the burin spall
technique and the absence of nucleus-shaped pieces. He later suggested communication

with the creators of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture based on the presence of animal
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Kosténki 4

Species | NISP | MNI
Pleistocene

Mammals
Mammuthus primigenius Mammoth 272 2
Coelodonta antiquitatis Woolly rhinoceros | 2 1
Bos primigenius/Bison priscus | Aurochs or bison 5 1
Equus ferus Horse 421 6
Cervus elaphus Red deer 3 1
Rangifer tarandus Reindeer 76 2
Saiga tatarica Saiga antelope 6 1
Sus scrofa Wild boar 1
Ursus spelaeus Cave bear 2 1
Panthera leo spelaea Furopean cave lion | 58 2
Canis lupus Wolf 105 2
Gulo gulo Wolverine 3 1
Alopex lagopus Arctic fox 163 6
Castor fiber Beaver 1 1
Lepus sp. Hare 3356 99
Marmota sp. Marmot 1 1
Spermophilus sp. Ground squirrel 6 1
Spalaz microphthalmus Greater mole rat 1 1
Cricetus cricetus European hamster | 35 3
Ellobius talpinus Northern mole vole | 1 1
Microtus sp. Vole 1 1

Birds
| Al (20 [ Nodata
Holocene (Neolithic and Bronze Age)

Mammals

Spalaz microphthalmus ‘ Greater mole rat ‘ 78 ‘ )
Domesticated

Mammals
Ovis aries ‘ Sheep ‘ 2 ‘ 1

Modern

Mammals
Spalax microphthalmus Greater mole rat 3 3
Cricetus cricetus European hamster | 26 1
Total 4657 | >145

Table 6.1: Fauna from Kosténki 4 (after Vereshchagin & Kuz’mina, 1977)




sculptures carved from marl (Rogachév, 1957, p. 93). In Rogachév & Anikovich (1982b)
he describes its cultural affiliation as impossible to establish, finding no analogous sites.
He draws a few comparisons, based on certain osseous pieces, the animal figurines and
the construction of the hearths, with the sites of Kosténki 8 Layer 2, Kosténki 1 Layer
1, Kosténki 11 Layer 2, Kosténki 19, Mezin and Eliseevichi, but notes that the flint
assemblages from all these sites differ strongly from that of Kosténki 4 Layer 1.

Other researchers have varied widely in drawing conclusions on its cultural affiliation.
It was included in the Gorodtsovian by Efimenko (1956, 1958 cited in Sinitsyn, 2010,
p- 32). Beregovaia (1960, p. 54) describes the layer as having links with the assemblage
from the circular dwellings from Kosténki 8 Layer 1, due to the presence of bifacially
worked leaf points, backed bladelets, large scrapers, etc. Koztowski (1986) summarizes
the layer as including “leaf points associated with backed pieces” (ibid., p. 149). He
compares the mobiliary art and osseous industry to that from the Kosténki-Avdeevo
Culture, Kosténki 11 Layer 2 and the Mezinian (a grouping he defines as including
the Ukrainian sites of Mezin, Dobranichevka and Mezhirich) (ibid., p. 190). Anikovich
(2005, p. 88) describes the layer as “definitely Aurignacoid” alongside several other
Kosténki sites which he believes are approximately contemporary, but describes it as
“culturally unrelated” to these other sites, and “isolated.” Sinitsyn (2007, p. 197) follows
Rogachév & Anikovich (1984, p. 212) in comparing the animal figurines to those from
Kosténki 11 Layer 2 but noting the strong dissimilarity of other aspects of the material
culture. Parallels have been found for this assemblage in the Protomagdalenian of
Laugerie-Haute-Est (Layers 36 and 38) and Abri Pataud (Layer 2) by Zhéltova (2013).
This is based on various aspects of the lithic assemblages, for example, the forms of

scrapers, the types of burins found, and the presence of denticulated backed bladelets.

6.2.2 Layer 2

The long lines of hearths surrounded by accumulations of artefacts are very comparable
to those of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, and are occasionally described as such (e.g.

Djindjian et al., 1999, p. 429). At Kosténki 4, however, large pits surrounding the
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lines of hearths (as found at Kosténki 1, Avdeevo and Zaraisk) are not present. Russian
authors, as a rule, do not link the dwelling structures with those of the Kosténki-Avdeevo
Culture. Koztowski (1986, p. 176) describes them as “not . .. dwellings sensu stricto, but

7

rather sheltered living areas.” The assemblage from this layer is usually described as

Gravettian by recent Russian authors (Sinitsyn, 2007, p. 186; Zheltova, 2009, p. 19).

Efimenko (1953, p. 318) included the layer in his group of “sites of the Mezin type”?
alongside Mezin (Ukraine) and Mal’ta and Buret’ in Siberia. He placed these sites at the
end of the Solutrean and the transition to the Magdalenian (following the French Upper
Palaeolithic sequence then in use). Rogachév (1955, p. 160) describes the collection as

“pre-Solutrean”*

along with Kosténki 8 Layer 2, noting the absence in both collections
of bifacially-worked pieces and the stratigraphical position of both archaeological levels
below what he defined as Solutrean assemblages. However, he does not claim similarity
between Kosténki 8 Layer 2 and Kosténki 4 Layer 2. He notes strong differences in
their lithic assemblages and dwelling structures, and that according to geological data
(Kosténki 8 Layer 2 being found in the Upper Humic Bed and Kosténki 4 being included
in the group of sites found above the Upper Humic Bed) they derive from different time
periods. In his 1957 article (p. 93) he suggests that the upper and lower layers of the
site did not belong to separate periods of the Upper Palaeolithic, but were left by two
different tribes of the same period. Rogachév & Anikovich (1982b, p. 83) and Rogachév
& Anikovich (1984, p. 210) stress the absence of any analogous sites for Kosténki 4

Layer 2 (as for the upper layer).

Koztowski (1986) summarizes the layer as containing “slender gravette points and
truncations” which he tentatively links with the assemblage from Kosténki 11 Layer 2
(pp. 149, 166). Sinitsyn (2007) bases one of his four faciés of the Gravettian at Kosténki
on this layer, noting the high proportion of piéces esquillées in the lithic assemblage,
describing the long dwelling structures as “unique” and writing that the points and

backed blades are similar to Western European points and different from those found

34 aMATHUKN Me3WHCKOTO THTa”
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at other Russian Gravettian sites. Djindjian et al. (1999, p. 429) describe the site as
having dwelling structures of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture type and a Gravettian lithic

industry.

6.3 Collections and sampling

The major collections from Kosténki 4 are held at the Kunstkamera, Saint Petersburg.
These derive from Rogachév’s excavations of 1937 and 1938, and include material from
the northern and southern dwelling complexes (including material from both cultural
layers). The collections are far too large to study in full (they include approximately
2000 backed lithics), so a 15% random sample was studied: 294 pieces (see Section 3.2.4
for details of sampling methods). Alongside this, a 100% sample of selected lithics was
studied (n=21). A weighted dataset was created to compensate for having two different
rates of sampling, and was used in analysis where appropriate (e.g., when summaries
were made of aspects of the entire assemblage, or of a sub-category which included
members of both sampling groups). In this chapter it is always made clear whether the

raw or weighted dataset was used for analysis.

The huge size of the collection posed problems. It was not possible, in the time
available, to examine every single piece carefully and decide, for example, whether it
was a possible Gravette point fragment or not, so it was not possible to obtain a full
sample of all such pieces. However, some groups of artefacts, mostly described as “backed
awl-like points™® (Rogachév, 1955, pp. 129-130) had previously been separated from the
ordinary backed bladelets. These included artefacts which I would classify as Gravette
points, and a 100% sample of these pieces was studied (although some artefacts were
later reclassified). Ideally, however, all possible Gravette point fragments would have
been identified and studied: only four fragments and one atypical Gravette point were

identified in the main 15% sample.

S“mpIOBMAHbIE OCTPHUS C IPUTYILUICHHBIM Kpaem”
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6.3.1 Layer 1

As explained above, the collection has been divided into two layers but this is often
based on raw material and typology rather than stratigraphical information, and the

division is not unquestionable.

The inventory for Layer 1 includes around 16,000 pieces of fine-grained flint and
quartzite, including about 270 cores and 1,700 retouched pieces. Blade cores are nearly
exclusively prismatic: either single-platformed with removal of blades along the whole
perimeter, or double-platformed with removals along part of the perimeter only. There
were about 180 bladelet cores on large blades or flakes (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982b,
p. 78).

Of the retouched tools, backed bladelets form the largest group, of around 400.
Usually one edge has straight backing retouch, while the opposite edge is curved and
partly retouched at the end. There are also around 250 burins and 75 scrapers of various
types. There are around 190 symmetrical points on blades, with one end bearing semi-
steep retouch shaping a point and flat retouch on the very end, and the other end
worked with dihedral burin removals (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982b, p.78). These are
known as Aleksandrovsky-type points (Zhéltova, 2011). Among the remaining lithics
are a bifacially-worked leaf point and shouldered piece (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982b,
p. 78).

There were also more than forty pebbles believed to have been used as pestles or
grinding stones, and nearly forty fragments of quartzite and sandstone slabs believed
to also have been for grinding: three fragments could be refitted to make part of a
trough-shaped slab (Klein, 1969, p. 189; Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982b, p. 79). There
are a large number of objects made on ivory, bone or marl, including rods, awls, points,

and decorative pieces (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982b, p. 79).
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6.3.2 Layer 2

The collection from this layer numbers about 60,000 pieces, including about 250 cores
and 7,000 retouched pieces. The blade cores are similar to those described above for
Layer 1 (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982b, p. 82).

There are around 2,600 backed lithics, which Rogachév & Anikovich (1984) divide
into two groups. The first consists of subrectangular backed bladelets, sometimes with
one or both ends also backed, either straight across or in the form of a notch. The
unbacked long edge may be either unworked, bear limited retouch towards the ends,
or be denticulated. Their second group is made up of points, bladelets with backing
forming a point at one end.

There are about 1,200 splintered pieces, 150 burins and 220 scrapers. The osseous
industry includes awls and polishers, and there are pierced teeth of arctic fox and wolf,

and perforated mollusc shells (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1984, p. 210).

6.3.3 Northern locus

A collection of 10,534 flints is reported as deriving from this excavation area, which
contained archaeological material described as corresponding to that from the lower
cultural layer only (Anisyutkin, 2006). Material from this area was not studied as part

of this research.

6.3.4 Sampling and the various layers and areas of the site

The studied collection contains material deriving from both the upper and lower cultural
layers, but has not been labelled or physically sorted according to these layers (although
quartzite artefacts have been separated within the collection). The only information
available for defining material according to cultural layer was the square number, written
on most (but not all) studied lithics from the northern area and a handful of those from
the southern area.

Although quartzite artefacts were seen during the examination of the collection,
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none were accepted for study as backed lithics. Occasional backed pieces that could be
described as “coloured” were seen, but the vast majority of the collection was made on
dark brown or grey fine-grained flint. In the studied sample no clearly “coloured” flint

lithics were included.

The upper cultural layer was described only at the northern dwelling complex, so
all the material from the southern complex can be attributed to the lower layer. At the
northern complex, the area where the upper cultural layer was identified overlay, but is
smaller than, the area of the lower cultural layer (Fig. 6.1). So, in order to investigate
the possible differences between the northern and southern complexes and the area of

the upper cultural layer, lithics were separated into four groups:

e Lithics from the southern complex (n=203, 67% of weighted dataset). Most of
these were not labelled by square so they are all analysed together although some
material from this area was attributed to the upper cultural layer by Rogachév

(see above).

e Lithics from the northern complex (area where the upper cultural layer was de-

scribed) (n=37, 11% of weighted dataset).

e Lithics from the northern complex (area where the upper cultural layer was not

described) (n=>55, 16% of weighted dataset)

e Lithics from the northern complex (unknown area) (n=20, 6% of weighted dataset)

In the weighted dataset, there are twice as many lithics from the southern complex
as from the northern (67% vs 33%). The typological compositions of each of the areas

defined here are given below in Section 6.4.3.
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6.4 Backed lithic assemblage

6.4.1 Sub-categories

A number of sub-categories were established during the study of this collection. See
below (Table 6.2) for the number of pieces studied in each sub-category and their pro-

portions of the weighted dataset.

Gravette points This sub-category includes elongated backed lithics with a well-
formed point at one end and smoothly formed edges. The basal ends are re-
touched. A few pieces which are very likely to be fragments of the same are also

included here.

Atypical Gravette points These are lithics which are very similar to the Gravette
points described above, but which have some defect which excludes them from
being included in that group. For example, the point may be rather blunt, or the

backed edge may be irregular.

Miscellaneous points Lithics with a well-formed point but which are not convincing

fragments of Gravette points are included here.

Regular backed bladelets This large sub-category, constituting ca. 88% of the
weighted dataset, includes backed bladelets with a regular and straight or nearly
straight backed edge, and which are rectilinear or sub-rectilinear in overall form.
A very significant number of these pieces bear truncations at one or both ends.
In the analyses below three subcategories are often used: Non-truncated backed

bladelets, Truncated backed bladelets and Double truncated backed bladelets.

Part-backed bladelets This small sub-category includes diverse bladelets with only

partial backing of an edge.

Irregularly backed bladelets The small number of bladelets with markedly irregular

backing are included here.
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Number | Number Percentage
Sub-category sampled | sampled of entire

at 15% | at 100% | weighted dataset
Whole Gravette points 0 10 0.5%
Gravette point fragments 4 2 1.4%
Atypical Gravette points 1 8 0.7%
Miscellaneous points 10 1 3.4%
Non-truncated backed bladelets 161 0 54.2%
Truncated backed bladelets 91 0 30.6%
Double truncated backed bladelets 10 0 3.4%
Part-backed bladelets 13 0 4.4%
Irregularly backed bladelets 4 0 1.3%
Total 294 21 100%

Table 6.2: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: counts of sampling groups and sub-categories

Element Raw count | Raw percentage | Weighted percentage
Whole 41 13% 8%
Proximal fragment 108 34% 36%
Medial fragment 94 30% 32%
Distal fragment 68 22% 23%
Indeterminate
(prox./dist.) fragment 4 1% 1%
Total 315 100% 100%

Table 6.3: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: counts of whole examples and fragments

As noted in the previous section, certain sub-categories were found in both the 15%

and the 100% sampling groups, creating some complications for their analysis. Table

6.2 shows the composition of each of the sampling groups and the weighted dataset by

sub-category.

6.4.2 General remarks

The main backed bladelet collection is somewhat heterogenous, without the overwhelm-

ing uniformity seen at Kosténki 8 Layer 2 or Kosténki 9. The majority of the collection

is made up of straight backed bladelets, a very significant number of which bear trun-

cations (Table 6.2).
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Kosténki 4 backed pieces:
Percentages of unbroken and fragmented lithics (Weighted sample)
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Figure 6.2: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: counts of whole examples and fragments (n=315;
weighted sample)

The proportions of proximal, medial and distal fragments are as expected, with

proximal fragments outnumbering the other two categories (Fig. 6.2 and Table 6.3).

The widths and thicknesses of the backed lithics taken as a whole both form uni-
modal distributions (Figs. 6.3 and 6.4). (As will be seen below, however, there are
in fact differences between the widths of the Gravette points and the ordinary backed
bladelets: it is not seen in the plot of the distribution of the entire dataset because of the
tiny proportion of Gravette points). There is a strong correlation between the widths
and thicknesses of the backed lithics (weighted sample: Pearson’s r=0.63) (Fig. 6.5).

The lengths of the unbroken backed lithics form a bimodal distribution when drawn
as a histogram (Fig. 6.6). When we examine a box plot of the same data (Fig. 6.7), we
can clearly see the reason for this. The Gravette points (including the atypical examples)
form one length grouping; the other backed bladelets, including the unbroken truncated
lithics, form another, shorter grouping. If we plot two histograms: one of the lengths

of the unbroken Gravette points (including broken and atypical Gravette points), and
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Kosténki 4 backed pieces: Widths
(Weighted sample)
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Figure 6.3: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: histogram of widths (n=315; weighted sample)

Kosténki 4 backed pieces: Thicknesses
(Weighted sample)
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Figure 6.4: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: histogram of thicknesses (n=315; weighted sample)
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Kosténki 4: Width—Thickness correlation
(Raw sample)
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Figure 6.5: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: sunflower plot of width vs thickness (n=315; raw
sample). Pearson’s r=0.63 (for weighted sample)
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Kosténki 4 backed pieces: Lengths of whole examples
(Raw sample)
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Figure 6.6: Whole backed lithics from Kosténki 4: histogram of lengths (n=40; raw sample)

the other of the lengths of all other unbroken backed lithics (Fig. 6.8) we can see that

there are clearly two different distributions.

There is no particularly strong preference shown in the collection as a whole for
backing on a particular lateral edge (Fig. 6.9). Of the weighted dataset, 49% of pieces
are backed on the left edge of the blank and 42.2% on the right; 7.5% have some
backing on both edges and 1.3% are backed on an indeterminable edge. There are
no very obvious strong preferences within sub-categories for backing on a particular
edge (Table 6.4). Although it is interesting that the Gravette points do not seem to
demonstrate a preference for backing the right edge of the blank (and/or the lithic when
the point is oriented distally) as seen elsewhere (Section 10.4), the small numbers of

lithics mean that this observation is not robust.

Any kind of crossed backing is rare in this assemblage, present on only 10 lithics
(3% of the weighted dataset). In the vast majority of cases, at least one arris was intact

along the full length of the dorsal surface of each lithic.
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Kosténki 4 backed pieces: Box plot of lengths of
unbroken examples grouped by subcategory (Raw sample)
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Figure 6.7: Whole backed lithics from Kosténki 4: box plot of lengths (n=40; raw sample)
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Kosténki 4: Comparison of lengths
of unbroken backed lithics (Raw sample)
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Figure 6.8: Whole Gravette points and all other whole backed lithics from Kosténki 4: his-
tograms of lengths (Gravette points: n=18; All other backed lithics: n=22; raw sample).
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Kosténki 4 backed pieces: Laterality of backing
(Weighted sample)
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Figure 6.9: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: backing by edge (n=315; weighted sample)

Backed edge
Sub-category n . Total
Left Right Both Indet.
Gravette points 16 | 69.8% 302% 0.0% 0.0% 100%
Atypical Gravette points 9 65.9% 27.3% 0.0% 6.8% 100%
Miscellaneous points 11 [ 409% 493% 0.0% 9.9% 100%
Non-truncated backed bladelets 161 | 49.1% 43.5% 1.9% 5.6% 100%
Truncated backed bladelets 91 | 51.6% 385% 1.1% 8.8% 100%
Double truncated backed bladelets | 10 | 20.0% 60.0% 0.0% 20.0% | 100%
Part-backed bladelets 13 | 46.2% 385% 0.0% 154% | 100%
Irregularly backed pieces 4 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100%

Table 6.4: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: backed edge by sub-category (weighted sample) Key:
n: total raw number of pieces in sub-category.
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Northern Southern
Subcategory . . All

excavation | excavation
Gravette points 1.4% 2.2% 1.9%
Atypical Gravette points 0.9% 0.7% 0.7%
Miscellaneous points 3.0% 3.6% 3.4%
Non-truncated backed bladelets 47.4% 57.6% 54.2%
Truncated backed bladelets 36.3% 27.8% 30.6%
Double truncated backed bladelets 3.0% 3.5% 3.4%
Part-backed bladelets 71% 3.0% 4.4%
Irregularly backed pieces 1.0% 1.5% 1.3%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Table 6.5: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: proportions of subcategories by excavation area
6.4.3 Typological composition by area

As already discussed (Section 6.3.4) the collection studied here derives from two exca-
vation areas, each containing a linear “dwelling structure.” In the northern excavation
area and restricted areas of the southern excavation area, lithics were found which were

attributed to an upper cultural layer.

There are no obvious typological differences between the assemblages from the north-
ern and southern excavation areas: all typological groups are represented in each area

and there are no significant differences in their proportions (Table 6.5).

In the northern excavation area, there are also no major typological differences
between the lithics from the area where the upper cultural layer was described and other
areas. For the purpose of this comparison (Table 6.6), the collection was categorised
into lithics found in the area where Rogachév (1955) defined the upper cultural layer
(“Layer 1 area” in the table; n=37), lithics found outside this area (“Outside Layer 1
area”; n=55), and lithics which were not labelled by square (“Indet.”; n=20). The only
differences in proportions of any significance concern the miscellaneous points and the
part-backed bladelets, but both of these involve tiny raw numbers of artefacts: three
miscellaneous points outside the Layer 1 area compared with none inside, and four part-

backed bladelets inside the area compared with three outside. These are unlikely to be
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Outside
Layer 1
Subcategory Layer 1 | Indet. | All
area
area
Gravette points 0.4% 1.8% 1.7% 1.4%
Atypical Gravette points 1.3% 0.6% 0.9% | 0.9%
Miscellaneous points 0.0% 6.2% 0.0% | 3.0%
Non-truncated backed bladelets 53.6% 56.0% 11.5% | 47.4%
Truncated backed bladelets 29.8% 29.0% 68.8% | 36.3%
Double truncated backed bladelets 0.0% 0.0% 17.2% | 3.0%
Part-backed bladelets 11.9% 6.2% 0.0% 71%
Irregularly backed pieces 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 1.0%
Total 100% 100% 100% | 100%

Table 6.6: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4 (northern complex excavation area): proportions of
subcategories by area. Layer 1 area according to Rogachév (1955); see Fig. 6.1.

meaningful differences.

6.4.4 Gravette points, atypical Gravette points and fragments

A 100% sample of Gravette points was studied as part of this research. Ten unbroken
typical Gravette points were found (0.5% of the weighted dataset), alongside more pieces
(n=9, 0.7% of the weighted dataset) which may be unfinished, modified or imperfectly
manufactured points. Apart from this, a number of pieces (n=6, 1.4% of the weighted
dataset) which are likely fragments of Gravette points were also found.

The 10 fully typical unbroken Gravette points are shown in Figs. 6.10 and 6.11.
Three were found in the collection from the southern complex and seven in the collection
from the northern complex. They all fulfil the criteria (set out in Demars & Laurent,
1992, p. 100) of being elongated and approximately rectilinear, with continuous or
almost-continuous backing along one edge.

However, the basal modifications do not match the description used by Demars and
Laurent. Rather than the proximal ends being “en pointe ou en ogive,”® they are trun-

cated, with similar sub-rectangular truncations to those used on many of the regular

S«pointed or ogival”
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Figure 6.10: Gravette points from Kosténki 4 (1): dorsal (top) and ventral (bottom) views.
Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph. a—c: from southern dwelling complex.
d—e: from northern dwelling complex.
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Figure 6.11: Gravette points from Kosténki 4 (2): dorsal (top) and ventral (bottom) views.
Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph. All from northern dwelling complex.
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backed bladelets (see below, Section 6.4.6). Some of the truncations are slightly oblique
(n=>5) or rectangular (n=2), while perhaps two could be described as sub-rounded (the
base of the final point has a broken corner). In Harrold’s database of Gravette points
from France, 25.1% of the bases “were abruptly truncated or, more rarely, pointed,” of
which about two-thirds had an oblique truncation (Harrold, 1993, p. 75). The trunca-
tions at Kosténki 4, however, are much less oblique than the illustrated oblique trun-
cations on Gravette points in Harrold’s article: those are much more similar in form to
the acutely pointed bases common among Gravette points from France. The oblique
truncations at Kosténki 4 are close to rectangular, rather than being pointed.

The proximal ends of the Gravette points usually taper slightly towards the trun-
cated ends, which perhaps relates to hafting. Only six of the Gravette points have clear
retouch of the unbacked edge at the proximal ends: this is always direct retouch. In the
other cases retouch was not necessary to form the tapering end. None of them have any
inverse retouch to the proximal ends. The points of the pieces are located on or close to
the central axis of the lithics, and there is no clear break of outline between the point
of the piece and the medial section.

In their lengths, widths and thicknesses, all except one of the pieces are very similar
to each other (Figs. 6.12, 6.13 and 6.14). There is a very strong correlation between
the widths and thicknesses of these pieces (Pearson’s r=0.93), much higher than that
for the assemblage as a whole (r=0.63).

The largest Gravette point (Fig. 6.10: a) is much larger than all the others
(length=88 mm); Fig. 6.7 shows it as an outlier and it is also an outlier on all the
histograms of the Gravette point dimensions. It is also made on obviously different
flint: medium-grained grey flint, rather than the fine-grained dark brown flint used for
all the other Gravette points studied. It is also the only point to have inverse retouch
to the distal point (or, indeed, any inverse retouch). It is worth considering whether
this point might have been imported, already manufactured, to the site from elsewhere.

On the unbroken typical Gravette points, all have had their bulbs and platforms

removed except a single lithic which retains a plain platform and diffuse bulb. The
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ventral surfaces of the points, and hence their profiles, vary. Three of them are quite
significantly concave. Of the remainder, two are flat to within 1 mm, two are somewhat
concave and three are somewhat sinuous. This does, of course, have ramifications for
whether these points should be interpreted as projectile points or not.

Eight out of ten of the typical unbroken Gravette points are made with their point
formed on the distal end of the blank. Of those with the point located on the distal
end of the blank, four are backed on their right edge and four on the left edge; of those
with the point located on the proximal end of the blank, one is backed on the right edge
and one on the left edge. In other words, among the unbroken typical Gravette points
there is an exactly 50/50 split between left-backing and right-backing, regardless of how
the blank is oriented for retouch. Of the six probable fragments of Gravette points, all
are oriented with their points towards the distal ends of the blanks. Five out of six are
backed on their left edges.

The pieces classified as atypical Gravette points (n=9) vary widely in their mor-
phology and retouch. They include pieces which have apparently unfinished backing
(n=3), points with unmodified proximal ends (n=3), lithics with very blunt pointed
ends (n=2), and one distal fragment of a piece which has its backing located on its left
edge but its distal point on the right and whose overall morphology does not match the
unbroken Gravette points. One of these also has continuous backing on both edges but

is otherwise very close in shape to the typical Gravette points.

6.4.5 Miscellaneous points

Eleven lithics (3.4% of the weighted dataset) are categorised as miscellaneous points
(Fig. 6.16). These are points, mostly broken, which do not match the morphology of the
Gravette points found in this assemblage, and which do not seem to be atypical versions
of them: they are rather different in retouch, proportions and size. The distinction
between these points and the “atypical Gravette points” is somewhat arbitrary but the
latter group is generally closer in overall shape and dimensions to the typical Gravette

points. The group of miscellaneous points includes pieces which could relate to projectile
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Kosténki 4 unbroken Gravette points: Lengths
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Figure 6.12: Whole Gravette points from Kosténki 4: histogram of lengths (n=10; raw sample)

Kosténki 4 unbroken Gravette points: Widths
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Figure 6.13: Whole Gravette points from Kosténki 4: histogram of widths (n=10; raw sample)
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Kosténki 4 unbroken Gravette points: Thicknesses
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Figure 6.14: Whole Gravette points from Kosténki 4: histogram of thicknesses (n=10; raw
sample)

points as well as to knives, awls and other tools. They are very diverse in all their

descriptive features.

6.4.6 Regular backed bladelets

The overwhelming majority of the assemblage (n=262, 88.2% of the weighted dataset)
consists of regular backed bladelets with straight backed edges (Fig. 6.17). Very many
of these bladelets are truncated. The non-truncated backed bladelets, truncated backed
bladelets and double truncated backed bladelets are analysed together here. All these
lithics were sampled at 15%, so the raw dataset is used in the descriptions below.

The representation of different fragment types in this subcategory is unsurprising
(Table 6.7). The majority of the ventral surfaces of the pieces are flat to within 1 mm
tolerance (n=166, 63%), while a significant number are slightly concave (n=44, 17%),
and the remainder are sinuous, convex, concave and/or twisted.

The widths and thicknesses of the regular backed bladelets are shown in the his-
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Kosténki 4 unbroken Gravette points:
Width—-Thickness correlation (Raw sample)
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Figure 6.15: Whole Gravette points from Kosténki 4: sunflower plot of width vs thickness (raw
sample). Pearson’s r=0.93 (for weighted sample)

Element Count | Percentage
Whole 19 ™%
Proximal fragment 97 37%
Medial fragment 86 33%
Distal fragment 56 21%
Indeterminate (prox./dist.) fragment 4 2%
Total 262 100%

Table 6.7: Straight backed bladelets from Kosténki 4: counts of whole examples and fragments
(raw sample)
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Figure 6.16: Miscellaneous points from Kosténki 4: dorsal (top) and ventral (bottom) views.
Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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Figure 6.17: Backed bladelets from Kosténki 4: dorsal (top) and ventral (bottom) views. Prox-
imal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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Kosténki 4 regular backed bladelets: Widths
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Figure 6.18: Straight backed bladelets from Kosténki 4: histogram of widths (n=262; raw
sample)

tograms in Figs. 6.18 and 6.19. They form unimodal distributions. The majority of
the bladelets (67%) have rectilinear sides; another 21% have straight edges which taper
slightly towards one end. The remaining 11% have a curved or other regular unbacked
edge.

In 115 cases (44%) the proximal end of the blank was present and observable; in the
majority of these cases the bulb and platform had been removed. (On 142 lithics the
proximal end had been broken off, while in another five broken lithics the proximal and
distal ends were not firmly determinable). Of these 115 proximal ends, in 81 cases (70%
of intact proximal ends) the striking platform had definitely been removed (and one was
obscured by concretions). In 53 cases (46% of proximal ends) the bulb of percussion
had been entirely removed; in another 15 cases (13%) it had been mostly removed and
in 39 (34%), partly removed. Only 8 bulbs (7%) were left completely intact.

In the vast majority of cases, the removal of the bulb and platform is connected

with the truncation of the proximal ends of the pieces (rather than, for example, the
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Kosténki 4 regular backed bladelets: Thicknesses
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Figure 6.19: Straight backed bladelets from Kosténki 4: histogram of thicknesses (n=262; raw
sample)

continuation of lateral retouch to remove the ends). Truncation is very common among
the regular backed bladelets in this assemblage. If we exclude the medial fragments and
the indeterminate end fragments, we have a sample of 172 straight backed bladelets
with at least one intact end. Among the 97 proximal fragments, 54 (56%) are truncated.
Similarly, of the 56 distal fragments of straight backed bladelets, 30 (54%) are truncated.
In considering only the 19 unbroken bladelets, the presence of truncations is even more
striking. Ten of these lithics have truncations on both ends, and another five have

truncations on their distal (n=3) or proximal (n=2) ends. Only four are not truncated.

In total (including the indeterminate ends) there are 111 truncations available for
study. The truncations of the ends do vary in their form, but the vast majority are
probably best described as “sub-rectangular.” This includes quite a few truncations
which are slightly concave (n=17, 15%) or convex (n=7, 6%) or oblique (n=10, 9%) in
form. These forms, however, are not clearly defined and it is not possible to establish

clear categories of truncation shape: the truncations exist on a continuum, whereby
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some are more rectangular, concave, etc., than others. When considering just the
ten unbroken double truncated backed bladelets, there is no obvious patterning to the
truncations: the shape of one end does not predict the shape of the other end. Likewise,
there is no clear difference between the shapes of the truncations on the proximal and
distal fragments. The truncations are typically formed by semi-abrupt direct backing;
only in eight cases (7%) is inverse retouch used. All the inverse truncations are found
on the proximal ends of pieces.

The eight pieces with proximal inverse truncations do not seem to relate to Late
Gravettian rectangles as found at Kosténki 9 (Chapter 7). In seven out of eight cases
the truncating retouch is semi-abrupt, unlike the low-angle inverse retouch more typical
for Late Gravettian rectangles. There is only one case where the retouch is low-angle,
on a proximal fragment of a backed bladelet, and this lithic may be a Late Gravettian
rectangle but is not an obvious example of one (it tapers slightly towards the distal end,
rather than being rectilinear like a typical rectangle).

The presence of truncations on many of these backed bladelets, as also seen on the
Gravette points, raises the question of whether many of the truncated backed bladelets
are in fact the basal ends of Gravette points. This is likely true in a few instances.
However, it is probably not the case for the majority of the bladelets, for two reasons.
First, the presence of double truncated backed bladelets and unbroken singly truncated
backed bladelets indicates that there is certainly another typological category present
here: many of the fragments can be expected to derive from these tools. Second, there
is a noticeable difference in size distribution between the straight backed bladelets and
the Gravette points. Figure 6.20 shows histograms of the widths of non-truncated
and truncated straight backed bladelets and Gravette points (including atypical and
broken Gravette points). The widths of the non-truncated and truncated straight backed
bladelets have extremely similar distributions. The widths of the Gravette points do fall
within the range of variation of the ordinary backed bladelets, but they are larger on

average than the ordinary bladelets’. The averages for width and thickness are shown

"Results of Kruskal-Wallis test comparing non-truncated backed bladelets, truncated backed
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Width Thickness

Group n Mean SD | Mean SD
Entire backed lithic dataset 315 | 81mm 2.2 |3.3mm 1.1
All Gravette points 25 | 96mm 1.8 | 44mm 1.3
Straight backed bladelets

without truncations 161 | 79 mm 2.3 | 3.2mm 1.0
Truncated and double truncated

backed bladelets 101 | 76 mm 1.8 | 29 mm 0.9

Table 6.8: Backed lithics from Kosténki 4: comparison of widths and thicknesses by subcategory
(raw sample)

in Table 6.8, showing the differences between the means of the groupings of the relevant

sub-categories.

6.4.7 Part-backed bladelets and irregularly backed bladelets

These pieces make up a small minority of the backed collection: just 5.7% of the weighted
dataset (n=17). They are varied in their form. Some of them may be unfinished backed

bladelets, or relate to currently undefined tool types.

6.5 Bladelet blank production techniques

As with the other Kosténki sites studied, the main raw material used was dark brown
fine-grained flint, usually heavily patinated to light grey-blue and white. Other types
of flint were encountered rarely while studying the collection (although not necessarily
among the recorded dataset). These include a light yellow flint with partial white pati-
nation, some opaque light grey flints or cherts, and a single bladelet made on brown /red
striped flint.

The existence of bidirectional scars from previous removals on the dorsal surface is
notably more prevalent here than at any of the other sites studied. Forty-eight lithics

(14% of the weighted dataset) have such scars. This indicates a relatively high use of

bladelets and Gravette points: H = 19.4837,df = 2,p < 0.0001; results of Mann-Whitney U test com-
paring truncated and non-truncated backed bladelets (combined) and Gravette points: U = 1582.5,p <
000017 Nbackedbladelets = 2627 NGravettepoints — 25
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Kosténki 4: Comparison of widths of untruncated and truncated
straight backed bladelets and Gravette points (Raw sample)
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Figure 6.20: Untruncated and truncated (including double truncated) straight backed bladelets
and Gravette points from Kosténki 4: histograms of widths (Untruncated straight backed
bladelets: n=161; truncated straight backed bladelets: n=101; Gravette points: n=25; raw

sample).
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bipolar cores for bladelet production. The proportion is highest for the Gravette points:
three out of ten (30%) of the typical unbroken Gravette points have bipolar scars, and
seven out of 25 (28%) of all the Gravette points, including the atypical and broken
examples. Of the regular backed bladelets without truncations, 18% have bipolar scars.
This drops to 11% of those with truncations, perhaps because the process of truncation
removed some scars.

Rogachév (1955, pp. 37-46) identified the use of burin spall-type blanks and other
products of “secondary cores™ (cores made on flakes and blades) for the creation of
retouched bladelets in the upper layer of Kosténki 4. He drew a comparison with the
assemblage from Kosténki 8 Layer 2, which he also studied and which I have found does
indeed contain a substantial number of backed bladelets produced on spall-type blanks
(Section 5.5). However, in the Kosténki 4 assemblage the number of identified possible
spall blanks is far lower than that at Kosténki 8. In total (from all areas and layers),
only ten lithics were identified as possibly having been made on burin spall blanks (3%
of the weighted sample). There is also no unequivocal correlation between the Layer 1
area and the presence of burin spall type blanks. Although seven out of ten did come
from the area of the northern excavation where the upper layer is supposed to have been
present, one came from elsewhere in the area of the northern dwelling complex and two
derived from the southern complex. According to my data, burin spall type blanks do
appear more often in the northern dwelling complex, especially in the area of Layer 1,
but the small sample size means this is not conclusive.

Possible lames sous crétes (17 examples, or 4% of the weighted sample) were more
commonly identified than spall blanks. The vast majority of blanks used, however, were
regular bladelets and small blades created during plein débitage. Among the regular
backed bladelets, of the 33 present and observable striking platforms, 32 were plain in
form and just one appeared facetted. Of the 61 bulbs of percussion suitable for study on
lithics of the same subcategory, almost all were diffuse: only three could be described

as prominent.

84propuunsie saprma’
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The presence of at least two separate size classes among the finished pieces is notable,
with Gravette points being both wider and longer than other backed lithics (Figs. 6.6,
6.7, 6.8, 6.20). Crossed-abrupt backing is very rarely used, and without the use of this
technique the degree of widthwise reduction of the blanks is restricted. This means that
the differences in the final widths of the pieces are likely to be reflective of the widths

of the blanks, not just of choices made during retouching.

6.6 Discussion

The assemblage from Kosténki 4 is distinctive among the sites studied. The backed
assemblage is best summarised as a Gravette point and backed bladelet assemblage
with a high proportion of truncated backed bladelets. Microgravettes are very few or
absent. The same style of truncation was used on both the Gravette points and the
backed bladelets. The use of this style of truncation on Gravette points is unusual
but comparable to that found at the later site of Khotylévo 2. The site is very large
(both spatially and in terms of its assemblage size) suggesting a camp that was perhaps
returned to repeatedly, or even occupied on a permanent basis. The presence of an
unusual, perhaps imported, Gravette point could indicate social connections beyond
the Kosténki area: it would be very interesting to know the origin of the flint it was
made on.

The blank production techniques are unique among the assemblages studied for the
importance of bipolar cores (although this may be exaggerated by the relatively light
reduction of many blanks, which preserves more dorsal scars). The presence of two
distinct size classes among the blanks for producing backed lithics is also notable.

No meaningful differences were found between the typological compositions of the
area of the northern excavation area where Layer 1 was found and the area outside
it. This does not demonstrate that Layer 1 did not exist as a distinct cultural layer.
However, it does mean that it seems safe to treat the entire backed assemblage as ho-

mogeneous for the purposes of this research (while always being mindful of the fact that
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there may have been mixing of material of different ages). The similarities in typologi-
cal composition between the northern and southern excavation areas are striking, with
almost identical proportions of each typological group found in each area (Table 6.5).
The only possibly interesting difference found between the excavation areas, and per-
haps linked with the presence of material from an upper cultural layer, concerns the use
of bladelet spall blanks. This data presented here, however, is not on its own conclusive.
I agree strongly with Zhéltova (2013) that the presence of two cultural layers at the site,
and the attribution of artefacts to one layer or the other, are highly questionable and
requires further investigation.

Gravette points make up a small but important component of the collection. These
points are for the most part extremely homogeneous in their forms, and the very strong
correlation between width and thickness points to the exertion of a high level of control
over the morphology of the pieces and a strong homogeneity among the blanks used
for their production. The rectangular truncations of their basal ends are not usual for
Gravette points and are not to my knowledge found beyond Eastern Europe, but they
are also found on the (rather narrower) Gravette points from the later site of Khotylévo 2
(Section 8.4.4). There is an illustrated point from the site of Mezhigirtsy 1 (Ukraine),
which appears to be a Gravette point with a sub-rectangular base (Fig. 6.21) (Nuzhnyi,
2009). Mezhigirtsy 1 has yielded a radiocarbon date of 27,070 *C BP, significantly
earlier than Kosténki 4 (ibid.) (but see discussion on p. 135). There is also a fragment
of a possible Gravette point with an oblique base from Molodova 5 Layer 7 (Fig. 6.21)
(ibid.). The latter layer has yielded radiocarbon dates of between ca. 25.3 and 23 11C
kyr BP (Haesaerts et al., 2010a); the earlier of these are similar to the new dates for
Kosténki 4.

The morphology of most of the Gravette points seems consistent with use as pro-
jectile points. The symmetry of the pieces, with their tips located close to the central
axes of the lithics, is suggestive of axial hafting.

The ordinary backed bladelets, which so dominate numerically, are an obviously

important part of the assemblage. They were created with a great deal more attention

180



e o)

8 AP,

.

Figure 6.21: Possible truncated Gravette points from Molodova 5 Layer 7 (left) and Mezhigirtsy
1 (right) (Ukraine) (after Nuzhnyi, 2009, Figs. 5 and 2)
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than those from Kosténki 21 Layer 3, which also yielded backed bladelets in very large
numbers. The frequent truncation of the pieces, including the double truncation of
a number of the unbroken lithics, suggests the presence of a particular category of
tool here, perhaps most likely to do with cutting or scraping activities. The semi-
abrupt direct retouch usually used to truncate the ends also blunted them, probably
precluding use as part of composite projectile weapons. The existence of somewhat
irregular bladelets within the collection (e.g. Fig. 6.17: f, which is a proximal fragment of
a tool made on a relatively irregular blank with deep dorsal scars which was nonetheless
carefully retouched) suggests that bladelets were not required to be smooth and regular
in all cases. This perhaps indicates a difference in function from the backed bladelets
found, for example, at Kosténki 9.

No microgravettes were found among the studied pieces. However, Rogachév (1955,
p. 46) does illustrate a small number of “retouched bladelets” (Fig. 6.22) from the Layer
1 assemblage. Although most of these are not backed, a few of them could perhaps be
described as microgravettes or atypical microgravettes (particularly No. 1).

There are no obvious analogies for this assemblage. The approximately contem-
porary site of Borshchévo 5, and its twin, Kosténki 9, are strongly dissimilar from
Kosténki 4 in the composition of their assemblages. No Late Gravettian rectangles or
convincing fragments thereof were found in the Kosténki 4 assemblage, while the abun-
dance of truncated backed bladelets is unique to Kosténki 4. Furthermore, if we compare
just the Gravette points, common to all three sites, differences are apparent. While the
bases of the Gravette points at Kosténki 4 are rectangularly or sub-rectangularly trun-
cated, the Gravette point from Kosténki 9 has an obviously rounded base (Fig. 7.6: a),

as do those from Borshchévo 5 (Lisitsyn, 2011).

Y“MUKPOILTACTHHKY C PeTyHIbio”
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Figure 6.22: Retouched bladelets from Kosténki 4 (after Rogachév, 1955, Fig. 18
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Chapter 7

Kosténki 9 (Biriuch’ii Log)

7.1 History of excavation and investigation

The site of Kosténki 9 (Biriuch’ii Log) is located very close (50 m) to Kosténki 8, near the
mouth of Aleksandrovskii Log on the northeastern slope of the promontory formed by
the intersection of Aleksandrovskii and Biriuch’ii Logs (Fig. 2.3) (Litouchanka, 1966,
p. 110). It was discovered in 1937 by P. P. Efimenko when (in connection with his
work at Kosténki 8) he dug seven test-pits along the side of a dirt road, four of which
contained archaeological material (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982a, p. 109). In 1953 one
of the test-pits was deepened and widened to better study the stratigraphy, and in 1959
A. N. Rogachév excavated an area of 50 m? (ibid.). The collection studied as part of
this research derives from these latter excavations. Small-scale rescue excavations took
place in 2006-7 (Pustovalov, 2011).

The site remains little-published and has received limited attention over the last
couple of decades. There is only one short article dedicated to it, in Belarusian
(Litouchanka, 1966). It has however been included in some reviews of the Russian
MUP (Anikovich, 2005; Djindjian et al., 1999; Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982a; Sinitsyn,
2007). There are no radiocarbon dates from the site and no material suitable for dating
could be found in the collection from the site held at IIMK.

The relationship of the Kosténki 9 deposits to the Kosténki-Borshchévo sedimen-
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tological framework has not been firmly established, although it was claimed that the
stratigraphy recorded at the site was similar overall to that of Kosténki 8 (Rogachév
& Anikovich, 1982a, p. 109). According to the 1953 excavations, cultural remains were
found within a brown loess-like loam as well as within an underlying humified loam,
which it was suggested may represent the Upper Humic Bed (ibid.). In the more recent
rescue excavations, artefacts were quite similarly found within a brown unhumified loam
and a weakly humified loam, but the latter was tentatively correlated with the Gmelin
soil. Finds were vertically distributed over ca. 80 cm (Pustovalov, 2011, p. 81). The
stratigraphic relationship between the cultural layer at Kosténki 9 and the upper layers
(1, 1a and 2) of nearby Kosténki 8 have been debated (Pustovalov, 2011; Rogachév &
Anikovich, 1982a) but no consensus has emerged and there is insufficient published in-
formation to evaluate the competing claims. Rogachév (at one stage) and Litovchenko
regarded the site as the uppermost level of Kosténki 8 (Beregovaia, 1960; Litouchanka,
1966), while Rogachév & Anikovich (1982a) suggested that Kosténki 9 could be the
continuation of either Layer 1a or 1 of Kosténki 8. Given the fact that the stratigraphy
of Kosténki 8 is itself currently disputed (Section 5.1), it is probably not productive to
pursue this debate.

Following the 1959 excavations, a dwelling structure was described at the site, based
on the presence of a circular accumulation of finds ca. 56 m in diameter, with an in situ
hearth at its centre, and associated large, poorly-preserved mammoth bones suggested
to have been used for construction (Litouchanka, 1966, p. 110).

A very small faunal assemblage was found at this site, as follows (MNI/NISP figures
in brackets): arctic fox (1/9), hare (1/2), mammoth (1/1), horse (1/1) (Vereshchagin
& Kuz’mina, 1977).

7.2 History of interpretation

The most important recent breakthrough in the study of Kosténki 9 is the discovery

of a strikingly similar assemblage at Borshchévo 5 Layer 1. The backed bladelets from
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this site are essentially identical to those from Kosténki 9 in shape, dimensions and
technology (Lisitsyn, 2011; Sinitsyn, 2007) (Fig. 7.7; see also below). The existence of

a twin site is important for the interpretation of Kosténki 9.

However, even in the last decade, there has been a spectrum of published opinion on
the cultural affiliation of Kosténki 9. Sinitsyn (2007) defines a Kosténki 9-Borshchévo
5 faciés among several which he attributes to the Recent Gravettian at Kosténki—he
sees similarity between the sites not only in their backed bladelet assemblage but also
among “des pointes symétrique ou asymétrique dont les bords portent une retouche
semi-abrupte parfois importante”! (Sinitsyn, 2007, p. 197). Lisitsyn (2011), the on-
going excavator of Borshchévo 5, supports this opinion, outlining the similarities in
terms of lithic assemblage composition and technology between the two sites, as well as

emphasising the identical nature of a major part of the backed bladelet assemblage.

In contrast, Anikovich (2005) describes Kosténki 9 as a site “in which Aurignacoid
elements co-occur with distinctly Gravettoid features”; however, he sees it as “culturally
unrelated” to sites containing “definitely Aurignacoid industries.” Anikovich defines
his “Aurignacoid technocomplex” by the presence of massive blades, invasive retouch,
frequent burin spall removals, amorphous or absent bladelets, and the predominance of
Aurignacian blades, grattoirs, carinated scrapers, burins busqués, and Dufour bladelets—
presumably he recognised some of these features in the Kosténki 9 collection, while
seeing the backed bladelets as “Gravettoid” but no further details are given. In any case

he does not draw any similarities with any other sites.

Pustovalov (2011) describes the Kosténki 9 assemblage as being most similar to the
“Anosovko-Telmansky archaeological culture” including the sites of Kosténki 8 Layer 1
and Kosténki 11 Layer 3. This archaeological culture is discussed in more detail by
Anikovich (2005, p. 88); however, neither of these assemblages contain backed bladelets
(Klein, 1969), so in this important feature they appear to bear little relation to the

assemblages under discussion here.

l4the symmetrical or asymmetrical points whose edges bear sometimes considerable semi-abrupt
retouch”
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Other reviews do not add much to the interpretation of the site. Djindjian et al.
(1999, p. 430) describe it as being “d’attribution gravettienne incertaine, proche de la
couche 1 de Kostienki 8.2 It is omitted from the important review of the Eastern

Gravettian by Koztowski (1986).

7.3 Collections and sampling

The lithic collection deriving from Rogachév’s 1950s excavations is relatively small and
is held at the IIMK, Saint Petersburg. Authors differ regarding the number of lithics
found at the site: Rogachév & Anikovich (1982a) give a figure of “more than 2,300” for
the entire lithic collection, of which ca. 300 have retouch or wear traces; Litouchanka
(1966) writes that during the 1959 excavations 2,340 pieces of knapped flint were found,
including 502 with retouch. She gives a count of 69 backed bladelets; according to
Rogachév & Anikovich (1982a) there are “more than 80” backed blades and 5 backed
points. During this research, 94 backed bladelets and points were identified in the

collection, all of which were studied.

Aside from the backed bladelets, other lithic typological categories described in
the literature include splintered pieces, scrapers, “leaf-points”, burins, perforators and
blades, flakes and fragments thereof with retouch and/or use-wear (Litouchanka, 1966).
There are some quartzite and sandstone artefacts which may relate to grinding activities,
and some possibly polished slate artefacts (ibid.). Also found at the site were a single
perforated arctic fox canine, a small marl artefact said to depict an animal or bird
head, a polisher created on a mammoth rib and several pieces of worked mammoth

ivory (Rogachév & Anikovich, 1982a, p. 112).

24of uncertain Gravettian attribution, similar to Layer 1 of Kosténki 8”
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7.4 Backed lithic assemblage

7.4.1 Typological categories

Most studied lithics from Kosténki 9 fall into a single typological category, but other

pieces are also present. The categories defined during this research are as follows.

Rectangular flat backed bladelets (n—=84). This category, which dominates the
backed lithic assemblage, is made up of rectilinear bladelets, straight in profile
and with flat ventral surfaces, with inversely retouched rectangular or curved

ends.
Gravette point (n—1). This category contains a single very typical Gravette point.

Other backed bladelets and points (n=9). All other pieces studied were included
in this category. It includes several backed points or awls, as well as other very

miscellaneous pieces.

7.4.2 Rectangular flat backed bladelets

The Kosténki 9 backed lithic assemblage is dominated by a single typological category,
numbering 84 pieces out of a total of 94 studied. This category consists of bladelets
with rectilinear or sub-rectilinear edges and which have flat ventral surfaces and inversely
retouched ends. Examples of this category are shown in Figure 7.1.

The majority of these bladelets were broken, with proximal fragments outnumbering
medial and distal, as seen in Figure 7.2.

The widths and thicknesses of these pieces are given in the histograms in Figures
7.3 and 7.4. There is a weak correlation between width and thickness for these pieces
(r=0.35). This could be in part because the data are too coarse (measurements were
taken to the nearest millimetre), or because there is simply a weak correlation between
width and thickness among these bladelets. The sample of unbroken backed bladelets
is very small (n=8) but their lengths range from 31 mm to 47 mm (mean: 38 mm; SD:

5.7).
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Figure 7.1: Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: dorsal (top) and ventral (bottom)
views. Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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Kosténki 9 rectangular bladelets:
Proportions of unbroken and fragmented lithics

Frequency

Whole Proximal Medial Distal

Fragment type

Figure 7.2: Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: counts of whole examples and
fragments (n—=84)

Kosténki 9 rectangular bladelets: Widths
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Figure 7.3: Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: histogram of widths (n=84)
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Figure 7.4:

Often (n=28), both lateral edges of these bladelets are backed. In this case, usually
one edge bears more invasive backing than the other—most often, the right edge (n=21)3.
Figure 7.5 and Table 7.1 show the proportion of bladelets with each combination. (Two
bladelets could not be classified, as only a single (backed) edge was extant.)

In some cases, it was very difficult to differentiate “semi-abrupt backing” from

Kosténki 9 rectangular bladelets: Thicknesses

Maximum thickness (mm)

Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: histogram of thicknesses (n=84)

3A binomial test indicated that the proportion of rectangular backed bladelets with backing on
both edges but with backing more invasive on the right edge than on the left (21/25) was higher than

expected (1/2) (p < 0.001).

Table 7.1: Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: backing by edge

Backed edge Count
Left 20
Right 34

Both (Left more invasive) | 4
Both (Right more invasive) | 21
Both (Equally invasive)
Indeterminate

Total 84
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Kosténki 9 rectangular bladelets: Laterality of backing
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Figure 7.5: Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: backing by edge

“marginal semi-abrupt retouch”: there is a continuum of retouch types between retouch
which is uninvasive but nonetheless blunts rather than sharpens the edge, and abrupt
invasive backing of edges. The distinction drawn here between retouch and backing
is necessarily arbitrary in these cases—as a rule, very marginal retouch which did not
form a “back” was not described as “backing” even if it blunted the edge. Such retouch,
however, was generally regular and seemed deliberate, rather than being a product of
damage during use.

The treatment of the ends of the bladelets is consistent. In almost all cases (Tables
7.2 and 7.3), the ends bear inverse retouch, almost always short and semi-abrupt, form-
ing a sub-rectangular, sub-rounded, rectangular or rounded end. In a couple of cases
the ends form points, and, rarely, an end is left unmodified. In the case of the eight
unbroken bladelets, four have proximal and distal ends with the same morphology (e.g.
both sub-rounded) while the other four have ends with different morphologies.

In all but one case, the striking platform is removed (Table 7.4), and the bulb of
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Treatment of end Proximal ends | Distal ends
Inverse truncating retouch | 49 17
Retouched to point 1

Unmodified end 1 3

Break 33 63

Total 84 84

Table 7.2: Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: treatment of ends

Morphology of end | Proximal ends | Distal ends

Rounded 0 1
Sub-rounded 29 6
Rectangular 4 4
Sub-rectangular 14 6
Sub-pointed 1
Indeterminate 2 3
Break 34 63
Total 84 84

Table 7.3: Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: morphology of ends

percussion is usually completely removed (Table 7.5). Often, inverse removals continue
part-way up one or both edges of the ventral surface of the piece. The ventral surface
of the bladelets is flat (to within 1 mm tolerance) in almost all cases (n=74, 88%); in a
minority of examples it is concave (n=7, 8%) or twisted (n=3, 4%).

All of these bladelets were made on dark brown translucent fine-grained flint, pati-
nated (often heavily) to white, blue and/or grey. One bladelet was burnt. The heavy
patination of these bladelets in comparison with bladelets made on similar dark brown
fine-grained flint at other Kosténki sites could be due to differences in taphonomic his-

tory or reflect different raw material sources. The high degree of patination contrasts

Treatment of striking platform | Count
Unmodified (plain) 1
Removed ol
Missing (proximal break) 32
Total 84

Table 7.4: Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: treatment of striking platforms
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Treatment of bulb of percussion | Count
Unmodified 1
Partially (< 50%) removed 3
Mostly (> 50%) removed 3
Fully removed 45
Missing (proximal break) 32
Total 84

Table 7.5: Rectangular backed bladelets from Kosténki 9: treatment of bulbs of percussion

with what is seen in the assemblage from Kosténki 8 Layer 2, which may have some
bearing on the debate concerning the stratigraphic relationship between these two sites

(Section 7.1).

7.4.3 Gravette point

The single classic Gravette point (Fig. 7.6: a) is 48 mm long, 10 mm wide and 4 mm
thick. It is made on a small blade blank which has a slightly sinuous ventral face and
unipolar dorsal scars. There is continuous slightly convex direct abrupt backing on the
right edge, becoming more marginal distally. The left edge of the piece bears direct
semi-abrupt retouch over most of its length, disappearing for the proximal 6 mm. The
sub-rounded proximal end has been modified with low-angle to semi-abrupt inverse
removals, covering the proximal 5 mm of the piece and which continues along the right
and left edges towards the distal end for another 5 and 7 mm respectively. The striking
platform and bulb of percussion have been removed entirely. There is a small break to
the distal tip of the piece but it is otherwise intact. Interestingly, this point is made
on obviously different flint to all the rest of the bladelets studied from Kosténki 9: it
is fine-grained opaque grey material, with very slight or no patination. This raises the
possibility that the lithic may have been imported to the site from elsewhere, or that it

is intrusive to the cultural layer.
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7.4.4 Other backed bladelets and points

Nine further backed bladelets were studied as part of this project. This includes four
points and five miscellaneous pieces (including one possible awl).

The other four points (Figure 7.6: b—e) are quite varied in shape. They include three
whole pieces and one proximal fragment. Some of these (Figure 7.6: b and d) could
perhaps be described as Gravette points. The points are rather varied in size, with the
whole examples ranging from 42 mm to 58 mm in length and from 8 mm to 14 mm
in width. The three whole examples are all backed on the right edge; the fragment is
backed on the left but unlike the other pieces has its point on the proximal end, so that
it could have been rotated to mirror the other points. Morphologically the points vary
greatly, with one example being sub-rectilinear, another having a sinuous backed edge
and another tapering towards the distal end. These points are all made on similar flint
to the main group of backed bladelets.

Finally, there are five miscellaneous bladelets or small blades with backing. One of
these could be an awl, as its distal end forms a narrow, blunt point for the distal 7 mm.

The final four pieces are very miscellaneous in terms of their form.

7.5 Bladelet blank production techniques

The bladelets used for backing appear to have been produced on single-platform or
opposed-platform prismatic cores. Of the 84 rectilinear or sub-rectilinear backed
bladelets, only three (4%) had bipolar dorsal scars and one (1%) had possible bipo-
lar dorsal scars (in this case it was unclear whether the relevant scar resulted from
damage). Only one of these bladelets had an edge consistent with a burin spall blank,
which could equally have derived from a near-90° angle on the surface of any type of
nucleus.

As already mentioned, the vast majority (n=74, 88%) of these bladelets have a flat
(within a 1 mm tolerance) ventral surface, with the remainder having a concave (n=7,

8%) or twisted (n=3, 4%) surface. The majority of bladelets have a single arris running
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Figure 7.6: A Gravette point (a) and other points (b—e) from Kosténki 9: dorsal (top) and
ventral (bottom) views. Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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the length of the bladelet on the dorsal surface (sometimes with additional shorter
arrises). On the few (n=7) bladelets were the bulb of percussion was present or partly
present, the bulb is diffuse, consistent with soft hammer percussion.

Overall, these data show that the blanks used for producing this category of backed
bladelet were homogeneous, and that the blanks preferred for backing were flat and
rectilinear-sided bladelets, often triangular in section. The retouched bladelets are
fairly wide on average but there is a large range of widths (range: 3 mm to 13 mm;
median: 7 mm; mean: 7.4 mm; SD: 1.9) (Fig. 7.3). The longest backed bladelet is 47
mm long; it is truncated at both ends, indicating a blank of > 50 mm in length.

The blanks used for the other backed lithics studied here do not differ significantly
in terms of production techniques from those already described.

Twelve cores were identified within the collection. Eleven of these were made of
dark-brown translucent flint, usually heavily patinated to blue-grey and white, and
similar to the vast majority of the bladelets. They were all worked to exhaustion and
are typically very small (the largest is 54 mm x 37 mm x 24 mm in size). The largest
removal scar on this (or any) core was 55 mm x 17 mm: a similar size to the blanks
used for creating the rectangular bladelets. The majority of surviving removal scars
were much smaller. Most cores were made on large flakes; at least one appears to
re-use a retouched blade or flake. Four retain some cortex. Ten have evidence for at
least two striking platforms; these include cores with two opposed platforms (n=5),
cores with two platforms approximately orthogonal to one another (n=2), and multi-
platform cores (n=3). The bladelet removal techniques included occasional burin-type
removals. Extant striking platforms were usually formed by flake removals.

Clearly, raw material was being used to its maximum possible extent. The appear-
ance of these bladelet cores and the evidence for quite ad hoc blank production, at
least late in the reduction sequence, is at odds with the homogeneous appearance of
the backed bladelets. It must be presumed that more systematic prismatic bladelet
production, creating the flat, rectilinear blanks used for backing, took place earlier in

the reduction sequence (or on cores that for some reason are not represented in the
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Figure 7.7: Rectangular backed bladelets from Borshchévo 5 (after Lisitsyn, 2011, Figs. 2 and
5

assemblage). This is confirmed by the fact that very few of the bladelet removal scars
seen on the cores are large enough to have produced blanks corresponding even to the

smallest of the whole backed bladelets.

7.6 Discussion

The function of the majority of backed bladelets in this assemblage remains obscure.
They lack any obvious utility as part of projectile weaponry; with their blunted ends,
it is difficult to see how even those which retain one sharp edge could have formed part
of a weapon. It is more likely that they were used for some kind of cutting or fine
processing. Regarding the many bladelets with double backing, one possibility is that
they were used for scraping, perhaps as part of fur or hide processing. Unfortunately, no

use-wear studies have yet been carried out on these pieces or those from Borshchévo 5.

If the rectangular bladelets were used for cutting, scraping or some similar activity,
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rather than having anything to do with projectiles, there are ramifications for any
interpretation of site usage. If the main group of 84 bladelets is excluded from use as
part of weaponry, then it reduces the number of lithic pieces which could potentially
have served as weapon tips to a small handful. (It must, however, be remembered
that smaller lithics may not have been recovered during excavation.) Neither are there
any non-backed lithics whose morphology is consistent with use as part of projectiles.
Even taking into account the small overall size of the lithic assemblage, the quantity
of possible projectile components is very low in comparison with the proportions of
such lithics at other sites. The existence of a large assemblage of homogeneous tools
of unknown purpose raises the possibility that this was a site with a specialised, albeit
unknown, function. The relatively small size of the assemblage and the fact that only
a single hearth was found could be argued to lend support to this scenario. The faunal
assemblage from the site is very small but arctic fox and hare are both present, with
mammoth and horse represented only by single bones. The assemblage is consistent
with use of the site for fur processing, but this is a speculative suggestion.

The preference for backing on the right edge of the bladelet blanks is enigmatic.
The pattern seen here matches that seen on Gravette points and microgravettes across
Europe; however, the symmetry seen here in the finished rectangular backed bladelets
makes this even more difficult to explain. As most of the pieces are flat, rectilinear,
have similar treatment to both ends, and have had their bulbs of percussion removed,
they appear completely reversible. Perhaps the most plausible explanation is simply
that backing on the right-hand edge was habitually preferred in manufacture, perhaps
influenced by the creation of (non-symmetrical) Gravette points and backed bladelets
which did require backing on the right-hand edge for some reason.

The rectangular backed bladelets are idiosyncratic and form an obvious typological
category. Recently, Wilczyniski et al. (in press) have defined a new typological category—
“Late Gravettian rectangles”™based on the lithics found at Jaksice IT (Poland), where
a Gravettian lithic assemblage is found in association with an interstadial soil. These

are described as follows:
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“One group of more outstanding rectangles . . . have an edge worked by single
lateral abrupt retouch and straight truncations of both ends, modified by
semi-abrupt or flat retouch, always on their ventral side ...On some of
these specimens a flat ventral retouch partly covering the lateral edge is
also observed. A single specimen of such a rectangle has a denticulated
retouched edge. The rectangles tend to be very slender—more than half are
only 3-5 mm wide and about 4 cm long. Like other backed forms they were

probably used as inserts on hunting weapons.” (Wilczynski et al., in press)

Judging by the description and the available illustrations, the rectangles found there
are clearly extremely similar to those found at Kosténki 9 and Borshchévo 5; I would also
describe at least one of the illustrated “microgravettes” from Jaksice Il as a rectangle
with convex ends, similar to those found in Russia (Fig. 7.8). The principal differences
between the Jaksice Il rectangles and those found at Kosténki 9 lie in their dimensions
and backing. Those from Kosténki 9 are considerably wider (compare Fig. 7.3 with
the description of more than half the Jaksice IT bladelets being 3-5 mm wide) but
probably about the same length. Furthermore, none of the rectangles from Jaksice 11
are described as having backing on both lateral edges, and none of the bladelets from
Kosténki 9 have a denticulated retouched edge, as described for one of the pieces from

Jaksice II.

The radiocarbon dates for Jaksice I1, of between ca. 24,000 and 21,000 *C years BP,
are contradictory and some were obtained on sub-optimal material, such as mammoth
tooth and burnt mammoth bone. This assemblage provides an excellent analogy for
Borshchévo 5 and Kosténki 9; unfortunately, the radiocarbon dating is currently insuffi-
cient to be sure whether Jaksice Il is contemporary with Borshchévo 5 or is younger. As
at Borshchévo 5 and Kosténki 9, no convincing shouldered points were found. The as-
sociation with a palaeosol could indicate correlation with Greenland Interstadial (GI) 4

or GI 3.

Wilczyriski et al. (in press) suggest that Late Gravettian rectangles can also be found

201



Figure 7.8: Rectangles and a “microgravette” (bottom right) from Jaksice IT (modified after
Wilczyriski et al., in press, Fig. 9)
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in the assemblages from Trenc¢ianske Bohuslavice (Slovakia), Molodova V Layer VII,
Kosténki 1 Layer 1 and Avdeevo. Their identification at the latter three sites, which
all contain shouldered points and are dated to several thousand years later than Bor-
shchévo 5, demonstrate that this lithic type may have been made over quite a long
period of time. No shouldered points were found at Trenc¢ianske Bohuslavice and, while
it is not clear where within the site the rectangles mentioned by Wilczyriski et al. (in
press) were found, some radiocarbon dates for the site do place at least some activity
close to GI 4 and earlier than the Russian sites with shouldered points (Vlaciky et al.,
2013).

Beyond those sites, there are other sites in Eastern and Central Europe which have
yielded similar artefacts. Layer 8 of Willendorf II is dated by multiple consistent ra-
diocarbon dates to ca. 25,000 4C years BP and is also correlated with GI 4 based on
the dating and sedimentology (Haesaerts et al., 2010a; Nigst et al., 2008a). It too con-
tains some possible Late Gravettian rectangles; apart from that the assemblage includes
fléchettes and microgravettes, in contrast with the Russian sites (Otte, 1981, p. 280).

Litouchanka (1966) cites the site of Pavlov (Czech Republic) as providing analogies
for these artefacts. Illustrations of similar artefacts from Pavlov I can be found in the
literature (Figure 7.9). The artefacts from Pavlov differ in that the ends are usually
rounded or slightly pointed, rather than sub-rectangular. Their sizes also seem to vary
more than those from Kosténki 9. There are also bladelets from Pavlov which have
the same general shape and retouch to the ends as the backed bladelets illustrated, but
without any backing; their lateral edges may bear other kinds of retouch. At Kosténki 9
all the bladelets bearing inverse retouch of the ends are backed.

“Late Gravettian rectangles” are an important new index fossil. T would suggest
that their definition should be expanded to include those with curved ends. In order
to gain a proper perspective on their variability and chronology, comparative study is
necessary.

Beyond the Gravettian, they share some similarities with Font-Yves bladelets (which

have been interpreted as knives), in that both edges bear retouch and the right edge
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Figure 7.9: Backed bladelets from Pavlov, Czech Republic (after Klima, 1961, 1997

generally bears more substantial retouch than the left (Demars & Laurent, 1992, p. 105).
However, the Kosténki 9 backed bladelets are more rectilinear and inverse truncations
are not usual for Font-Yves bladelets. They are also similar to the rectangles known
especially in the Western European Magdalenian, but the latter typically have directly
retouched truncations of their ends and these truncations are either rectangular or
oblique (Demars & Laurent, 1992, p. 119). A comparison can also be made with Late
Mesolithic rods found in Britain; they have some overall similarities in their morphology,

and, like Late Gravettian rectangles, their function remains obscure (Myers, 1989).

The dating of the twin site of Borshchévo 5 and the presence at Kosténki 9 of one
definite Gravette point and several pieces which could be described as atypical Gravette
points demonstrates that the site can be attributed to the European Gravettian. The

fact that this classification rests heavily on a single artefact at Kosténki 9 is disqui-
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etening, especially as it differs in its raw material from the remainder of the backed
assemblage. However, at Borshchévo 5, Gravette points have been found in greater
abundance (Lisitsyn, 2011). The sites of Kosténki 9 and Borshchévo 5 differ strongly
from all the other assemblages studied during this project; it is likely however that
the function of the site played a significant role in creating this difference, and not

necessarily cultural variation.
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Chapter 8

Khotylevo 2

8.1 History of excavation and investigation

The site is located at the edge of the village of Khotylévo, approximately 20 km north-
west of the city of Bryansk. It is found ca. 400 km north-west of Kosténki and ca.
330 km west-northwest of Gagarino (Fig. 2.2). Khotylévo 2 itself is located on a plateau
above the right bank of the Desna river, which itself is located in an extensive floodplain
(Fig. 8.1).

The site was discovered in 1968 by F. M. Zaverniaev as the result of explorations
that took place from 1966 after his find of a fragment of mammoth bone in the area
(Gavrilov, 2008). The first cultural remains were found on a spur between two small
ravines, 15-20 m above the flood plain of the Desna. Excavations led by Zaverniaev took
place from 1969 until 1975 and again in 1977 and 1981. Following test-pitting in 2003,
excavations at Khotylévo were begun again in 2005 (Voskresenskaia & Gavrilov, 2011)
and continue to the present day, directed by K. N. Gavrilov. The new excavations are
being carried out several hundred metres further away from the river, but the assemblage
found to date is apparently similar to that from the original site.

The site is well-published in Russian, with numerous articles by the excavators and
a book available (Gavrilov, 1998, 2004, 2008; Zaverniaev, 1974, 1991). Very little has

found its way into the Western literature. It is mentioned in some but not all English-
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Figure 8.1: View from Khotylévo excavations towards the Desna (not seen), August 2012 (Photo
N. Reynolds)
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and French-language reviews of the Russian MUP (e.g. Djindjian et al., 1999; Hoffecker,
2002; Koztowski, 1986; Sinitsyn, 2007; Soffer, 1985; Vishnyatsky & Nehoroshev, 2004).

Only one cultural layer has been found at the site. The site is found at a depth of
several metres (ca. 5 m in the area of the new excavations) below the modern surface,
within an extensive and well-preserved Late Pleistocene sedimentary sequence. As only
one cultural layer is present and the sequence is relatively undisturbed, the stratigraphy
is far less complicated than that of the Kosténki-Borshchévo sites. Palaeolithic archae-
ological remains of non-MUP time are found at other sites at Khotylévo, particularly
Mousterian (Ocherednoi, 2011), but not at Khotylévo 2 itself.

In the new excavations, for which we have better sedimentological descriptions than
Zaverniaev’s, it is clear that the pedostratigraphy of the sequence and cultural layer
contains a lot of information, which is still being studied. The following summary
is based on that by Gavrilov (2008, pp. 17, 23-24). The cultural layer is buried by
several metres of loesses laid down during the LGM and perhaps the Late Glacial.
The top of the cultural layer appeared as a seam of pale bluish grey or grey-brown
loess-like loam, containing badly preserved fragments of bone and ivory. Layers of pale
brown gleyed sandy loam and lenses of sand were also found. The vast majority of the
finds were associated with a thin layer of lightly humified loam of grey colour with a
brownish tinge, up to 5 cm in thickness (Fig. 4.12, p. 93). The cultural layer has been
strongly affected by the creation and subsequent disappearance of permafrost and ice
wedges, which have displaced the layer in blocks and moved some finds deeper than
the lightly humified layer; the maximum vertical displacement recorded is 36 cm. The
tops of the ice wedges which disturbed the cultural layer were located at the top of
the above-mentioned thin bluish-grey or grey brown layer containing badly preserved
osseous material. More ice wedge casts are found further up the stratigraphy. Below the
lightly humified cultural layer, there are at least 1.7 m of loess-like bluish grey loam. In
the lower part of this loam, redeposited lenses of chalk and dark-grey humified material
were found.

The cultural layer has also been affected by slope action, although it is close to
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Khotylévo 2
Species | NISP | MNI
Mammals
Mammuthus primigenius | Mammoth >616 no data
Coelodonta antiquitatis Woolly rhinoceros | 2 1
Bison priscus Steppe bison 15 1
Ursus arctos Brown bear 6 1
Canis lupus Wolf 276 6
Gulo gulo Wolverine 159 6
Alopex lagopus Arctic fox 191 2
Lepus sp. Hare 8 1
Birds
Lagopus lagopus Willow ptarmigan | 80 10
Bucephala clangula Goldeneye 1 1
Total >1354 | >29

Table 8.1: Fauna from Khotylévo 2, excluding microfauna (from Soffer, 1985)

horizontal. Tts thickness ranges from 3 c¢m to 50 cm where pits and depressions are
found (Gavrilov, 1998). A range of hearths, pits and accumulations of ash and other
materials have been described at the site, and it has been argued that there were three
dwelling structures located in the area of Zaverniaev’s excavations, one of which has
been suggested to be similar to the small dwelling structure at Pushkari I (Ukraine)

(Gavrilov, 1998).

The faunal list given by Soffer (1985) is not exhaustive: the faunal collections were
distributed to many different institutions and only some of them are included in the
counts given (Table 8.1). The microfaunal assemblage is dominated by tundra species,
including Lemmus obensis and Microtus gregalis (Soffer, 1985, pp. 155-157). The rest
of the faunal assemblage, however, contains species that according to Soffer are more

often found in forests: wolverine, brown bear and bison.

In terms of human remains, some fragments of deciduous tooth and mandible, be-

longing to a child, were found (Soffer, 1985, p. 141).
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8.2 History of interpretation

There have been two main areas of discussion regarding similarities with other sites.
Comparisons have been primarily based on the lithic assemblage and on the osseous
industry, including decorative artefacts. The first line of debate involves comparisons
with the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture (i.e., the sites of Kosténki 1 Layer 1, Avdeevo and

others). The second concerns comparisons with Moravian sites and those further west.

Some authors simply describe the site as being part of the Kosténki-Avdeevo culture.
For example, Djindjian et al. (1999, p. 427) define the site as “Gravettien récent de
type Kostienki-Avdeevo.” Soffer (1985, p. 446) finds that the lithics, art and osseous
assemblage are all strongly similar to the Kosténki-Avdeevo sites. Grigor’ev (1993,
p. 64) sees Khotylévo 2 as the representation of an “indigenous population” under the
influence of groups from his Willendorf-Kosténki cultural unity, of which the “Kosténki-

Avdeevo Archaeological Culture” is a key component.

Sinitsyn (2007, p. 186) includes the site in the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture but de-
scribes this attribution as “fortement problématique.” He describes it as being similar
to Kosténki 1, Avdeevo and Gagarino based on the technology and typology of the lithic
assemblages, but different in terms of the bone industry (including decorative objects).
He writes that the lithic collection also differs from classic Kosténki-Avdeevo sites in
its typological composition and the presence of particular (unspecified) lithic index fos-
sils (Sinitsyn, 2007, p. 186). He also notes differences with Kosténki 1-1, Avdeevo and

Gagarino in terms of dwelling structures (Sinitsyn, 2013, p. 10).

Zaverniaev (1991, pp. 180-181) notes, based on the lithic industry, that there are
general similarities with the sites of Kosténki 1 Layer 1, Kosténki 4, Gagarino and
Avdeevo, with Gagarino being the most similar. He writes that the main difference
between Gagarino and Khotylévo 2 and the sites of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture is
the absence in the former two sites of large shouldered points with flat retouch. However,
he also finds differences between Gagarino and Khotylévo 2 in other aspects of the lithic

assemblage, such as the absence at Gagarino of the “Aurignacian points” he describes
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for Khotylévo 2. Among other sites on the Desna he sees further similarities with the
site of Pushkari I, although this is set out in rather general terms, for example the
shared presence of backed bladelets and points. He also draws similarities with Level 7
of Molodova V, as well as with Pavlov, Willendorf, Aurignac and La Gravette, noting
general similarities in the lithic assemblage and similar radiocarbon dates. Finally he
notes that it could be linked to the Kosténki-Pavlov-Willendorf Culture.

Based on the backed microlithic assemblage of the site, Gavrilov (2004) argues that
the site is similar to the Pavlovian, although he notes that triangles and truncated
backed bladelets are absent at Khotylévo 2. The presence of microgravettes leads him
to see similarity with sites in Germany and south-western France, including Mainz-
Linsenberg and Sprendlingen, Abri Pataud Level 3, and Levels B and B’ of Laugerie
Haute. He goes on to conclude that Khotylévo 2 should be considered as a unique
type of site of the Eastern Gravettian, and that it is unrelated to the Kosténki-Avdeevo
Culture.

Kozlowski (1986, p. 184) writes that the osseous and decorative assemblage are
similar to those from Pavlov and from the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, including
Avdeevo specificially, but also describes certain (unspecified) artefact types as unique
to Khotylévo 2. He finds similarities with Central European sites among the backed
lithic implements (Koztowski, 1986, p. 190).

Other authors have described the site simply as “Gravettoid” (Vishnyatsky & Ne-

horoshev, 2004) or “Eastern Gravettian” (Hoffecker, 2002).

8.3 Collections and sampling

The collections from Zaverniaev’s excavations are held at the Kraevedcheskii Muzei,
Bryansk. Gavrilov (2008, p. 85) gives a count of 914 backed lithics (including backed
blades, which are not included in the present study) deriving from these excavations:
75 backed points, 823 blades or bladelets with a backed edge, and 16 shouldered points.

The labels on the boxes in which the collection is held give a count of 777 backed lithics.
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My count gave a total of 603 backed lithics of interest to this study in the collection.
The disparities are in part to do with differences in classification and in part to do
with the fact that some material is known to have gone missing since the boxes were
originally labelled; also, several boxes could unfortunately not be found. The problems
with locating material mean that the collection cannot be seen as representative of the
excavated assemblage: as the material was sorted prior to storage, certain sub-categories
of backed lithics may be underrepresented or not represented at all.

There is further reason to be cautious about the collection and its relationship to the
excavated assemblage. Gavrilov (2008, p. 43) notes that almost 14% of the collection
consists of retouched pieces, or more than five and a half thousand pieces of a total of
ca. 40,000. He finds this number to be improbably high and notes that a large quantity
of flint artefacts are known to have been discarded with the spoil at the time of the
excavation: this may even include some retouched pieces.

For this collection, it was decided to study all of the shouldered pieces (n=16)
and backed (bladelet size) lithics with a clear point (n=59). Due to time constraints,
only one third, or 176, of the remaining 528 backed bladelets were studied. This was
a random sample of the relevant part of the collection (see Section 3.2.4). In total,
251 backed lithics were studied. As a result of the differential sampling of different
groups of pieces, two datasets are used for analysis. The first is an unmodified set of
the collected data. The second is a weighted dataset, with the 176 ordinary backed
bladelets given a triple weighting to compensate for the fact that only a third of the
artefacts were studied. In the following analysis, it is always clearly stated whether the
raw sample or the weighted sample has been used. Weighted samples (with results given
in percentages) are generally used for analysis of the collection as a whole, as there is
a mixture of material sampled at 100% and at 33%. The analyses of the various sub-
categories are made using the raw samples, as each sub-category only includes material
sampled either at 100% or at 33%.

Gavrilov (2008), in his study of Zaverniaev’s collection, gives a total count of

5520 retouched lithics. Burins are the most numerous typological category (n=2385),
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while (apart from the backed bladelets and points) scrapers (n=711), retouched blades
(n=>508) and notched blades (n=>507) were also well-represented. Awls, truncated pieces
and Kosténki knives were also present.

The osseous assemblage is rich and has featured heavily in discussions of the cultural
attribution of the site. Alone of the five sites on which this research is based, it includes
female (“Venus”) figurines. These include three whole or nearly whole ivory statuettes,
as well as several fragments (Abramova, 1995, p. 156) (Fig. 8.2). More recently, a
unique chalk representation of two female figures side-by-side, with no heads and which
was broken before deposition, was found at the site (Gavrilov, 2012) (Fig. 8.3).

There are also some mammoth ivory artefacts which may be spear points, including
decorated examples (Fig. 8.4) (Zaverniaev, 1987). These include pieces with long lateral

grooves, which could be related to the addition of lithic elements (Fig. 8.4: b).

8.4 Backed lithic assemblage

8.4.1 Typological categories

The backed collection from Khotylévo 2 is diverse, with numerous typological categories.

These are as follows (the figures in brackets give the number of lithics studied):

Khotylévo-type Gravette points (n—=14). (100% sample). I argue that this typo-
logical category may represent a new index fossil for the Russian MUP. In its
general morphology it strongly resembles an ordinary Gravette point, with an
elongated form, rectilinear over much of its length, and with a clear point at one
end. The non-pointed end is retouched to a rectangular or otherwise blunt end.
Its difference from a classic Gravette point lies in the presence of a gibbosity on

the backed edge near the pointed end.

Gravette points (n=33). (100% sample). This includes elongated, straight pieces
with continuous backing on one edge and a clearly formed point on one end.

Where present, the basal end is retouched.
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Figure 8.2: Ivory figurines from Khotylévo 2 (after Zaverniaev, 1978, Fig. 3)
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Figure 8.3: Chalk double female figurine from Khotylévo 2 (after Gavrilov, 2012, Fig. 7)

Microgravettes (n=4). (100% sample). These are similar to Gravette points but

form an obviously discrete size class.

Straight backed bladelets (n=142). (33% sample). These are bladelets with back-
ing which is straight or nearly straight (it is sometimes slightly sinuous) in plan.
The overall shape of the bladelets’ sides is usually rectilinear, less often tapering

to one end.

Shouldered pieces (n=16). (100% sample). Lithics with a clear backed shoulder
are included in this group. They do not form a homogeneous group, and it seems
likely that many of them are unfinished backed lithics. Only one of the shouldered

pieces is classified here as a shouldered point.

Miscellaneous points (n==8). (100% sample). This includes pieces with continuous
or near-continuous backing on one edge and a point formed at one end but which

do not fulfil the criteria of a Gravette point.

Part-backed pieces (n=19). (33% sample). These are pieces, very miscellaneous in
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Figure 8.4: Mammoth ivory artefacts from Khotylévo 2 (after Zaverniaev, 1987, Fig. 9)
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Khotylévo 2 backed pieces:
Proportions of unbroken and fragmented lithics (Weighted sample)
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Whole Proximal Medial Distal Indet.

Fragment type

Figure 8.5: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: counts of whole examples and fragments (weighted
sample; n=315)
form, which only have incomplete backing on one or both edges. This backing does
not form a shoulder (or they would be included with the shouldered pieces). It
does not include pieces with a definite point (these are included in “Miscellaneous

points”).

Irregularly backed pieces (n=15). (33% sample). This group relates to pieces
whose backing is not straight in plan, but rather markedly sinuous or irregular.

Their form varies widely.

8.4.2 General remarks

A striking feature of this assemblage is the surprisingly high representation of medial
fragments, at 46% of the weighted sample (Fig. 8.5 and Table 8.3). The representation is
so high that it in fact raises the question of whether some pieces have been misidentified
as medial fragments and were in fact deliberately broken to truncate the pieces (Movius,

1968 discusses a similar possibility for the Abri Pataud Proto-Magdalenian assemblage).
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Sub-category Whole | Prox. | Medial | Distal | Indet. | Total
Khotylévo-type

Gravette points 0.5% 0.7% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% | 2.4%
Gravette points 1.0% 1.5% 0.0% 2.5% 05% | 5.5%
Microgravettes 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 0.7%
Straight backed bladelets | 4.0% 16.9% | 36.8% 9.5% 3.5% | 70.7%
Shouldered pieces 0.0% 0.3% 1.7% 0.7% 0.0% 2.7%
Miscellaneous points 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.2% 1.3%
Part-backed pieces 2.0% 3.0% 3.5% 1.0% 0.0% | 9.5%
Irregularly backed pieces | 0.5% 1.0% 4.5% 0.5% 1.0% | 7.5%
Total 8.8% | 23.6% | 46.5% | 16.2% | 5.2% | 100%

Table 8.2: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: counts of whole examples and fragments by sub-
category (weighted sample)

Element Raw count | Raw percentage | Weighted percentage
Whole 27 11% 9%
Proximal fragment 58 23% 24%
Medial fragment 100 40% 46%
Distal fragment 53 21% 16%
Indeterminate
(prox./dist.) fragment 13 5% 5%
Total 251 100% 100%

Table 8.3: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: counts of whole examples and fragments
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Many of the breaks, particularly on the straight backed bladelets, are very straight and
perpendicular to the main axis of the lithic.

Interestingly, medial pieces are strongly represented among all the non-point groups.
Table 8.2 shows the (weighted) percentages of each fragment type by sub-category. (The
reason for the absence of medial fragments among the non-point categories is trivial:
medial fragments cannot be identified as deriving from points, because they lack the
ends that would demonstrate this). The part-backed and shouldered sub-categories
appear to relate in large part to unfinished backed bladelets (as explained below); if we
believe that they are deliberately broken to form truncations, then the high proportion
of medial pieces implies they were broken before the backing was finished. This provides
a possibility for testing the hypothesis that pieces were deliberately broken: very close
examination of the intersection between the backed edge and the broken edges might
show whether breakages in all or most cases occurred before backing was carried out.
This would be strong support for the idea of deliberate breakage of pieces to form
truncations.

Another explanation for the high representation of medial fragments in this collection
could be to do with the recovery of artefacts during excavation. If medial fragments
were, on average, larger than proximal and distal fragments, perhaps they were collected
more often. This is, however, contradicted by the data on the mean lengths of each
fragment type: the average length of the medial fragments is in fact shorter than that
of the proximal and distal fragments (Table 8.4).

A final possible explanation concerns selective study of lithics. As noted above,
(Gavrilov, 2008) gives a count of 914 backed lithics in the collection; I only found 603
during this study. It could be that medial fragments are overrepresented in the part
of the collection that I studied, and that end fragments are relatively more numerous
among the lithics that could not be located. This would be especially possible if groups
of end fragments had been separated from the rest of the collection.

As a result, the high representation of medial fragments in this assemblage has not

been satisfactorily explained. The possibility of deliberate breakage to form truncations
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Fragment type | n Mean length SD
Whole 27 46.1 mm 154
Proximal a8 35.4 mm 12.7
Medial 100 30.2 mm 10.3
Distal 53 40.2 mm 11.8
Indeterminate 13 29.7 mm 7.2

Table 8.4: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: mean lengths by fragment type (raw sample)

is worth pursuing in any future study.

Despite the numerous sub-categories of backed lithic, the widths and thicknesses of
the lithics both form unimodal distributions (Figs. 8.6 and 8.7). There is a moderate
correlation between these two variables: Pearson’s r=0.61 for the entire (weighted)
sample. This correlation can also be clearly seen in Fig. 8.8. When only the straight
backed bladelets (raw sample) are considered, r rises to 0.68. The reasons for this strong
correlation will be further explored in the discussion of bladelet production methods
below.

When plotted, the lengths of the whole backed lithics do not form a natural dis-
tribution. Rather than giving them as a histogram, the lengths are shown in the box
plot in Fig. 8.9. Here we can see that the different sub-categories often seem to form
separate length groupings. The small numbers of unbroken pieces in each sub-category
means, however, that this is not a particularly robust observation.

Unlike at other sites, when the collection is taken as a whole there is not a strong
preference for backing one particular edge: of the weighted sample, 48.3% of pieces are
backed on the right edge and 41.1% on the left (10.1% are backed on an indeterminable
edge and 0.5% on both edges) (Fig. 8.10). If we look at the percentages by sub-category,
we can see that no single sub-category has a very high proportion of pieces backed on
a particular edge, especially when groups with very small sample sizes are excluded
(Table 8.5).

A particular feature of the Khotylévo 2 assemblage is the relatively frequent use
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Khotylévo 2 backed pieces: Widths
(Weighted sample)
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Figure 8.6: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: histogram of widths (weighted sample; n=315)

Khotylévo 2 backed pieces: Thicknesses
(Weighted sample)
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Figure 8.7: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: histogram of thicknesses (weighted sample; n=315)
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Khotylévo 2: Width—Thickness correlation
(Raw sample)
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Figure 8.8: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: sunflower plot of width vs thickness (raw sample).
Pearson’s r=0.61 (for weighted sample)
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Khotylévo 2 backed pieces: Box plot of lengths of
unbroken examples grouped by subcategory (Raw sample)
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Figure 8.9: Whole backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: box plot of lengths (n=27; raw sample)
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Khotylévo 2 backed pieces: Laterality of backing
(Weighted sample)
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Figure 8.10: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: backing by edge (weighted sample; n=315)

Backed edge
Sub-category n Total
Left Right Both Indet.
Khotylévo-type Gravette points | 16 | 56.2% 43.8% 0.0%  0.0% 100%
Gravette points 31 [387% 51.6% 0.0% 9.7% 100%
Microgravettes 4 25.0% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100%
Miscellaneous points 8 62.5% 25.0% 0.0% 12.5% | 100%
Straight backed bladelets 142 | 38.7% 48.6% 0.7% 12.0% | 100%
Part-backed pieces 19 [63.2% 36.8% 0.0% 0.0% 100%
Irregularly backed pieces 15 126.7% 60.0% 0.0% 13.3% | 100%
Shouldered pieces 16 | 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100%

Table 8.5: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: backed edge by sub-category (raw sample). Key:
n: total number of pieces in sub-category.
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Figure 8.11: Selected lithics from Khotylévo 2. a, d: truncated backed bladelets; b, e:
Khotylévo-type Gravette points; c, f: shouldered pieces (Drawings N. Reynolds)

of crossed-abrupt backing. When the weighted sample is considered, 19.6% of pieces
have crossed backing along their entire backed edge and another 14.1% have partially
crossed backing, while 0.2% have inverse backing: 33.9% in total. This is a very high
proportion of all pieces. This type of backing is strongly associated with removal of all

arrises on the blank, as will be further discussed in section 8.5.
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8.4.3 Khotylévo-type Gravette points

Fourteen pieces in the collection were assigned to this category (2% of the weighted
sample): three unbroken points and eleven fragments. The lithics included here have
usually previously been described as shouldered points (Gavrilov, 2008; Zaverniaev,
1991) (Fig. 8.12). 1 believe that this categorization is incorrect and that the pieces
are better described as a type of Gravette point. Shouldered points found at other
sites do not bear continuous backing along one edge, and they are far less slender in
their overall form (see Section 2.5.5 and Fig. 2.9). The presence of a gibbosity and
the frequent straight truncation of the non-pointed end lead me to propose that these
pieces represent a new index fossil for the Russian Gravettian: Khotylévo-type Gravette
points. Photographs of all the pieces studied are given in Figs. 8.13 and 8.14; two are
drawn in Fig. 8.11 (b, e).

Eight of the points have a ventral surface which is flat to within 1 mm tolerance. The
remaining points are slightly sinuous (n=3), concave (n=2) or convex (n=1). Where a
stem is present for any substantial length, it is rectilinear or sub-rectilinear in form. The
three unbroken points are 50 mm, 55 mm and 58 mm in length. However, another three
broken pieces exceed 50 mm in length; the longest is 68 mm long. Zaverniaev (1991,

"L in the collection, writes that

p. 176), who noted the presence of 24 “shouldered points
the longest complete example was 7.5 cm long (Fig. 8.12: f); the shortest, 4 cm. In the
seven cases where the proximal part of the blank is present, the bulb and platform have

both been fully removed.

Over half (n=8) of the points are backed on the left edge of the blanks, with the
remainder backed on the right. However, if we rotate them so that the point is placed
distally, we find that almost all of them are backed on the right-hand edges. The only

exception to this is shown in Fig. 8.14: c.

The pointed tips are generally located on or near the central longitudinal axes of the

pieces. The shaping of the tips was mostly achieved by backing. Further treatment of
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Figure 8.12: Lithics from Khotylévo 2 described as shouldered points by Zaverniaev, 1991 (after

Zaverniaev, 1991, Fig 7: 7-12, p. 174). From left to right: a—f



the tips was frequently applied in the form of low-angle retouch: either inverse (n=4),
bifacial (n=4) or direct (n=1). In almost all cases, this retouch covered the entire width
of the piece for some of its extent. Five points did not have any such low-angle retouch.
In a couple of cases, the points of the pieces without flat retouch are instead shaped by
marginal semi-abrupt retouch. In one case (Fig. 8.14: d) the backing does not continue
all the way to the point; here, a flat edge deriving from the blank creates the back.

One point has continuously crossed backing, while nine more have partially crossed
backing. Often, but not always, the backing is only crossed to form the point. The
gibbosities are simply formed by backing and, on the whole examples, have their widest
parts between 20% and 28% of the length of the piece from the point. Looking at the
points as a whole, the gibbosities are located between 10 mm and 27 mm from the point
(mean: 17.5 mm, median: 17 mm, SD: 5.3).

There are only three cases where the bases of the points are present rather than
broken off (Fig. 8.13: a & f, 8.14: a). The bases are all different from one another but
are all shaped into blunt ends, either rectangular or sub-rounded, with either direct or
inverse abrupt or semi-abrupt retouch.

In summary, this type of point can be defined as follows. It is generally at least
50 mm long, and made on a small blade blank. The proximal or distal end of the blank
can equally be used to form the base of the point. The ventral surface of the piece is
flat or nearly flat, and the bulb and striking platform are removed. In almost all cases,
the right edge of the piece (when the pointed end is placed distally) is backed, usually
with direct backing along most of its edge and frequently with crossed backing shaping
the point of the piece and sometimes other areas. The pointed tip is usually, but not
always, located centrally or near-centrally relative to the axis of the piece. This tip is
frequently shaped with flat inverse, bifacial or direct covering retouch. A gibbosity is
located on the backed edge, towards the pointed end. The medial and basal sections
of the piece are rectilinear in form. The base of the piece forms a blunt truncated or
rounded end.

These points are overall very similar to ordinary Gravette points, which are also
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Figure 8.13: Khotylévo-type Gravette points from Khotylévo 2 (1): dorsal (top) and ventral
(bottom) views. Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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Figure 8.14: Khotylévo-type Gravette points from Khotylévo 2 (2): dorsal (top) and ventral
(bottom) views. Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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found in this collection (see below). Their morphology appears consistent with usage
as axially-hafted projectiles: the gibbosity could have assisted in hafting the pieces.

A possible objection to the establishment of this index fossil concerns whether the
creation of the gibbosity was deliberate or not. The possibility exists that the gibbosities
simply represent incomplete backing of the edges, and that Khotylévo-type Gravette
points are simply unfinished Gravette points. However, this does not seem likely. First,
the points are complete in every other way: their pointed and basal ends are well-
formed and retouched. Furthermore, the location of the gibbosity in relation to the
overall length of the point is very consistent among all the lithics studied. There are no
points with a gibbosity located medially or basally. Finally, as discussed below, very

similar points have also been found at the site of Gagarino.

8.4.4 Gravette points

This group of 33 lithics (6% of the weighted sample) includes Gravette points and
fragments of points which are consistent with being classified as such. The pointed
ends are always clearly defined and carefully retouched. The medial sections of the
lithics are various in form: they may be rectilinear, taper towards one end, be curved
on the non-backed edge, etc. The bases of the points, where present, vary in form.

Six whole Gravette points were identified within the collection, with the remainder
represented only by distal or proximal points (Table 8.6). Medial fragments of Gravette
points could not be confidently identified due to the absence of a point, and have
probably been included in the “straight backed bladelets” sub-category.

The profile of the ventral faces of the pieces is generally flat and straight. Fifteen
(46%) of the Gravette points studied have a ventral face which is flat to within 1 mm
tolerance. The remainder have a slightly sinuous (n=10, 30%), concave (n=4, 12%) or
convex (n=4, 12%) surface. No bulbs of percussion or striking platforms were found
on any of the pieces. In all cases where the proximal end of the blank was present, the
bulbs and platforms had been deliberately removed.

Crossed-abrupt backing was used very frequently, either continuously along the
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Figure 8.15: Gravette points from Khotylévo 2: dorsal (top) and ventral (bottom) views.
Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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Element Count | Percentage
Whole 6 18%
Proximal fragment 9 27%
Medial fragment 0 0%
Distal fragment 15 46%
Indeterminate (prox./dist.) fragment 3 9%
Total 33 100%

Table 8.6: Gravette points from Khotylévo 2: counts of whole examples and fragments (raw
sample)

backed edge (n=15, 45%) or partially (n=7, 21%). The pieces with continuous crossed
backing had no arrises remaining. Similarly to the collection as a whole, pieces were
backed on the right edge of the blank slightly more often (n=17, 52%) than on the
left edge (n=13, 39%). Three (9%) were backed on an indeterminable edge. However,
when we consider the right and left edges of the lithics by orientating the pointed end
of the artefacts distally, rather than by relation to the orientation of the blank, there
is a strong preference for backing on the right edge of the point. Of the 33 pieces, 26
(79%) are backed on the right edge of the tool, four (12%) on the left edge, and three

(9%) on an indeterminable edge.

In overall plan the pieces are elongated and straight. In five cases (15% of the
Gravette points) only a pointed tip, with straight edges and triangular in plan, was
preserved. Where the stem of the piece was preserved, it was most often rectilinear or
sub-rectilinear in plan (n=18, 55%), and less often had two straight edges which tapered

somewhat towards the point (n=10, 30%)

The points were frequently shaped with inverse (n=16, 48%) or bifacial (n=2, 6%)
retouch. The inverse retouch was usually low-angle and covered the entire width of the
ventral surface (n=13, 39%), and could be applied from one or both lateral edges. A

significant length of the ventral surface could be covered with retouch: up to 19 mm.

Neither the widths nor the thicknesses of the Gravette points are normally dis-
tributed (but the sample size is rather low). There is, however, a very strong correlation

between widths and thicknesses: Pearson’s r=0.85.
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Figure 8.16: Microgravettes from Khotylévo 2: dorsal and ventral views. Proximal ends oriented
towards bottom of photograph

Only six pieces are whole or nearly whole; of these, one is broken at the basal tip so
its original form cannot be discerned and the end of another is obscured by concretions.
The retouch on the other four varies. Two were truncated with semi-abrupt direct
retouch; one had a sub-rounded, inversely backed end; another was directly retouched
to an end which curved towards a right-angle with the backed edge.

The Gravette points at Khotylévo 2 are rather homogeneous in their dimensions and
morphology; they are very similar to Gravette points found elsewhere in Europe. Their
reasonably significant numbers mean that they are a defining feature of the backed
assermblage of this site. The technology used to produce them is in line with the general
lithic technology strategy employed at the site, as also seen for the Khotylévo-type

Gravette points and the “straight backed bladelets” described below.

8.4.5 Microgravettes

A very small number (n=4, 1% of the weighted sample) of microgravettes were found in
the collection (Fig. 8.16). Of these, Fig. 8.16: d is clearly different in general shape and
dimensions from the other three lithics, but does meet the formal criteria for description
as a microgravette.

They are very small in size: the unbroken lithics are 24 mm, 25 mm and 32 mm

long. The mean width and thickness of the pieces are 5 mm and 2.5 mm respectively.
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The ventral surfaces are flat or slightly concave in form.

The first three (Fig. 8.16: a—c) have points at both their proximal and distal ends,
where present; inverse or bifacial retouch was applied to shape all the extant ends of
these three points. All striking platforms and bulbs of percussion were removed. Two
bear crossed-abrupt backing and have had all their arrises removed. These three pieces
form an extremely homogeneous group in their dimensions and morphology.

The fourth (Fig. 8.16: d) is clearly different, in that it is larger than the others, and
although both its ends have been shaped by marginal direct retouch, no inverse retouch
has been applied. The bulb of percussion and striking platform remain, and it bears
obvious damage to its unbacked edge (visible in the photograph). It is likely that it was
created and used for a different function from the other three pieces.

Given the known concerns over artefact recovery in the excavation of the collection,
they are perhaps underrepresented. If we take their numbers at face value, they form a
tiny part of the assemblage, and are numerically much less important than the ordinary
and Khotylévo-type Gravette points. However, their presence is still rather important

for the interpretation of the site.

8.4.6 Shouldered pieces

There are 16 of these lithics (7% of the weighted sample), which bear direct abrupt or
semi-abrupt backing forming a shoulder on one edge (Fig. 8.17; Fig 8.11: ¢, f). Only
one of them appears to be a shouldered point comparable to the classic shouldered
points of the Eastern European Late Gravettian. The others are all best understood
as unfinished backed lithics. This classification disagrees with the assessments of these
pieces as, or as related to, shouldered points (e.g. Gavrilov, 2008).

The main reason for rejecting the notion that these lithics are to do with shoul-
dered points is the absence of any evidence for the creation of pointed ends. Of the
shouldered pieces, some lithics simply could not have formed shouldered points even
with further retouching: the section of the lithic which would have formed the point is

clearly unsuitable for this, often being either a thick proximal blank end or a very thin
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distal blank end. In other cases the non-shouldered section is long and rectilinear and
shows no evidence of having been retouched into a point.

It seems most likely that these pieces simply represent lithics whose backing was
abandoned for some reason. Fig. 8.18 shows a comparison between the widths of the
stems of the shouldered pieces (excluding the single shouldered point) and the maximum
widths of the straight backed bladelets sub-category: the widths of the shouldered piece
stems fall entirely within the range of the backed bladelet widths.

Bulochnikova (1998, p. 71) relates the pieces to waste from segmenting of pieces.
This is a very interesting idea but the evidence for it does not seem strong: often the
end of the shoulder is located around the medial part of the blank.

The single convincing shouldered point is worth describing (Fig. 8.17: g). It is
a distal fragment, 39 mm long and 10.5 mm wide at maximum. The stem itself also
reaches 10.5 mm in width proximally. The point segment is 21 mm long and the extant
stem is 17 mm long. The backing forming a shoulder continues around the corner of the
point for several millimetres: i.e., it shapes the proximal corner of the point segment of
the lithic as well as forming the shoulder. The piece bears slightly irregular marginal
direct retouch on the distal 20 mm of the left edge as well as low-angle covering inverse
retouch applied from the left edge. The lithic is made on opaque fine-grained black flint
believed to have been imported to the site (see Section 8.5). The fact that the backing
clearly deliberately shapes the intersection between the stem and the point segment is
good evidence that this is not simply an unfinished Gravette point; furthermore, the
inverse retouch flattening the ventral surface of the distal end is common to classic

Eastern European shouldered points (Demars & Laurent, 1992, p. 138).

8.4.7 Straight backed bladelets

This sub-category constitutes the most numerous group of backed lithics at Khotylévo 2
(n=142, 71% of the weighted sample). The group includes bladelets with straight or
nearly straight backing, which are usually rectilinear in overall form. As in the rest of

the collection, medial fragments constitute by far the largest category of fragment type
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Figure 8.17: Shouldered pieces from Khotylévo 2: dorsal (top) and ventral (bottom) views.
Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph

238



Khotylévo 2: Comparison of widths

of straight backed bladelets and shouldered piece stems (Raw sample)
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Figure 8.18: Straight backed bladelets and stems of shouldered pieces (not including the shoul-
dered point) from Khotylévo 2: histograms of widths (Straight backed bladelets: n=142;
Khotylévo-type Gravette points: n=15; raw sample).
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Element Count | Percentage
Whole 8 6%
Proximal fragment 34 24%
Medial fragment 74 52%
Distal fragment 19 13%
Indeterminate (prox./dist.) fragment 7 5%
Total 142 100%

Table 8.7: Straight backed bladelets from Khotylévo 2: counts of whole examples and fragments
(raw sample)

(Table 8.7).

The majority of these lithics have a ventral face which is flat to within 1 mm (n=96,
67.6%). A significant number are slightly concave (n=30, 21.1%), while the remainder
are sinuous, concave, convex and/or twisted. The proximal end of the blank is present
and observable in 41 cases (in 94 cases it is broken off; in 6 the proximal and distal
ends cannot be distinguished and it is not clear whether the proximal end had been
broken off or removed; one proximal end is obscured by concretions). Of these 41
pieces, in six cases a platform is present. In nine cases a bulb is partly or completely
intact. Therefore, the bulb and platform were usually, but not universally, deliberately

removed (n=32, 78% of unbroken and observable proximal ends).

Crossed-abrupt backing was frequently used. The crossing could be either continu-
ous (n=32, 23%) or just cover part of an otherwise directly backed edge (n=17, 12%).
This proportion, 35% in total, is close to the proportion of backing in the entire weighted
backed lithic sample (34%). As with the rest of the assemblage, a fairly similar propor-
tion of bladelets were backed on the right-hand (n=69, 49%) or left-hand (n=55, 38%)
edge of the piece (17 were backed on an indeterminable edge and one was backed on
both edges).

In most cases the sides of the lithics were rectilinear (n=113, 80%). In others they
were straight but tapered from one end to the other (n=21, 15%). In the remainder of

cases they were slightly sinuous, lunate or irregular in form.

The widths and thicknesses of these pieces are shown in Figs. 8.19 and 8.20. The his-
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Khotylévo 2 straight backed bladelets: Widths
(Raw sample)

50 —

Frequency
w
o
|

20 —

Maximum width (mm)

Figure 8.19: Straight backed bladelets from Khotylévo 2: histogram of widths (n=142; raw
sample)

tograms show that this group gives a normal distribution for both width and thickness.

There is a moderate correlation between these two measurements: Pearson’s r=0.68.

The following discussion takes the proximal and distal ends (as defined by the blanks)
in combination, as there is no obvious difference between the treatment of each of these.
Of the 284 ends under study (raw sample), most were broken (n=208, 73%), while
another 9 (2%) had breaks of their very tips, so that the exact shapes of the original ends
could not be determined. Of the remaining ends (n=67), the most common treatment
was rectangular truncation (Fig. 8.11: a, d), while rounded and pointed ends were also
present (Table 8.8).

The treatment of the ends is consistent with at least some of these pieces being in fact
fragments of the stems of Gravette points, including Khotylévo-type Gravette points.
Further supporting evidence is provided by the widths of the pieces when compared
to the widths of the stems of the Gravette points and Khotylévo-type Gravette points

(Fig. 8.21). The distribution of widths of the Gravette point stems falls within, and at
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Khotylévo 2 straight backed bladelets: Thicknesses
(Raw sample)
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Figure 8.20: Straight backed bladelets from Khotylévo 2: histogram of thicknesses (n=142; raw
sample)

Type of end Frequency | Percentage
Unretouched 8 12%
Rectangular truncation 26 39%
Sub-rectangular truncation 8 12%
Rounded 2 3%
Sub-rounded 10 15%
Rounded with right-angled corner 6 9%
Point 7 10%
Total 67 100%

Table 8.8: Straight backed bladelets from Khotylévo 2: treatments of ends where present (raw
sample)
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the centre of, the distribution of widths of the straight backed bladelets.

This is by no means the explanation of all the straight backed bladelets: the unbro-
ken lithics (n=8) are clearly not Khotylévo-type Gravette points; rather, they usually

have truncations or other retouch at both ends.

The function of the straight backed bladelets is not obvious. There are probably
multiple unidentified functional sub-groups present within the category. This includes
the ends of points and double-truncated backed bladelets. The lengths of the whole
pieces mostly cluster between 29 mm and 42 mm (Fig. 8.9), but with an obvious outlier
(which is truncated at both ends): more than one length of backed bladelet was present
here. There are multiple possible functions for the straight backed bladelets, including
as cutting tools, either hafted or not, and as part of composite weapons. However, this
sub-category consists of pieces which are homogeneous in their general morphology. The
technology of blank production and retouching, discussed in Section 8.5, is key to this

consistency.

8.4.8 Other backed pieces

The remaining backed lithics (18% of the weighted sample in all) are classified either
as “miscellaneous points” (n==8), “part-backed pieces” (n=19) and “irregularly backed
pieces” (n=15). These are all heterogenous and small groups. “Miscellaneous points”
refers to pieces which have a definite point but which are not classified as Gravette
points, because their form is not generally elongated and/or because their bases are not
modified. They could include incomplete Gravette points, awls, and cutting tools. The
“part-backed pieces” have incomplete backing on one or both edges. Like the shouldered
pieces discussed above, some of them could relate to unfinished backed pieces, but they
also include lithics of very diverse morphologies. The “irregularly backed pieces” have
backing which is not straight, but markedly sinuous or otherwise irregular. They are
also diverse in terms of their overall morphology, other retouch, blank form, etc., and

their function is unknown.
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Khotylévo 2: Comparison of widths of straight backed bladelets,
Gravette points and Khotylevo—-type Gravette point stems (Raw sample)
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Figure 8.21: Straight backed bladelets and Gravette points from Khotylévo 2: histograms of
widths (Straight backed bladelets: n=142; Gravette points: n=31; Khotylévo-type Gravette
points: n=16; raw sample).
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Number made on | Percentage of sub-category
Sub-category

opaque black flint | made on opaque black flint
Khotylévo-type Gravette point 2 14%
Gravette point 2 6%
Microgravette 0 0%
Straight backed bladelet 15 11%
Shouldered piece 5 31%
Miscellaneous point 1 13%
Part-backed piece 2 11%
Irregularly backed piece 3 20%

Table 8.9: Backed lithics from Khotylévo 2: numbers and percentages made on opaque black
flint (raw sample)

8.5 Bladelet blank production techniques

The technology used must be understood in the context of the local availablity of flint.
Good quality tabular flint can be found in the immediate vicinity of the site—it is dark
grey or, more rarely, black or brown in colour, and patinates to white. Most stone tools
found at Khotylévo 2 were made from this flint but some pieces made on imported
higher-quality black nodular flint were also found (Gavrilov, 2008, p. 43). About 12%
of the backed lithics studied were made on black fine-grained opaque flint, with the
remainder of lithics being dark grey or brown in colour, in line with the description
of the local flint. The proportion of opaque black flint remains more or less consistent
between different sub-categories (the small sample sizes for each sub-category mean that
the differences between them should not be over-interpreted) (Table 8.9). This indicates
that specific sub-categories of tool were not obviously preferentially made on imported
flint.

The vast majority of backed lithics studied during this project were made on pris-
matic blade blanks that were heavily reduced laterally by backing. The only exception

to this is presented by the microgravettes, which are more likely to have been made on
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small bladelet blanks. A single lithic was made on a lame sous créte; all the remainder
were apparently made on the products of plein débitage although the heavy reduction
of the blanks means this is not definite.

The blade cores from the site have been studied by Seleznév (1998), who found
a variety of technological approaches to core reduction and management. Only five
of the studied pieces (raw sample) had bipolar removal scars on their dorsal surfaces,
but bipolar knapping and multiple striking platforms were fairly common among the
studied cores. There is no evidence for bladelet production on prismatic cores at the
site; however, there are a significant number of “multi-faceted burins”? which could have
acted as bladelet cores, for example for blanks for the microgravettes (Seleznév, 1998,
p. 224).

The use of blade blanks and heavy reduction by backing and removal of the ends
of the blank gave the makers of the tools found at Khotylévo 2 a great deal of control
over the final dimensions of the pieces. This helps to explain the very high correlation
between width and thickness observed for this collection.

Complete removal of arrises was also common, especially using crossed-abrupt back-
ing as discussed above (Section 8.4.2, p. 221). In all cases with continuous crossed-
abrupt backing of one edge, the arrises were completely removed. It seems that direct
backing was generally used for cases where widthwise reduction did not require the re-
moval of all the arrises; where the final arris had to be removed, crossed-abrupt backing
was used. This has been observed for other backed assemblages (Christensen & Valentin,
2004); it is also a very effective technique for achieving a back at near right-angles to
two flat dorsal and ventral surfaces. Taken as a whole, 29% (n—73) had more than one
arris left, 49% (n=124) had a single arris extant and 22% (n=>54) of the pieces studied
had no arrises remaining (raw sample). This indicates the high degree of widthwise
reduction of the blanks.

There is a very high degree of consistency between different sub-categories in the

blanks and type of backing used for their production. This is the case for the straight
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backed bladelets, ordinary Gravette points, Khotylévo-type Gravette points and the
shouldered pieces (most of which are probably unfinished, often broken, representatives
of the first three groups). These were all made on blade blanks of fairly consistent
form and dimensions, which were backed and truncated until the required form was
achieved. This often involved heavy reduction of the original size of the blank. The
microgravettes were perhaps produced using a different chdine opératoire, similar to

that used at Kosténki 8 Layer 2, but the evidence for this is not conclusive.

8.6 Discussion

The backed assemblage from Khotylévo 2 can be summarized as follows. Straight, regu-
lar backed bladelets of unknown function constitute the most numerous sub-category of
backed lithics. This sub-category almost certainly includes medial and basal fragments
of Gravette points, which are indistinguishable from much of the rest of the backed
assemblage when the point is not present. The assemblage has an important Gravette
point component, including the newly defined Khotylévo-type Gravette points, which
have been categorized by other authors as shouldered points. A very small number of
microgravettes are present; these pieces may be under-represented due to the excavation
conditions. There is only one convincing shouldered point in the assemblage, which ex-
ists as a fragment. The rest of the shouldered assemblage (excluding the Khotylévo-type
Gravette points) is made up of miscellaneous incompletely backed lithics.

The backed lithics were produced on regular blades, created on prismatic cores.
The width of the blanks was usually heavily reduced during retouching, so that often
no arrises remain. Crossed-abrupt backing was employed where retouching removed all
arrises, including in the formation of pointed ends, where the crossed backing was often
only partial.

Khotylévo-type Gravette points also appear to exist in the collection from Gagarino,
based on the available illustrations (Fig. 8.22). Gagarino has previously been linked

with Khotylévo 2 by some authors (Sinitsyn, 2007; Zaverniaev, 1991; see Section 8.2).

247



LRSSy

3cm

Figure 8.22: Khotylévo-type Gravette points from Gagarino (after Tarasov, 1979, Fig. 35, p. 77)
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Figure 8.23: Gravette points with gibbosities on their backed edges from Central Europe. a:
Willendorf IT Level 6 (after Otte, 1981, Fig. 107: 8, p. 269); b: Wqjcice (after Otte, 1981,
Fig. 203: 7-8, p. 428)

Beyond Gagarino, any kind of Gravette point with a gibbosity appears to be very
rare in Fastern and Central Europe. There is a lithic from Level 6 of Willendorf I1
described as a “base de gravette & dos gibbeuz”® which could be comparable (Otte,
1981, p. 269) (Fig. 8.23: a). If it is truly the basal fragment then the gibbosity is in
the wrong position for it to be classified as a Khotylévo-type Gravette point, but the
extant end is clearly pointed. The assemblage from Wéjcice (Poland) is described as
containing 22 backed bladelets of which three basal fragments and two medial fragments
bear gibbosities (Otte, 1981, p. 429). The illustrated lithics are small in comparison with
those from Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino, but are nonetheless interesting (Fig. 8.23: b).
Peyrony (1948) describes the points from Gagarino as “pointes a cran atypiques ou a

74 and finds their analogy in the Périgordien III of Laugerie-Haute.

gibbosités

In terms of the backed assemblage, the best comparison for Khotylévo 2 is provided
by Gagarino. Other than the Khotylévo-type Gravette points, Khotylévo 2 is a rather
generalised Gravette point and straight backed bladelet assemblage. Previous compar-

isons with Moravian sites and various other European sites seem groundless if only the

evidence from the backed assemblage is considered.

3¢hase of a Gravette point with a gibbous back”
“atypical shouldered points or shouldered points with gibbosities”
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Chapter 9

Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (Gmelinskaia)

9.1 History of excavation and investigation

The site of Kosténki 21 was located on the first terrace above the Don on the very edge
of the river itself, ca. 200 m downstream from Popov Log (Fig. 2.2). It was discovered
in 1956 by N. D. Praslov and excavated in 1957, 1958, 1960, 1964, 1971 and 1976—
1979. As the site was being actively eroded by the Don during the twentieth century,
investigations at the site took the form of rescue excavations (Praslov & Rogachév,
1982, p. 198).

The assemblage is quite well-published in Russian, with numerous publications de-
voted to it, including some focusing on its fauna, decorative artefacts, and the evidence
for dwelling structures (e.g Ivanova, 1981; Ivanova et al., 1987; Praslov & Ivanova,
1982). Tt also receives discussion in some comparative works (e.g. Amirkhanov, 1998;
Anikovich et al., 2008¢; Sinitsyn, 2013; Zhéltova, 2008). The most extensive discussion
of the assemblage in a Western European language is in Sinitsyn (2007) but it is also
mentioned briefly in some reviews of the Russian Gravettian (e.g. Djindjian et al., 1999;
Hoffecker, 2002; Kozlowski, 1986).

Three cultural layers were discovered at the site, of which the third was by far the
richest. Layer 3 was discovered in association with a poorly pronounced buried soil

with cryogenic deformations (Praslov & Ivanova, 1982). This soil has been correlated
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Figure 9.1: Plan of Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (modified from Praslov & Ivanova (1982, Fig. 68)). Key:
1: cut bank; 2, 3: borders of dwellings and accumulations. Red: northern complex. Purple:
southern complex

with buried soils at other sites at Kosténki, and is known as the “Gmelin soil” (Holliday
et al., 2007, p. 220) (see Chapter 4). The third cultural layer was found at a depth
of several metres, buried under a series of colluvial and alluvial deposits and loess-like
loams (Praslov & Ivanova, 1982). The cultural layer and buried soil were deformed by
permafrost-related processes (Fig. 4.13, p. 101). The vertical distribution of the cultural
layer sometimes reached 30 cm as a result of this, although its average thickness was
5-7 cm (Praslov & Ivanova, 1982).

The following summary of the site’s layout is based on Anikovich et al. (2008c),
Praslov & Rogachév (1982) and Zhéltova (2008), which generally agree with each other.
The site is spatially complicated, including six different concentrations of material,
including possible dwelling structures (Fig. 9.1). The site extended for ca. 160 m along
the bank of the Don; more than 510 m? were excavated. Due to the erosion of the site
into the Don, several accumulations were only partially excavated. The accumulations
have been separated into two groups, often called the “northern” or “dwelling” complex,
and the “southern” or, sometimes, “manufacturing” complex. The northern complex
consists of four possible dwelling structures, three of which are described as having
hearth pits at their centres. Altogether fewer than 3,000 flints were collected from
these accumulations. Two large concentrations of finds—40 m? and 70 m?—make up the

southern complex. The first of these has been interpreted as a circular dwelling with a
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Kosténki 21 Layer 3
Species | NISP | MNI
Mammals

Mammuthus primigenius | Mammoth 298 3
Bison priscus Steppe bison | 4 1
Equus ferus Horse 21 3
Rangifer tarandus Reindeer 36 1
Canis lupus Wolf 23 1
Alopex lagopus Arctic fox 11 2
Lepus sp. Hare 214 6
Marmota sp. Marmot 2 1
Total 609 18

Table 9.1: Fauna from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (from Vereshchagin & Kuz’'mina, 1977)

hearth; the limits of the latter were less clearly defined, and it lacked an obvious hearth
(although there were concentrations of burnt material). Huge amounts of lithic material
were found within these two concentrations: ca. 7,500 lithics in the smaller accumulation
and ca. 24,000 in the larger one. Importantly, the two groups of concentrations are
described as differing in the typological composition of their lithic assemblages.

The faunal collection from the site contains material from possible prey animals—
reindeer, horse, bison, and mammoth—as well as the remains of fur-bearing animals.
The site lacks large bones which might have been argued to have been used for the
construction of dwelling structures (Zhéltova, 2008). Unfortunately, no information is
available on the spatial distribution of the faunal remains, for example according to

dwelling complex.

9.2 History of interpretation

The site is universally described as Gravettian. It is not usually included in the Kosténki-
Avdeevo Culture despite the presence of lithics described as shouldered points: these
have been recognised as different from the shouldered points found at Kosténki 1 Layer 1

and Avdeevo. The main differences in interpretation over the years have concerned the
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importance of the apparent similarity with the assemblage of Kosténki 11 Layer 2.
Some authors have stressed the closeness of the lithic assemblages from these sites,
while others have maintained that Kosténki 21 Layer 3 is very different from any other
site. Comparisons have also been made with Kosténki 5 Layer 2, sites on the Dnieper,
and Western European sites.

Praslov & Ivanova (1982) see some similarity with the assemblage from Kosténki 11
Layer 2, but do not draw any conclusions on this matter. They highlight the importance
of what they see as different activity areas within the site for creating differences with
other sites on the Russian plain.

Kozlowski (1986, pp. 166, 183, 190) mostly stresses the idiosyncrasy of the site,
but finds similarity between the “convex, backed points with rounded blunted bases”
from Kosténki 11 Layer 2 and those from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 and Kosténki 5 Layer 2.
He emphasises the uniqueness of the engravings of animals on stone pebbles (which he
writes are also found at Pfedmosti) and of features of the habitation structures.

Sinitsyn (2007, p. 197) treats the assemblage as representing one of his four faciés
of the Kosténki-Borshchévo Gravettian. He sees all aspects of the assemblage as having
idiosyncratic traits within the Gravettian of the region. Like others authors, however,
he sees some similarity with Kosténki 11 Layer 2, describing some points as belonging to
a “groupe de federmesser” alongside those from Pushkari 1 and Klyusy in the Dnieper
basin.

In a later article, Sinitsyn (2013) again emphasises the uniqueness of the site within
the Russian MUP. He writes that the shouldered points are different from the shouldered
points of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, but close to Western European shouldered
points. He also describes some points as being reminiscent of Federmesser points (these
are the “convex, backed points with rounded blunted bases” described by Kozlowski).
He sees this as evidence of the influence of common European cultural processes at
Kosténki, which he contrasts with the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture sites and Kosténki

11 Layer 2, which he sees as “variantes propres a I’Europe de I’Est”! (Sinitsyn, 2007,

Y«yariants specific to Eastern Europe”
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p. 198).

Anikovich et al. (2008¢) also compare the round-based backed points (which they

"2 with the assemblage from Kosténki 11 Layer 2.

call “modifications of Azilian points
They include rectangles, often truncated, in this comparison. For them, the significant
number of small backed bladelets constitutes a difference from Kosténki 11 Layer 2.
They consider the northern and southern complexes separately: according to them, the
southern, larger complex has a significant microassemblage, including backed bladelets,
and shouldered points and the few stemmed points. They write that the Azilian-type
points and rectangles are completely absent from the southern complex. The northern
complex, on the other hand, contains Azilian-type points and rectangles, and shows
other differences in its typological composition, for example in the proportion of burins
and scrapers. They regard the two complexes at Kosténki 21 Layer 3 as very different
from one another, but maintain that they belong to a single site. In Anikovich’s opinion,
strong differences between two areas of a single site are logically possible, and reflect a
complex social structure (e.g. the presence of people from different cultural traditions,

or of separate areas for men, women, children, etc.) or activities relating to different

types of hunting having taken place in different areas.

They stress the similarities with Kosténki 11 Layer 2, writing that if the osseous
industries and decorative material from the two sites were as similar as the flint material,
there would be no doubt that they belonged to the same culture. Tt is suggested
that Kosténki 11 Layer 2 represents a winter settlement and Kosténki 21 Layer 3 is
a summer settlement and flint knapping workshop. Both sites are included in the
“Anosovsko-Gmelinskaya archaeological culture,” and contrasted with Gravettian sites
that they believe are chronologically close, such as Kosténki 1 Layer 1, Kosténki 4 Layer

1, Kosténki 9, and Borshchévo 5 Layer 1.
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9.3 Collections and sampling

The extensive collections from the excavations at this site are held at the IIMK in
Saint Petersburg. A total of 1,245 backed lithics were counted in the collections here,
including 1,165 ordinary backed bladelets and points, 15 entire shouldered points, and
65 fragments of shouldered points. Due to the nature of the curatorial situation, it is not
possible to be certain whether material was missing from the studied collection. A 25%
random sample (see Section 3.2.4) of the backed bladelets, backed points, and broken
shouldered points was studied (307 altogether), and all 15 of the entire shouldered points
were studied: 322 lithics in total. Of 28 cores found in the collection, 14 were examined

and recorded.

Since two different types of sampling were used here, modification of the dataset was
sometimes necessary for analysis. In most cases a raw dataset was used (for example
when looking at sub-groups either excluding, or entirely made up of, the unbroken
shouldered points). In other cases, especially when the entire assemblage was being
considered, a weighted dataset was used, which gives the pieces sampled at 25% a
quadruple weighting. When the weighted dataset was used, results of analyses are
given as percentages rather than as raw counts. In the following sections the dataset

used (raw or weighted) is always clearly stated.

According to the literature, more than 31,000 knapped flints were found in total at
the site. The following description is based on the information in Praslov & Ivanova
(1982, pp. 202-209).

The “northern complex” provided 2,760 lithics, including 271 which were retouched.
The assemblage from this part of the site included backed microliths, retouched and

backed blades, burins, a few scrapers, backed points, and other lithics.

The collection from the larger accumulation in the “southern complex” of the site
numbered ca. 23,860 flints, including 1,020 retouched pieces. The other yielded ca. 7,500
lithics. These included modest numbers of scrapers and burins, and larger numbers of

retouched blades and bladelets. There were many backed bladelets, of which almost all
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had full backing along one edge. The shouldered and stemmed points made on bladelet
blanks represent another significant group of artefacts. The distal end of the point was
often retouched. Other, unshouldered points, also made on bladelets, were represented,
but in smaller numbers. They have one or two backed edges and sometimes oblique
truncation of the distal end.

Osseous material from the southern complex includes pendants made of bone and
teeth, bone points, a needle, awl, a pierced osseous artefact described as a bdton percé
and a possible handle of some type (Figs. 9.2 and 9.3). There is also an engraving of an
animal on a sandstone disc and some decorated hematite. For the northern complex,
the non-lithic industry includes a fragmented bone point, and worked and decorated

pieces of ivory, hematite, bone and shell.

9.4 Backed lithic assemblage

9.4.1 Sub-categories

The backed collection from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 includes several lithic categories, some of
which are much more homogeneous than others. The figures in brackets in the following

list indicate the number of pieces studied, not the number in the entire collection.

Shouldered pieces (broken) (n=16). (25% sample). Any broken pieces bearing a

clearly backed cran or shoulder.

Shouldered pieces (unbroken) (n=15). (100% sample). These are as the previous

group, but unbroken.

Points (n=17). (25% sample). Pieces which have a clear point on one or both ends,

which has been formed by retouch on one or both edges.

Backed bladelets (n=274). (25% sample). Bladelets without a clear point or shoul-
der but with backing of some description: either straight, concave, convex, etc. or
irregular. The overall form of the bladelets, as well as the treatment of the ends

and any other retouch, varies widely.
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Figure 9.2: Bone points from Kosténki 21-3
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Figure 9.3: A “bdton percé” from Kosténki 21-3
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Element Raw count | Raw percentage | Weighted percentage
Whole 54 17% 14%

Proximal fragment 123 38% 40%

Medial fragment 93 29% 30%

Distal fragment 52 16% 17%

Total 322 100% 101%

Table 9.2: Backed lithics from Kosténki 21 Layer 3: counts of whole examples and fragments

9.4.2 (General remarks

The collections from the northern and southern complexes were analysed separately, be-
cause previous work had suggested that there were clear typological differences between
them (Section 9.2). Only 30 pieces (9% of the raw dataset) from the northern complex
were studied and 292 (91% of the raw dataset) from the southern. Numerous typological
differences were noted between the two collections; for example, no shouldered pieces
were found in the northern complex, but 31 were found in the southern. Unfortunately,
the small size of the assemblage from the northern complex means that this observation
is not statistically robust. However, the studied points from the northern and southern
complex are also very obviously different, as will be discussed further below. In the
following sections dedicated to various typological groupings, the differences between

the assemblages from the northern and southern complexes will be made clear.

The site’s assemblage contains a few recognisable typological groups, which vary
in their level of homogeneity. However, these only make up a small minority of the
collection as a whole. The remainder of the assemblage is made up of quite simple and
variable backed bladelets. It is very difficult to discern typological groups within this
mass of bladelets: the sub-categories outlined here, based on the type of backing and the
shape of the unbacked edge, only represent a first attempt to identify any sub-groups
within the backed bladelet assemblage. They are not necessarily reflective of functional

or other categories.

As is usually the case, proximal fragments outnumber medial, distal and unbroken

pieces (Fig. 9.4 and Table 9.2). The frequency of backing on the right edge is almost
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Kosténki 21-3 backed pieces:
Proportions of unbroken and fragmented lithics (Weighted sample)
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Figure 9.4: Backed lithics from Kosténki 21 Layer 3: counts of whole examples and fragments
(n=322; weighted sample)

exactly the same as that on the left edge, in clear contrast with several other sites
included in this research (Fig. 9.5). For the weighted sample, 46% of pieces are backed
on the right edge and 46% on the left edge (6% had substantial backing on both edges
and 2% were backed on an indeterminable edge). There was no significant difference

between the northern and southern complexes in these respects.

The distribution of widths of the collection considered as a whole is unimodal and
right-skewed (Fig. 9.6). The widths of the pieces vary between 3 mm and 17 mm, with
a mean value of 7.5 mm and a median of 7 mm (SD: 2.6). The thicknesses of the pieces
are usually modest, with few reaching 5 mm (mean: 2.5 mm, median: 2 mm, SD: 0.8)
(Fig. 9.7). There is a moderate to strong correlation between width and thickness for

the collection taken as a whole: Pearson’s r=0.49 (weighted sample).

One marked difference between this collection and others under study is the rela-
tively low rate of removal of striking platforms and bulbs of percussion. Of the entire

weighted sample, 50% were suitable for determining the presence/removal of a strik-
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Kosténki 21-3 backed pieces: Laterality of backing
(Weighted sample)
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Figure 9.5: Backed lithics from Kosténki 21 Layer 3: backing by edge (n1=322; weighted sample)

Kosténki 21-3 backed pieces: Widths
(Weighted sample)
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Figure 9.6: Backed lithics from Kosténki 21 Layer 3: histogram of widths (n=322; weighted
sample)
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Kosténki 21-3 backed pieces: Thicknesses
(Weighted sample)
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Figure 9.7: Backed lithics from Kosténki 21 Layer 3: histogram of thicknesses (n=322; weighted
sample)

ing platform and 51% for the presence/removal of a bulb of percussion (the rest were
broken). Of the weighted sample with intact proximal tips, only 29% had had their
platforms removed. The other 71% had extant striking platforms. Of the weighted
sample with unbroken proximal ends, 7% had completely undisturbed bulbs of percus-
sion. The majority, 71%, had partially removed bulbs (> 50% extant) and 13% had
mostly removed bulbs (< 50% extant). 10% had had their bulbs completely removed.

In almost all cases direct backing was used. Only in a tiny number of cases was
crossed (n=2, raw sample) or inverse (n=8, raw sample) backing used. One of the
pieces with inverse backing derived from the northern complex; all the rest, as well as

both the lithics with crossed-abrupt backing, were found in the southern complex.

9.4.3 Shouldered pieces

Lithics with a well-defined backed shoulder (or two, creating a tang), most of which

are shouldered points, make up a small but important part of this assemblage. All

263



Kosténki 21-3: Width—Thickness correlation
(Raw sample)
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Figure 9.8: Backed lithics from Kosténki 21 Layer 3: sunflower plot of width vs thickness with
regression line (n=322; raw sample). Pearson’s r=0.49 (for weighted sample)
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Figure 9.9: Unbroken shouldered pieces from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (1): dorsal (top) and ventral
(bottom) views. Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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Figure 9.10: Unbroken shouldered pieces from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (2): dorsal (top) and ventral
(bottom) views. Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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Kosténki 21-3 shouldered points: Widths
(Raw sample)

Frequency

Maximum width (mm)

Figure 9.11: Shouldered points from Kosténki 21 Layer 3: histogram of maximum widths (n=31;
raw sample)

the studied pieces were found within the southern complex. A 100% sample of the
unbroken pieces (n=15) and a 25% sample of the broken pieces (n=16) were studied.
The unbroken pieces are all shown in Figs. 9.9 and 9.10.

All of the unbroken shouldered pieces have points at their distal ends. Of the 16
broken shouldered pieces studied, nine appear to be fragments of the same type of point
as the unbroken points, two are definitely not, and five fragments are too small to draw
conclusions. Including the unbroken points, this gives us a sample of 24 shouldered
points. The two shouldered lithics which are not shouldered points could perhaps be
unfinished points of other kinds, or unfinished backed bladelets.

The lengths of the unbroken points range from 27 mm to 76 mm, with 46 mm the
mean length (median: 40 mm, SD: 14.8). The widths of the broken and unbroken points
cluster between 8 and 14 mm (Fig. 9.11). Perhaps surprisingly, there is only a weak
correlation between the maximum widths and the thicknesses of the pieces (Pearson’s

r=0.26).
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Ventral surface morphology | Count | Percentage
Concave 8 33%
Flat 7 29%
Sinuous 5 21%
Concave twisted 2 8%
Convex 1 4%
Twisted 1 4%
Total 31 100%

Table 9.3: Shouldered points from Kosténki 21-3: ventral surfaces

The shoulder is created using direct abrupt and /or semi-abrupt backing. The lengths
of the stems vary in relation to the points as a whole, but are usually about half the
total length of the piece, and sometimes even longer. The vast majority of points (n=22,
92%) have some kind of retouch to their distal points, which can be marginal retouch
or backing. This is almost always direct, varies in its extent and can be on one or both
edges. The blanks appear to have been selected so that little retouch was necessary to
create a sharp point.

Ventral retouch is rare among the shouldered points, being found on only three of
the 31 lithics. In two cases, this constitutes low-angle invasive retouch shaping the distal
point, either from only one edge or from both edges, and continuing for about 15 mm
of the length of the piece. In the third case, it is low-angle retouch from the proximal
end covering the proximal 5 mm of the piece (Fig. 9.9: e).

The ventral surfaces of the shouldered points are mixed in form: only 7 of 24 are
flat to within 1 mm tolerance. The others are often concave or sinuous (Table 9.3).

The majority of shoulders are located on the right edge of the lithic (n—=15, 63%),
with a smaller number located on the left edge (n=8, 33%) or on two edges forming
a tang (n=1, 4%). None of the shouldered points or pieces are worked with crossed-
abrupt backing, and only one point has inverse backing forming the shoulder. The
latter is somewhat different from the other studied points in its general morphology
(Fig. 9.9: b).

Of the 16 identified shouldered points with intact proximal ends (i.e. all the unbroken
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pieces and one fragment), only eight (50%) have had their striking platforms removed.
Two (13%) have had their bulbs of percussion completely removed: the rest have had
them partly (n=10, 63%) or mostly (n=4, 25%) removed. In the few cases where there
is a retouched proximal end (n=8), there are a variety of forms: pointed or tapering
(n=>5), sub-rectangular (n=2), and sub-rounded (n=1).

To summarize, the shouldered points form a fairly homogeneous typological series.
The majority of them are similar in shape; two pieces which are not (Figs.9.9: b and
9.10: g) are perhaps unfinished or relate to different uses from the rest of the points.
The shoulders and distal points were generally shaped with some care. However, the
blanks as a whole are usually not straight; the most common type of ventral surface is
concave. The points almost always lack the ventral retouch that could have corrected
this curvature. The striking platforms were removed in only half of cases, and little
attention was paid to removing the bulbs of percussion. Little control was exerted
over the relationship between the widths and thicknesses of the lithics. In many cases,
damage and use-wear is visible on the edges of the pieces. It seems unlikely that these
lithics relate to projectile points. It is far more plausible that they were created for use

as knives, probably hafted.

9.4.4 Points

Lithics defined here as points, most of which are shown in Figs. 9.12 and 9.13, were
found in both the southern and the northern complex at the site. The collections from
each of the complexes clearly differ strongly.

The points from the southern complex (n=9), all of which are shown in the pho-
tograph, are generally narrow, elongated, and sometimes rectilinear in form. However,
they nonetheless vary strongly in the details of their morphology and retouch, for ex-
ample, the positioning and treatment of the points, the removal or not of the platform
and/or bulb, and the type of blank used and the degree of its reduction. None of the
points strictly meet the criteria used for defining a Gravette point (specifically, the cri-

terion that the basal end be retouched) (Demars & Laurent, 1992, p. 100). This is often
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Figure 9.12: Points from the southern complex of Kosténki 21 Layer 3: dorsal (top) and ventral
(bottom) views. Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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Figure 9.13: Points from the northern complex of Kosténki 21 Layer 3: dorsal (top) and ventral
(bottom) views. Proximal ends oriented towards bottom of photograph
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because one end is missing; however, there are also two unbroken points which do not
meet the necessary criteria. Several fragments, however, could plausibly derive from
Gravette points. Three narrow points (Fig. 9.12: b, ¢ and i) perhaps form a series of
broken microgravettes. Apart from this speculative categorization, the points are too
diverse to find any other groupings, or to find significant unifying details other than
the general characteristics of elongation and narrowness. The small number of points
studied must obviously be taken into account when considering the importance of this
diversity. However, in comparison with other sites studied, and in comparison with the
group of points from the northern complex (see below), the level of diversity does seem

high and significant.

The points from the northern complex (n=8) are mostly very different from those
in the southern complex. These are presumably the points described as “modifications
of Azilian points” by Anikovich et al. (2008c), as “convex, backed points with rounded
blunted bases” by Koztowski (1986) and as similar to Federmesser points by Sinitsyn
(2007, 2013) (Section 9.2). Seven of them (six of which are shown in the photograph)
are rather similar to one another. (The eighth point could well be a part of the same
type of point as the other seven but the fragment is too small to be certain.) They are
less elongated than the points from the southern complex, and often triangular or close
to triangular in form. They are markedly wider than those from the southern complex
(Fig. 9.14). Four are unbroken and three are fragments missing the basal end. The
pointed end can be found towards either the proximal (n=4, 57%) or distal (n=3, 43%)
end of the blank. When the pointed end is oriented distally, the backed edge is usually
the left edge (n=6, 86%); only once is the right edge backed. There is no deliberate
inverse retouch on any of the points. The basal end, where present, is sub-rounded: this
shape is either achieved by backing (n=3) or by leaving the end unretouched (n=1). In
all cases apart from the one just mentioned with an unretouched basal end, the striking
platform has been removed and bulb of percussion has been fully or mostly removed.
The ventral surfaces of the lithics are varied: concave (n=3), sinuous (n=1), flat (n=1),

convex (n=1) or twisted (n=1).
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Kosténki 21-3: Box plot of widths of
points grouped by complex (Raw sample)
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Figure 9.14: Points from Kosténki 21 Layer 3: box plot of widths by complex (n=16; raw
sample)

As further discussed below (p. 281), for the backed assemblage as a whole there
are also very obvious differences in patination between the points from each complex.
Those from the northern complex all bear substantial white patina, while those from
the southern complex are only lightly patinated. This is very obvious in Figures 9.12

and 9.13.

9.4.5 Backed bladelets

Backed bladelets form by far the largest group of backed lithics found at this site: 274
were studied (a 25% sample), making up 88% of the weighted dataset. Of these, 252
(92%) derive from the southern complex and 22 (8%) from the northern. These will be

examined separately.
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Backed bladelets from the southern complex

Several sub-categories were established during this study, based on the shape in plan,
and regularity, of the backing, as well as the rectilinearity and regularity of the bladelet
as a whole. This was done in an attempt to discern any robust groupings within the

backed bladelet assemblage, and are as follows:

Rectilinear backed bladelets (n—=97). Bladelets with one straight backed edge and

an unbacked straight edge parallel to the backed edge.

Straight backed bladelets with regular second edge (n=105). Bladelets with
one straight backed edge and a regular, but not straight, second edge (e.g. con-

cave, sinuous).

Straight backed bladelets with irregular second edge (n—=45). Bladelets with

one straight backed edge and an irregular second edge.

Straight backed bladelets with missing second edge (n—2). Bladelets with one
straight backed edge and whose second edge is entirely or almost entirely missing

due to a break.

Regularly backed bladelets (n—=9). Bladelets with a regular, but not straight,

backed edge (e.g. convex).

Irregularly backed bladelets (n—=16). Bladelets with a backed edge which is irreg-

ular in plan.

Apart from the criteria used to separate these sub-categories, there are not many
differences evident between the groups. This does not strengthen any argument for
their reflecting functional or other groupings.

Crossed and inverse backing are rare, being present on, respectively, only two and
five backed bladelets from this complex (raw sample). In these cases the crossed or

inverse backing does not always relate to the main backing of the lithic.
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Southern complex | Northern complex

Sub-category Count Percentage | Count Percentage
Rectilinear backed bladelets 90 36% 7 32%
Straight backed bladelets

with regular second edge 97 38% 8 36%
Straight backed bladelets

with irregular second edge 42 17% 3 14%
Straight backed bladelets

with missing second edge 1% 0 0%
Regularly backed bladelets 3% 1 5%
Irregularly backed bladelets 13 5% 3 14%
Total 252 100% 22 100%

Table 9.4: Backed bladelets from Kosténki 21-3: subcategories by complex (raw sample)

Southern complex | Northern complex
Ventral surface morphology | Count Percentage | Count Percentage
Flat 118 47% 6 27%
Concave 74 29% 8 36%
Concave twisted 14 6% 2 9%
Convex 1% 1 5%
Sinuous 3% 2 9%
Sinuous twisted 2% 0 0%
Twisted 30 12% 3 14%
Total 252 100% 22 100%

Table 9.5: Backed bladelets from Kosténki 21-3: ventral surfaces (raw sample)

There is an almost equal distribution between backing on the left and right edges of
the blanks: 119 (47%) are backed on the left and 117 (46%) on the right. 10 (4%) are
backed on both edges and 6 (2%) on an indeterminable edge. Among the sub-categories
of backed bladelets outlined above, the only grouping which departs substantially from
this distribution is that of the “regularly backed bladelets” 6 are backed on the left

edge, one on the right and one on an indeterminable edge. However, given the small

number of pieces concerned, this is not necessarily a significant observation.

The ventral surfaces of the backed bladelets are rather varied (Table 9.5). Just under

half are flat to within 1 mm tolerance; the rest are concave, sinuous, twisted, etc.
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Kosténki 21-3 (southern complex)
whole backed bladelets: Lengths (Raw sample)
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Figure 9.15: Whole backed bladelets from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (southern complex): histogram
of lengths (n=27; raw sample)

Removal of the striking platform and bulb is less frequent than among the other
sites studied. Of 125 backed bladelets which have their proximal tips intact, only 29
(23%) have had their striking platforms removed. In all other cases (n=96, 77%) the
striking platform is extant. Of the 127 lithics suitable for judging the presence of a bulb
of percussion, only in 8 cases (6%) is it totally removed; in 12 cases (9%) it is mostly
removed (> 50%) while in the other 107 cases (84%) at least 50% of the bulb is extant.

The lengths of the unbroken backed bladelets are given in Fig. 9.15. There are no
obviously significant differences between the defined sub-categories. The widths of all
the backed bladelets are shown in Fig. 9.16.

One possibly meaningful sub-category that could be established here is among the
“regularly backed bladelets™ bladelets with a regular convex/sinuous/concave etc (but
not straight) backed edge. There are eight deriving from the southern complex. These
pieces, although they are few in number, have a much higher rate of removal of the

platform and bulb than the rest of the backed bladelet sub-categories examined here
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Kosténki 21-3 (southern complex)
backed bladelets: Widths (Raw sample)
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Figure 9.16: Backed bladelets from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (southern complex): histogram of
widths (n=252; raw sample)

(of 5 pieces not broken proximally, 4 had their platforms removed). This removal is
sometimes achieved with backing forming an oblique and/or curved end. The whole
pieces are also much shorter on average than the rest of the backed bladelets. However,
although some of these these pieces do seem to have important features in common,
they vary widely in their dimensions, their shapes and in the specifics of their creation.
The large amount of variation within the small number of lithics concerned means that

this is not a convincing typological group.

If we consider all the pieces with retouched ends, we have a bigger sample group to
work with but again, there is a high level of variability in all aspects of technology and
typology. The bladelets can have rounded, pointed, rectangular or irregular ends, or
variants thereof. There is no obvious patterning to this retouch and it is not dominated

by any one particular form.
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Backed bladelets from the northern complex

Only 22 backed bladelets derive from the northern complex of the site. On the whole, the
small assemblage from this area is similar to that from the southern complex. The same
sub-categories used for defining the backed bladelets from the southern complex were
used on this complex and have a very similar rate of representation in both complexes
(Table 9.4). One regularly backed bladelet is perhaps a basal fragment of one of the
points described above.

The backing edge is again almost equally distributed between left and right: 11
(50%) are backed on the left and 9 (41%) on the right, while 2 (9%) are backed on both.
The ventral surfaces are, like those of the backed bladelets from the southern complex,
quite varied (Table 9.5). The majority are either concave or flat in form.

The widths of the pieces do not form a normal distribution but given the small
sample size this is not necessarily significant (Fig. 9.17). However, it is also possible
that two functional groups are included within this single typological group.

Again, a relatively low proportion of the striking platforms and bulbs have been
removed: of 14 completely intact proximal ends, only 4 (18%) have had their platforms
removed and of 15 pieces suitable for identifying the presence of a bulb, 11 (73%) have
at least 50% of the bulb extant. Like the assemblage from the southern complex, there
is no obvious pattering to the treatment of the ends of the lithics, and various shapes

are represented, none of which dominate.

9.5 Bladelet blank production techniques

The majority of backed lithics in this assemblage seem to have been made on bladelet
or small blade blanks. A small number of pieces were made on burin spalls or spall-like
blanks: eight lithics were identified as probably or possibly having been made on such
blanks.

Scars of bipolar removals on the dorsal surfaces of the studied pieces were rare, with

only 13 (raw sample) pieces having such removals. This amounts to 4% of the weighted
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Kosténki 21-3 (northern complex)
backed bladelets: Widths (Raw sample)
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Figure 9.17: Backed bladelets from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (northern complex): histogram of
widths (n=22; raw sample)

sample.

As discussed above, striking platforms were present in a significant number of cases.
In almost all cases these were plain in form (a very small number, n=3 of the raw
sample, had possibly facetted platforms). Of the bulbs of percussion that were intact
enough to be studied, the vast majority (97%) were diffuse in form, with a small number
being more protruding or irregular.

According to the principal excavator, prismatic blade production using cores with
one or two parallel platforms predominated at the northern complex of the site, and a
number of small exhausted cores were found (Praslov & Ivanova, 1982, p. 202). Within
the southern complex, there was evidence for prismatic blade production using one or
several platforms with removals on several planes or opposing platforms. Alongside this
“secondary nucleuses of the multifaceted burin type’® were found (Praslov & Ivanova,

1982, p. 204). The latter type of core was indeed found in the collection during this

34propudmHbIe HYK/IeyChl THIIA MHOTO(ACETOUHBIX PE3IOB”
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study. However, as noted above, only a tiny number of backed lithics were made on
recognisable burin spalls or possible spalls. Most bladelets are too wide to have been
produced on anything but prismatic bladelet or small blade blanks (Fig. 9.6). Hence,
the vast majority of backed lithics studied could not have been produced on blanks from

such cores.

9.6 Discussion

The backed bladelet assemblage from both complexes of Kosténki 21 Layer 3 is hetero-
geneous and was produced with relatively little attention to the removal of platforms
and bulbs, the obtaining of straight bladelets, etc. Although it is likely that there are
sub-categories in the assemblage which relate to particular functions, it was not possi-
ble to pick these out from the mass of undifferentiated bladelets. However, the backed
bladelets form by far the most significant category of backed lithic in numerical terms
at this site. The group probably includes pieces related to cutting tools, but there could
well be a few lithics which relate to use in composite weaponry.

The backed assemblage from the southern complex should be considered as a collec-
tion containing shouldered points and various elongated points, including a few possible
microgravettes, but dominated by undifferentiated backed bladelets.

The studied collection from the northern complex lacks shouldered or elongated
points, but does contain a homogeneous group of backed points as well as similar backed
bladelets to the southern complex.

Based on the information from the backed assemblage, there is a strong possibility
that the site of Kosténki 21 Layer 3 should in fact be treated as two sites: Kosténki
21 Layer 3 (North) and Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (South). Study of the rest of the lithic
assemblage would be necessary in order to confirm or reject this.

Proceeding from the results of this research, there are two main arguments for the
site being treated as two sites and one against. The first concerns the clear typological

differences between the two complexes, which have been noted before (Anikovich et al.,
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2008¢; Praslov & Ivanova, 1982). The unambiguous difference between the groups of
points from each complex is outlined above. The existence of two spatially discrete
typological groups has previously been explained in terms of differing functional areas
or social groups at the site, as described in Section 9.2. This is despite the fact that, in
the words of Anikovich et al. (2008b, p. 205): “The [northern and southern| complexes,
apparently relating to a single site, differ between themselves to a greater degree than
those originating from different sites”*. Although it is certainly possible that the pat-
terning seen could have been created within the context of a single site as a result of
functional differences, it is also entirely plausible that it reflects the existence of two

chronologically separate uses of the area.

The second argument for the presence of two discrete sites in Layer 3 of Kosténki
21 is based on the possible difference in raw materials used at each of the two areas.
The vast majority of the flint used for the backed assemblage of Kosténki 21 Layer 3
is dark brown and fine-grained. However, the flint from the northern complex usually
has a thick white patina (n=25 of 30, or 83%), while that from the southern complex
most often has only a light to medium amount of glossy patina (n=244 of 292, or 84%).
The patination of flint is a complex process, affected by numerous factors, including the
physical characteristics of the flint itself, its burial conditions, and the length of time
the patina has had to develop (Hurst & Kelly, 1961). In the case of Kosténki 21 Layer
3 it could be argued that differing burial conditions created the spatial patterning we
see in the type and degree of patination. However, if this is so, it would be an unusual
coincidence that the distribution of patination types exactly follows the distribution of
typological groupings. This is especially the case given how close one of the northern
complex accumulations is to the main southern complex (Fig. 9.1): the differences
in patination remain strong even when these adjacent concentrations are compared on
their own. Hence, it is more likely that the difference in patination reflects variation

in raw material sources or differing ages of the accumulations. The latter has been

UK oMTIUIEKCHI, OTHOCSIIMECS, MO-BUAMMOMY, K OIHON CTOSHKE, DPA3IMYaioOTCs MeXIy coGoil B
OOJIBINIEll CTETIeHN, YeM MPOUCXOISAIINE U3 PA3HBIX CTOSTHOK
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suggested as explaining the existence of a series of patinated artefacts within a mostly
unpatinated collection from the Mesolithic site of Thatcham III (UK) (Reynier, 2000).
There, the proposed chronological difference is rather small: only a few hundred years.
If slight differences in deposition ages can indeed produce such strong differences in
patination, then this is an obvious candidate to explain the situation at Kosténki 21
Layer 3. Surprisingly, the differing patination patterns are not noted in any of the works
consulted during this research, which include all major reviews of the site from the last
few decades.

As discussed in Section 4.9.7, a relatively wide distribution of dates has been ob-
tained for Kosténki 21 Layer 3. The site was not selected for radiocarbon dating as
part of this project, because it has recently been sampled as part of another project
(K. Douka pers. comm.). However, as the dates obtained for the site fall within a
bracket of ca. 2,100 years (when calibrated at 95.4% confidence) it is possible that
there was a rather considerable time interval between the deposition of different parts
of the archaeological layer.

One argument against the establishment of two discrete sites at Kosténki 21 Layer
3 rests on the remainder of the backed assemblage: the backed bladelets. The backed
bladelets, although they show the same difference in patination as the rest of the studied
assemblage, are similar in both complexes. The rather heterogeneous, little-modified
backed bladelet assemblages are similar to one another and, although they lack clear
defining features, are obviously different from any of the other assemblages studied
during this research. If, however, it becomes apparent that there are other contemporary
assemblages with the same type of backed bladelet assemblage and either shouldered
and narrow elongated points or sub-triangular backed points, then this argument will
weaken. It could be that for some period of time during the MUP in Eastern Europe,
assemblages with little-modified backed bladelets are typical, and that sites with only
one or other type of point are found during this time. Conversely, if another site can be
found with similar shouldered points, small elongated points, and backed sub-triangular

points, then it will appear much more likely that Kosténki 21 Layer 3 does contains only
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one site, albeit with unusual spatial patterning.

The shouldered points found here have important and obvious differences from most
of those found at Kosténki 1 Layer 1, Avdeevo, Zaraisk, and other sites. The frequent
comparison with the site of Kosténki 11 Layer 2 is interesting. Based on the published
descriptions and illustrations, the site does indeed appear to include points similar
to those found in the northern complex of Kosténki 21 Layer 3. However, the site
completely lacks shouldered points and there is no microindustry (Rogachév & Popov,
1982). The site of Pushkari (Ukraine) also seems to have yielded quite similar points
(Sinitsyn, 2007).

Further afield, in Central Europe, there are actually rather few sites dated to the
period 22-21,000 “C BP, particularly in comparison with the richness of the earlier
Gravettian record (Verpoorte, 2009). Lubnd I (Bohemia, Czech Republic), has been
dated to ca. 22-21,000 *C BP (Verpoorte, 2003). Verpoorte notes that “the presence of
shouldered bladelets (Otte, 1981, fig. 88: lamelles & cran) is interesting because it could
relate the occupation to the shouldered point horizon of the Willendorf-Kostienkian in
Central Europe”. 1 do not, however, find these shouldered bladelets to be convincing
evidence of a connection to the sites with shouldered poinis.

The site of Kosténki 21 Layer 3 stands in obvious contrast to the other sites studied
during this research. There does seem to be a serious possibility that the layer is best
understood as being the remains of two separate sites. The typology of the backed lithics
poses challenges for the site’s attribution to the Gravettian. This is particularly the case
for the northern complex, which lacks shouldered points and any points which could be
fragments of Gravette points. The dating of the site puts it quite late in the MUP of
Russia: this means the assemblage has potential significance for our understanding of

the end of the Gravettian and the development of the Epigravettian.

283



284



Chapter 10

Discussion

In the previous chapters I set out the results of new dating work in combination with
critical treatment of previous chronological data, followed by the presentation of the
lithic analyses undertaken during this research. The purpose of this chapter is to bring
that evidence together, alongside discussion of other sites which were not directly stud-
ied during this research. Considerations of the broad dynamics of cultural change are
an important part of this chapter, as I endeavour to integrate the Russian archaeo-
logical record into a larger picture of variation and development during the European
Gravettian.

In the first section, each chronological phase of the proposed culture history is ex-
plored in turn. Summaries of the archaeology of each of these groups are given. The
dating and chronology of the sites are discussed briefly with reference to the palaeoen-
vironmental record (see Chapter 4 for full details). We then turn to wider comparisons,
and to examinations of change through time.

In the latter sections of this chapter, a few points of interest concerning the sites and
assemblages studied as part of this thesis are expanded upon. These are: the importance
of microliths in the Early Gravettian; the preferential backing of certain lithic types on
their right edges; the presence of long lines of hearths at several Russian Gravettian sites;
the significance of female figurines as indicators of cultural similarity or communication

during the Late Gravettian; and the presence of bdtons percés at several Late Gravettian
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sites in Eastern Europe. The final section critically discusses the different approaches
to archaeological taxonomy that have been applied to the European Gravettian (first

introduced in Chapter 2).

10.1 The Mid Upper Palaeolithic of Russia: a proposed

culture history

10.1.1 The Streletskayan and Gorodtsovian (ca. 30,000 to 28,000
14C BP)

The typical view of Upper Palaeolithic culture history for most of Europe is that the
Gravettian followed directly on from the Aurignacian (Conard & Moreau, 2004; Djind-
jlan et al., 1999; Moreau, 2011), although there are some areas of disagreement with
this model, e.g. the debate on the Bayacian in southwest France (Pesesse, 2008a). As
discussed in Chapter 2, Gravettian sites appear in Central Europe by 29,000 *C BP
at the latest, and perhaps a millennium or so earlier; the timing and nature of the
Aurignacian to Gravettian transition is a subject of active research. However, the be-
ginning of the MUP in Russia appears to have been host to two completely different
archaeological traditions to those found elsewhere in Europe: the Streletskayan and
the Gorodtsovian. Only after ca. 28,000 C years ago do we have evidence for the
Gravettian there. In Russia, where we lack the sort of near-continuous archaeological
sequences found in some other areas of Europe, we do not have complete stratigraphies
at single sites showing the succession of these industries. This means that their relative

chronology is very difficult to evaluate.

The Streletskayan

The Streletskayan, found only in Eastern Europe, is an archaeological industry which
appears to have developed and existed entirely independently from the Gravettian and

the Aurignacian. It is characterised by the presence of highly recognisable bifacially-
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worked triangular points and the absence of typical Aurignacian or Gravettian index
fossils (see Section 2.5.2). The Streletskayan spans a very long time range, with an
extremely wide range of radiocarbon dates from the beginning of the Farly Upper
Palaeolithic (EUP) to the MUP. Several Russian Streletskayan sites have been dated to
the MUP or the EUP/MUP boundary: Sungir’, Biriuch’ia Balka, Garchi, and two sites
at Kosténki: 11 and 12. As discussed in Chapter 4, they all arguably date to before
28,000 '*C BP. If we take the older dates for each assemblage as being indicative of
their actual ages (excluding Garchi, with its single radiocarbon date), then it is most
likely that the Streletskayan disappeared by ca. 30,000 '4C years BP, placing its end at
the very cusp of the MUP as defined in this research.

The presence of the Streletskayan demonstrates a remarkable deviation from the
general scheme of development of the European Upper Palaeolithic. The geographical
distribution of the sites, extending from the southern Don basin to the Urals, is clearly
different from either the Aurignacian, the Gravettian or the Gorodtsovian in this region.
The question of the origins of the Streletskayan and of its possible co-existence with the
Aurignacian and the Gorodtsovian within Russia cannot be addressed here. However,
what should be noted here is that at the beginning of the MUP, the archaeological

record of Russia looks completely different to that found anywhere else in Furope.

The Gorodtsovian

The Gorodtsovian is found at Kosténki 15 and Kosténki 14 Layer 2, as well as perhaps
other sites; there is little consensus on which assemblages should be attributed to it
(see Section 2.5.3). It currently lacks lithic index fossils and further direct study of the
relevant assemblages would be useful to clarify the status of this grouping.

What is most pertinent to the current discussion is that the Gorodtsovian appears
distinct from the Aurignacian, Streletskayan and Gravettian. The dating of this in-
dustry remains ambiguous, but, if we consider only the most probably reliable radio-
carbon dates and the chronostratigraphic sequence at Kosténki, the industry seems to

be older than 28,000 '*C BP. The chronological relationship between the Streletskayan
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and Gorodtsovian is not yet clear. At Kosténki 15, the Gorodtsovian cultural layer
was described as being found at the bottom of the Upper Humic Bed. As discussed in
Section 4.8, the radiocarbon dates for this site seem inconsistent with the stratigraphic
information. The description of the stratigraphic position of the site could indicate a
date of Greenland Stadial (GS) 9 or Greenland Interstadials (GI) 8-7: this is consid-
erably earlier than some of the dates for the Streletskayan sites mentioned above. The
consensus view is that, at least at Kosténki, the Streletskayan entirely precedes the
Gorodtsovian (Chabai, 2003; Sinitsyn, 2010). However, I would suggest that further
work is necessary to test this proposition.

Sinitsyn (2007) places the Aurignacian as co-existing with the Streletskayan, and
the Gorodtsovian as co-existing with the Early Gravettian. [ would reject this idea on a
priori grounds: I do not believe that two very different material culture traditions could
have co-existed in the same very small area (at Kosténki, within a few kilometres of each
other) for millennia without any apparent influence on each other. It seems to me more
likely that these traditions replaced or displaced each other, perhaps repeatedly. In any
case, although the chronological relationships between the Streletskayan, Gorodtsovian
and Aurignacian are currently unclear, all sites attributed to these three industries

arguably pre-date the Gravettian in Russia.

10.1.2 The Early Gravettian: Kosténki 8 Layer 2 (ca. 28,000 to
27,500 “C BP)

The Early Gravettian is represented at a single site in Russia: Kosténki 8 Layer 2.
The new radiocarbon dates obtained during this project support an early age of the
assemblage of ca. 28,000-27,500 *C BP, but also substantiate the probability that it
postdates the beginning of the European Gravettian by 1-2 millennia: a significant time
lapse. These radiocarbon dates place the assemblage near the beginning of GS 5.

The backed bladelet assemblage is best characterised as a homogeneous micro-
gravette assemblage, with a nanogravette component. As emphasised in previous studies

(Anikovich, 2005; Sinitsyn, 2007), Kosténki 8 Layer 2 is indeed rather isolated within
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Eastern Europe. However, it clearly belongs to an archaeological tradition which was
distributed across Central and Mediterranean Europe at this time. Moreau (2010)
compares Geifienklosterle, dated to between 29,000 and 27,000 C BP, with several
other approximately contemporary sites from across Europe. These include Willen-
dorf II (Layer 5), Weinberghthlen (Germany), Molodova V (Layers 9 and 10), Abri
Pataud (Layer 5) (France) and Kosténki 8 Layer 2. The backed assemblages from
Geiflenklosterle, Weinberghohlen and Willendorf II Layer 5 all appear very similar to
that from Kosténki 8 Layer 2, especially in the numerical domination of microgravettes.
Willendorf II Layer 6 may in fact be closer in date than Layer 5 to Kosténki 8 Layer 2
(Nigst et al., 2008b): this layer has also yielded backed microliths that may be compara-
ble to those from the Kosténki site (Otte, 1981). As already discussed in Chapter 5, the
traditional comparisons with Grotta Paglicci seem robust, and there are also clear simi-
larities to the assemblage from Grotta de la Cala.The main difference between Kosténki
8 Layer 2 and the other European sites mentioned lies in the absence of fléchettes at the
Russian site (the significance of the fléchette as an index fossil will be further discussed
in Section 10.3 below).

Kosténki 8 Layer 2 very likely represents an eastwards expansion of an Early Gravet-
tian lithic and cultural tradition which had already been in existence in Central Europe
for a thousand years or more. The strong similarities with sites across Europe are
unique for the Russian Gravettian: in later periods, as we shall see, there is apparent
regionalisation in backed lithic traditions. The reason for the relatively late appearance
of the tradition in Russia may well be to do with the presence of the Streletskayan and
Gorodtsovian: if populations using those technologies were already present in Russia,
they could have blocked the expansion of the Gravettian tradition which was otherwise
so very successful all over Europe. Perhaps it took the onset of the cold stadial condi-
tions of GS 5 for the weakening or extinction of these populations to occur, and allow
the arrival of the Gravettian in Russia.

The isolation of Kosténki 8 Layer 2 within the archaeological record is itself inter-

esting. Not only is it the only known site dating to this period in Russia, but the
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archaeological record of Eastern Europe during this time appears rather sparse, with
mostly very small assemblages. Although the density of the archaeological record cannot
be expected to be a true or even close representation of the relative amounts of human
activity through time (see Section 2.4), the difference between the Early Gravettian and
later MUP periods in the richness of the record is remarkable. A similar pattern is seen
at sites such as Mitoc Malu-Galben (Romania) and Molodova V (Ukraine), where the
collections from the layers dating to the early MUP are tiny in comparison with the
layers dating to the second half of the MUP (particularly those where shouldered points
are found). One obvious possible reason for this difference is that the density of human
settlement of the region was lower than in the later period. Other possibilities are that
human activity during the early MUP created mostly only small archaeological sites,
which are less likely to be preserved and found, or that human occupation followed a
different geographical pattern to what came later and sites were located in areas that

have been the subject of less investigation.

10.1.3 A hiatus in occupation or a lack of evidence? (ca. 27,500 to

25,250 4C BP)

After Kosténki 8 Layer 2 and before the appearance of Middle Gravettian settlements
at Kosténki 4 and Borshchévo 5/Kosténki 9, described below, there is a ca. 2,000 year
period to which no Russian sites are dated. Sinitsyn (2013) has suggested that there
was a hiatus in human occupation following the Early Gravettian. This is plausible and
could also help explain the marked change in technology between the Early and Middle
Gravettian in Russia, but the data does not require this explanation. The archaeological
record for the Early and Middle Gravettian, as defined here, is extremely sparse. As
only three sites in Russia are directly dated to this period, their chronological patterning
is not necessarily a true reflection of past activity: the gap could simply be the result
of chance.

However, the hiatus in the record does hint at a possibly important factor for human

occupation. This is because it coincides with the second part of the long Greenland Sta-
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dial 5. At loess-paleosol sequences in the Carpathians and Siberia, ice wedge and frost
wedge formation has been noted around this time, indicating severely cold conditions
(Haesaerts et al., 2010b), while multiple other proxy records also contain evidence for a
downturn in climatic conditions in various areas of Europe at ca. 30,000 calBP, which
has often been associated with Heinrich Event 3 (e.g. Gonzélez Sampériz et al., 2006;
Soulet et al., 2011; Stevens et al., 2011). The very cold conditions associated with Hein-
rich Events are widely thought to have had important repercussions for past human
populations (e.g. Banks et al., 2013; Weniger, 2011). Although there is no hard link
between climatic cooling and local extinction of populations, the possible connection
between the gap in the Russian archaeological record and a climatic downturn does
warrant consideration.

It should be noted that the “Evolved Pavlovian” in Moravia dates to this same
period (Svoboda et al., 2000). (That does not contradict the possibility of a hiatus
in the occupation of Russia caused in part by climatic conditions: the environmental
situation in Central Europe, and human responses to it, could have been very different
from further east). Hence, the fact that we do not see analogies in the Russian record to
the classic Pavlovian sites should not be surprising; there is no need to seek similarities
between the Russian Early Gravettian and those sites, as has previously been attempted

(Kozlowski, 1986; Otte & Noiret, 2003).

10.1.4 The Middle Gravettian (ca. 25,250 to 24,750 *C BP)

At ca. 25,000 "C BP, the number of sites in the archaeological record suddenly in-
creases. Kosténki 4 and Borshchévo 5 have both been directly dated to this period
for the first time during this project: previously they were thought to be significantly
younger. Due to its inarguable close similarity to Borshchévo 5, it seems appropriate to
assume that Kosténki 9 (whose assemblage I studied directly) also dates to this period.
Nevertheless, although Kosténki 4 and Borshchévo 5 cannot be separated chronolog-
ically, there are clear differences between the backed assemblages found at the sites.

But there are also major commonalities: this period of the Gravettian in Russia can
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be described, in terms of its backed assemblage, as a Gravette point phase. It lacks
abundant microgravettes, and shouldered points are also apparently completely absent.

The backed collection from Kosténki 4 can be summarised as a Gravette point
assemblage with a dominating element of simple backed bladelets. It should be noted
that the site is enormous: over 75,000 lithics in total, compared with ca. 2,300 at
Kosténki 9. The question of the palimpsest nature of the site is not possible to address
fully with the data used in this research but no convincing evidence for the presence of
two cultural layers was found in the backed assemblage. The long lines of hearths are
intriguing. They are obviously similar to those found in the Late Gravettian, although
the significance of this is currently unclear (see Section 10.5). In combination with the
large assemblage size, they suggest that Kosténki 4 could have been a place of long or
repeated occupation.

The Kosténki 9 assemblage, on the other hand, is overwhelmingly dominated by the
presence of “Late Gravettian rectangles” (Wilczyriski et al., in press) although many of
them have convex rather than rectangular ends. These pieces are rather widespread in
Eastern Europe. It is not yet clear how chronologically restricted they were: similar
pieces have been found in the later assemblages from Molodova V Layer VII, Kosténki 1
Layer 1 and Avdeevo (Section 7.6). The apparently long duration of production of these
pieces does not necessarily undermine the assumption that Kosténki 9 and Borshchévo 5
were approximately contemporary. This is because the backed lithic assemblages from
the two sites are so similar in every way (abundance of very similar rectangles, presence
of Gravette points and absence of shouldered points).

It is important to note that the rectangles found at Kosténki 9 could not relate in
any way to projectile points or sharp knives: many of them appear deliberately blunted
on all four edges. This implies that the distinctiveness of the composition of the backed
assemblage mostly reflects functional difference, and not necessarily chronological (or
cultural) difference. The striking difference in the size of each assemblage underlines the
likelihood of differences in site function: Kosténki 9 was probably in use for a relatively

short time, and was perhaps the location for a very specific activity, such as processing
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of fur or other organic material. To seek chronological or cultural difference between
Kosténki 4 and Kosténki 9/Borshchévo 5 we must consider just the comparable parts
of the backed assemblage: the Gravette points.

Here, we do find an important difference. The single Gravette point at Kosténki 9 has
a rounded base; those found at the very similar site of Borshchévo 5 also appear to have
rounded or ogival bases (Lisitsyn, 2011). In contrast, at Kosténki 4 the Gravette points
have rectangular truncations for their bases. Hence, there is likely some chronological
difference between Kosténki 9 and Kosténki 4, but whether this is a few decades or
more than 500 years, and which site is earlier, is not presently discernible. However,
because Gravette points with rectangular truncations are also found at the later site
of Khotylévo 2, it is perhaps most likely that Kosténki 4 is later than Kosténki 9; i.e.,
Gravette points with rounded bases went out of use locally in favour of those with
rectangular truncations. On the other hand, given that the chronological difference
between Kosténki 4 and Khotylévo 2 was probably around two millennia, there was also
plenty of time for different styles to go in and out of use more than once.

When compared with the Early Gravettian, the Russian Middle Gravettian record
is richer, and hints at that key concept for the MUP: the “Gravettian mosaic” (Klaric
et al., 2009; Mussi & Roebroeks, 1996). Across Europe, certain features of assemblages
remain similar: Gravette points and/or microgravettes are seemingly ubiquitous during
this time. However, at Kosténki 4 we see the first evidence for archaeological elements
that appear unique to the Russian Gravettian. These include the Gravette points with
rectangularly truncated bases but also the site layout, with its long lines of hearths.
Although there are more Russian sites attributed to this period than to the Early
Gravettian (three vs. one), there are still far fewer than in the Late Gravettian. Sites
are found only within the Kosténki-Borshchévo area, in clear contrast with the much
wider geographical distribution of sites during the Late Gravettian.

The Russian Middle Gravettian sites appear to date either to GI 4 or perhaps to the
end of GS 5 after HE 3. For comparisons elsewhere in Europe, therefore, we shall restrict

ourselves to sites dating to this period, either based on chronostratigraphic evidence or
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on convincing radiocarbon dating. In contrast to the Early and Late Gravettian, this
period has not been the subject of much comparative work on a European scale.

Based on radiocarbon dates and sedimentological evidence, GI 4 has been correlated
with Layer 8 of Molodova V and Gravettian II and IIT of Mitoc-Malu Galben (Haesaerts,
2007, Fig. 16). The tiny handful of backed lithics from Mitoc-Malu Galben include a
Gravette point from assemblage 1T and two microgravettes from assemblage IIT (Otte
et al., 2007a). At Layer 8 of Molodova V (Noiret, 2009, pp. 183-184) the backed
lithics from here included two shouldered points, although they lack the ventral retouch
common to later shouldered points (Otte, 1981, Fig. 229: 4-5). The assemblages from
Mitoc-Malu Galben and Molodova V are small, with only just over 100 retouched lithics
found at each site in the relevant layer(s), but they do not contain any obvious rectangles
similar to those found at Borshchévo 5/Kosténki 9 (Noiret, 2009; Otte, 1981; Otte et al.,
2007a). Neither do they contain Gravette points with rectangularly truncated bases.

The end of the Pavlovian in Moravia is dated to ca. 25,000 **C years BP (Svoboda
et al., 2000). Moravia does not provide any obvious good analogies for the backed as-
semblages found in Russia at this time: the Pavlovian is apparently followed directly
by the shouldered-point assemblages at ca. 25,000 *C years BP, and both these in-
dustries are obviously different in their overall composition from the Kosténki 4 and 9
assemblages (Otte, 1981; P¥ichystal et al., 1994; Svoboda et al., 2000).

Willendorf II Layers 7 and 8 both potentially date to ca. 25,000 *C BP (many
radiocarbon dates for Layer 8 are about this age; Layer 7 underlies Layer 8) (Nigst
et al., 2008b). The backed assemblages from these levels are clearly different from those
found at Kosténki at the same time: they contain microgravettes rather than full-sized
Gravette points. However, both layers contained a few truncated backed lithics which
could be comparable to the rectangles from Kosténki 9 (Otte, 1981, pp. 271-280).

The difference between the Farly and Middle Gravettian in terms of cross-European
lithic similarities is remarkable. Sites analogous to Kosténki 8 Layer 2 are found across
Europe: it fits into a long-lasting and widespread Early Gravettian microgravette tradi-

tion. During the Middle Gravettian, however, there are few obvious comparisons for the
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Russian sites. This is despite the fact that the Russian archaeological record continues
to be part of a Kuropean Gravettian tradition, as shown by the presence of Gravette
points. It appears that around this time, there was marked fragmentation of material
culture traditions in Central and Eastern Europe. We also see marked diversity among
lithic assemblages in a very small area within a relatively short period of time. This
instability is very different from what was seen in the earlier period. One possible ex-
planation for this concerns climate. Both Kosténki 4 and Borshchévo 5 date to GI 4
or the very end of GS 5. It could well be that the environmental upheaval associated
with the rapid climate change around this time could have contributed to the movement
and/or extinction of human groups. A concentration on this period of the Gravettian

as a subject in its own right could be very fruitful.

10.1.5 Another possible hiatus (ca. 24,750 to 23,500 *C years BP)

Following the Middle Gravettian there is another possible hiatus in the Russian record,
coinciding with the cold stadial period of GS 4. Certainly, as with the previous hiatus,
no Russian sites have convincing dates falling into this chronological bracket. All the
usual caveats concerning the impossibility of proving human absence apply, but it is

interesting that this short gap in the record again corresponds to a cold climatic period.

10.1.6 The Late Gravettian (ca. 23,500 to 21,000 *C BP)

The Late Gravettian, ca. 23,500-21,000 "C years ago, is the first part of the Russian
Gravettian for which we have sites beyond the Kosténki-Borshchévo area. Furthermore,
there are some clear differences between groups of roughly contemporary sites in differ-
ent areas. There are two obvious discrete groups of sites dating to ca. 23,000 '4C BP:
those with Khotylévo-type Gravette points and those with shouldered points. Female

figurines are found at both groups of sites.
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10.1.7 Late Gravettian sites with Khotylévo-type Gravette points (ca.
23,500-23,000 *C BP)

The backed assemblage from Khotylévo 2 can be characterised by the presence of
Khotylévo-type Gravette points and ordinary Gravette points with rectangular trun-
cations. I have proposed the “Khotylévo-type Gravette point” as a new sub-type of
Gravette points to refer to many of the lithics found here and at Gagarino that were
previously described as shouldered points (Section 8.4.3). This type of lithic does
not currently seem to be known at all in the Kosténki-Borshchévo area, or anywhere
beyond Russia in convincing quantities. The distances between Kosténki and both
Khotylévo and Gagarino are over 300 km. The evidence is most parsimoniously inter-
preted as reflecting the existence of a geographically restricted lithic tradition. This
perhaps reflects the continuing fragmentation of material culture traditions, as already
seen in the Middle Gravettian.

The presence of Gravette points with rectangular truncations at Khotylévo 2 also
seems important, because it provides a link with the Middle Gravettian site of Kosténki
4. This particular treatment of Gravette points is not, to my knowledge, known outside
Russia. It perhaps indicates some continuity in lithic traditions between the Middle

and Late Gravettian in this region.

10.1.8 Late Gravettian sites with shouldered points (ca. 23,500 to
21,000 4C years ago)

This is a much larger group of sites, including those attributed to the “Kosténki-Avdeevo
Culture”. Unlike the first group, it also extends far beyond the borders of Russia. The
distributions of the two groups are discrete, and the area in which sites with shouldered
points are found is far larger than that with Khotylévo-type Gravette points.

This is the only period included in my culture history, except perhaps the Early
Gravettian, which has previously been defined as a chronologically discrete archaeolog-

ical phase. It partly corresponds to the “Willendorf-Kostenkian”, “Willendorf-Pavlov-
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Kosténki-Avdeevo cultural unity” or “shouldered-point horizon” (Grigor’ev, 1993; Otte
& Noiret, 2003; Svoboda, 2007).

Shouldered points are found at many sites, including Kosténki 1 Layer 1, several
other minor Kosténki assemblages, Avdeevo, Zaraisk, and Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (which
is not included in the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture). They are also found at many sites
across Fastern and Central Europe, including Willendorf II, Dolni Véstonice, Petikovice
(Czech Republic), Molodova and Mitoc-Malu Galben (Djindjian et al., 1999). The col-
lection from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 was the only shouldered point assemblage directly
studied as part of this research, so it is not possible to elaborate much on the possi-
ble variation among shouldered point sites, and particularly among Kosténki-Avdeevo
Culture sites.

At several sites with shouldered points, female (“Venus”) figurines were found. How-
ever, female figurines were also found at Khotylévo 2, which only yielded one possible
fragment of a shouldered point despite the large size of its assemblage, and at Gagarino,
where many of the “shouldered points” are likely to be Khotylévo-type Gravette points.
There are basically two possible interpretations of this. The first is that sites with and
without large numbers of shouldered points were contemporary, and that both groups of
people had female figurines, despite the other differences in their material culture. The
second is that the sites with shouldered points either precede or follow those without,
but that female figurines remained part of the material culture of people living in this
area throughout this change in lithic repertoire.

The collection from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 includes shouldered points, round-based
backed points, and a large mass of simple backed bladelets; it does not include convincing
Gravette points and there are no female figurines (Chapter 9). There is also clear
spatial separation at the site between different types of artefacts, which caused the
excavators to define a northern and southern complex at the site (Praslov & Ivanova,
1982). Variation in flint patination rates, and thus possibly differences in raw material
sourcing, follows the separation between northern and southern complexes. To my mind

there is an excellent argument for treating the layer as including two different sites. All
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the shouldered points, and the handful of narrow and elongated but otherwise varied
points, derive from the southern complex. Meanwhile, the round-based backed points
were all found in the northern complex. The latter are probably also found at Kosténki
11 Layer 2, as noted by previous researchers (Sinitsyn, 2007).

The shouldered points from Kosténki 21 Layer 3 seem rather different in their mor-
phology from those found elsewhere. They are much narrower than the classic points,
and their stem usually takes up about half of the length of the piece. They also lack the
usual extensive ventral working of the proximal ends of the piece. This plausibly relates
to chronological difference: Kosténki 21 Layer 3 is most likely several thousand years
younger than most of the classic shouldered point sites. The lack of non-ambiguous
Gravette points is another difference from the earlier shouldered point sites, which have
yielded Gravette points and /or microgravettes (Efimenko, 1958; Gvozdover, 1995; Sinit-
syn, 2007). The southern complex can, therefore, be characterised as an assemblage with
atypical shouldered points, abundant ordinary backed bladelets and no Gravette points.

The northern complex of Kosténki 21 Layer 3, with its round-based backed points,
is rather difficult to make sense of. If we consider it on its own it does not in fact meet
the present definition of Gravettian, because neither Gravette points nor shouldered
points are present. Alongside Kosténki 11 Layer 2, it is perhaps better related to the
Epigravettian, although the latter term is rather ill-defined, referring to assemblages
from before, during and after the LGM in Eastern Europe (Djindjian et al., 1999).

During the Late Gravettian we see evidence for different distributions of different
kinds of index fossil. Khotylévo-type Gravette points are an obviously geographically
restricted form, found only at Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino, and not at Kosténki, but
are part of the general broadening of the geographical distribution of sites seen at this
time. Sites with shouldered points are also found widely, at Kosténki, Avdeevo and
Zaraisk, and are also part of a cultural tradition which is known across Eastern and
Central Europe. Intriguingly, the relatively wide distribution of sites with shouldered
points compared with earlier Gravettian sites is also seen in Moravia (Svoboda et al.,

2000). The sites of the Pavlovian are restricted to Pavlov and Dolni Véstonice, just
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as in Russia sites of the Early and Middle Gravettian are restricted to the Kosténki-
Borshchévo region. However, in Moravia as in Russia sites with shouldered points have
a far wider distribution.

The dating of the Late Gravettian in Russia, and its palaeoclimatic implications,
are interesting. It seems most likely that the sites of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture,
as well as Khotylévo 2, date to around GI 3. This is also seen for shouldered point
assemblages elsewhere in Europe (Haesaerts et al., 2003, 2010a). It could be that the
Eastern European shouldered point horizon is entirely associated with this brief period
of warming: this perhaps casts some light on the expansion in the distribution of sites
that we see during this period. It also undermines any explanation of the existence
of female figurines as a response to very cold conditions leading up to the LGM (e.g.
Gamble, 1982).

When calibrated, the dates for Kosténki 21 Layer 3, on the other hand, fall after
GI 3, during GS 3: i.e., in a time of cold and arid climate. Cultural dynamics during
the beginning of the LGM, and the nature of the end of the Gravettian tradition in

Russia, require further investigation.

10.2 The culture history of the Russian MUP: discussion

The culture history for the Russian MUP set out in the previous sections differs strongly
from any previously proposed (see Section 2.6). As well as great diachronic variation
between assemblages of different ages, during some periods we see evidence for possible
limited co-existence of dissimilar material culture traditions within a single region, and
probable rapid transition between traditions in a small area.

It appears that cultural change during the millennia from, say, 32,000 to 28,000
14C BP was rather complicated, and, in Eastern Europe at least, involved two lithic
traditions which are distinct from the Aurignacian and the Gravettian. The changing
distributions of these industries and the timing of their appearances and disappearances

have not yet been satisfactorily determined. The Streletskayan appears to have had a
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wide distribution at around 30,000 *C BP, from Biriuch’ia Balka near the Black Sea
to Garchi in the the Urals. The Gorodtsovian seems to have had a geographically more
limited presence, found (if we exclude Talitsky) only in Kosténki and perhaps Mira in
Ukraine. Of course, throughout the Upper Palaeolithic we see the appearance of local
industries which diverge from the general continental pattern of cultural change: for
example, the Fontirobertian/Maisierian. But it seems fair to say that the Streletskayan
and Gorodtsovian represent entirely different lithic traditions from the Aurignacian
and Gravettian. The presence of a non-Aurignacian, non-Gravettian industry is mir-
rored in the earlier existence of the Spitsynian industry at Kosténki (Boriskovskii, 1963;
Boriskovskii et al., 1982).

Any investigation into the beginnings of these industries and their dynamics must
take into account Russia’s geographical position between the rest of Europe, Asia and
the Caucasus. The origins of the Streletskayan and Gorodtsovian are intriguing but
essentially unknown. They could represent the results of local innovation, perhaps
linked to isolation of populations. However, they could also be linked to movements
of people into the area of Furopean Russia from the east, south or north, carrying
technologies that have not yet been recognised in the region of their origin.

For the Gravettian, the regions immediately to the west potentially provide the
most important context for the Russian record. This is because to the east, south
and north of European Russia, Gravettian assemblages presently appear to be absent.
Unfortunately, the Belarusian archaeological record remains extremely difficult to access
and with the exception of the site of Berdyzh, where a shouldered point assemblage was
found (Soffer, 1985), the country remains essentially a blank spot on the map of the
European Gravettian. In Ukraine, the situation is better, although the site density over
much of the country is very low, likely due to the existence of extensive loess deposits
post-dating the MUP (this has already been discussed for Russia in Section 2.4 but
loess deposition in Ukraine was even more substantial).

It has been argued that there was in fact a hiatus in human occupation of much of

Ukraine (including Crimea) for most of the MUP, because of the absence of sites dated
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to this period (Demidenko, 2008). Although it is likely that taphonomic processes and
problems with dating are substantial factors in the creation of this long gap, there is
indeed a dearth of MUP sites in most of Ukraine. The few Ukrainian sites known to us
unfortunately do not provide a good basis for chronology building. As already discussed
(Section 5.6), the attribution of Mezhigirtsy 1 to the early Gravettian seems rather
questionable. The recently investigated site of Troyanove 4 (also mentioned in Section
5.6) is potentially important but the lack of dating information makes it impossible
to assign to a particular part of the MUP. Molodova V, in the west of Ukraine, does
provide a long sequence of well-dated Gravettian cultural layers but all except the latest
(Level 7) have yielded very small lithic assemblages, severely restricting their usefulness
for comparative work (in Level 10 only 47 retouched lithics were found, while Level 9
provided 75) (Noiret, 2009).

Farther south-west, the Gravettian archaeological record of Romania and Moldova
is rich (Noiret, 2007) but many sites are poorly dated and in need of reconsideration.
Mitoc-Malu Galben is probably the best-studied Gravettian site in this region, but, as
at Molodova V, the early Gravettian assemblages are very small (Otte et al., 2007a) and
cannot provide a good framework of change in lithic industries. This geographical lacuna
in the archaeological record between European Russia and the substantial, relatively
well-understood sites of Central Furope is a hindrance to making sense of social and
demographic processes during the Gravettian.

Despite the problems in establishing an Eastern European context for the Russian
record, it is clear that the connections between Russia and the rest of KEurope were in flux
throughout the Gravettian. During the Early Gravettian we see the strong influence of
a widespread European cultural tradition in Russia that had developed earlier in other
parts of the continent, most likely representing a migration to the area. Later, in the
Middle Gravettian and part of the Late Gravettian (up until about 23,000 *C BP)
there is evidence for increasing regionalisation and fragmentation of material culture
traditions and hence, possibly, human populations. In the Late Gravettian, however,

there is a sudden switch back to a more supra-regional unity, with the appearance of
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shouldered points and other artefacts at sites all over Eastern and Central Europe,
including much of Russia. Finally, as the MUP comes to an end we see the further
development of local traditions in Russia, independently from the rest of Europe.

Climatic change seems to have had important impacts on human societies in Russia,
perhaps more so than elsewhere in Europe. In particular, periods of relative climatic
stability are associated with apparent cultural stability: the presence of the Gorodtso-
vian (albeit perhaps alongside the Streletskayan) in GI 5, and the Early Gravettian in
the first part of GS 5, before the onset of HE 3. The later periods of very rapid climate
change associated with the very end of GS 5 through to GS 3, however, see dramatic
cultural transformations, as the multiple phases of the Middle and Late Gravettian
appear and disappear in quick succession.

It seems highly plausible that at certain times most of European Russia was aban-
doned by modern humans, or at least that populations fell significantly in size. This con-
trasts with most of the rest of Europe, where there is evidence for occupation throughout
these periods. It indicates perhaps that European Russia was a more marginal envi-
ronment for human occupation than elsewhere during this part of the Late Pleistocene.
The possible hiatuses form an interesting point of comparison for any examination of
human presence in this region throughout the LGM. There is great scope for modelling
palaeoenvironments and their likely effects on human groups in this area, as carried out
for example by Banks et al. (2013) for Western and part of Central Europe during an
earlier period. Unfortunately, the current deficiencies in our knowledge of Russian Late
Pleistocene palaeoenvironments and their chronologies make it very difficult at present

to further explore the details of human-environment interactions.

10.3 Microgravettes, fléchettes and other microliths from

the Early Gravettian

As discussed above, the large and homogeneous assemblage of microgravettes found at

Kosténki 8 Layer 2 places this site within a very widespread tradition of microgravette
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production during the Early Gravettian. However, one notable difference between the
Russian site and other approximately contemporary European sites with large numbers
of microgravettes is that there are no fléchettes in the collection from Kosténki 8.

Fléchettes are found in the assemblages from Geiflenklésterle, Willendorf IT Layer 5
and Abri Pataud Layer 5 (Moreau, 2010), and in the Grotta Paglicci collection (Wierer,
2013). In the Grotta de la Cala Layer 23 assemblage, there are two possible fragments
of lithics similar to fléchettes (Borgia, 2006, p. 56).

Fléchettes are given much importance as a (sometimes controversial) index fossil
in the early Gravettian of Central, Western and Mediterranean European (Djindjian
et al., 1999; Moreau, 2010; Pesesse, 2008b). However, having personally examined the
fléchettes from the Gravettian site of Aggsbach (Austria) held in the Naturhistorisches
Museum, Vienna, I think there is a case for the reassessment of at least some of these
pieces. (There are multiple radiocarbon dates for the main cultural layer at Aggsbach
of between 26,000 and 25,000 '*C BP, placing the site ca. 2,000 years after Kosténki 8
Layer 2; Otte, 1981, p. 302).

In their morphology and dimensions, many of the Aggsbach fléchettes are ex-
tremely similar to microgravettes, including those from Kosténki 8 Layer 2. The “forme
généralement courbe des deux bords et Iallure foliacée des piéces” described by Otte
(1981, p. 306) does not apply to all the fléchettes from Aggsbach, including those illus-
trated by Otte. What we often see, in fact, are pieces with one or two rather straight
edges, which are shaped into points at their proximal and distal ends, exactly as is typ-
ical for microgravettes. Where they differ is in their retouch: for a lithic to be defined
as a microgravette, it must have an unambiguous back. On the other hand the retouch
on the Aggsbach fléchettes exists on a continuum between light retouch of one or both
edges to retouch which slightly blunts one edge through to retouch which is very close
to abrupt or semi-abrupt backing (and, in many cases, could arguably be described as
backing, perhaps “bordage” or “abattage marginal” as defined by Christensen & Valentin
(2004)).

Ygenerally curved form of the two edges and the foliate appearance of the pieces”
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Interestingly, in common with the majority of Gravette points and microgravettes
(see next section), it is usually the right edge of the Aggsbach fléchettes which bears the
principal retouch. Indeed, as Otte (1981, p. 306) writes, “la continuité morphologique
entre |les micro-gravettes et gravettes| et les fléchettes ne nous permet pas de les en
séparer d'une facon tout a fait nette.”?> There is a case, therefore, for asking whether
at least some of these Central European flécheties are best seen as variants of micro-
gravettes. I do not necessarily extend this to the fléchettes of the Bayacian in south-west
France, which seem rather different, including in the technology of their creation (Pe-

sesse, 2008Db).

As Moreau (2010, p. 90) points out in a discussion of the Early Gravettian in Cen-
tral and Western Furope, “the presence of fléchettes or microgravette points alone does
not provide meaningful chronological markers between regions, nor do they give a re-
liable answer to the question of the cultural affinities between Central and Western
Europe.” Moreau argues that the consensus on the culture history of the early MUP of
southwestern France, in which the Bayacian (with abundant fléchettes) is followed by
the Gravettien indifférencié (Djindjian & Bosselin, 1994; Djindjian et al., 1999), does
not correspond to what is known for southern Germany. If the situation at other sites
is like that at Aggsbach, where the division between fléchettes and microgravettes is
clearly somewhat arbitrary, then it is possible that some of this discrepancy is due to

differences in the categorization of microliths.

Furthermore, as already discussed, there are some possible similarities between mi-
crolithic material from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 and the Pavlovian sites (Section 5.6). It would
be extremely interesting to develop a focused study of the microlithic assemblages of
the Early Gravettian from across Europe. There are clearly some strong similarities
across the entire continent, as well as differences. It is not currently absolutely clear
that some of these differences are not due to inconsistencies in the classification of mate-

rial. It would be interesting to know whether microgravettes, fléchettes and “geometric

2“the morphological continuity between [microgravettes and Gravette points] and fléchettes does not
allow us to separate them perfectly cleanly”
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microliths” do actually form discrete techno-typological and morphological groups, or
whether they really reflect aspects of a continuum of microlithic forms during this time
period. This is especially the case because all of these pieces are frequently assumed to

have had similar functions: as inserts in composite weapons.

10.4 Laterality of backing

An interesting feature of several of the studied assemblages is that among certain groups
of lithics there is a clear preference for backing on the right edge of the lithic. This can
mean either the right edge of the artefact (e.g. Gravette point) when the pointed
end is oriented distally, and/or the right edge of the blank. In many cases there is a
clear correlation between the orientation of blanks and the orientation of artefacts with
respect to the location of the base. This is probably because blade blanks do tend to be
thicker and wider at their proximal ends, making those ends most suitable for creating
the bases of tools such as Gravette points. As shall be seen, however, this correlation
does not always hold. Both kinds of preference for backing on the right edge—the right
edge of the blank and the right edge of the lithic when the point is placed distally—will
be discussed here.

The preference for backing the right edge of Gravette points in Western European
assemblages (regardless of the orientation of the blank) is well-established—in some
collections, 95-100% of the Gravette points are backed on their right edges (Demars &
Laurent, 1992; Harrold, 1993). The same pattern can be seen in many of the collections
studied during this research, and not only for Gravette points. The relevant assemblages
are Kosténki 8 Layer 2 (for the microgravettes), Khotylévo 2 (for the Gravette points
and Khotylévo-type Gravette points), Kosténki 21 Layer 3 (for the shouldered points)
and Kosténki 9 (for the rectangles).

Of the microgravettes from Kosténki 8 Layer 2, where the proximal and distal ends
of the blanks were determinable 82% were backed on the right edge of the blank (p. 122).

The vast majority of pieces from this collection were found as very small fragments, and
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the proximal and distal ends of many of the unbroken pieces were essentially reversible
due to their symmetry, making the relationship between the backing on the right side of
the blank and the right side of the finished piece difficult to quantify. However, among
the unbroken pieces backed on the right edge of the blank, the vast majority of the
time the proximal end of the blank forms the base (the less acutely pointed, wider part
of the lithic) if one is present. We can see confirmation of this pattern by examining
only the unbroken microgravettes backed on the left edge of the blank (p. 122). In
these cases, many of the lithics appear to be “reversed” with respect to their blanks
compared to those backed on the right edge of the blank. In other words, if the base
of the microgravette (where present) is oriented proximally, then it is usually the right
side of the lithic that is backed. All of this confirms a very strong preference for creating
microgravettes with backed right edges, which usually but not always also correspond
to the right edges of the blank.

Of the rectangles from Kosténki 9, most were backed on the right edge of the blank;
if we also count the pieces that were backed on both edges but with more invasive
backing to one edge, then 67% of the rectangles are backed on the right edge where this
is determinable (see Table 7.1). This preference is especially curious given that all the
lithics are essentially symmetrical in several dimensions, and because these lithics are
very different from Gravette points.

At Khotylévo 2 there are approximately equal rates of backing on the left and right
edges of the blanks among all typological categories (Table 8.5). However, if we consider
the left and right edges of the lithics with reference to the proximal and distal ends of
the tool forms, rather than of the blanks, the picture changes. For the Khotylévo-type
Gravette points, there is a very strong preference for backing on the right edge of the
artefact when the point is oriented distally, with only a single exception to this among
the 14 identified lithics (see p. 227). A similar pattern was seen among the ordinary
Gravette points from this site, with 79% of the lithics backed on the right edge of the
artefact (p. 234). The breakdown at this site in the relationship between the orientation

of the blanks and the orientation of the finished pieces could be to do with the lithic
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technology used here. Many of the finished artefacts were very heavily reduced with
retouch from their original blanks (see Section 8.5); furthermore, production of blanks
using bipolar cores seems to have been relatively common, perhaps producing blades
and bladelets whose proximal and distal ends were more similar in width and thickness
than those made on unipolar cores. Finally, the Gravette points from this site tend to
have rectilinear stems, rather than widening towards the base. All these factors could
have removed the necessity of using the proximal ends of blanks to form the bases of
the lithics, meaning that the relationship between blank orientation and final artefact
orientation, seen at other sites, is not mirrored here.

At Kosténki 21 Layer 3, although the rates of backing on each edge of the blank
are nearly identical for the assemblage at a whole (p. 260), among the shouldered
points studied there is a preference for backing on the right edge (63% of the points)
(p. 268). However, for the points from the northern complex of this site, there is a
strong preference for backing on the left edge when the pointed end is oriented distally,
although the sample size is small (p. 272).

The preference for backing on the right hand edge is by no means universal among the
backed assemblages studied, even for Gravette points. Among the unbroken Gravette
points from Kosténki 4, half were backed on each edge, with a preference for backing
on the left edge of the blank among the fragments (although this is a small sample)
(p. 167). Among the assemblage as a whole, the numbers of lithics backed on the left
and right edges of the blank are similar (p. 158).

The reasons for this pattern, which is strong and widespread, are enigmatic. Handed-
ness has previously been suggested as an explanation for this preference among Gravette
points, but does not appear to be satisfactory (Harrold, 1993). For both kinds of
Gravette points from Khotylévo 2, we can see the pattern as part of the wider Euro-
pean phenomenon of preferential backing of the right edges of Gravette points, even
if the ultimate causes remain unknown. For the shouldered points from Kosténki 21
Layer 3, the preference for backing on the right (which is not as strong as at some other

sites) may be best understood as relating to hafting, which use-wear studies could ad-
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dress. The preference seen at Kosténki 9 is extremely difficult to understand; as noted
earlier (p. 200) it could simply relate to habitual backing on the right hand side of the
blanks (Gravette points are present in the assemblages from Kosténki 9 and the very
similar site of Borshchévo 5).

The strong preference for backing the right edge of the microgravettes from
Kosténki 8 Layer 2 is interesting. The microgravettes in question are very small, and
are presumed to mostly relate to use as part of composite projectile weapons. Many
of them are triangular or sub-triangular in section (rather than trapezoidal), due to
the removal of all arrises. It is unclear why there should be such a preference for this
particular morphology when pieces should have been essentially reversible between left
and right.

Some possible light is shed on this problem by the extremely rare find of a bone
projectile support, with in situ backed bladelet inserts from the site of Talitsky (or
Talitskaya) in the Urals (Gvozdover, 1952). Talitsky was included in the Gorodtsovian
by Rogachév (Sinitsyn, 2010); it is radiocarbon dated to ca. 18,000 '*C BP but has been
estimated to date to 30-24,000 *C BP on geological grounds (specifically to the Bryansk
interstadial, associated with the Bryansk soil; see Section 4.3) (Pavlov & Indrelid, 2000).
It is not examined in depth in this study due to the shortage of available information but
is worthy of further examination in the future. The bone projectile point (Fig. 10.1)
shows an interesting pattern in the arrangement of its flint inserts which is perhaps
of relevance to understanding the strong preference for right-backing seen at so many
European Gravettian sites. On the left hand side of the point, both backed bladelet
inserts are placed with their dorsal surfaces facing up. On the right hand side, four
out of five have their dorsal surfaces facing down and the final, lowermost bladelet is
described as not being in its original position.

It should be clear from the illustration that there is no obvious reason for this
pattern. In many cases, the bladelets could have been inserted with either their dorsal or
ventral surfaces facing up, with no substantial effect on the morphology or symmetry of

the projectile. I propose therefore that this was a stylistic choice, but one that may have
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Figure 10.1: Bone point with flint backed bladelet inserts from the site of Talitsky (after
Gvozdover, 1952, Fig. 1)
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its roots in a widespread human preference for symmetrical arrangements (in this case,
rotational symmetry around the long axis of the bone point). This stylistic preference
could have been common during the MUP or Upper Palaeolithic. If the microgravettes
from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 were laterally hafted in two or more series, similarly to the
Talitsky point, then backing of the right edge would be necessary to maintain rotational
symmetry with respect to the dorsal faces of the lithics. The proposal cannot, however,
explain the preference for right-backing on large Gravette points, as these were probably

axially rather than laterally hafted.

10.5 The significance of lines of hearths

The lines of hearths surrounded by pits found at Kosténki 1 Layer 1, Avdeevo and
Zaraisk have previously been interpreted as dwelling structures and are frequently re-
ferred to as characterizing the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture (see Section 2.5.5). The lines
of hearths are extremely striking features, and do form an obvious point of comparison
between sites which share them. There are, however, several issues with the association
between the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture and these features.

The lines of hearths with associated pits found at Kosténki 1 and Zaraisk do seem
convincing and similar based on their published descriptions (Amirkhanov, 2009; Efi-
menko, 1958). However, no line of hearths was in fact found during the early excavations
at Avdeevo: only a single hearth was recorded as part of the dwelling structure. Instead,
a series of pits and depressions were found which were compared to the pits and depres-
sions described at Kosténki 1 Layer 1, and the existence of an ancient, since destroyed,
line of hearths was postulated based on this comparison (Rogachév, 1953 cited in Klein,
1973, p. 101). At the newer Avdeevo excavations, another dwelling structure bordered
by pits has been described (Gvozdover, 1995, p. 2): it is ca. 28 m by 15 m in size, with
a line of five hearths and several smaller hearths not located according to any obvious
pattern.

The described dwelling structures are incredibly large. At Kosténki 1 Layer 1 the
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feature is approximately 35 m long and 15-16 m wide (Efimenko, 1958). This is a huge
area: more than one and a half times the size of a modern tennis court. Doubts over
the plausibility of constructing such a huge building have been raised before (e.g. Klein,
1969, pp. 120-121, Klein, 1973, pp. 103-104).

As Soffer (1985) points out, the intellectual climate of Soviet archaeology in the first
half of the twentieth century shaped the interpretation of these features as dwelling

structures:

“Given Efimenko’s firm and vocal commitment to evolutionary stages, it
is not surprising that he unearthed a “long-house’ at Kosténki I-1 or that
Boriskovskii, his student, found one at Pushkari I in the 1930s. They were,
after all, exactly the sort of dwellings that matrilineal clans of the Upper
Paleolithic stage would be expected to live in. Small round dwellings, which
dominate our literature today and represent the majority of Upper Pale-
olithic constructions in the study area, did not fit as well into this model—
either they were not discovered or, when found, as in Gagarino on the Don
and Malta and Buret in Siberia, their implications were not examined ....”

(Soffer, 1985, p. 11)

The idea that such huge buildings were constructed during the Late Pleistocene is
an extraordinary claim, which to my mind requires greater evidence than is currently at
our disposal. As discussed in Section 2.3, Soviet archaeology took the identification of
prehistoric spatial features, including dwelling structures, as a high priority. This may
have led to the over-identification of such structures (Vasil’ev, 2003).

Furthermore, lines of hearths are by no means unique to the Kosténki-Avdeevo Cul-
ture. Two long lines of hearths were found at the site of Kosténki 4, which is considerably
earlier than the other sites with lines of hearths and did not yield shouldered points
(Chapter 6). They are also known from other Upper Palaeolithic sites, for example
Abri Pataud in France (including the Gravettian Layer 3) (Movius, 1966). It is also

worth noting that evenly-spaced lines of hearths are known in the ethnographic record,
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as described by Binford (2002, pp. 160-161). The ethnographic examples Binford de-
scribes are smaller than the features found at Kosténki and Avdeevo, being up to ten
metres long and including up to seven hearths, but are strikingly similar (Fig. 10.2).
The hearths separate single or double sleeping spaces. The ethnographic examples de-
rive from the tropics or sub-tropics but include the use of windbreaks and the creation
of depressions in the ground for beds. The finding of such lines of hearths in disparate
parts of the world in recent times strongly suggests that the repeated invention of this
arrangement is common among hunter-gatherer societies. Indeed, it does logically seem
to be one of the most efficient ways of keeping multiple people warm through the night.
This provides a possible explanation for the appearance of such lines of hearths at many
different sites.

It also to an extent undermines the importance of the lines of hearths as culturally
indicative features. The lines of hearths seen at Kosténki 1 Layer 1 and and Zaraisk do
not necessarily represent a unique cultural achievement: rather, they may be examples

of a phenomenon which is extremely widespread through space and time.

10.6 Female “Venus” figurines

The distribution of female “Venus” figurines across Europe in the second half of the
Gravettian is one of the most fascinating features of the entire Upper Palaeolithic ar-
chaeological record. In European Russia they have been found at Kosténki 1 Layer 1,
Avdeevo, Zaraisk, Gagarino and Khotylévo 2 and at the former three sites have been seen
as important elements of the “Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture” (Section 2.5.5). (Amirkhanov
& Lev, 2008; Efimenko, 1958; Gavrilov, 2008, 2012; Gvozdover, 1995; Tarasov, 1971,
1972). The figurines themselves have been the subject of intense investigation for more
than a century, and have given rise to a wide range of interpretations (e.g. McDermott,
1996; Mussi et al., 2000; Rice, 1981; Soffer et al., 2000). In recent years, one of the most
influential ideas concerning these artefacts has been that they were connected with the

maintenance of open social networks, and that at least part of their function related to
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information exchange and display (Gamble, 1982).

Interestingly, the similarity seen between the female figurines across huge areas of
Europe is not matched by similarity among lithic assemblages. In fact, I would argue
that there is greater similarity seen in the Early Gravettian (as represented at Kosténki
8 Layer 2, with its many analogous contemporary sites). This is also perhaps the case for
parts of the Aurignacian: the lithic collection from Kosténki 1 Layer 3 is very similar to
Aurignacian assemblages from elsewhere in Europe (Vishnyatsky & Nehoroshev, 2004).
The Late Gravettian lithic assemblages associated with the female figurines, on the other
hand, show clear differences between Eastern and Western Europe. In the East and parts
of Central Europe the figurines have often been found together with shouldered points;
these lithics are almost entirely absent from Western and Mediterranean Europe during
the same period, and (with one possible exception, at Brassempouy; Simonet, 2012)
are not found in association with female figurines. The association between female
figurines and shouldered points is an important aspect of the characterization of the
“shouldered-point horizon” (Section 2.5.6).

However, the present research has shown that the association between shouldered
points and female figurines in Eastern Europe is not as strong as it might seem. Female
figurines were found at the sites of Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino, which are not usually
included in the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture. At Khotylévo 2 I have found that many
of the “shouldered points” are better described as a new sub-type of Gravette points
(Khotylévo-type Gravette points) and that of the remaining shouldered pieces, only one
is a plausible fragment of a classic Eastern European shouldered point (Sections 8.4.3
and 8.4.6). T have not directly studied the material from Gagarino but it would ap-
pear that many of the “shouldered points” are also better described as Khotylévo-type
Gravette points (Section 8.6). At Zaraisk (which is included in the Kosténki-Avdeevo
Culture and where figurines were found), shouldered points are certainly present but
they show great diversity and many of them are rather different from those found at
Kosténki 1 Layer 1 or Avdeevo (Lev, 2009). The assemblage from Kosténki 21 Layer 3

further confuses the matter, as it has a particular type of narrow shouldered point but
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no female figurines and is not included in the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture (Chapter 9).
However, since it seems to be later than the principal Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture sites
it can be left out of the present discussion.

This means that the association between shouldered points and female figurines in
Eastern Europe is far from perfect. At key sites (e.g. Kosténki 1 Layer 1, Avdeevo,
Willendorf IT and Dolni Véstonice) the association seems sound. But at other sites
(Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino) there are female figurines without abundant shouldered
points, and at many more Eastern European sites there are shouldered points without
female figurines (e.g. Krakow-Spadzista, Pfedmosti, Mitoc-Malu Galben, Molodova V;
Noiret, 2009; Otte et al., 2007b; Svoboda et al., 2000; Wilczyniski, 2007). Furthermore,
because of the Western European record we already know that the connection between
female figurines and particular lithic traditions is not universal. There are a few factors
which could have contributed to this confusing picture.

First, chronology. This likely explains the difference between Kosténki 21 Layer 3
and the other sites with shouldered points. However, the difference between Khotylévo 2
and Gagarino and the sites of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture could also be explicable
through chronological difference, although this is currently impossible to demonstrate.
Although the radiocarbon dates for Khotylévo 2, Kosténki 1 Layer 1 and Avdeevo are
indistinguishable, all falling around 23,500-23,000 *C BP, this does not mean that all
the sites were perfectly contemporary. Some sites may well be up several hundred years
older than others: radiocarbon dating resolution for material of this age does not allow
us to be certain.

The most obvious alternative to this possibility is that the sites were in fact all closely
contemporary (by which T mean contemporary to within one or two hundred years) but
the differences in lithic traditions reflect some sort of cultural or ethnic differences.
Perhaps in favour of the latter possibility is the fact that Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino are
both located several hundred kilometres from Kosténki and Avdeevo (Fig. 2.2): two or
more human groups with differing material culture traditions could easily have existed

simultaneously in the large area demarcated by these sites.
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10.7 Bdtons percés

Bdtons percés (or bdtons de commandement) are most commonly found in sites post-
dating the Last Glacial Maximum (Rigaud, 2001). Intriguingly, bdtons percés have
been found at Kosténki 1 Layer 1 and Kosténki 13, which are both usually included
in the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture and certainly pre-date the LGM (Fig. 10.3) (Goutas,
2013; Rogachév & Beliaeva, 1982a). Bdtons percés have also been found at Molodova
V in Layer 7 (Noiret, 2009). This layer is dated to ca. 24,000-23,000 '*C BP, making
it approximately contemporary with Kosténki 1 Layer 1 (Haesaerts et al., 2009), and
shouldered points were found there, as at the two Kosténki sites. An artefact described
as a bdton percé is also found at Kosténki 4 (Fig. 9.3) but it is obviously rather different
from the usual form in its shape and manufacture.

It is intriguing that these objects appear so early in Russia and Ukraine. It is
also interesting that there appears to be at least a partial association with shouldered
points. Many uses of bdtons percés have been suggested, and their function remains
debated (Rigaud, 2001). The numbers in which they have been found, the often intricate
decoration applied to them and their chronological restriction to the latter half of the
Upper Palaeolithic all suggest that they were culturally important objects. To my
knowledge, the association between them and the “shouldered-point horizon” has not

been investigated.

10.8 Taxonomic units and archaeological cultures

One of the greatest challenges for this research and all other research seeking to com-
bine information from both sides of the Iron Curtain lies in integrating the contrasting
theoretical approaches that have historically held sway in different areas of Europe. Al-
though there are many aspects to these differences, one of the most important concerns
the definition of taxonomic units for the archaeological record. The difference is not
immediately obvious to the casual observer, and the fact that very different criteria

have been used for creating these units is seldom explicitly discussed. Within Eastern
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Figure 10.3: Bdtons percés from Kosténki 1 Layer 1 (top left), Kosténki 13 (right) and two from
Molodova V Level 7 (bottom left) (modified after Goutas, 2013, Fig. 16, Rogachév & Beliaeva,
1982a, Fig. 45 and Noiret, 2009, Fig. 151)
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Europe, there has been little consensus on the specific definitions of various archaeo-
logical cultures (in large part because of the considerable theoretical ambiguity in how
these cultures should be delineated) (Soffer, 1985, p. 13).

Nevertheless, the importance of these theoretical differences is difficult to overstate.
As outlined in Chapter 2, numerous taxonomic units have been defined for the MUP—
“the Gravettian,” “the Rayssian,” “the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture,” “the Pavlovian,” “the
Kosténki-Willendorfian” and so on. But the theoretical assumptions underlying their
definitions vary widely, as do the histories of their development and usage.

This research has been undertaken from an explicitly Western European viewpoint.
Examining material from across Europe using this single perspective offers an opportu-
nity to integrate information from the entire continent. Although I admire and respect
the Soviet and post-Soviet Russian archaeological traditions, I have a very different
theoretical stance. In particular, my approach has been shaped by knowledge of the
French Upper Palaeolithic record, which in recent years has been studied using very
strict techno-typological protocols for evaluating lithic assemblages, and critical evalu-
ation of the relative and absolute chronologies of sites and sequences. A major aim has
been to understand individual faciés, defined by lithic index fossils, or, where this is not
possible, to examine short time periods within a region. In this research I have sought
to take the same approach to the Russian material: to break down the entire MUP
into shorter, well-defined time periods and to examine synchronic techno-typological
variation both regionally and supra-regionally.

The study of the Eastern European record by Eastern European scholars has differed
from the Western approach in its relative lack of attention to the study of index fossils
(and the techno-typological composition of lithic assemblages more generally) and in
its greater focus on small groups of similar sites, which are used in different ways to
postulate various prehistoric social structures. The present research has defined a new
index fossil (the Khotylévo-type Gravette point), suggested a reconsideration of another
very recently defined one (the Late Gravettian rectangle), and found a hitherto unknown

variant of Gravette points (those with rectangular truncations). It is almost certain that
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further studies would add to our knowledge of the index fossils of this region.

The definition of taxonomic units based on the presence of index fossils has many
advantages. First, the reasoning behind the creation of these units is explicit. It does
not preclude disagreement: for example, there are many sites where only fragmentary
or atypical examples of index fossils are found, and convergent evolution has often
created similar index fossils in different periods. However, it does give us a simple and
clear inductive framework. Second, especially where idiosyncratic and chronologically
restricted index fossils are concerned, it gives us a direct link to cultural similarity and
communication between people at a small scale.

The Kosténki- Avdeevo Culture is defined based on the presence of several index fos-
sils, but all of these index fossils are also found beyond the sites of that grouping (see
Section 2.5.5). The most restricted index fossil (both chronologically and geographi-
cally) for the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture is the shouldered point. Such lithics, of course,
are found across Eastern and Central Europe at sites of the Willendorf-Kostenkian or
shouldered point horizon. The Willendorf-Kostenkian is a robust taxonomic unit ac-
cording to the criteria used in this research. The existence of the Kosténki-Avdeevo
Culture, on the other hand, owes much to a particular set of historical and geographical
circumstances. The historical circumstances include the focus, in Soviet archaeology, on
identifying social groups and structures in the archaeological record, and the very early
identification of this grouping of sites. The geographical circumstances are the fact that
the sites, for reasons largely to do with research history and geology, are isolated within
Eastern Europe. It is hundreds of kilometres from Kosténki and Avdeevo to the near-
est sites with shouldered points (Berdyzh in Belarus, Mitoc-Malu Galben in Romania
and Molodova V in Ukraine). If the gap in the archaeological record between those
sites were to be filled in, we would likely have a much richer view of variation among
sites of the Willendorf-Kostenkian, rather than seeing the geographically isolated group
of Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture sites as representative of a unique and bounded cultural
entity. In fact, the problems of the coherence of the grouping have been manifest for

many years, as Gavrilov (2004) points out:
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“Until the end of the 1960s the Kosténki-Willendorf cultural unity was char-
acterised in this region only by the sites of the Kosténki-Avdeevo archaeo-
logical culture. After the discovery of Khotylévo 2 the characterisation of

this unity lost its coherence.”® (Gavrilov, 2004, p. 262)

However, because the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture had already been defined and very
widely adopted as a taxonomic unit, it was impossible to fully revise its status and
definition from a fresh perspective after the discovery of new sites.

As discussed in previous sections of this chapter, the associations between the lines
of hearths the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture and between shouldered points and female
figurines actually break down rather quickly when analysed. None of this is to say,
however, that I do not believe that the similarity between the sites of Kosténki 1 Layer 1,
Avdeevo and Zaraisk is not real or important: it is. It is probably indicative of some
kind of real shared cultural identity. However, it must be seen within its wider context.

A very similar argument could be applied to the Pavlovian. As with the Kosténki-
Avdeevo Culture, it is not strictly defined by the presence of any particular index fossil.
Also like the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture, its elevation to a unit of analysis depended
heavily on a particular research history and set of circumstances (Tomédskova, 2000).
Regarding the term “Early Pavlovian,” Moreau (2010, p. 89) writes: “Due to its geo-
graphic exclusivity, this term tends to obscure the uniform character of the Gravettian
industries in Central Europe in the time period 30-27 ka BP.”

It would be interesting to try and apply a truly new perspective to the MUP record
of Europe, without respect to the taxonomic units already defined and taking into
account the full complement of sites now known and the factors that have shaped the
geographical gaps and concentrations in the record. In that case it is likely that neither
the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture nor the Pavlovian would be seen as necessary divisions

in the record (or, if they were, many other groupings of sites would also be defined).

%Mo xomma 1960-X T0J0B KOCTEHKOBCKO-BUILIEHIOP(DCKOE €IMHCTBO HA 9TOH TepPPUTOPUN
XapaKTepU30BaJIOCh TOJBKO IMAMATHUKAMH KOCTEHKOBCKO-ABIEEBCKOM apPXeOJOTUYECKON KYJIBTYPHI.
ITocne orkperTusa XoTswiéso 11 xapakTepucTUKa eQUHCTBA IOTEPSIa CBOIO CTPOMHOCTB.”
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They are artificial groupings of sites that have been reified due to the specifities of their
research histories.

This is not a problem just because the inconsistency it brings to our view of the
MUP record is inherently unsatisfactory. It also heavily skews research design, as many
projects have been focused on the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture or the Pavlovian, without
comparison with sites beyond these groupings. Furthermore, interpretations (especially
by archaeologists who do not have a thorough first-hand knowledge of the material)
have been heavily shaped by the prior definition of these “archaeological cultures.” The
Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture is often seen rather teleologically, by researchers both outside
and within Russia, as the zenith of cultural development within the Russian MUP. The
Pavlovian has been subject to similar claims of exceptionality within the Furopean
MUP.

The approach taken in this research has been fairly conservative, in that I have not
sought to formally define new taxonomic units. This is in large part because more work
is necessary before this can be done, focusing on the full range of variability within
each potential new faciés. The sites of Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino could, however, form
the bagis of a faciés defined by the presence of Khotylévo-type Gravette points. If
Late Gravettian rectangles (or a particular subset of them) or Gravette points with
rectangular bases prove to be chronologically and/or geographically restricted, they
could also be used to define a faciés. Applying such an approach to the Russian material
has great potential for clarifying many of the problems we have in understanding it both

independently and in its wider context.
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Chapter 11

Conclusions

This chapter summarises the results of this research, beginning with the chronology and
culture history of the region, then discussing the reassessments of index fossils carried
out. Next, some recommendations for future work are made. Finally, there is a short

reflection on the project.

11.1 Summary: culture history and dynamics during the

MUP of Russia

The archaeological record of Mid Upper Palaeolithic Russia is an incredibly rich re-
source for our understanding of Pleistocene human societies. The research undertaken
to produce this thesis has confirmed the huge potential of re-examining old museum
collections from a new perspective. It has also shown that theoretical issues are un-
avoidable when seeking to make sense of information deriving from diverse intellectual
approachs.

In most of Europe we are now accustomed to thinking of the Aurignacian and
Gravettian as being the principal Upper Palaeolithic technocomplexes predating the
Last Glacial Maximum. The existence of the Streletskayan and the Gorodtsovian indi-
cate that there were entirely different traditions present on the edges of Europe. The

geographical distributions of each of these industries is interesting. Both overlap (at
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Kosténki) with the distributions of the Aurignacian and Gravettian, but otherwise differ:
the Streletskayan is found widely, in the Urals, at Garchi, south towards the Black Sea at
Biriuch’ia Balka and north of Kosténki at Sungir’; the Gorodtsovian, on the other hand,
has perhaps been identified in Ukraine and the Urals. The stark techno-typological dif-
ferences between these lithic traditions and the Aurignacian and Gravettian strongly
suggest that these traditions represent separate populations, which would have been
recognised as such by people living at the time. It is very interesting to speculate as to
whether the presence of these industries in this region is connected with movement of
people or communication from the south and/or east of European Russia: from Siberia
and the Caucasus or Middle East. The overlapping distributions of all these industries
also hints at complex population dynamics during the Early Upper Palaeolithic (EUP)
and beginning of the MUP. Without more comprehensive and reliable information on
the dating of all the relevant sites, it is not currently possible to evaluate these fully.
But based on the data we do have, it appears that the Streletskayan was a mainly EUP
industry which disappeared by at the latest 28,000 '4C BP, and plausibly earlier. The
Gorodtsovian, which would benefit from further work on the typology and technology
of its lithic assemblages, also seems to have disappeared by 28,000 C BP. It is pos-
sible that the Gorodtsovian fully post-dates the Streletskayan, in which case we have
a succession of Streletskayan—Gorodtsovian—Gravettian at the beginning of the MUP.
Although this model is tempting in its simplicity, there is certainly more work to be
done. Beyond the remit of the present research, the dynamics of replacement and/or
interaction between the Aurignacian and Streletskayan during the EUP would be a very

interesting topic for study.

Wherever the origins of the Gravettian lithic tradition were, with the evidence we
presently have it seems most likely that it was not in Russia. Furthermore, the Gravet-
tian did not appear simultaneously or near-simultaneously across Europe: there was a
significant time lag before its appearance in Russia. The argument for this does not
simply rest on the absence of evidence for the Gravettian before 28,000 '*C BP, but on

the presence of a distinctly non-Gravettian tradition in Russia during the period 30—
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28,000 '“C BP: the Gorodtsovian (and possibly also the Streletskayan). When we do
first have evidence for the presence of the Gravettian in Russia, just after 28,000 'C BP,
it appears strikingly similar to contemporary Gravettian assemblages in Italy and Cen-
tral Europe. The differences between the microgravette assemblages of this period and
other types of microlithic assemblages (e.g., in Moravia) may have been overstated: di-
rect comparative study would be very useful to define exactly what the differences and
similarities are between sites of this age.

The Gravettian seems to appear in Russia only after the onset of Greenland Stadial
(GS) 5. Tt is easy to envisage a scenario whereby the disruption and climatic cooling
of the end of Greenland Interstadial (GI) 5 was linked to the end of the Gorodtsovian
tradition (and, if it had not already disappeared, the Streletskayan). The early Gravet-
tian tradition, on the other hand, seems to have been relatively successful in these cold
conditions, and expanded eastwards into European Russia following the onset of stadial
conditions. However, it seems likely that this region remained a marginal environment
in comparison with areas further west. There is an absence of any evidence for human
activity in Furopean Russia during late GS 5, which was associated with particularly
cold conditions in Eastern Europe. Much of the record of the Pavlovian/Evolved Pavlo-
vian dates to about this time: it is not therefore surprising that there do not seem to
be strong analogies for the Pavlovian in European Russia.

It is only at the very end of GS 5 or beginning of GI 4 that evidence for human
occupation of the region appears again. What is most interesting about this period is
that it is the first time we have evidence for a truly “mosaic”-type Gravettian record in
Russia. The site of Kosténki 4 shows stark contrasts to Borshchévo 5 and Kosténki 9,
although the first two sites are now both dated to ca. 25,000 '*C BP and the dates
are indistinguishable from one another (Kosténki 9 is undated except by comparison
with Borshchévo 5). The fact that these differences are not only found in the lithic as-
semblage but also in the site size and spatial organization does suggest that functional
difference could have played a key part in producing the variation we see here. However,

chronological and ethnic differences could also have been decisive. All sites demonstrate
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some similarities with assemblages further west, as well as differences. The collection
from Kosténki 4 has an important Gravette point component, as well as a large mass
of simple backed bladelets that are difficult to analyse. Gravette points and backed
bladelets are, of course, important features of the European Gravettian record as a
whole. However, the spatial arrangement of hearths at the huge site of Kosténki 4 does
mark it out in the archaeological record of this particular part of the Gravettian. The
“Late Gravettian rectangles” found at Kosténki 9 and Borshchévo 5 also now appear to
be rather widespread both geographically and chronologically in the second half of the
Gravettian in Fastern and Central Furope. However, their domination of lithic assem-
blage at Kosténki 9 appears rather unusual. Full contextualisation of the Russian record
at about this time will depend on a better understanding of the contemporary Eastern,
Central and Mediterranean record. Presently, there does appear to be some synchronic
variation but it is difficult to judge the precise contemporaneity of the relevant sites
and their similarities to the Russian material.

There may have been human abandonment or a decline in activity in Russia during
the short GS 4 period, but it is difficult to be certain of this. However, the onset of
GI 3 appears to be associated with a definite increase in human presence in Russia. The
three principal sites of the “Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture” (Kosténki 1 Layer 1, Avdeevo
and Zaraisk) all most likely date to the period 23,500-23,000 'C BP. However, the site
of Khotylévo 2 also appears to date to this time period.

The assemblages from Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino seem to represent a local Gravet-
tian faci‘es, defined by the presence of Khotylévo-type Gravette points. Female figurines
were found at both Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino, but only one convincing fragment of a
shouldered point was found in the Khotylévo 2 assemblage. This does cast some doubt
on the strength of the general association between shouldered points and female fig-
urines and on the importance of the former artefacts in assemblages of this time period.
On a European scale, it has long been clear that there is significant diversity among
lithic assemblages associated with female figurines. This has now also been shown for

sites within a few hundred kilometres of each other in Russia. The variation among
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these lithic assemblages is worthy of further direct investigation.

Although it cannot be expected that the “Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture” will be aban-
doned as a term and there are inarguably very strong similarities between the sites of this
group, it is important to note that it does not form a faci‘es or industry in the Western
European sense. There is a strong argument, however, for shifting attention away from
this small local group of sites to the wider Willendorf-Kosténkian. This is because a shift
to defining archaeological units in this region based on the presence/absence of index
fossils would bring it closer in line with how the rest of the European record is usually
divided, and hence facilitate cross-European analysis and comparisons. The Willendorf-
Kosténkian is already defined in large part by the presence of shouldered points, but
the typology of these lithics and their definition as a index fossil requires further work.
The definition should exclude the narrow, quite homogeneous points found for example
at Kosténki 21 Layer 3 and the Khotylévo-type Gravette points, previously described
as shouldered points, found at Khotylévo 2 and Gagarino. Furthermore, it would be
very interesting to study in detail the backed microlithic assemblages found at sites of
the Willendorf-Kosténkian. This category of artefacts has provided the index fossils
to define many faci‘es of the Gravettian in Western Europe: it is worth investigating

whether the same could be the case further east.

The end of the Gravettian and the beginning of the Epigravettian, and the relation-
ship between these industries, remains rather poorly defined. The question of whether
human activity continued in this region throughout the LGM likewise requires further

investigation.

11.2 Index fossils

An important result of this work has been the reconsideration of several index fossils.

These shall be considered in turn.
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11.2.1 Late Gravettian rectangles

The rectangles from the Kosténki 9 assemblage were identified as a new index fossil
shortly before the article of Wilczyriski et al. (in press), defining “Late Gravettian rect-
angles” became available. These lithics do appear to be widespread and significant
during the latter half of the Gravettian in Eastern and parts of Central Europe. They
require further focused study and comparison: the definition put forward for these lithics
by Wilczyniski et al. does not fully encompass the range of variation seen (particularly
the presence of convex ends on many artefacts). They would also benefit strongly from
use-wear analysis. Most of those found at Kosténki 9 do not appear to be feasible
weapon components, but their function remains obscure. One of the reasons that these
lithics are interesting is that they may have been produced over a period of several thou-
sand years, from ca. 25,000 *C BP until the time of the Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture. If
this is the case, then it indicates the durability of a local (Eastern/Central European)
lithic tradition through a period which otherwise saw great changes in material culture.
Confirmation of the definition and identification of these lithics is necessary before this

can be further explored.

11.2.2 Gravette points with rectangular truncations

Gravette points with rectangular truncations, while discussed for the sites of Khotylévo 2
and Kosténki 4, were not formally defined as a new index fossil during this research.
This is because there are some strong differences between those found at the two sites
mentioned. Furthermore, it is not yet clear whether they are present at any other sites
in Eastern or Central Europe. While a search of the literature was carried out, this was
not exhaustive, and these artefacts may have been previously identified as awls, etc., at
other sites. For a new index fossil of Gravette points with rectangular truncations to
be defined, it would be better to wait until their distribution and the variation among
them can be properly assessed. Nevertheless, they are interesting artefacts, indicating a

hitherto unknown level of diversity among Gravettian backed lithic types in Russia. As

328



with the Late Gravettian rectangles discussed above, their presence at both Kosténki 4
and Khotylévo 2 may indicate a degree of continuity of lithic traditions in Russia during

the period ca. 25,000-23,000 *C years BP.

11.2.3 Khotylévo-type Gravette points

The identification of a new index fossil—Khotylévo-type Gravette points—is very im-
portant for our understanding of lithic variation during the Russian MUP. It removes
the ambiguity caused by the definition of these artefacts as shouldered points, and
demonstrates that the definition of new facieés, based on idiosyncratic index fossils, is
possible for this region. The artefacts also add hitherto-unsuspected variation to our
definition of Gravette points, with consequences for how we understand these lithics as

a Furopean phenomenon.

11.3 Recommendations for future work

The following sections give some suggestions for future work arising from this research.

11.3.1 Further work on MUP Russian assemblages

The assemblages examined during this research represent only a part, albeit a signifi-
cant part, of the Russian MUP record. The remaining sites would benefit from further
work using a similar approach to that taken here. Furthermore, only the backed lithics
from these sites were studied: the remainder of the collections could have much to tell
us about material culture diversity during this time period. Sites that might be par-
ticularly productive to study are Talitsky and Kosténki 11 Layer 2. The sites of the
Kosténki-Avdeevo Culture could also benefit from focused study of parts of their collec-
tions. There is plenty of work remaining to be done on Streletskayan and particularly
Gorodtsovian assemblages: it would be useful if these industries could be contextualised

by comparison to the entire European/Eurasian Upper Palaeolithic.
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11.3.2 Early MUP lithics

The study of the Kosténki 8 Layer 2 assemblage has demonstrated the very strong
similarity among FEarly Gravettian microlithic collections across Europe. It is clear
that microliths are an important part of assemblages dating to this period, and that
they are often created with a high degree of attention and homogenisation. Several
different typological categories of microliths are known from this period. These include
microgravettes, fléchettes and geometric microliths. It would be extremely interest-
ing to systematically study the morphology of all these types of lithics, and determine
whether they do in fact form discrete typological groups, and whether there are any
intermediate forms. Although backing is often considered as a defining feature of lithics
(including in the present research), it is worth investigating its importance for typo-
logical categorization. This is because it often seems to exist as a continuum between
invasive abrupt backing and marginal abrupt or semi-abrupt retouch (as at Kosténki 9
and Aggsbach). Tt is also because it is not clear that invasive backing (forming a back)
is always necessary for the purposes it is presumed to have fulfilled. We assume that
many backed lithics were hafted by the backed edge, but it is not obvious that unbacked
lithics could not have been hafted just as well. It may be that the choice of backing
was in many cases directed by the need to achieve a certain degree of size reduction of

the lithic, rather than the desire to create a back.

Investigation of use-wear and fractures could help to inform such a study. How-
ever, a focus on the morphology of pieces would be very interesting, and could also
be methodologically innovative. The descriptions usually used in lithic studies for the
shapes of artefacts remain rather simple, obscure a huge amount of variation, and are
very difficult to standardise between researchers. Recent advances in scanning and pho-
tographic technologies now make the 2D /3D study of large numbers of artefacts, using
computer analyses, a real prospect. Statistical investigation of morphologies, either us-
ing geometric-morphometric techniques or some other approach borrowed from another

field, could provide an entirely new perspective on lithic typology.
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11.3.3 Female figurines, bdtons percés and lithic assemblages

The appearance of bdtons percés across Europe apparently at approximately the same
time as the female “Venus” figurines is intriguing and worthy of direct investigation.
It would also be extremely useful to study the lithic assemblages found in association
with female figurines and with the earliest bdtons percés. This part of the Gravettian is
fascinating for the contradictions it exhibits between overall similarity in features of its
mobiliary art tradition (although these, indeed, may show geographical patterning in
their styles) and clear differences among lithic traditions. There is scope for a project
which tackles these problems directly by studying the lithic assemblages from across
Europe that have been found in association with female figurines, as well as carefully
reviewing their dating. This should include a detailed review of the technology and

typology of shouldered points themselves.

11.3.4 Theoretical differences between archaeological traditions

One of the most surprising aspects of this research was the importance of the theoretical
differences between Russia and the West. Some of these differences could also extend
to Central Europe, especially concerning the status of the Pavlovian. It is crucial, if
the archaeological record of all of Europe is to be studied together, that the theoretical
differences between intellectual traditions, particularly concerning the construction of

archaeological taxonomic units, are fully accounted for.

There is scope for a formal evaluation of these theoretical differences, particularly
for the differences between current post-Soviet and Western perspectives. Since the
end of the Soviet Union, there has been very little work done comparing the differences
in archaeological theory between Russia and the West. A thorough exposition and
clarification of these differences, however, would be of great help to researchers in the

West who work on the Russian record.
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11.3.5 Palaeoclimatic frameworks and chronostratigraphy

A significant problem for this project, and for Western research into the Russian Palae-
olithic more generally, is presented by the strong differences in the palaeoclimatic frame-
works used in Russia and the West (discussed in Chapter 4). While the Greenland ice
core chronologies now largely form the basis for all frameworks used for the Late Pleis-
tocene in the West, they are, if not unknown in Russia, then certainly very little utilised.
The continuing dependence of Russian Pleistocene researchers, including archaeologists,
on traditional named palaeosol-interstadial correlations (the equivalents of, e.g., the
Laugerie and Tursac interstadials) represents a serious problem for cross-continental

comparisons.

The development of detailed and well-dated palaeoclimate archives for European
Russia, and their comparison with those elsewhere in Eurasia, is necessary to solve this
problem. In the meantime, only approximate and heavily caveated comparisons based
on radiocarbon dates and assumptions about palaeosol sequences (as attempted in this

study) will be possible.

It would also be extremely helpful to obtain more palaeoenvironmental information
directly from Russian archaeological sites. It is regrettable that more work is not done
routinely on, for example, the collection and study of microfauna, but this would require
significant change in excavation practices. At present we do not know much about Upper
Palaeolithic macrofaunal suites in Russia, both archaeological and palaeontological, and
this would be a very productive avenue to pursue. Another possible approach to gaining
a better understanding of Russian palaeoclimates could be the study of isotopes from

faunal remains.

Apart from the palaeoenvironmental framework, there is plenty of scope for further
study of the chronostratigraphy of Russian sites. This includes the identification of
tephras and microtephras and, if possible, work on the micromorphology of cultural

layers to assess their connection with the rest of the sequence.
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11.3.6 Dating

Radiocarbon dating has been of critical importance to this study. There remain many
ambiguities concerning the dating of Russian MUP sites, which could be addressed by
further dating work. The lack of good material for sampling (i.e., material of certain
provenance, which can be securely related to human activity and which has not been
chemically conserved) is, however, a real problem. Closer collaboration with Russian
colleagues could help to ameliorate these issues for sites that are currently under exca-
vation or which will be excavated in the future. Apart from this, there are a few sites
that would be worth targeting for chronological assessment if suitable samples can be

obtained, particularly Talitsky and Gagarino.

11.3.7 Genetics

As noted above, the Streletskayan and Gorodtsovian seem to predate the Gravettian in
Russia, which has its first known appearance ca. 2,000 years after its earliest known
manifestations in Western and Central Europe. The nature of this replacement is enig-
matic: was there a replacement of the whole population, or did local populations adopt
new technologies? The Gravettian assemblage from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 seems to be
classically Gravettian in its appearance, with no suggestion of a Gorodtsovian-type
component, and there are clear differences between the Gorodtsovian and Streletskayan
assemblages, with no obvious influence between them. One possible way of assessing the
likelihood of a full population replacement here could be to examine genetic evidence.

Our understanding of Eurasian population structures during the Upper Palaeolithic
has seen recent advances thanks to the sequencing and comparison of several ancient
human genomes, including from Kosténki (Fu et al., 2014; Raghavan et al., 2014; Seguin-
Orlando et al., in press). There are numerous human remains from Eurasia whose
genomes remain to be sequenced: these include those from Sungir’ and Kosténki 15.
Study of these genomes, from Streletskayan and Gorodtsovian contexts respectively,

and comparison with data from Gravettian remains could be extremely illuminating

333



with regard to population structures during the late EUP and MUP. There are in fact
few remains from Gravettian sites in Russia, but the skeleton of a child was found
at Kosténki 18, whose assemblage contains shouldered points and is hence likely Late
Gravettian (Rogachév & Beliaeva, 1982b). There are some fragmentary human remains
from Kosténki 8 Layer 2 but they are burnt and therefore may be unsuitable for aDNA

analysis (Pusch et al., 2000).

11.3.8 Translation

A large translation project would be a very worthwhile (and cost-effective) way to
transform the research landscape as it currently exists. The vast majority of articles
relating to Russian article are written in Russian, which only a tiny number of Western
archaeologists know with any degree of proficiency. It has become extremely obvious
during the course of this research that there is a wealth of information in the Russian
(and Ukrainian, Belarusian, etc.) literature that would greatly enrich international
Palaeolithic archaeology if it were more widely known. The easiest way to rectify this
would be with a major translation project: if the appropriate permissions were obtained
and funding could be found, then a huge amount of literature could be brought to a wider
audience. This would, quite simply, permanently transform the research landscape.
Gaining access to an understanding of the Russian material would be of overwhelming
benefit to Western archaeology, allowing for new perspectives and an end to reliance on
often extremely outdated secondary literature. But I believe it would also be of great
benefit to Russian archaeology, as the ideas and methods of our Russian colleagues

would be brought to the international attention and critique they deserve.

11.4 Reflection

In the first pages of this thesis I referred to the lack of progress over the past several
decades among Western archaeologists in gaining a proper understanding of the Russian

archaeological record. There remains much work to be done.
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This research has confirmed that the Russian record is a rich, and under-studied,
archaeological resource whose full appreciation could transform our understanding of
societies during the Upper Palaeolithic. The methods used in this thesis are not in-
novative or particularly complicated. They combine a well-established approach to
techno-typological lithic studies with a review of chronology that is based on a conser-
vative, sceptical viewpoint regarding dating and an acknowledgement of the need for
strict protocols in selecting and treating samples. The only thing that is new here is in
applying these well-proven ideas to material that has not previously fully benefited from
this approach. T am convinced that much further progress could be made by applying
the same methods to other Upper Palaeolithic material, especially from parts of the
European continent which have received relatively little attention.

The research has also shown that there are real theoretical issues which must be
overcome in order to consider material from a truly pan-European perspective. I did
not originally set out to consider theoretical and intellectual historical issues during this
research. However, these matters became impossible to avoid, because they have created
so many of the differences among past interpretations of the material. It has been
extremely satisfying to begin to understand what to me were entirely foreign approaches
to archaeology and the human past by tracing the ideas and debates that led to their
development. At first reading, many of the arguments and conclusions of Russian
archaeologists can seem somewhat unconvincing and even absurd to Western eyes: fuller
understanding leads to a less dismissive reaction. This also gives a new perspective on
conventional Western ideas, by demonstrating that the ideas and assumptions that
underlie our approaches are products of their time and place, which are not natural or
inevitable. This does not mean I think that they are wrong, but it does mean that I
think we could perhaps benefit from being more explicit about them, and working out
their full implications.

This research has been enjoyable—if sometimes challenging—to undertake. There
are many genuine reasons why Western archaeologists usually find it more difficult

to carry out research in Russia than areas closer to home. The ongoing cooling of
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political relations between Russia and the West is also troubling for those of us who
hope for closer academic interaction. However, it is very much hoped that more Western
researchers will rise to these difficulties and that in the future there will be further
communication and collaboration between colleagues across Europe. The opportunities
for transformation of our understanding of the European Upper Palaeolithic are real

and substantial.
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Appendix A

Recording of bladelets

The following information was collected on each backed bladelet recorded. See Section

3.2.4 for further details.

Curatorial information

e Curatorial information: Location of collection, collection numbers, labels on

boxes, bags, etc.

e Labelling information: Labels written directly on artefacts.

Bladelet production information

e Blank type: Blade, spall, lame sous créte, etc.
e Raw material: Colour, texture, inclusions, patination.

e Dorsal scars: Bipolar scars, maintenance removal scars, etc: present/absent.

General descriptive technological information

e Distal/proximal ends: Determinable or indeterminable?

e Whole or fragment: Whole, distal, proximal, medial or indeterminate fragment?
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Morphological and dimensional information

e Length: Total length (to nearest millimetre).

e Width: Maximum width; other width (e.g. width of stem) (to nearest millimetre;

at Khotylévo-2, to nearest 0.5 millimetre).

e Thickness: Maximum thickness (to nearest millimetre; at Khotylévo-2, to nearest

0.5 millimetre).
e Weight: (To nearest 0.1 gram).

e Ventral surface: Rectilinear (to within 1 mm tolerance), concave, convex, twisted,

sinuous, twisted concave, twisted sinuous.
e Profile of piece: Triangular, trapezoidal, etc.

e Sides: Rectilinear, lunate, sinuous, tapering (proximal to distal/distal to proxi-

mal/indeterminate), irregular, shouldered, curved (left, right, indeterminate).

e Dorsal arrises: Present/absent; number.

Lateral retouch

Up to three types of retouch were recorded for each lateral edge.
e General description of retouch.
e Position: Direct/inverse/alternating/crossed/bifacial.
e Angle: Abrupt/crossed-abrupt/semi-abrupt/low.

e Distribution: Continuous/discontinuous/partial (if partial, extent also measured

in mm).

e Delineation: Rectilinear/oblique/follows edge/concave/convex/notched/denticul-

ated/shoulder/cran.
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e Delineation 2: Regular/irregular.

e Localization: If applicable: Proximal/distal/mesial.

Working of proximal and distal ends

e General description: Break, point (with location: left/right/central), unretouched

end, rectangular truncation, etc.

e Retouch: Direct/inverse; truncation; abrupt/semi-abrupt etc; length (invasive-

ness) in mm.

e Point angle: If applicable, angle of point to nearest 5°.

Platform

e Present/Absent: If absent: missing (due to break)/removed/indeterminate.

e Platform description: If present, description of platform (plain, facetted).

Bulb

e Present/Absent: If absent: missing (due to break)/removed/indeterminate.

e Bulb modification: If present: Intact/partly removed (> 50% remaining); mostly

removed (< 50% remaining).

e Bulb description: If present, description of bulb (e.g. diffuse, prominent).

Summary data

e Typology: e.g. Backed bladelet, Gravette point, microgravette, nanogravette,

shouldered point.
e Backing: Left/right /both/indeterminate edge; if both, left /right more invasive?

e Damage: Location (refers back to retouch previously recorded).

341



342



Bibliography

Abramova, Z. A. (1995). L’art paléolithique d’Europe orientale et de Sibérie. Grenoble:

Jérome Millon.

Abramova, Z. A., Grigorieva, G. V., & Zaitseva, G. I. (2001). The age of Upper Pale-
olithic Sites in the Middle Dnieper River Basin of Eastern Europe. Radiocarbon, 42,
1077-1084.

Adams, W. Y. (1988). Archaeological classification: theory versus practice. Antiquity,
61, 40-56.

Amirkhanov, H. A., & Lev, S. (2008). New finds of art objects from the Upper Palae-

olithic site of Zaraysk, Russia. Antiquity, 82, 862-870.

Amirkhanov, K. A. (1998). Vostochnoi gravett ili gravettoidnye industrii Tsentralnoi
i Vostochnoi Evropy? In K. A. Amirkhanov (Ed.) Vostochnoi gravett, (pp. 15-34).

Moscow: Nauchnyi mir.

Amirkhanov, K. A. (Ed.) (2009). Issledovaniia paleolita v Zaraiske 1999-2005. Moscow:

Paleogratf.

Andersen, K. K., Svensson, A., Johnsen, S. J., Rasmussen, S., Bigler, M., Rothlisberger,
R., Ruth, U., Siggaard Andersen, M.-L., Steffensen, J. P., Dahl Jensen, D., Vinther,
B. M., & Clausen, H. B. (2006). The Greenland Ice Core Chronology 2005, 15-42 ka.

Part 1: constructing the time scale. Quaternary Science Reviews, 25, 3246-3257.

343



Anikovich, M. V. (2005). The Early Upper Paleolithic in Eastern Europe. In A. P.
Derevianko (Ed.) The Middle to Upper Paleolithic Transition in Eurasia: Hypotheses

and Facts, (pp. 79-93). Novosibirsk: Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography Press.

Anikovich, M. V., Lisitsyn, S. N., Platonova, N. ., Dudin, A. E., Pustovalov, A. L.,
Zheltova, M. N.; & Popov, V. V. (in press). Raboty Kosténkovsko-Borshchévskoi
arkheologicheskoi ekspeditsii 2010-2013 gg. In N. V. Lopatin (Ed.) Arkheologicheskie
otkrytiia 2010-2013 godov. Moscow: Nauka.

Anikovich, M. V., Popov, V. V., & Platonova, N. I. (2008a). Paleolit Kosténkouvsko-
Borshchévskogo rajona v kontekste verkhnego paleolita Evropy. Saint Petersburg:

Nestor-Istoriia.

Anikovich, M. V., Popov, V. V., & Platonova, N. I. (2008b). Ranniaia pora verkhnego
paleolita po materialam Kosténkovsko-Borshchévskogo raiona. In M. V. Anikovich,
V. V. Popov, & N. I. Platonova (Eds.) Paleolit Kosténkovsko-Borshchévskogo raiona v

kontekste verkhnego paleolita Evropy, (pp. 74-142). Saint Petersburg: Nestor-Istoriia.

Anikovich, M. V., Popov, V. V., & Platonova, N. I. (2008¢c). Kosténkovsko-
Borshchévskii raion kak chast’ Dnepro-Donskoi istoriko-kul’turnoi oblasti okhotnikov
na mamontov. In M. V. Anikovich, V. V. Popov, & N. I. Platonova (Eds.) Pale-
olit Kosténkovsko-Borshchéuvskogo raiona v kontekste verkhnego paleolita Evropy, (pp.

173-206). Saint Petersburg: Nestor-Istoriia.

Anisyutkin, N. K. (2006). Severnyi punkt Kosténok 4 i kul’turno-khonologicheskaia
interpretatsiia pamiatnika. In M. V. Anikovich (Ed.) Ranniaia pora verkhnego pale-
olita Evrazii: obshchee i lokal’noe (materialy Mezhdunarodnoi konferentsii k 125-letiiu
otkrytiia paleolita v Kosténkakh, 23-26 avgusta 2004 g.), (pp. 101-113). Saint Peters-

burg: Nestor-Istoriia.

Banks, W. E., d’Errico, F., & Zilhdo, J. (2013). Human—climate interaction during

the Early Upper Paleolithic: testing the hypothesis of an adaptive shift between the

344



Proto-Aurignacian and the Early Aurignacian. Journal of Human Evolution, 64 (1),

39-55.
Bazile, F. (2011). De I'épigravettien & l'ouest du Rhone 7 PALEO, 22, 27-52.

Bazile, F., & Boccaccio, G. (2007). Du Solutréen supérieur au Magdalénien en Langue-
doc rhodanien. Ruptures et continuités. Bulletin de la Société préhistorique francaise,

104 (4), 787-796.

Belyaeva, V., & Moiseyev, V. (2007). Statistical analysis of Kostenki shouldered points:

A trial. Archaeology, Ethnology and Anthropology of Eurasia, 31(1), 16-28.

Beregovaia, N. A. (1960). Paleoliticheskie mestonakhozhdeniia SSSR. Materialy i issle-
dovaniia po arkheologii SSSR, 81, 9-218.

Beresford-Jones, D., Taylor, S., Paine, C., Pryor, A., Svoboda, J., & Jones, M. (2011).
Rapid climate change in the Upper Palaeolithic: the record of charcoal conifer rings

from the Gravettian site of Dolni Véstonice, Czech Republic. Quaternary Science

Reviews, 30(15-16), 1948-1964.

Bessudnov, A. A. (2009). Istoriia izucheniia paleolita basseina Verkhnego i Srednego
Dona. Nauchnye vedomosti BelGU (Seriia “Istoriia. Politologiia. Ekonomika. Infor-
matika”), 9(11), 86-96.

Binford, L. R. (2002). In Pursuit of the Past: Decoding the Archaeological Record (with

a new afterword). Berkeley: University of California Press.

Binford, L. R., & Binford, S. R. (1966). A Preliminary Analysis of Functional Variability

in the Mousterian of Levallois Facies. American Anthropologist, 68(2), 238-295.

Blaauw, M., Wohlfarth, B., Christen, A., Ampel, L., Veres, D., Hughen, K., Preusser,
F., & Svensson, A. (2010). Were last glacial climate events simultaneous between

Greenland and France? A quantitative comparison using non-tuned chronologies.

Journal of Quaternary Science, 25(3), 387-394.

345



Blockley, S. P. E., Lane, C. S., Hardiman, M., Rasmussen, S. O., Seierstad, I. K.,
Steffensen, J. P., Svensson, A., Lotter, A. F., Turney, C. S. M., Bronk Ramsey, C., &
INTIMATE members (2012). Synchronisation of palaeoenvironmental records over
the last 60,000 years, and an extended INTIMATE event stratigraphy to 48,000 b2k.

Quaternary Science Reviews, 36, 2-10.

Bordes, F. (1978). Le Protomagdalénien de Laugerie-Haute-Est (fouilles F. Bordes).

Bulletin de la Société préhistorique frangaise, 75(11-12), 501-521.

Bordes, F., & de Sonneville Bordes, D. (1970). The Significance of Variability in Palae-
olithic Assemblages. World Archaeology, 2(1), 61-73.

Borgia, V. (2006). L’analisi funzionale degli elementi a dorso come strumento conoscitivo
per ricostruire le strategie di sfruttamento delle risorse territoriali nel Gravettiano
antico di Grotta Paglicci (strati 23 e 22). Rivista di Scienze Preistoriche, LVI, 53
83.

Borgia, V. (2009). Ancient Gravettian in the south of Italy : functional analysis of
backed points from Grotta Paglicci (Foggia) and Grotta della Cala (Salerno). Paleth-
nologie, 1, 45—65.

Borgia, V., Ranaldo, F., Ronchitelli, A., & Wierer, U. (2011). What Differences in
production and use of Aurignacian and early Gravettian Lithic assemblages 7 The
case of Grotta Paglicci (Rignano Garganico, Foggia, Southern Italy). In N. Goutas,
L. Klaric, D. Pesesse, & P. Guillermin (Eds.) A la recherche des identités gravet-
tiennes . actualités, questionnements et perspectives : actes de la table ronde sur le
Gravettien en France et dans les pays limitrophes, Aiz-en-Provence, 6-8 octobre 2008,

(pp. 161-174). Paris: Société préhistorique francaise (Mémoire 52).

Boriskovskii, P. 1. (1951). Raskopki v Amvrosievke i problema paleoliticheskikh
kul’tovykh mest. Kratkie Soobshcheniia Instituta Istorii Material’noi Kul'tury, 37,

9-22.

346



Boriskovskii, P. I. (1961). Kremnévye masterskie v okrestnostiakh Valuek na reke Oskol.
Kratkie Soobshcheniia Instituta Arkheologii, 82, 104-111.

Boriskovskii, P. I. (1963). Paleoliticheskaia stoianka Spitsyna (Kosténki XVII). Mate-
rialy 1 issledovaniia po arkheologic SSSR, 121, 80-124.

Boriskovskii, P. I., Praslov, N. D., & Anikovich, M. V. (1982). Kosténki 17 (Spitsyn-
skaia stoianka). In N. D. Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkouvsko-

borshchévskogo raiona na Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii,
(pp. 181-186). Leningrad: Nauka.

Bradley, B. A., Anikovich, M., & Giria, E. (1995). Early Upper Palaeolithic in the
Russian Plain: Streletskayan flaked stone artefacts and technology. Antiquity, 69,
989-998.

Brock, F., Higham, T., Ditchfield, P., & Bronk Ramsey, C. (2010). Current pretreatment
methods for AMS radiocarbon dating at the Oxford Radiocarbon Accelerator Unit

(ORAU). Radiocarbon, 52(1), 103-112.

Bronk Ramsey, C. (2009). Bayesian analysis of radiocarbon dates. Radiocarbon, 51(1),
337-360.

Bronk Ramsey, C., Higham, T. F. G., Owen, D. C., Pike, A., & Hedges, R. (2002).
Radiocarbon dates from the Oxford AMS System: Archaeometry Datelist 31. Ar-

chaeometry, 44, 1-150.

Bulkin, V. A, Klejn, L., & Lebedev, G. S. (1982). Attainments and Problems of Soviet
Archaeology. World Archaeology, 13(3), 272-295.

Bulochnikova, E. V. (1998). Vchera i segodnia poniatiia "vostochnyi gravet’en". In

K. A. Amirkhanov (Ed.) Vostochnoi gravett, (pp. 67-72). Moscow: Nauchnyi mir.

Chabai, V. P. (2003). The chronological and industrial variability of the Middle to

Upper Paleolithic transition in Eastern Europe. In J. Zilhao, & F. d’Errico (Eds.)

347



The Chronology of the Aurignacian and of the Transitional Technocomplezres: Dat-
ing, Stratigraphies, Cultural Implications. Trabalhos de Arqueologia 33, (pp. 71-86).

Lisbon: Instituto Portugués de Arqueologia.

Chelidze, L. M. (1968). Tel’'manskaia stoianka i nekotorye voprosy razvitiia verkhnepa-
leoliticheskoi kul’tury v wostochnoi Evrope (avtoreferat dissertatsii). Leningrad:

Leningradskoe Otdelenie Instituta Arkheologii AN SSSR.
Childe, V. G. (1950). Cave Men’s Buildings. Antiquity, 24(93), 4-11.

Christensen, M., & Valentin, B. (2004). Armatures de projectiles et outils. De la
production a I'abandon. In N. Pigeot (Ed.) Les derniers Magdaléniens d’Etiolles.
Perspectives culturelles et paléohistoriques (I’'unité d’habitation Q31). XXX VIIeme

supplément & Gallia Préhistoire, (pp. 107-160). Paris: CNRS Editions.

Conard, N. J., & Bolus, M. (2003). Radiocarbon dating the appearance of modern
humans and timing of cultural innovations in Europe: New results and new challenges.

Journal of Human Evolution, 44(3), 331-371.

Conard, N. J., & Moreau, L. (2004). Current Research on the Gravettian of the Swabian

Jura. Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft fiir Urgeschichte, 13, 29-59.

Damblon, F., Haesaerts, P., & van der Plicht, J. (1996). New datings and considerations
on the chronology of Upper Palaeolithic sites in the Great Eurasiatic plain. Préhistoire

Furopéenne, 9, 177-231.

Davis, R. S. (1983). Theoretical Issues in Contemporary Soviet Paleolithic Archaeology.
Annual Review of Anthropology, 12, 403-428.

de la Penia Alonso, P. (2012). A propdésito del Gravetiense... El paso de cultura a
tecnocomplejo: un caso ejemplar de pervivencia particularista. Complutum, 25(1),

41-62.

de Sonneville Bordes, D., & Perrot, J. (1954). Lexique typologique du Paléolithique

supérieur. Bulletin de la Société préhistorique frangaise, 51(7), 327-335.

348



de Sonneville Bordes, D., & Perrot, J. (1956a). Lexique typologique du Paléolithique

supérieur. Bulletin de la Société préhistorique francaise, 53(7-8), 408-412.

de Sonneville Bordes, D., & Perrot, J. (1956b). Lexique typologique du Paléolithique

supérieur. Bulletin de la Société préhistorique francaise, 53(9), 547-559.

Demars, P.-Y., & Laurent, P. (1992). Types d’outils lithiques du Paléolithique supérieur
en Furope. Paris: Presses du CNRS.

Demidenko, Y. E. (2008). The Early and Mid-Upper Palaeolithic of the North Black

Sea region: an overview. Quartdr, 55, 99-114.

d’Errico, F., Banks, W. E., Vanhaeren, M., Laroulandie, V., & Langlais, M. (2011).
PACEA Geo-Referenced Radiocarbon Database. PaleoAnthropology, 2011, 1-12.

Dibble, H. L. (1987). The Interpretation of Middle Paleolithic Scraper Morphology.

American Antiquity, 52, 109-117.

Digan, M. (2008). New technological and economic data from La Vigne-Brun (unit
KL19), Loire: a contribution to the identification of early Gravettian lithic techno-

logical expertise. Quartdr, 55, 115-125.

Djindjian, F., & Bosselin, B. (1994). Périgordien et Gravettien: 1’épilogue d’une con-

tradiction. Préhistoire Européenne, 6, 117-131.

Djindjian, F., Kozlowski, J., & Otte, M. (1999). Le Paléolithique supérieur en Europe.

Paris: Armand Colin.

Dobrovolskaya, M., Richards, M.-P., & Trinkaus, E. (2012). Direct Radiocarbon Dates
for the Mid Upper Paleolithic (Eastern Gravettian) Burials from Sunghir, Russia.

Bulletins et Mémoires de la Société d’Anthropologie de Paris, 24 (1-2), 96-102.

Douka, K., Higham, T., & Sinitsyn, A. (2010). The influence of pretreatment chemistry
on the radiocarbon dating of Campanian Ignimbrite-aged charcoal from Kostenki 14

(Russia). Quaternary Research, 73(3), 583-587.

349



Ducasse, S. (2012). What is left of the Badegoulian “interlude”™ New data on cul-
tural evolution in southern France between 23,500 and 20,500 cal. BP. Quaternary

International, 272-273, 150-165.

Dunnell, R. C. (1971). Systematics in prehistory. New York: Free Press.

Dunnell, R. C. (1978). Style and Function: A Fundamental Dichotomy. Society for

American Archaeology, 43(2), 192-202.

Dunnell, R. C. (1986). Methodological issues in Americanist artifact classification.

Advances in archaeological method and theory, 9, 149-207.

Efimenko, P. P. (1938). Pervobytnoe obshchestvo. Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoe

sotsial’'no-ekonomicheskoe izdatel’stvo.

Efimenko, P. P. (1953). Pervobytnoe obshchestvo. Kiev: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk
Ukrainskoi SSR.

Efimenko, P. P. (1956). K voprosu o kharaktere istoricheskogo protsessa v pozdnem
paleolite Vostochnoi Evropy (O pamiatnikakh tak nazyvaemogo seletskogo i gri-

mal’diiskogo tipa). Sovetskaia Arkheologiia, XX VI, 28-53.

Efimenko, P. P. (1958). Kosténki I. Moscow: lzdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR.

Efimenko, P. P. (1960). Peredneaziatskie elementy v pamiatnikakh pozdnego pale-
olita Severnogo prichernomor’ia (K proiskhozhdeniiu madlenskoi kul’tury Vostochnoi

Evropy). Sovetskaia Arkheologiia, (4), 14-25.

Fedele, F., Giaccio, B., & Hajdas, I. (2008). Timescales and cultural process at
40,000 BP in the light of the Campanian Ignimbrite eruption, Western Furasia. Jour-
nal of Human Evolution, 55(5), 834-857.

Fletcher, W., Sdnchez Goni, M., Allen, J., Cheddadi, R., Combourieu-Nebout, N.,
Huntley, B., Lawson, 1., Londeix, L., Magri, D., Margari, V., Miiller, U., Naughton,

350



F., Novenko, E., Roucoux, K., & Tzedakis, P. C. (2010). Millennial-scale variabil-
ity during the last glacial in vegetation records from Furope. Quaternary Science

Reviews, 29(21-22), 2839-2864.

Floss, H., & Taller, A. (2011). Aspects de la technologie lithique du site gravettien
d’Azé-Camping de Rizerolles (Saéne-et-Loire, France). In N. Goutas, L. Klaric, D. Pe-
sesse, & P. Guillermin (Eds.) A la recherche des identités gravettiennes : actualilés,
questionnements et perspectives : actes de la table ronde sur le Gravettien en France
et dans les pays limitrophes, Aiz-en-Provence, 6-8 octobre 2008, (pp. 45-55). Paris:

Société préhistorique francaise (Mémoire 52).

Fu, Q., Li, H., Moorjani, P., Jay, F., Slepchenko, S. M., Bondarev, A. A., Johnson, P.
L. F., Aximu Petri, A., Priifer, K., de Filippo, C., Meyer, M., Zwyns, N., Salazar-
Garcia, D. C., Kuzmin, Y. V., Keates, S. G., Kosintsev, P. A., Razhev, D. 1., Richards,
M. P., Peristov, N. V., Lachmann, M., Douka, K., Higham, T. F. G., Slatkin, M.,
Hublin, J.-J., Reich, D., Kelso, J., Viola, T. B., & Pa#bo, S. (2014). Genome sequence

of a 45,000-year-old modern human from western Siberia. Nature, 514, 445-449.
Gambassini, P. (2007). Traits essentiels du Gravettien en Italie. Paléo, 19, 105-108.

Gamble, C. (1982). Interaction and Alliance in Palaeolithic Society. Man (New Series),
17(1), 92-107.

Gamble, C. (1986). The Palaeolithic Settlement of Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Gavrilov, K. N. (1998). Struktura Khotylévskogo verkhnepaleoliticheskogo poseleniia.
In K. A. Amirkhanov (Ed.) Vostochnoi gravett, (pp. 177-190). Moscow: Nauchnyi

mir.

Gavrilov, K. N. (2004). Tipologiia kammenykh orudii i kul’turnaia prinadlezhnost’
Khotylévskoi verkhnepaleoliticheskoi stoianki. In K. A. Amirkhanov (Ed.) Problemy

kamennogo veka Russkoi ravniny, (pp. 262-284). Nauchnyi mir.

351



Gavrilov, K. N. (2008). Verkhnepaleoliticheskaia stoianka Khotylévo 2. Moscow: Taus.

Gavrilov, K. N. (2012). Dvoinaia statuetka iz raskopok stoianki Khotylévo 2: kontekst,

ikonografiia, kompozitsiia. Stratum Plus, (1), 279-292.

Gerasimova, M. M., Astakhov, S. N., & Velichko, A. A. (2007). Paleoliticheskii che-
lovek, ego material’naia kul’tura i prirodnaia sreda obitaniia (illiustrirovannyi katalog
paleoantropologicheskikh nakhodok v Rossii i na smezhnykh territoriiakh). Saint Pe-

tersburg: Nestor-Istoriia.

Giaccio, B., Isaia, R., Fedele, F., Dicanzio, E., Hoffecker, J., Ronchitelli, A., Sinitsyn,
A., Anikovich, M., Lisitsyn, S., & Popov, V. (2008). The Campanian Ignimbrite
and Codola tephra layers: Two temporal/stratigraphic markers for the Early Up-
per Palaeolithic in southern Italy and eastern Europe. Journal of Volcanology and

Geothermal Research, 177(1), 208-226.

Giria, Y., & Bradley, B. (1998). Blade Technology at Kostenki 1/1, Avdeevo and
Zaraysk. In K. A. Amirkhanov (Ed.) Vostochnoi gravett, (pp. 191-213). Moscow:

Nauchnyi mir.

Gonzdlez Sampériz, P., Valero Garcés, B. L., Moreno, A., Jalut, G., Garcia Ruiz, J. M.,
Marti Bono, C., Delgado Huertas, A., Navas, A., Otto, T., & Dedoubat, J. J. (2006).
Climate variability in the Spanish Pyrenees during the last 30,000 yr revealed by the

El Portalet sequence. Quaternary Research, 66, 38-52.

Goutas, N. (2013). De Brassempouy A Kostienki : lexploitation technique des
ressources animales dans ’Europe gravettienne. In M. Otte (Ed.) Les Gravettiens,

(pp. 105-160). Paris: Editions Errance.

Graf, K. E. (2009). “The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly™ evaluating the radiocarbon
chronology of the middle and late Upper Paleolithic in the Enisei River valley, south-

central Siberia. Journal of Archaeological Science, 36, 694-707.

3952



Gribchenko, Y. N.; & Kurenkova, E. 1. (1997). The main stages and natural environ-
mental setting of Late Palaeolithic human settlement in Eastern Europe. Quaternary

International, 41-42, 173-179.

Grigor’ev, G. P. (1993). The Kostenki-Avdeevo Archaeological Culture and the
Willendorf-Pavlov—Kostenki—-Avdeevo Cultural Unity. In O. Soffer, & N. D. Praslov
(Eds.) From Kostenki to Clovis: Upper Paleolithic — Paleo-Indian Adaptations, (pp.
51-65). New York: Plenum Press.

Grigor’eva, G. V., & Klapchuk, M. N. (1981). Pozdnepaleoliticheskaia stoianka Mezhi-
girtsy I v Ivano-Frankovskoi oblasti. Kratkie Soobshcheniia Instituta Arkheologii,
(165), 58-63.

Gvozdover, M. (1995). Art of the Mammoth Hunters: The Finds from Avdeevo. Oxford:
Oxbow Books.

Gvozdover, M. D. (1952). Vkladyshevyi nakonechnik s paleoliticheskoi stoianki Talit-
skogo. Uchénye zapiski MGU, 158, 207-210.

Haase, D., Fink, J., Haase, G., Ruske, R., Pécsi, M., Richter, H., Altermann, M., &
Jager, K.-D. (2007). Loess in Europe—its spatial distribution based on a Furopean
Loess Map, scale 1:2,500,000. Quaternary Science Reviews, 26(9-10), 1301-1312.

Haesaerts, P. (2007). Mitoc-Malu Galben : cadre stratigraphique et chronologique.
In M. Otte, V. Chirica, & P. Haesaerts (Eds.) L’Aurignacien et le Gravettien de
Mitoc-Malu Galben (Moldavie Roumaine), (pp. 15-41). Liege: Etudes et Recherches

archéologiques de I"Université de Liege 72.

Haesaerts, P., Borziak, 1., Chirica, V., Damblon, F., Koulakovska, L., & van der Plicht,
J. (2003). The east Carpathian loess record: a reference for the middle and late

pleniglacial stratigraphy in central Europe. Quaternaire, 14(3), 163-188.

Haesaerts, P., Damblon, F., Sinitsyn, A., & van der Plicht, J. (2004a). Kostienki 14

(Voronezh, Central Russia): New data on stratigraphy and radiocarbon chronology.

353



In M. Dewez, P. Noiret, & E. Teheux (Eds.) Acts of the XIVth UISPP Congress, Uni-
versity of Liége, Belgium, 2-8 September 2001: Section 6, The Upper Palaeolithic:
General Sessions and Posters, (pp. 169-180). Oxford: Archaeopress (BAR Interna-
tional Series 1240).

Haesaerts, P., Borziak, I., Chirica, V., Damblon, F., & Koulakovska, L. (2004b). Cadre
stratigraphique et chronologique du Gravettien en Europe Centrale. In J. A. Svoboda,
& L. Sedlackova (Eds.) The Gravettian along the Danube: Proceedings of the Mikulov
Conference, 20-21 November 2002, no. 11 in Dolni Véstonice Studies, (pp. 33-56).
Brno: Archeologicky tstav AV CR.

Haesaerts, P., Borziac, I., Chirica, V., Damblon, F., & Koulakovska, L. (2007). Cadre

stratigraphique et chronologique du Gravettien en Europe Centrale. Paléo, 19, 31-52.

Haesaerts, P., Borziac, 1., Chekha, V. P., Chirica, V., Damblon, F., Drozdov, N. L.,
Orlova, L. A., Pirson, S., & van der Plicht, J. (2009). Climatic Signature and Radio-
carbon Chronology of Middle and Late Pleniglacial Loess from Eurasia: Comparison

with the Marine and Greenland Records. Radiocarbon, 51(1), 301-318.

Haesaerts, P., Bachner, M., Borziac, I., Chirica, V., Damblon, F., Drozdov, N.,
Koulakovska, L., & Pirson, S. (2010a). New Insight on the Environmental Back-
ground and the Chronology of the Early Upper Palaeolithic in Central Furope. In
C. Neugebauer-Maresch, & L. R. Owen (Eds.) New Aspects of the Central and East-
ern Buropean Upper Palaeolithic — methods, chronology, technology and subsistence
(Symposium by the Prehistoric Commission of the Austrian Academy of Sciences,

Vienna, November 9-11, 2005), (pp. 9-25). Vienna: Osterreichischen Akademie der

Wissenschaften.

Haesaerts, P., Borziac, 1., Chekha, V. P., Chirica, V., Drozdov, N. 1., Koulakovska,
L., Orlova, L. A., van der Plicht, J., & Damblon, F. (2010b). Charcoal and wood

remains for radiocarbon dating Upper Pleistocene loess sequences in Fastern Europe

354



and Central Siberia. Palaeogeography, Palaeoclimatology, Palaeoecology, 291(1-2),
106-127.

Harrison, S. P., & Sanchez Goni, M. F. (2010). Global patterns of vegetation response
to millennial-scale variability and rapid climate change during the last glacial period.

Quaternary Science Reviews, 29(21-22), 2957-2980.

Harrold, F. B. (1993). Variability and Function among Gravette Points from South-
western France. Archeological Papers of the American Anthropological Association,

4(1), 69-81.

Hays, M., & Surmely, F. (2005). Réflexions sur la fonction des microgravettes et la

question de l'utilisation de 'arc au Gravettien ancien. Paléo, 17, 145-156.

Higham, T. F. G. (2011). European Middle and Upper Palaeolithic radiocarbon dates
are often older than they look: problems with previous dates and some remedies.

Antiquity, 85, 235-249.

Higham, T., Brock, F., Peresani, M., Broglio, A., Wood, R., & Douka, K. (2009).
Problems with radiocarbon dating the Middle to Upper Palaeolithic transition in
Italy. Quaternary Science Reviews, 28, 1257-1267.

Higham, T., Jacobi, R., Basell, L., Bronk Ramsey, C., Chiotti, L., & Nespoulet, R.
(2011). Precision dating of the Palaeolithic: A new radiocarbon chronology for the
Abri Pataud (France), a key Aurignacian sequence. Journal of Human Ewvolution,

61, 549-563.

Hoffecker, J. F. (1987). Upper Pleistocene Loess Stratigraphy and Paleolithic Site

Chronology on the Russian Plain. Geoarchaeology, 2(4), 259-284.

Hoffecker, J. F. (2002). Desolate landscapes: Ice-Age settlement in Eastern Europe.

New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press.

Hoffecker, J. (2011). The Early Upper Paleolithic of Eastern Europe reconsidered.

Evolutionary Anthropology, 20(1), 24-39.

395



Hoffecker, J., Holliday, V., Anikovich, M. V., Sinitsyn, A. A., Popov, V. V., Lisitsyn,
S. N., Levkovskaya, G. M., Pospelova, G. A., Forman, S., & Giaccio, B. (2008).
From the Bay of Naples to the River Don: the Campanian Ignimbrite eruption and
the Middle to Upper Paleolithic transition in Eastern Europe. Journal of Human
Evolution, 55(5), 858-870.

Holliday, V., Hoffecker, J., Goldberg, P., Macphail, R., Forman, S., Anikovich, M., &
Sinitsyn, A. (2007). Geoarchaeology of the Kostenki-Borshchevo sites, Don River

Valley, Russia. Geoarchaeology, 22(2), 181-228.

Hughes, P. D., & Gibbard, P. L. (in press). A stratigraphical basis for the Last Glacial

Maximum (LGM). Quaternary International.

Hurst, V. J., & Kelly, A. R. (1961). Patination of Cultural Flints. Science, 134 (3474),
251-256.

Inizan, M.-L., Reduron Ballinger, M., Roche, H., Tixier, J., & Féblot Augustins, J.
(1999). Technology and Terminology of Knapped Stone. Nanterre: CREP.

Ivanova, M. A. (1981). Zhiloi kompleks Gmelinskoi pozdnepaleoliticheskoi stoianki v
Kosténkakh. Kratkie Soobshcheniia Instituta Arkheologii, 165, 37-42.

Ivanova, M. A., Kuz'mina, I. E., & Praslov, N. D. (1987). Fauna mlekopitaiushchikh
Gmelinskoi pozdnepaleoliticheskoi stoianki na Donu. Trudy Zoologicheskogo instituta

Akademii nauk SSSR, 168, 66-86.

Jacobi, R. M., Higham, T. F. G., Haesaerts, P., Jadin, I., & Basell, L. S. (2010).
Radiocarbon chronology for the Early Gravettian of northern FEurope: new AMS

determinations for Maisieres-Canal, Belgium. Antiquity, 84, 26-40.

Jary, Z. (2009). Periglacial markers within the Late Pleistocene loess—palaeosol se-
quences in Poland and Western Ukraine. Quaternary International, 198(1-2), 124—
135.

356



Joris, O., Neugebauer-Maresch, C., Weninger, B., & Street, M. (2010). The Radio-
carbon Chronology of the Aurignacian to Mid-Upper Palaeolithic Transition along
the Upper and Middle Danube. In C. Neugebauer-Maresch, & L. R. Owen (Eds.)
New Aspects of the Central and Fastern Furopean Upper Palaeolithic — methods,
chronology, technology and subsistence (Symposium by the Prehistoric Commission
of the Austrian Academy of Sciences, Vienna, November 9-11, 2005), (pp. 101-137).

Vienna: Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Klaric, L. (2000). Note sur la présence de lames aménagées par technique de Kostienki
dans les couches gravettiennes du Blot (Cerzat, Haute-Loire). Bulletin de la Société

préhistorique francaise, 97(4), 625-636.

Klaric, L. (2007). Regional groups in the European Middle Gravettian: a reconsideration

of the Rayssian technology. Antiquity, 81, 176-190.

Klaric, L., Aubry, T., & Walter, B. (2002). Un nouveau type d’armature en contexte
gravettien et son mode de production sur les burins du Raysse (la Picardie, commune
de Preuilly-sur-Claise, Indre-et-Loire). Bulletin de la Société préhistorique francaise,

99(4), 751-764.

Klaric, L., Guillermin, P., & Aubry, T. (2009). Des armatures variées et des modes de
productions variables: Réflexions & partir de quelques exemples issus du Gravettien

d’Europe occidentale (France, Portugal, Allemagne). Gallia Préhistoire, 51, 113-154.

Klein, R. G. (1969). Man and Culture in the Late Pleistocene: A case study. San

Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company.

Klein, R. G. (1973). Ice-Age Hunters of the Ukraine. Chicago: University of Chicago

Press.
Klima, B. (1961). Vyzkum paleolitického sidlisté Pavlov I. Prehled vijzkumsai, (pp. 4-6).

Klima, B. (1997). Zur Frage der Mikroindustrie aus Pavlov. In B. Klima (Ed.) Pavlov I

- Northwest: The Upper Paleolithic burial and its settlement context, (pp. 289-312).

357



Brno: Institute of Archaeology, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic (The

Dolni Véstonice Studies, vol. 4).

Koztowski, J. K. (1986). The Gravettian in Central and Eastern Europe. Advances in

World Archaeology, 5, 131-200.

Kozlowski, J. K. (1998). La géochronologie de I'horizon & pointes & cran en Europe Cen-
trale. In K. A. Amirkhanov (Ed.) Vostochnyi gravett, (pp. 81-89). Moscow: Nauchnyi

mir.

Kozlowski, J. K. (2007). Le Gravettien du nord des Carpathes et des Sudetes. Paléo,

19, 221-242.

Koztowski, J. K. (2008a). End of the Aurignacian and the beginning of the Gravettian
in the Balkans. In A. Darlas, & D. Mihailovi¢ (Eds.) The Palaeolithic of the Balkans,
(pp. 3-14). Oxford: Archaeopress (BAR International Series 1819).

Koztowski, J. K. (2008b). The Shouldered Point Horizon and the impact of the LGM
on human settlement distribution in Europe. In J. Svoboda (Ed.) Petrkovice. On
Shouldered Points and Female Figurines, (pp. 181-192). Institute of Archaeology,

Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic (The Dolni Véstonice Studies, vol. 15).

Kozlowski, J. K., & Otte, M. (1987). L’Europe centrale. In M. Otte (Ed.) Le
Paléolithique supérieur européen. Bilan quinquennal 1981-1986, (pp. 129-160). Liege:

Etudes et Recherches archéologiques de 1'Université de Liege 24.

Krotova, A. A., & Belan, N. G. (1993). Amvrosievka: A Unique Upper Paleolithic Site
in Eastern Europe. In O. Soffer, & N. D. Praslov (Eds.) From Kostenki to Clovis:
Upper Paleolithic — Paleo-Indian Adaptations, (pp. 125-142). New York: Plenum

Press.

Lane, C. S., Brauer, A., Blockley, S. P. E., & Dulski, P. (in press). Volcanic ash reveals

time-transgressive abrupt climate change during the Younger Dryas. Geology.

358



Lazukov, G. I. (1982). Kharakteristika chetvertichnykh otlozhenii raiona. In N. D.
Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona na
Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 13-37). Leningrad:

Nauka.

Leonova, N. (1994). The Upper Paleolithic of the Russian steppe zone. Journal of
World Prehistory, 8(2), 169-210.

Leoz, L. (2007). Les industries lithiques du Gravettien ancien de l'abri Pataud, Les
Eyzies-de-Tayac (Dordogne): Etude typologique et technologique du niveau 5. Ph.D.

thesis, Museum National d’Histoire Naturelle.

Leroi-Gourhan, A., & Efimenko, P. P. (1954). Matériaux sur le peuplement paléolithique
de Kostienki I (Extrait de larticle de P. P. Efimenko). Bulletin de la Société

préhistorique frangaise, 51(7), 322-325.

Lev, S. Y. (2009). Kamennyi inventar’ Zaraiskoi stoianki: Tipologicheskii aspekt. In
K. A. Amirkhanov (Ed.) Issledovaniia paleolita v Zaraiske 1999-2005, (pp. 37-185).

Moscow: Paleograf.

Lev, S. Y. (2011). Zaraisk V: nekotorye itogi issledovaniia pamiatnika. In N. Makarov, &
E. N. Nosov (Eds.) Trudy III (XIX) Vserossiiskogo arkheologicheskogo s”ezda, vol. 1,
(pp. 64-65). Moscow/Saint Petersburg/Veliky Novgorod: IIMK RAN.

Lev, S. Y., Klarik, L., & Giria, E. Y. (2011). Nozhi kosténkovskogo tipa i plastiny s
podrabotkoi kontsa: fenomen konvergentnogo razvitiia ili rodstvo tekhnologii? In
K. N. Gavrilov (Ed.) Paleolit i Mezolit Vostochnoi Evropy, (pp. 235-279). Moscow:

Institut arkheologii RAN/Taus.

Lisitsyn, S. N. (2011). Gravettiiskii kompleks stoianki Borshchévo 5 v Kosténkovsko-
Borshchévskom raione na Dony. In K. N. Gavrilov (Ed.) Paleolit i Mezolit Vostochnoi

Evropy, (pp. 204-225). Moscow: Institut arkheologii RAN /Taus.

399



Litouchanka, L. M. (1966). Palealitychnaya stayanka Biruchy Log (Kastsénki IX) |in
Belarusian|. Vestsi Akadémii Navuk Belaruskai SSR (Seryya hramadskikh navuk),
(3), 110-116.

Litovchenko, L. M. (1966). O gruppe zhilishch vtorogo kul’turnogo sloia Tel’'manskoi
stoianki. In T. S. Gorbunov (Ed.) Voprosy istorii i arkheologii: materialy X konfer-
entsii molodykh uchénykh po obshchestvennykh naukam, iun’ 1966 goda, (pp. 298
305). Minsk: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk BSSR.

Litovchenko, L. M. (1969). Tel’'manskaia paleoliticheskaia stoianka (IT kul’turnyi sloi).

Sovetskaia Arkheologiia, 3, 110-123.

Lowe, J. J., Hoek, W. Z., & INTIMATE group (2001). Inter-regional correlation of
palaeoclimatic records for the Last Glacial-Interglacial Transition: a protocol for im-
proved precision recommended by the INTIMATE project group. Quaternary Science
Reviews, 20, 1175-1187.

Malina, J., & Vagitek, Z. (1990). Archaeology yesterday and today. Cambridge: Cam-

bridge University Press.

Markova, A. K., Simakova, A. N.; Puzachenko, A., & Kitaev, L. M. (2002). Environ-
ments of the Russian Plain during the Middle Valdai Briansk Interstade (33,000
24,000 yr B.P.) Indicated by Fossil Mammals and Plants. Quaternary Research, 57,
391-400.

Marom, A., McCullagh, J. S. O., Higham, T. F. G., Sinitsyn, A. A., & Hedges, R. E. M.
(2012). Single amino acid radiocarbon dating of Upper Paleolithic modern humans.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109(18), 6878-6881.

Matiukhin, A. E. (2007). Paleoliticheskie pamiatniki v basseine Severskogo Dontsa
(Rossiia). Rossiiskaia Arkheologiia, 4, 82-94.

Matiukhin, A. E., & Sapelko, T. V. (2009). Paleolithic site Biryuchya Balka-2: Geology,

360



Chronology and Paleoecology. Archaeology, Ethnology and Anthropology of Eurasia,
37(4), 2-12.

McDermott, L. (1996). Self-Representation in Upper Paleolithic Female Figurines.
Current Anthropology, 37(2), 227-275.

Miller, M. (1956). Archaeology in the U. S. S. R.. New York: Frederick A. Praeger.

Montet-White, A. (1994). Alternative Interpretations of the Late Upper Paleolithic in

Central Europe. Annual Review of Anthropology, 23, 483-508.

Moreau, L. (2009). Geiflenklosterle. Das Gravettien der Schwdbischen Alb im eu-

ropdischen Kontext. Tiibingen: Kerns Verlag.

Moreau, L. (2010). Geiflenklosterle. The Swabian Gravettian in its European context.

Quartar, 57, 79-93.

Moreau, L. (2011). La fin de ’Aurignacien et le début du Gravettien en Europe centrale :
continuité ou rupture ? Etude comparative des ensembles lithiques de Breitenbach
(Sachsen-Anhalt, D) et Geiflenklosterle (AH I) (Bade-Wurtemberg, D). Notae Prae-

historicae, 31, 21-29.

Moreau, L. (2012). Le Gravettien ancien d’Europe centrale revisité : mise au point et

perspectives. L’anthropologie, 116(5), 609-638.

Moskvitin, A. I. (1950). O geologicheskikh usloviiakh Avdeevskoi verkhnepaleolitich-

eskoi stolanki. Kratkie Soobshcheniia Instituta Arkheologii, 31, 28-33.

Movius, H. L. (1966). The Hearths of the Upper Périgordian and Aurignacian Horizons
at the Abri Pataud, Les Eyzies (Dordogne), and Their Possible Significance. American
Anthropologist, 68(2), 296-325.

Movius, H. L. (1968). Segmented Backed Bladelets. Quartdr, 19, 239-249.

Muscheler, R., Adolphi, F., & Svensson, A. (2014). Challenges in *C dating towards

the limit of the method inferred from anchoring a floating tree ring radiocarbon

361



chronology to ice core records around the Laschamp geomagnetic field minimum.

Earth and Planetary Science Letters, 394, 209-215.

Mussi, M., & Roebroeks, W. (1996). The Big Mosaic. Current Anthropology, 37(4),
697-699.

Mussi, M., Cinq Mars, J., & Bolduc, P. (2000). Echoes from the mammoth steppe:
the case of the Balzi Rossi. In W. Roebroeks, M. Mussi, J. Svoboda, & K. Fennema
(Eds.) Hunters of the Golden Age, (pp. 105-124). Leiden: University of Leiden Press.

Myers, A. (1989). Reliable and maintainable technological strategies in the Mesolithic
of mainland Britain. In R. Torrence (Ed.) Time, energy and stone tools, (pp. 78-91).

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nalawade-Chavan, S., McCullagh, J., & Hedges, R. (2014). New Hydroxyproline Ra-
diocarbon Dates from Sungir, Russia, Confirm Early Mid Upper Palaeolithic Burials
in Eurasia. PLoS ONE, 9(1), e76896.

Nespoulet, R., Chiotti, L., & Henry-Gambier, D. (Eds.) (2013). Le Gravettien final de
labri Pataud (Dordogne, France): Fouilles et études 2005-2009. Oxford: Archaeo-

press (BAR International Series 2458).

Neugebauer-Maresch, C. (2008). Krems-Hundssteig: New excavations and their
relationship to the old known site. Wissenschaftliche Mitteilungen aus dem

Niederdsterreichischen Landesmuseum, 19, 129-140.

Nigst, P. R., Viola, T. B., Haesaerts, P., & Trnka, G. (2008a). Willendorf II. Wis-
senschaftliche Mitteilungen aus dem Niederdsterreichischen Landesmuseum, 19, 31—

28.

Nigst, P. R., Viola, T. B., Haesaerts, P., Blockley, S., Damblon, F., Frank, C., Fuchs,
M., Go6tzinger, M., Hambach, U., Mallol, C., Moreau, L., Niven, L., Richards, M.,
Richter, D., Zoller, L., Trnka, G., & Hublin, J.-J. (2008b). New research on the

362



Aurignacian of Central Europe: A first note on the 2006 fieldwork at Willendorf II.

Quartdr, 55, 9-15.
Noiret, P. (2007). Le Gravettien de Moldavie (30 000-23 000 BP). Paléo, 19, 159-180.

Noiret, P. (2009). Le Paléolithique supérieur de Moldavie. Essai de synthése d’une
évolution multi-culturelle. Liege: Etudes et Recherches archéologiques de I’Université

de Liege 121.

Noiret, P. (2013). De quoi Gravettien est-il le nom ? In M. Otte (Ed.) Les Gravettiens,

(pp. 29-64). Paris: Editions Errance.

Nuzhnyi, D. Y. (2009). The industrial variability of the eastern Gravettian assemblages
of Ukraine. Quartdr, 56, 159-174.

Ocherednoi, A. K. (2011). Istoriia izucheniia srednepaleoliticheskikh pamiatnikov bas-
seina verkhnei Desny. In K. N. Gavrilov (Ed.) Paleolit i Mezolit Vostochnoi Evropy,
(pp. 78-99). Moscow: Institut arkheologii RAN /Taus.

Odell, G. (1981). The Morphological Express at Function Junction: Searching for
Meaning in Lithic Tool Types. Journal of Anthropological Research, 37(4), 319-342.

Otte, M. (1981). Le Gravettien en Furope Centrale. Bruges: De Tempel (Dissertationes

Archaeologicae Gandenses, vol. XX).

Otte, M., & Noiret, P. (2003). L’Europe gravettienne. In R. Desbrosse, & A. Thévenin
(Eds.) Préhistoire de I’Europe. Des origines a I’Age du Bronze: Actes du 125¢ Congrés
national des Sociétés historiques et scientifiques (Lille, 2000), (pp. 227-239). Paris:
CTHS.

Otte, M., Matyukhin, A. E., & Flas, D. (2006). La chronologie de Biryuchya Balka
(région de Rostov, Russie). In M. V. Anikovich (Ed.) Ranniaia pora verkhnego pale-
olita Evrazii: obshchee i lokal’noe (materialy Mezhdunarodnoi konferentsii k 125-letiiu
otkrytiia paleolita v Kosténkakh, 23-26 avgusta 2004 g.), (pp. 183-192). Saint Peters-

burg: Nestor-Istoriia.

363



Otte, M., Noiret, P., Chirica, V., & Borziac, [. A. (2007a). Mitoc-Malu Galben : étude
de lindustrie lithique. In M. Otte, V. Chirica, & P. Haesaerts (Eds.) L’Aurignacien
et le Gravettien de Mitoc-Malu Galben (Moldavie Roumaine), (pp. 85-135). Liege:

Etudes et Recherches archéologiques de 1'Université de Liege 72.

Otte, M., Chirica, V., & Haesaerts, P. (Eds.) (2007b). L’Aurignacien et le Gravet-
tien de Mitoc-Malu Galben (Moldavie Roumaine). Liege: Etudes et Recherches

archéologiques de I’Université de Liege 72.

Palma di Cesnola, A. (2006). L’Aurignacien et le Gravettien ancien de la grotte Paglicci

au Mont Gargano. L’anthropologie, 110, 355-370.

Pavlov, P., & Indrelid, S. (2000). Human occupation in Northeastern Europe during
the period 35,000-18,000 bp. In W. Roebroeks, M. Mussi, J. Svoboda, & K. Fennema
(Eds.) Hunters of the Golden Age, (pp. 165-172). Leiden: University of Leiden Press.

Pesesse, D. (2006). La «pointes & dos alternes », un nouveau fossile directeur du Gravet-

tien 7 Bulletin de la Société préhistorique fran¢aise, 103(3), 465-478.

Pesesse, D. (2008a). Place du Bayacien dans la structuration du Gravettien. Gallia

Préhistoire, 50, 23—44.

Pesesse, D. (2008b). Le statut de la fléchette au sein des premieres industries Gravet-

tiennes. PALEO, 20, 45-58.

Pesesse, D. (2010). Quelques reperes pour mieux comprendre I’'émergence du Gravettien

en France. Bulletin de la Société préhistorique frangaise, 107(3), 465-487.

Pesesse, D. (2013). Le Gravettien existe-t-il 7 Le prisme du systeme technique lithique.

In M. Otte (Ed.) Les Gravettiens, (pp. 67-104). Paris: Editions Errance.

Pesesse, D., & Flas, D. (2012). The Maisierian, at the Edge of the Gravettian. Proceed-
ings of the Prehistoric Society, 78, 95-109.

364



Pettitt, P. B., & Bader, N. O. (2000). Direct AMS Radiocarbon dates for the Sungir
mid Upper Palaeolithic burials. Antiquity, 74, 269-270.

Pettitt, P. B., Davies, S. W. G., Gamble, C. S., & Richards, M. (2003). Palaeolithic
radiocarbon chronology: quantifying our confidence beyond two half-lives. Journal

of Archaeological Science, 30, 1685-1693.

Peyrony, D. (1948). Le Périgordien, I’ Aurignacien et le Solutréen en Eurasie, d’apres les

dernieres fouilles. Bulletin de la Société préhistorique de France, 45(8-10), 305-328.

Popov, V. V., & Pustovalov, A. I. (2004). Poselenie 2-go kul’turnogo sloia stoianki
Kosténki 11 (Anosovka 2). In A. T. Siniuk (Ed.) Arkheologicheskie pamiatniki basseina
Dona (Mezhvuzovskii sbornik nauchnykh trudov), (pp. 3-8). Voronezh: Voronezhskii

gosudarstvennyi pedalogicheskii universitet.

Praslov, N. D. (2009). Kosténki—zhemchuzhina Russkogo paleolita. In Zver’ i chelo-
vek: Drevnee izobrazitel'noe tvorchestvo Furazii. Saint Petersburg: Izdatel’stvo Go-

sudarstvennogo Ermitazha (Trudy Gosudarstvennogo Ermitazha XLIV).

Praslov, N. D., & Ivanova, M. A. (1982). Kosténki 21 (Gmelinskaia stoianka). In N. D.
Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona na
Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 198-210). Leningrad:
Nauka.

Praslov, N. D., & Rogachév, A. N. (Eds.) (1982). Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo

ratona na Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii. Leningrad: Nauka.

Prat, S., Péan, S., Crépin, L., Drucker, D., Puaud, S., Valladas, H., Laznitkova Gale-
tovd, M., van der Plicht, J., & Yanevich, A. (2011). The Oldest Anatomically Modern
Humans from Far Southeast Furope: Direct Dating, Culture and Behavior. PLoS
ONE, 6(6), e20834.

Pusch, C. M., Broghammer, M., & Scholz, M. (2000). Cremation practices and the

365



survival of ancient DNA: burnt bone analyses via RAPD-mediated PCR. Anthropol-

ogischer Anzeiger, 58(3), 237-251.

Pustovalov, A. Y. (2011). Kosténki 9. Pamiatnik srednei pory verkhnego paleolita v
Kosténkakh. In N. Makarov, & E. N. Nosov (Eds.) Trudy III (XIX) Vserossiiskogo
arkheologicheskogo s”ezda, vol. 1, (pp. 80-81). Moscow/Saint Petersburg/Veliky Nov-
gorod: IIMK RAN.

Prichystal, A., Skrdla, P., Svoboda, J., & Tomaskov4, S. (1994). The lithics. In J. Svo-
boda (Ed.) Pavlov I: Excavations 1952-53, (pp. 23-93). Liege: Etudes et Recherches

archéologiques de I’Université de Liege 66.

Pyle, D., Ricketts, G., Margari, V., van Andel, T., Sinitsyn, A., Praslov, N., & Lisitsyn,
S. (2006). Wide dispersal and deposition of distal tephra during the Pleistocene
‘Campanian Ignimbrite/ Y5 eruption, Italy. Quaternary Science Reviews, 25(21-22),
2713-2728.

Raghavan, M., Skoglund, P., Graf, K. E., Metspalu, M., Albrechtsen, A., Moltke, 1.,
Rasmussen, S., Stafford Jr., T. W., Orlando, L., Metspalu, E., Karmin, M., Tambets,
K., Rootsi, S., Méagi, R., Campos, P. F., Balanovska, E., Balanovsky, O., Khusnut-
dinova, E., Litvinov, S., Osipova, L. P., Fedorova, S. A., Voevoda, M. 1., DeGiorgio,
M., Sicheritz-Ponten, T., Brunak, S.; Demeshchenko, S., Kivisild, T., Villems, R.,
Nielsen, R., Jakobsson, M., & Willerslev, E. (2014). Upper Palaeolithic Siberian

genome reveals dual ancestry of Native Americans. Nature, 505, 87-91.

Rahmani, N. (2004). Technological and Cultural Change Among the Last Hunter-
Gatherers of the Maghreb: The Capsian (10,000-6000 B.P.). Journal of World Pre-
history, 18(1), 57-105.

Read, D. W. (2007). Artifact classification: a conceptual and methodological approach.

Walnut Creek: Left Coast Press.

Reimer, P., Bard, E., Bayliss, A., Beck, J., Blackwell, P., Bronk Ramsey, C., Buck, C.,

366



Cheng, H., Edwards, R. L., Friedrich, M., Grootes, P., Guilderson, T., Haflidason, H.,
Hajdas, 1., Hatté, C., Heaton, T., Hoffmann, D., Hogg, A., Hughen, K., Kaiser, K.,
Kromer, B., Manning, S., Niu, M., Reimer, R., Richards, D., Scott, E., Southon, J.,
Staff, R., Turney, C., & van der Plicht, J. (2013). IntCall3 and Marinel3 Radiocarbon
Age Calibration Curves 0-50,000 Years cal BP. Radiocarbon, 55, 1869—-1887.

Reynier, M. J. (2000). Thatcham revisited: spatial and stratigraphic analyses of
two sub-assemblages from Site III and its implications for Early Mesolithic typo-
chronology in Britain. In R. Young (Ed.) Mesolithic Lifeways: Current Research

from Britain and Ireland, (pp. 33-46). Leicester: University of Leicester Press.

Reynolds, N. (2011). Towards a chronology of the Mid Upper Palaeolithic of European

Russia. Master’s thesis, UCL Institute of Archaeology.

Rice, P. C. (1981). Prehistoric Venuses: Symbols of Motherhood or Womanhood?
Journal of Anthropological Research, 37(4), 402-414.

Rigaud, A. (2001). Les batons percés : décors énigmatiques et fonction possible. Gallia
Préhistoire, 45, 101-151.

Rigaud, J. P. (2008). Les industries lithiques du Gravettien du nord de I’Aquitaine dans
leur cadre chronologique. PALEQO, 20, 147-163.

Roe, D. (1971). Prehistory: An introduction. London: Paladin.

Roebroeks, W., Mussi, M., Svoboda, J., & Fennema, K. (Eds.) (2000). Hunters of the

Golden Age. Leiden: University of Leiden Press.

Rogachév, A. N. (1951). O nizhnem sloe kul’turnykh ostatkov Tel’'manskoi stoianki v

Kosténkakh. Kratkie Soobshcheniia Instituta Istoris Material not Kul’tury, 87, 23-29.

Rogachév, A. N. (1953). Issledovanie ostatkov pervobytnoobshchinnogo poseleniia
verkhnepaleoliticheskogo vremeni u s. Avdeevo na r. Seim. Materialy i issledovaniia

po arkheologii SSSR, 89, 137-191.

367



Rogachév, A. N. (1955). Kostenki IV — Poselenie drevnekamennogo veka na Dony.
Materialy i issledovaniia po arkheologii SSSR, 45, 9—161.

Rogachév, A. N. (1957). Mnogosloinye stoianki kosténkovsko-borshévskogo raiona na
Donu i problema razvitiia kul’tury v epokhu verkhnego paleolita na Russkoi ravnine.

Materialy i issledovaniia po arkheologii SSSR, 59, 9-134.

Rogachév, A. N., & Anikovich, M. V. (1982a). Kosténki 9 (Biryuch’ii Log). In N. D.
Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona na
Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 109-113). Leningrad:
Nauka.

Rogachév, A. N., & Anikovich, M. V. (1982b). Kosténki 4 (Aleksandrovskaia stoianka).
In N. D. Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo
raiona na Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 76-85).

Leningrad: Nauka.

Rogachév, A. N., & Anikovich, M. V. (1984). Pozdnii paleolit Russkoi ravniny i Kryma.
In P. I. Boriskovskii (Ed.) Paleolit SSSR, (pp. 162-271). Moscow: Nauka.

Rogachév, A. N., & Beliaeva, V. I. (1982a). Kosténki 13 (Kel’sievskaia stoianka). In
N. D. Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona
na Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 140-145). Leningrad:
Nauka.

Rogachév, A. N., & Beliaeva, V. I. (1982b). Kosténki 18 (Khvoikovskaia stoianka). In
N. D. Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona
na Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 186-190). Leningrad:
Nauka.

Rogachév, A. N., & Popov, V. V. (1982). Kosténki 11 (Anosovka 2). In N. D. Praslov,
& A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona na Donu 1879~

1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 116-132). Leningrad: Nauka.

368



Rogachév, A. N., & Sinitsyn, A. A. (1982a). Kosténki 15 (Gorodtsovskaia stoianka). In
N. D. Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona
na Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 162-171). Leningrad:

Nauka.

Rogachév, A. N., & Sinitsyn, A. A. (1982b). Kosténki 14 (Markina Gora). In N. D.
Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona na
Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 145-162). Leningrad:
Nauka.

Rogachév, A. N., Praslov, N. D., Anikovich, M. V., Beliaeva, V. 1., & Dmitrieva, T. N.
(1982a). Kosténki 1 (stoianka Poliakova). In N. D. Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév
(Eds.) Paleolit kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona na Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye

itogi polevykh issledovanii, (pp. 42-66). Leningrad: Nauka.

Rogachév, A. N., Anikovich, M. V., & Dmitrieva, T. N. (1982b). Kosténki 8
(Tel’'manskaia stoianka). In N. D. Praslov, & A. N. Rogachév (Eds.) Paleolit
kosténkovsko-borshchévskogo raiona na Donu 1879-1979: Nekotorye itogi polevykh

issledovanii, (pp. 92-109). Leningrad: Nauka.

Romanowska, 1. (2012). Ex Oriente Lux: a Re-Evaluation of the Lower Palaeolithic
of Central and Eastern Europe. In K. Ruebens, I. Romanowska, & R. Bynoe (Eds.)
Unravelling the Palaeolithic: Ten years of research at the Centre for the Archae-
ology of Human Origins (CAHO, University of Southampton), (pp. 1-13). Oxford:

Archaeopress (BAR International Series 2400).

Rots, V., & Plisson, H. (2014). Projectiles and the abuse of the use-wear method in a

search for impact. Journal of Archaeological Science, 48, 154-165.

Rousseau, D. D., Antoine, P., Hatté, C., Lang, A., Zoller, L., Fontugne, M., Ben Oth-
man, D., Luck, J. M., Moine, O., Labonne, M., Bentaleb, 1., & Jolly, D. (2002).
Abrupt millennial climatic changes from Nussloch (Germany) Upper Weichselian eo-

lian records during the Last Glaciation. Quaternary Science Reviews, 21, 1577-1582.

369



Rousseau, D. D., Antoine, P., Gerasimenko, N., Sima, A., Fuchs, M., Hatté, C., Moine,
0., & Zoeller, L. (2011). North Atlantic abrupt climatic events of the last glacial

period recorded in Ukrainian loess deposits. Climate of the Past, 7(1), 221-234.

Sackett, J. R. (1982). Approaches to Style in Lithic Archaeology. Journal of Anthropo-

logical Archaeology, 1, 59-112.

Sackett, J. R. (1985). Style and Ethnicity in the Kalahari: A Reply to Wiessner.
American Antiquity, 50(1), 154-159.

Sanchez Goni, M., & Harrison, S. (2010). Millennial-scale climate variability and vegeta-
tion changes during the Last Glacial: Concepts and terminology. Quaternary Science

Reviews, 29(21-22), 2823-2827.

Sedov, S. N., Khokhlova, O. S., Sinitsyn, A. N., Korkka, M. A., Rusakov, A. V., Ortega,
B., Solleiro, E., Rozanova, M. S., Kuznetsova, A. M., & Kazdym, A. A. (2010).
Late Pleistocene Paleosol Sequences as an Instrument for the Local Paleographic
Reconstruction of the Kostenki 14 Key Section (Voronezh Oblast) as an Example.
Eurasian Soil Science, 43(8), 876-892.

Seguin-Orlando, A., Korneliussen, T. S., Sikora, M., Malaspinas, A.-S., Manica, A.,
Moltke, I., Albrechtsen, A., Ko, A., Margaryan, A., Moiseyev, V., Goebel, T., West-
away, M., Lambert, D., Khartanovich, V., Wall, J. D., Nigst, P. R., Foley, R. A.,
Lahr, M. M., Nielsen, R., Orlando, L., & Willerslev, E. (in press). Genomic structure

in Europeans dating back at least 36,200 years. Science.

Seleznév, A. B. (1998). Tekhnologiia rasshchepleniia kremnia na stoianke Khotylévo 2.
In K. A. Amirkhanov (Ed.) Vostochnoi gravett, (pp. 214-225). Moscow: Nauchnyi

mir.

Seménov, S. A. (1940). Izuchenie sledov raboty na kammenykh orudiiakh. Kratkie

Soobshcheniia Instituta Istorii Material’noi Kul'tury, 4, 21-26.

370



Seménov, S. A. (1957). Pervobytnaia tekhnika. Moscow: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk

SSSR.

Simakova, A. N. (2006). The vegetation of the Russian Plain during the second part of
the Late Pleistocene (33-18ka). Quaternary International, 149(1), 110-114.

Simonet, A. (2011). La pointe des Vachons. PALEQO, 22, 271-298.

Simonet, A. (2012). Brassempouy (Landes, France) ou la matrice gravettienne de

I’Europe. Liege: Etudes et Recherches archéologiques de I'Université de Liege 133.

Sinitsyn, A. A. (1997). Khronologiia Vostochnogo gravetta. In K. A. Amirkhanov (Ed.)
Vostochnyi gravett. Tezisy dokladov Mezhdunarodnogo kollokviuma (Zaraisk—Moskva,
1-7 sentiabria 1997), (pp. 63-66). Moscow: Nauka.

Sinitsyn, A. A. (1999). Chronological Problems of the Palaeolithic of Kostienki-
Borschevo Area: Geological, Palynological and '*C Perspectives. In J. Evin, C. Ober-
lin, J.-P. Daugas, & J.-F. Salles (Eds.) 4C et archéologie. Actes du 3¢me Congres
International (Lyon, 6-10 avril 1998), (pp. 143-150). Paris: Société préhistorique

francaise (Mémoire 26).

Sinitsyn, A. A. (2003). A Palaeolithic “Pompeii” at Kostenki, Russia. Antiquity, 77,

9-14.

Sinitsyn, A. A. (2004). Les sépultures de Kostenki: chronologie, attribution culturelle,
rite funéraire. In M. Otte (Ed.) La Spiritualité: Actes du colloque de la commission
8 de UISPP (Paléolithique supérieur), Liége, 10-12 décembre 2003, (pp. 237-244).

Liege: Etudes et Recherches archéologiques de 'Université de Liege 106.

Sinitsyn, A. A. (2007). Variabilité du Gravettien de Kostienki (Bassin moyen du Don)

et des territoires associés. Paléo, 19, 181-202.

Sinitsyn, A. A. (2010). The Early Upper Palaeolithic of Kostenki: Chronology, Taxon-
omy, and Cultural Affiliation. In C. Neugebauer-Maresch, & L. R. Owen (Eds.) New

371



Aspects of the Central and Eastern European Upper Palaeolithic — methods, chronol-
ogy, technology and subsistence (Symposium by the Prehistoric Commission of the
Austrian Academy of Sciences, Vienna, November 9-11, 2005), (pp. 27-48). Vienna:

Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Sinitsyn, A. A. (2013). Gravett Kosténok v kontekste gravetta Vostochnoi Evropy. In
Problemy zaseleniia severo-zapada Vostochnoi Evropy v verkhnem ¢ final’'nom paleolite

(kul’turno-istoricheskie protsessy), (pp. 4-32). Saint Petersburg: TIMK RAN.

Soffer, O. (1985). The Upper Paleolithic of the Central Russian Plain. London: Aca-

demic Press.

Soffer, O., Adovasio, J. M., & Hyland, D. C. (2000). The “Venus” Figurines: Textiles,
Basketry, Gender, and Status in the Upper Paleolithic. Current Anthropology, 41(4),
511-537.

Soulet, G., Ménot, G., Garreta, V., Rostek, F., Zaragosi, S., Lericolais, G., & Bard, E.
(2011). Black Sea “Lake” reservoir age evolution since the Last Glacial — Hydrologic

and climatic implications. Farth and Planetary Science Letters, 308, 245-258.

Steguweit, L., Carciumaru, M., Anghelinu, M., & Nita, L. (2009). Reframing the Upper

Palaeolithic in the Bistrita Valley (northeastern Romania). Quartdr, 56, 139-157.

Stepanchuk, V. N. (2005). The Archaic to True Upper Palaeolithic interface: the case

of Mira in the Middle Dnieper area. Eurasian Prehistory, 3(1), 23-41.

Stepanchuk, V. N. (2010). Vozmozhnye sviazi Dneprovskogo i Karpato-Dunestrovskogo

regionov v verkhnem paleolite. Stratum Plus, (1), 263-267.

Stepanchuk, V., & Petrougne, V. (2005). Raw Materials as a Source for Tracing Mi-
gration: the case of UP Assemblages of Mira in Middle Dnieper Area. Archeometriai
Mihely, 4(2), 38-45.

Stepanchuk, V. N., Cohen, V. Y., & Pisarev, I. B. (1998). Mira, a new Late Pleistocene

site in the Middle Dnieper, Ukraine (preliminary report). Pyrenae, 29, 195-204.

372



Stepanchuk, V. N., Sapozhnikov, 1. V., Gladkikh, M. I., & Ryzhov, S. N.
(2009). Ukrainian Upper Palaeolithic between 40/10.000 BP: Current insights into
environmental-climatic change and cultural development. In F. Djindjian, J. K.
Koztowski, & N. Bicho (Eds.) Le concept de territoires dans le Paléolithique supérieur
Européen, (pp. 63-74). Oxford: Archaeopress (BAR International Series 1938).

Stevens, T., Markovi¢, S. B., Zech, M., Hambach, U., & Siimegi, P. (2011). Dust
deposition and climate in the Carpathian Basin over an independently dated last

glacial-interglacial cycle. Quaternary Science Reviews, 30, 662—681.

Stiner, M. C., & Munro, N. D. (2011). On the evolution of diet and landscape during
the Upper Paleolithic through Mesolithic at Franchthi Cave (Peloponnese, Greece).
Journal of Human Evolution, 60(5), 618—-636.

Svendsen, J. I., Heggen, H. P., Hufthammer, A. K., Mangerud, J., Pavlov, P., & Roe-
broeks, W. (2010). Geo-archaeological investigations of Palaeolithic sites along the
Ural Mountains - On the northern presence of humans during the last Ice Age. Qua-

ternary Science Reviews, 29(23-24), 3138-3156.

Svensson, A., Andersen, K., Bigler, M., Clausen, H., Dahl Jensen, D., Davies, S.,
Johnsen, S., Muscheler, R., Rasmussen, S., & Réthlisberger, R. (2006). The Green-
land Ice Core Chronology 2005, 15—42ka. Part 2: comparison to other records. Qua-
ternary Science Reviews, 25(23-24), 3258-3267.

Svensson, A., Andersen, K. K., Bigler, M., Clausen, H. B., Dahl Jensen, D., Davies,
S. M., Johnsen, S. J., Muscheler, R., Parrenin, F., Rasmussen, S. O., Rothlisberger,
R., Seierstad, L., Steffensen, J. P., & Vinther, B. M. (2008). A 60 000 year Greenland

stratigraphic ice core chronology. Climate of the Past, 4 (1), 47-57.

Svezhentsev, Y. S. (1993). Radiocarbon Chronology for the Upper Paleolithic Sites
on the Fast European Plain. In O. Soffer, & N. D. Praslov (Eds.) From Kostenki
to Clovis: Upper Paleolithic — Paleo-Indian Adaptations, (pp. 23-30). New York:

Plenum Press.

373



Svezhentsev, Y. S., & Popov, S. G. (1993). Late Paleolithic Chronology of the East
European Plain. Radiocarbon, 35, 495-501.

Svoboda, J. (Ed.) (1991). Dolni Véstonice II: Western Slope. Liege: Etudes et

Recherches archéologiques de I’Université de Liege 54.

Svoboda, J. (1997). Lithic industries of the 1957 area. In B. Klima (Ed.) Pavlov I -
Northwest: The Upper Paleolithic burial and its settlement context, (pp. 179-209).
Brno: Institute of Archaeology, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic (The

Dolni Véstonice Studies, vol. 4).

Svoboda, J. A. (2006). The Aurignacian and after: chronology, geography and cultural
taxonomy in the Middle Danube region. In O. Bar-Yosef, & J. Zilhao (Eds.) Towards a
definition of the Aurignacian. Proceedings of the Symposium held in Lisbon, Portugal,
June 25-30, 2002. Trabalhos de Arqueologia 45, (pp. 259-274). Lisbon: Instituto

Portugués de Arqueologia.
Svoboda, J. A. (2007). The Gravettian on the Middle Danube. Paléo, 19, 203-220.

Svoboda, J. A., Klima, B., Jarogov4, L., & Skrdla, P. (2000). The Gravettian in Moravia:
climate, behaviour and technological complexity. In W. Roebroeks, M. Mussi, J. Svo-
boda, & K. Fennema (Eds.) Hunters of the Golden Age, (pp. 197-217). Leiden: Uni-

versity of Leiden Press.

Tarasov, L. M. (1965). Paleoliticheskaia stoianka Gagarino (Po raskopkam 1962 g.).

Materialy i issledovaniia po arkheologii SSSR, 131, 111-140.

Tarasov, L. M. (1971). Statuetka iz Gagarino. Kratkie Soobshcheniia Instituta Arkhe-

ologii, 126, 63-67.

Tarasov, L. M. (1972). Dvoinaia skul'ptura cheloveka iz Gagarino. Kratkie Soob-
shcheniia Instituta Arkheologii, 131, 14-19.

Tarasov, L. M. (1979). Gagarinskaia stoianka i eé mesto v paleolite Evropy. Leningrad:
Nauka.

374



Timireva, S. N., & Velichko, A. A. (2006). Depositional environments of the Pleistocene
loess-soil series inferred from sand grain morphoscopy—A case study of the East

European Plain. Quaternary International, 152-153, 136-145.

Tomaskovd, S. (2000). The Nature of Difference: History and Lithics at Two Upper
Paleolithic Sites in Central Europe. Oxford: Archaeopress (BAR International Series
880).

Tomagkovd, S. (2005). What is a Burin? Typology, Technology and Interregional
Comparison. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory, 12(2), 79-115.

Trigger, B. G. (1989). A History of Archaeological Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Tsanova, T., Zwyns, N., Eizenberg, L., Teyssandier, N., Le Brun-Ricalens, F., & Otte,
M. (2012). Le plus petit dénominateur commun : réflexion sur la variabilité des
ensembles lamellaires du Paléolithique supérieur ancien d’Eurasie. Un bilan autour des
exemples de Kozarnika (Est des Balkans) et Yafteh (Zagros central). L’Anthropologie,
116(4), 469-509.

Vasil’ev, S. A. (2003). The Upper Paleolithic Domestic Structures in Siberia: A Critical
Review of Relevant Evidence. In S. A. Vasil’ev, O. Soffer, & J. Kozlowski (Eds.) Per-

ceived Landscapes and Built Environments: The cultural geography of Late Paleolithic

Eurasia, (pp. 155-160). Oxford: Archaeopress (BAR International Series 1122).

Velichko, A. A., Gribchenko, Y. N., Markova, A. K., & Udartsev, V. P. (1977). O
vozraste i usloviia obitaniia stoianki Khotylévo II na Desne. In I. K. Ivanova, & N. D.

Praslov (Eds.) Paleoekologiia drevnego cheloveka. Moscow: Nauka.

Velichko, A. A., Kurenkova, E. 1., & Dolukhanov, P. M. (2009). Human socio-economic
adaptation to environment in Late Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic Eastern

Europe. Quaternary International, 203(1-2), 1-9.

375



Velichko, A. A., Wright, H. E., Jr., & Barnosky, C. W. (Eds.) (1984). Late Quaternary

Environments of the Soviet Union. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Vereshchagin, N. K., & Kuz'mina, I. E. (1977). Ostatki mlekopitaiushchikh iz pale-
oliticheskikh stoianok na Donu i verkhnei Desne. Trudy Zoologicheskogo instituta

Akademii nauk SSSR, 72, 77-110.

Verpoorte, A. (2003). Absolute dates for the Bohemian Middle Upper Palaeolithic.
Archeologické rozhledy, 55(1), 3-9.

Verpoorte, A. (2009). Chronology of the Cravettian in Bohemia. In P. Sida, &
M. Nyltova Fisakova (Eds.) The Gravettian of Bohemia, (pp. 44-58). Brno: Archeo-
logicky tstav AV CR.

Vishnyatsky, L. B., & Nehoroshev, P. E. (2004). The Beginning of the Upper Paleolithic
on the Russian Plain. In P. J. Brantingham, S. L. Kuhn, & K. W. Kerry (Eds.) The
Early Upper Paleolithic Beyond Western Furope, (pp. 80-96). Berkeley: University

of California Press.

Vlagiky, M., Michalik, T., Nyltovd Figdkovd, M., Nyvlt, D., Moravcovd, M., Kralik, M.,
Kovanda, J., Pékovd, K., Prichystal, A., & Dohnalovd, A. (2013). Gravettian occu-
pation of the Beckov Gate in Western Slovakia as viewed from the interdisciplinary
research of the Trencianske Bohuslavice-Pod Tureckom site. Quaternary Interna-

tional, 29/, 41-60.

Voelker, A. H. L., & workshop participants (2002). Global distribution of centennial-
scale records for Marine Isotope Stage (MIS) 3: a database. Quaternary Science

Reviews, 21(10), 1185-1212.

Voevodskii, M. V., & Alikhova-Voevodskaia, A. E. (1950). Avdeevskaia paleolitich-
eskaia stoianka (po materialam raskopok 1948 g.). Kratkie Soobshcheniia Instituta

Arkheologit, 81, 7-16.

376



Voskresenskaia, E. V., & Gavrilov, K. N. (2011). Novyi kompleks verkhnepaleolitich-
eskoi stoianki Khotylévo 2: raskopki 2005-2010 gg. In N. Makarov, & E. N. Nosov
(Eds.) Trudy IIT (XIX) Vserossiiskogo arkheologicheskogo s”ezda, vol. 1, (pp. 40-41).
Moscow /Saint Petersburg/Veliky Novgorod: IIMK RAN.

Weniger, G.-C. (2011). Epilogue: 150 Years of Neanderthal Research - A Hopeless
Situation but Not Serious. In S. Condemi, & G.-C. Weniger (Eds.) Continuity and

Discontinuity in the Peopling of Furope: One Hundred Fifty Years of Neanderthal
Study, (pp- 379-381). Dordrecht: Springer.

Weninger, B., & Jéris, O. (2008). A C calibration curve for the last 60 ka: the
Greenland-Hulu U/Th timescale and its impact on understanding the Middle to Up-
per Paleolithic transition in Western Eurasia. Journal of Human FEvolution, 55,

T772-781.

Wierer, U. (2013). Variability and standardization: The early Gravettian lithic complex

of Grotta Paglicci, Southern Italy. Quaternary International, 288, 215-238.

Wiessner, P. (1983). Style and Social Information in Kalahari San Projectile Points.
American Antiquity, 48(2), 253-276.

Wiessner, P. (1985). Style or Isochrestic Variation? A Reply to Sackett. American

Antiquity, 50(1), 160-166.

Wilezyriski, J. (2007). The Gravettian and Epigravettian lithic assemblages from
Krakéw-Spadzista B+B1: dynamic approach to the technology. Folia Quaternaria,
77, 37-96.

Wilezyniski, J., Wojtal, P., Lanczont, M., Mroczek, P., Sobieraj, D., & Fedorowicz, S.
(in press). Loess, flints and bones: Multidisciplinary research at Jaksice IT Gravettian

site (southern Poland). Quaternary International.

Wild, E. M., Neugebauer-Maresch, C., Einwogerer, T., Stadler, P., Steier, P., & Brock,

377



F. (2010). '“C dating of the Upper Paleolithic site at Krems-Hundssteig in Lower

Austria. Radiocarbon, 50(1), 1-10.

Wohlfarth, B., Veres, D., Ampel, L., Lacourse, T., Blaauw, M., Preusser, F., Andrieu
Ponel, V., Kéravis, D., Lallier Verges, E., Bjorck, S., Davies, S., de Beaulieu, J.-
L., Risberg, J., Hormes, A., Kasper, H., Possnert, G., Reille, M., Thouveny, N., &
Zander, A. (2008). Rapid ecosystem response to abrupt climate changes during the
last glacial period in western Europe, 40-16 ka. Geology, 36 (5), 407-410.

Wood, R. E., Douka, K., Boscato, P., Haesaerts, P., Sinitsyn, A., & Higham, T. F. G.
(2012). Testing the ABOx-SC method: Dating known-age charcoals associated with

the Campanian Ignimbrite. Quaternary Geochronology, 9, 16-26.

Yurgenson, G. A., Giria, E. Y., & Moroz, P. V. (2012). Kremnévye syr’é Kosténok i

kremni Russkoi ravniny (opyt sravneniia). Stratum Plus, (1), 179-191.

Zaliznyak, L. L., Vyetrov, D. O., Khoptynets’, . M., & Ozerov, P. 1. (2013).
Hravet Tsentral’noyi Ukrayiny [in Ukrainian|. In L. L. Zaliznyak (Ed.) Kam’yana
doba Ukrayiny (Vyp. 15): Naydavnishe mynule Novomyrhorodshchyny. Kolektyvna
monohrafiya, (pp. 106-193). Kiev: Shlyakh.

Zaverniaev, F. M. (1974). Novaia verkhnepaleoliticheskaia stoianka na reke Desne.

Sovetskaia Arkheologiia, (4), 142-161.

Zaverniaev, F. M. (1978). Antropomorfnaia skul’ptura Khotylévskoi verkhnepaleolitich-
eskoi stoianki. Sovetskaia Arkheologiia, (4), 145-161.

Zaverniaev, F. M. (1987). Tekhnika obrabotki kosti iz Khotylévskoi verkhnepaleolitich-

eskoi stoianki. Sovetskaia Arkheologiia, (3), 111-130.

Zaverniaev, F. M. (1991). Kremnévyi inventar’ Khotylévskoi verkhnepaleoliticheskoi

stolanki. Sovetskaia Arkheologiia, (4), 164-181.

Zhéltova, M. N. (2008). Kosténkovskie stoianki pervoi nadpoimennoi terrasy: varianty

adaptatsii k okruzhaiushchei srede verkhnego Pleistotsena. In G. A. Khlopachév

378



(Ed.) Problemy biologicheskoi i kul’turnoi adaptatsii chelovecheskikh populiatsii. Tom
1: Arkheologiia: Adaptatsionnye strategii drevnego naseleniia Severnoi Evrazii: syr’é

i priémy obrabotki, (pp. 48-52). Saint Petersburg: Nauka.

Zhéltova, M. N. (2009). Kostenki-4: The position of artifacts in space and time (The

analysis of the cultural layer). Archaeology, Ethnology and Anthropology of Eurasia,
37(2), 19-27.

Zhéltova, M. N. (2011). Ostriia aleksandrovskogo tipa: kontekst, morfologiia, funktsiia.
In K. N. Gavrilov (Ed.) Paleolit i Mezolit Vostochnoi Evropy, (pp. 226-234). Moscow:
Institut arkheologii RAN/Taus.

Zhéltova, M. N. (2013). Mesto kamennykh industrii Kosténok 4 v kontekste verkhnego

paleolita Evropy. In Problemy zaseleniia severo-zapada Vostochnoi Evropy v verkhnem

i final’'nom paleolite (kul’turno-istoricheskie protsessy), (pp. 86-109). Saint Peters-

burg: IIMK RAN.

379



