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In Paleolithic cave art, geometric signs tend tmomber figurative images and yet, they
remain relatively understudied. To address thgsigaur knowledge, | compiled a
digital catalogue of all known geometric signs fdun parietal art in France, and then
trended the results looking for patterns of continand change over time and space. |
focused on parietal art, as | could be certainsopiovenance, and picked France as my
region due to its abundance of decorated sitestamatural boundaries of water and
mountain ranges. The database is searchable &yeywof criteria such as sign
category, method of production, date range, sfie,tgeographical coordinates and
region. It is now being converted into an onlieeaurce. To provide a visual
dimension, it includes a selection of linked phoépis and reproductions of the
different signs. In this thesis, | detail the aiwtogical and regional patterning in sign
type and frequency and the implications of thedtepss for understanding where, when
and why the making of these signs was meaningftiiéd?leistocene peoples who

created them.
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Chapter 1: Defining and Framing the Research
“Something should be said about figures and sigmsse significance is obscure and

which often float in an atmosphere of pure symimola abstraction” (Graziosi 1960:
185).

“The abstract signs are, indeed, fascinating ey #re also extremely enigmatic. For
more than a century, they have defied all attertgpisterpret them. Today they are
largely forgotten” (Forbes and Crowder 1979: 350).

“The non-figurative category of Ice-Age markingssweeglected until relatively recently,
for the simple reason that it seemed uninterestingnpossible to explain and define”
(Bahn & Vertut 1997: 166).

When | began this research project, the above gugptéfied what | found while
searching for information about the non-figuratsigns of the French Upper Paleolithic.
They left me with more questions than answersad surprised to discover that there
was no definitive catalogue that allowed any irgiée-research into the geometric motifs
from this era. When this type of image is mentibmebooks or papers, it tends to be
either in the inventory listings of art at indivalsites, or in regards to its relationship
with the other types of depictions (see for exanygl®i-Gourhan 1993). After the
initial identification of these abstract signsla site level, there did not seem to have
been further scholarship that focused on the redjiperspective or that examined the
temporal use of these symbols across the 22,000spea of art production in the Upper
Paleolithic. Since this was what | wished to studgalized that | would need to start by

creating a comprehensive reference framework wittiich | could complete analysis

from this broader perspective.

! Two exceptions to this are Leroi-Gourhan’s strralist paradigm (1986, 1993, 1995, 2006), which did
include some comparative analysis between cavs, sited Conkey’'s research on the non-figurative
symbols found on UP portable art (1978, 1980).
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This chapter will introduce my interest in non-figtive images within the Upper

Paleolithic field, and define some of the vocabutaymmonly used by researchers. |
will then touch on the fields of symbolic behavi@md cognitive evolution, both of
which have influenced the way in which scholarsdrynderstand the larger implications
of creating art as an indicator of ‘modern’ cogmiti Having chosen to structure my
research around the concept of contextualizatimretwill be a section on this
theoretical perspective; followed by an outlindhad approach | adopted to complete this
research, framed within all the scholarship pre=egmt this chapter.
Introduction to my Research Topic
The Upper Paleolithic in Europe is a period of sty spanning from roughly 40,000
to 10,000 years before present (BP) (Toth and 82007: 1959). This is when we see
the first regular examples of art worldwide, in eaxand on rock walls (collectively
called parietal art), as well as on portable olsjedthis thesis focuses on the parietal art,
as | could be certain of its provenance. | chase¢e as my area of study due to the
large number of sites where Paleolithic art is @nésas well as for the extensive amount
of research that has been completed in this regidith its natural boundaries of water
and mountains on three sides, and ice sheets dim@ngaleolithic period restricting
movement to the North, this area is also geografifitmited, making it possible to
define reasonable edges for the study region.

The images that comprise Paleolithic art are gdigeraganized into three
categories: animals, humans, and non-figurativess{gahn and Vertut 1997: 134). The
focus of my research is the third category, with-figurative normally being defined as

the abstract and geometric signs, as opposed fatirative images of animals and



humans (Bahn and Vertut 1997: 134). They are 8ebr non-representational in
character, though there has been some debate iregtrdir association (or lack thereof)
with objects or beings in the real world (GonzaWarales 1997: 194). While animal
depictions are a common theme in all known regwhere rock art is present, the choice
of what to portray seems to be contextual, withgezenakers generally choosing
contemporary fauna from their local environmentcéRand Paterson 1986; Clottes
1996). Geometric signs on the other hand, arefigomative to begin with, and while it

is reasonable to assume that the meaning may \whhawve changed over time and
space, there is no need to change the shape offsam#hat is already abstract.

What Andre Leroi-Gourhan considered to be the “nf@stinating area of
Paleolithic art” (1979: 350) has tended to be amaked in favour of the more visually
impacting paintings and engravings of animals amddns. The meaning of these
symbols is unclear and identification is difficulfhis has led to their study being
overshadowed by the artistic implications inherarthe figurative depictions. What
caught my interest about the non-figurative sigas the sheer number of them. At
many sites, they outnumber the animal and humagesihy a ratio of two to one or
greater (Bahn & Vertut 1997: 166), and yet compaest, very little work has been done
in this area. While my initial examination foung@at deal of variety among non-
figurative sign types, there also appeared to figrprising degree of continuity, both

spatial and temporal.



A Word about Words
There are many terms that have developed topiafgpe®anings in this field of study.

A quick survey of their usage in this context viadllp clarify the research to follow. This
collection of images is commonly referred to aseBhthic art, but the use of the word art
is often contested as being too culturally-spe¢dimodern Western culture, and thereby
carrying with it a number of assumptions of impletinocentric meaning (White 1997:
93, Lewis-Williams 2002: 41). The word art is ofteeen to be closely tied to notions of
aesthetics and the Western tradition of art-makmgeparate from artisanship, making it
problematic when some modern groups who still pcedock art do not even have a
word for it in their vocabulary (White 1997: 93 recent years, some researchers have
instead begun using the expression “Pleistocen@ahaultures” to refer not only to the
art, but also to the symbolic culture within whitkvas created (Nowell 2006). This
being acknowledged, | have chosen to follow thegdent of Lewis-Williams, who
believes that as long as we remain aware of thedels of importing Western
connotations”, it becomes a “handy monosyllablethwvhich to reference this body of
work (2002: 41). Davidson has identified Pleistozart in this context as being the
making or marking of surfaces, and includes pag#jrengravings, sculptures, drawings
and stencils in this category (1997: 125).

Davidson and Noble have used the term depictioafey to this mark-making
behaviour, and within this definition, also incluoher deliberate modifications that
result in a recognizable image or pattern (198%9).12mage is defined as “a tangible or
visible representation”, or as “a mental concepheld in common by members of a

group” (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/imagand is often employed to

describe these representations. | will also begugie term representation, the preferred
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choice of White, who believes that this conceptdrvetncompasses the full diversity of

possible forms and underlying logics and motivati¢tR97: 93).

Focusing on the non-figurative images, there averséterms that relate
specifically to this category. The terms ‘signtddsymbol’ originated in the field of
linguistics, and were later applied to the studfaleolithic art. Because of this, a brief
overview of their definitions within this scholaiplwill also illuminate their meaning in
relation to the non-figurative images. Peirce selsguistic sign as fulfilling three roles:
it relates to a thought, making it interpretablegpresents an object or concept, making
the thought and the sign equivalent; and it acth@gonnection between the thought and
its equivalent object or concept (1868: 148). mglistic sign then, is seen to be the link
between a concept and a sound pattern (de Saussi2e66), and in a similar way,
Paleolithic non-figurative signs can be seen aditlkebetween a concept and a visual
pattern.

The linguistic sign has two fundamental charadiessit is arbitrary, and being
auditory in nature, it has a temporal lifetime, thement at which it is being uttered (de
Saussure 1972: 67). While the concept of therarimiess of signs is useful for the study
of those found in the Upper Paleolithic, the pererare of these markings means they
have a much longer temporal lifetime than somethkiempal, allowing us to access them
in a way not possible with their linguistic coumgtarts. Within the framework of
Paleolithic art, the term sign is understood teréd the geometric or abstract motifs,
and is widely used by Paleolithic art researcherefer to the non-figurative images (see
for example Bahn and Vertut 2001; Lewis-Williamg20Clottes 2008). Conkey also

recognizes the system of signs found in Paleoldhicand emphasizes their “polysemic
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and multivalent” nature for the makers and viewbrsughout this period, making them

a potential example of human cultural adaptati@®91 303).

While the terms sign and symbol are often usedachtageably in the field of
Paleolithic art, it is useful to note that onelud tiefining differences is that symbols are
thought to never be entirely arbitrary (de Sausi9i&2: 68), as opposed to the
recognized arbitrariness of a sign. Chase deBgeols as signs referring to things in
the real world (1994: 628). By things in the reakld, he means objects and concepts,
as well as “a whole newind of things”, which have no existence in the ‘raabrld but
do exist in the symbolic realm (Chase 1994: 628)linguistics, the term symbol is used
specifically to refer to the sound pattern parthaf sign paradigm, which also includes
the original conceptual signification (de Saus<sigé2: 67). From this linguistic
organization, the equivalent in Paleolithic art webloe that the symbol is the visual
pattern, or the actual marking made during the petbdn process, making it an
appropriate term to use in this study.

Symbolic Behaviour and Cognitive Evolution

| believe that Paleolithic art has the potentiatdotribute to our understanding of human
cognitive evolution and symbolic behaviour. Thpsespectives underpin the theoretical
framework of my research, and it therefore seemsogpiate to briefly review some of
the literature. The ‘out-of-Africa model’ theorzéhat all anatomically modern humans
(AMH) originated in this region, and then expandaeughout the Old World in a series
of migrations (Stringer 2002; Brumm and Moore 20Ba&lme et al. 2008). While the
‘out-of Africa’ hypothesis is supported by recentDNA evidence, suggesting that

modern humans are of relatively recent Africaniari@arbonell and Vaquero 1998:
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374), there is still some debate as to exactly whew left, and where they went from

there (Bar-Yosef 2002: 382). The first tool indystssociated with AMH is the
Aurignacian, and its relatively abrupt appearamncEurope is suggestive of movement
into this region rather than being an indigenowemtion (Mellars 1992: 229). Bar-
Yosef also sees a significant difference betweerAtlirignacian and the Chatelperronian
industry produced by Neanderthals, leading hinhédonclusion that their origins lie
outside of Western Europe (2002: 381). He pomthé presence of the Aurignacian at
an earlier period in the Mediterranean Levant agezxce of an external origination (Bar-
Yosef 2002: 373). Though the actual pattern gbelisal remains in doubt, it seems that
the vast majority of scholars can agree on an-Euecasia’ hypothesis.

Some researchers believe that a ‘symbolic revailyttbought to have
accompanied AMH into Eurasia, began in early modemrman groups in Africa, before
any other region was colonized (Lindly and Clar®@9Davidson 1997; Brumm and
Moore 2005). This would suggest that upon arrivdturasia, “modern humans were
already equipped with the essential techno-culeleahents that characterize the UP”
(Bar-Yosef 2002: 382). Many researchers see thi®lution’ as providing the first real
examples of material culture intersecting with ctempsocially constructed symbolic
thinking (Brumm and Moore 2005). Opposed to theaidf an abrupt revolution is the
theory of a gradual, cumulative transition from Mieldle to Upper Paleolithic periods.
This hypothesis sees an accumulation of materba&ahavioural traits progressively
leading to the formation of Upper Paleolithic sbaiad cultural constructs” (Bar-Yosef
2002: 376). Coward and Gamble also strongly desagnat these processes were

revolutionary, but do believe it is possible tontfy temporal markers that can provide a



long-term perspective based on archaeological ae&l€2008: 1971). Whether the
transition between the Middle and Upper Paleolithiseen to be gradual or
revolutionary, there is general agreement thatucailand technological changes
happened more rapidly in the UP, and resulted iremmaterial evidence than the slower
pace of cultural changes beforehand (Bar-Yosef 2863).

Art, body ornamentation and stone tool styles laeearchaeological evidence
commonly used to differentiate modern human behavirom that of earlier hominid
species. The big difference that Gamble seestlseistretching of the social landscape
across time and space (1998: 442). He believebajamresources, especially those in
material form such as art, ornamentation and tegdse the means by which culture
could be maintained across these larger tempodaspatial distances (1998: 442).
When trying to identify the capacity for modern ramrbehaviour and culture, it is most
likely to be a list of criteria though, rather thasingle component, which will allow this
assessment. These include communication, symégticessions for information storage
(mobile and parietal art), self-awareness and groemptity, as well as new hunting tools
and technologies (Bar-Yosef 2002: 383). These gbsim behaviour are identifiable in
the archaeological record as material elements asigone, bone and antler technology,
exchange, site structure, and as symbolic compsrseich as red ochre, mobile imagery
and burials (Bar-Yosef 2002: 378).

Davidson and Noble suggest that intention is patarfy@nd that actions need to
be discernible as deliberate, not the result oidaot or incident (1989: 125).
Behavioural modernity is often characterized bysteendardization and repetition of

patterns, such as we see in Paleolithic art, asggests a series of forms that are
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collectively recognized (Dibble 1989). Repeatetgraing is one of the criteria used

when looking to identify symbolic behaviour in sctamarks and other engravings on
portable items during the Middle and early Uppde8ighic (Dibble 1989: 330). As
Dibble has suggested, isolated instances are ffatisat evidence, multiple examples of
similar patterning are required, since these arat\whply that there was a shared
meaning or understanding (1989: 330).

Robb has reviewed the approaches scholars have tialtlee study of symbols,
and sees these methods as falling into three aagésgeymbols as tokens of information
transmission, symbols as structural elements abrddwiew, and symbols as “tesserae
with variable meaning” (1998: 332-338). From thBbrmation transmission perspective,
symbols are thought to serve primarily as instruisieh communication, conveying
information and meaning to their viewers, and hg\armaterial life in the sense that
“they can be produced, exchanged, monopolized,estday and destroyed” (Robb 1998:
332). Within the structuralist approach, symbotsseen to frame an essentially cultural
world and to provide structure for the thought msses that accompany it (Robb 1998:
335). One of the best-known examples of this aggiras the work of Leroi-Gourhan,
who divided Paleolithic art into categories struetuby spatially organized binary
oppositions between male and female animals ams ¢gpe for example his 1982, 1986,
and 1993 studies).

The third approach Robb outlines is focused omtiten that it is not the artifact
or the people, but the interaction between thethab creates meaning (1998: 337).
From this post-structuralist perspective, the syisbee thought to resemble mosaic

tesserae with the qualities of colour, shape argl biut they are inherently arbitrary until
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assembled and experienced by those interpretimg (Rebb 1998: 337-338). Robb

warns though, that if we deny that the symbolsd&ged meaning, then we “risk seeing
ancient peoples’ ongoing reinterpretation of syrmalad a quasi-voluntaristic act...and we
short-change the effect of inherited and unquestderms of thought” (1998: 338).

Whitney Davis has introduced the concept of ‘Arasychology’ into
discussion in this field, and has suggested tleP#deolithic art images studied by
archaeologists or art historians are a particylae of artifact that he terms ‘artifact-
signs’ (1988: 184). Davis believes that this paitar group of artifacts is distinguishable
as a subset because they express “the feelingertdt wews of their makers”, and that
they have cultural connotations and value exhibgtheir intentionality or mental
‘directedness’ (1988: 184). He sees them as lagitifgcts, since they have physical
properties which can be described and classifietlalso sees a psychological aspect
related to the viewer's interpretation of them, mgkhem representational (Davis 1988:
185). In his article, Davis also raises the questf whether works of rock art deserve to
be separated from other types of artifacts, dukdsubjective, yet physical properties of
permanence, visibility, and accessibility or inasibility (1988: 185). He also draws
attention to the lack of any agreed upon meaniegsghallocated to these signs, and
gueries whether it is possible to make useful statds about the ‘archaeological’ place
of representational activity in a society, suggesthe avenues of “chronology,
frequency, distribution, socio-economic and othefidvioural correlates” (Davis 1988:
186).

While Davis’s contribution to this research actyadises more questions than it

answers, its inclusion here does seem appropiiate the interpretation of these abstract
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signs is in fact very contentious. The idea ofgasag something representational value

without actually understanding its cultural contextjuite problematic, and yet, most
researchers in the field of Upper Paleolithic radkdo believe that it is representational
in nature. Therefore, Davis’s critique is quité.aps well, the question of whether
social or behavioural meaning can be inferred witli@ving any understanding of what
the symbols denote is an important one, sinceighbige continues to be raised without
there being any hope of resolution in the nearétwavis’s discussion of rock art as an
‘artifact-sign’ is also quite helpful, as it offeasnew way to view the subjects of enquiry
as archaeological material remains, while alsonaiig for the possibility of socio-

cultural significance to those who engaged in tteglpction and creation of these images
and engravings.

Forbes and Crowder see signs as “undoubtedly intealf and we may
reasonably assume that they have some significdh®&9: 356). Bahn also believes
that these signs were not created at random, atdhdir production must have followed
a set of rules or laws that were known to the nmkéthese representations (1997: 168).
It is from this perspective that | am approachimg geometric signs of the European UP.
Repeated patterning of the same image across ibwthand space, suggests that there
may have been an underlying meaning that was sloaneiderstood amongst the early
modern humans engaging in this behaviour. Reseerduch as Jean Clottes have noted
the overall unity that exists in the Paleolithit@rEurope. Spatially and temporally,
there is similarity in cave usage, techniques agmproduction, and in the themes of

“big animals, few humans, [and] many geometric siglottes 2005: 22).
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A base assumption regarding non-figurative sigrg ourse necessary; that

there is intentionality in these markings, and neagtben more importantly, that there is
some inherent meaning, even if we are unable tessat. Bahn has suggested that this
non-figurative category may have had equal, ifgreater, importance to its creators than
the ‘recognizable’ figures that have garnered tlagonity of attention (1997: 166). While
these markings may appear abstract to us, the ngeamist have been clear to those who
produced them, and their contemporaries who saoanded them (Bahn & Vertut
1997: 169). Gonzalez Morales has warned thougth ttying to reach generalized
conclusions about Paleolithic art without considgrits temporality will result in gross
oversimplifications (1997: 190). He believes theees a regionalization of signs, and
that they do not “seem to be stable in time butstlear diachronic variability
(1997:196). Gonzalez-Morales has also drawn attemd the unlikely possibility held

by many researchers that these representationsamdosved with the same meaning and
function for over 20,000 years (Gonzalez Morale3719.95).

Culture and Context

Clifford Geertz’s 1973 theory of thick descriptidivides the study of culture into three
layers of depth: production, contextualization artdrpretation. Geertz sees culture as
an “interworked (sic) system of cultural signs” {B9 14), making this paradigm a useful
way to approach the study of Paleolithic art. Raticn is defined as the actual creation
or behaviour of culture, whether generated verbalhysically, or using material
resources; contextualization is the examinatiothefsocial reality within which culture

is created and describable; and interpretatiohasihderstanding or translation of what a

product of culture means (Geertz 1973: 3-30). @ds structure to frame my own
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work, my focus will be on the second stage of Geéeparadigm: the contextualization

of Pleistocene visual culture. With extensive agsk having already been done on the
production portion of Geertz’s model (see for exn@lottes 1996, 1997; Watchman
1997; and Fritz and Tosello 2007), | would likentmw focus on the contextualization of
what images were being chosen and reproducedcreBying a comprehensive
compilation of parietal art sites at the regiomaddl, and doing some preliminary
trending, | hope to add to the contextualizatioadssl if we are ever to move into
Geertz’s third layer of thick description, thatioferpretation.

Emphasizing the importance of the social envirortnasrthe bridge between
production and interpretation, Conkey asks “why lddbhe making of imagery be
meaningful and to whom, in what contexts?” (199%99)3 She hypothesizes that while
the imagery may be related to macroprocesseg(aad vitalistic and evolutionary
schemes for the imagery), “nevertheless, the spdoiims, shapes, raw materials, and
transformations through time and space are ndilikebe explained by such processes”
(Conkey 1997: 344). Conkey further suggests tbatext and interpretation are
inextricably entwined, and that the applicatiorcoftext can provide a useful frame for
approaching interpretive work (Conkey 1997: 34@pntext is central to an
understanding of the people who engaged in thidslimbehaviour, and in order to be
in a position to even attempt any interpretatibe, context must be clearly understood
first.

Since this research is focused on Geertz’'s se@yma bf contextualization, rather
than his third layer of interpretation, | have atilo$o omit an overview of the many

interpretive theories associated with this bodwofk. Rather than endeavouring to
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replicate some of the excellent reviews that haenhwritten regarding the subject of

meaning in Paleolithic art (see for example Corke§7; Bahn and Vertut 1997; Lewis-
Williams 2002; Nowell 2006), | will instead includleterpretation of the non-figurative
images only when they directly impact the namesmiwo the specific sign categories as
it relates to the creation of my typology (see Gbaf). | see this as an acceptable
exclusion as | am focusing on what sign types peopbse to depict as well as the
identification of usage trends for individual syrhbategories, rather than trying to offer
any interpretation of what the signs ‘mean’.

The Research Project

| believe that there is more than one way to araivan interpretation, especially as
meaning can sometimes be discovered indirectlpbkihg at the implications of
behaviour. Even if we do not explicitly understamaly a group of people chose the
subject matter they did, their choice of theme i@pitoduction of these images still offers
insight into what they deemed important or meanihgBy examining the end results of
the artists’ decisions of what to represent andodyce over the temporal and spatial
span of the French Upper Paleolithic, there isagalst the potential for deriving
contextual meaning directly from their choice oéferred subject matter. The goal of
my research project is to look at the trends ofafdbe non-figurative signs from a broad
regional perspective, as well as across the timma spthe Upper Paleolithic era. What |
hoped to find were patterns that would contribotedr understanding of the continuity
(or discontinuity) of individual symbol usage, gmatentially allow us to infer which
signs appear to have been important to the pedpteprnoduced this form of art. There

were three main questions | addressed while compgléhtis project:
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e Are there any non-figurative signs that remainedsa throughout the time span

of the Upper Paleolithic in the French region?

e What is the geographical range within which wetbeesame signs in use, and
how are they moving across the landscape?
e Do certain sign categories increase in populafigrahe Last Glacial Maximum

(i.e. did groups brought together in ‘refuge areashange cultural information

in the form of preferred symbol choice)?

This thesis is an attempt to answer these questiG@mapter 2 lays out the spatial
and temporal backdrop upon which this researchogrgled, looks at the movement of
the Pleistocene peoples across the fluctuatingstzape of ‘Ice Age’ Europe, and
explores how this could have influenced their aaltuevelopment. Chapter 2 also
brings the temporal element into focus, connedimg@ and space, outlines the stylistic
sub-cultures associated with this period, and ohetua brief overview of the dating
techniques used by researchers. Chapter 3 is@texhnical discussion of the various
research tools | used throughout this project,fmwl | structured my study. It also
includes the typology of geometric signs that btee, and touches on some of the
difficulties 1 encountered when trying to bring &tlger several localised typologies.
Chapter 4 contains my interpretation of the resalisvell as graphs, and spatial images
which allow the sign types to be visually trackedoas the landscape, structured by the
stylistic periods discussed in Chapter 2. Chaptecludes some broader implications of
my research chapter, interesting regional patt@nasspecific problems | encountered, as

well as potential areas for further study.
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Chapter 2: Spatial and Temporal Dimensions
The picture of the past 100,000 years in Europedimerges then, is one of

near-continuous climatic oscillation, sometimesdesing parts of northern Europe
uninhabitable. In any given region, there wereesgperiods over that time span during
which humans would have been required to readagitdaging environmental
conditions by altering their diet, their huntingdagathering strategies, their technology,
and their knowledge of the world around them (\Wi986: 28).

Conkey believes that establishing the contextHerlpper Paleolithic period is
an essential aspect of research in this field. s&les this as a geography of social action,
where the interactions that Paleolithic peopleswaiid the landscape and the
environment, along with the social memories thesated, could have greatly impacted
how they envisioned their world (Conkey 1997: 36Cgrtainly in Europe, many
researchers have tended to focus on context aitthkevel, with studies looking at
context “of and within specific caves” (Conkey 19846). Conkey has proposed that
researchers should be working towards “specifylreg‘informing context’ of the
imagery”, and that this can be done by identifytimg social relations and cognitive
processes that informed the art, and that woule haked it to the broader social
formations (1997: 361). When | was framing my egsh, | kept returning to her
guestion: “How was the landscape experienced, mmcthat ways were the landscapes
imbued with all sorts of biographical and cultusanificance?” (Conkey 1997: 360).
Rather than trying to study Paleolithic art in #uw@al vacuum, embedding the art in its
bounded reality allows the incorporation of inteéi@t, communication, production, and

the cosmological context as mediating factors endireation of this imagery (Conkey

1997: 359).
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Conkey’s perspective is one of the foundations pfesearch, and it is hard to

imagine that the interaction between human, gedgrapd climate did not have a
significant influence on the cultural evolutionggth of these people. Practically
speaking, the environment and landscape are alsorient components to understand,
since they are the spatial determinants as to wthese people were living at different
times, and therefore produced the images whiclthareasis of my research. The
purpose of this chapter is to create an informimgtext for the Upper Paleolithic period.
| will do this by looking at the relationship betareenvironmental conditions in ‘Ice
Age’ Europe and the earliest modern humans to nmaeehis region, by mapping out
their movement through the landscape on both dEatthtemporal scales, and by
examining the strength of the dating techniquesleyep in this field.

The beginning of the Upper Paleolithic in Europassociated with the arrival of
modern humans, ddomo sapiens sapiensito Europe, and its end with the transition to
the Neolithic, or the change in mode of subsistérara hunting-gathering to early
farming and a more sedentary lifestyle (Straus h9965). This phase of prehistory is
subdivided into a stylistic timeline based on chemm tool assemblages. During this
time, there was continuous advancement in storlertanufacture, resulting in the
production of ever more specialized implementaStand Kuhn 2006: 703). There was
some regional variation in tool technology, and¢fare in the dates at which they can
be said to have moved into a new phase or stylbile\ihere is also some variation
within the stylistic periods (Stiner and Kuhn 20068), this grouping of the tool
technologies at least provides a general frametWaridentifying change over time and

space. In addition, different chronologies areduse Western and Eastern Europe. The



18
general order from oldest to youngest in Westenoplis: Aurignacian, Gravettian,

Solutrean, and Early, Middle and Late Magdaleniathi(e 1986: 30). For the purposes
of this analysis, | will be using the timeline froMestern Europe, as this region is the
focus of my research.

It is important to acknowledge that there was @asdcpecies already living in
Europe at the time of modern human arrival. Thividuals from thisHomospecies are
commonly known as Neanderthals, and while ther®ig some evidence of them being
in association with symbolic artifacts such as @ensl at the site of Arcy-sur-Cure in
France (Stringer 2002: 569), the majority of theresentational art is connected with
modern human activity in Europe. This is why | @@hosen this group of individuals as
my area of focus.

Upper Paleolithic Ecology

Soon after the arrival of the first anatomicallydean humans on the Eurasian continent,
there is a new pattern of frequent, if not contlralange in human behaviour that
continues throughout the European Upper Paleolgéiod (Stiner and Kuhn 2006:

706). These constant changes in technology antinigyoractices, along with an
increasing body of symbolic artifacts have beekdthto the glacial environment that
dominated the landscape throughout the Upper Ridiegberiod (Straus 1991b: 259).
For this reason, | see an understanding of thespres created by an ‘Ice Age’ climate to
be an important part of the creation of context.

Having studied the Paleoclimate, Alverson seeslaale glacial-interglacial
oscillations, each cycling over a period of abdd@,000 years, as the dominant climatic

factor (2007: 362). When the first modern humagrstwred into Europe, they seem to
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have arrived during the Wiurm Interstadial perioat tpanned from approximately

38,000 to 34,000 BP (Straus 1991a, Tablel). Tinsatic time frame is characterized as
having warmer temperatures and the glaciers beiagperiod of retreat rather than in a
‘stadial’ period of glacier advance (American Meatdogical Society). These new
arrivals to Europe would have found sea levels taivan they are at present, with large
amounts of water locked up in the glacial sheetd,large coastal plains along much of
the Mediterranean, making lateral as well as nonth@ovement quite unproblematic for
humans moving up from the Levant (Stringer 2008)5@®uring this geologically brief
interlude, Europe would have been quite warm negitj and after the retreat of the
previous glacial maximum of 65,000 years ago (StE@01a, Table 1: 190), the
vegetation and animal populations would have ogegnacovered a large part of the
continent (Gibbard & van Kolfschoten 2004: 447).

In Europe, the type of vegetation growing at paféc stages has also been used
to decide where to create the divides betweenajlanterstadial, and interglacial
intervals. This is seen to be especially trueneflate Pleistocene, or the glacial events
associated with modern humans. Pollen samplesatedl from sedimentary cores in
Europe have allowed scientists to assemble a fentyplete record of the floral changes
associated with climatic change (Gibbard & van Kclfoten 2004: 448). With this
particular area of study, the goal is to ascemdiat types of vegetation were dominant at
different stages of the glacial cycle. Glacialipés tend to be associated with herb-
dominated vegetation, transitional phases betwsaadjand temperate conditions
(interstadials) with birch and pine forests, andperate periods (such as the current

Holocene) with deciduous, mixed, and/or coniferfmuest (Gibbard & van Kolfschoten
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2004: 448). This model would suggest that atithe of their arrival, modern humans

would have encountered birch and pine forests galdth more temperate conditions,
making their transition into this region a reasdaaihoice considering their inability to
predict or envision the major climatic changes thate to later take place.

Along with an initially hospitable climate, one thle main pull factors for the first
modern human arrivals would have been the dietmgurces available to them in this
animal-rich environment. White suggests there wesly a dozen species of large-
bodied animals inhabiting the landscape at thig tiansituation that no longer exists in
these latitudes at present (1986: 24). He belithegsfar from being impoverished, the
Paleolithic environment of Europe contained a higimemal biomass than any landscape
in which hunting and gathering peoples live todéhite 1986: 24). White sees the
modern plains of Africa as being a much better camspn than the tundras of the
present-day (1986: 24). For a hunter-gathererlpespch a#i. sapiens sapienshis
access to game would have had a great deal oemdfkion their decision to stay in this
environment, and to expand rapidly across the Eamantinent. Even at the later
Glacial Maximum, there were still adequate footeses to exploit in parts of Europe
(Straus 1991b: 268), possibly explaining their sieci to stay even when conditions
became less inviting.

From studying the European Paleolithic climate,ekbon has concluded that it
was climatic variability, and not stability, whidéd to changing societal structures (2007:
372). The old adagegcessity is the mother of inventieseems to fit in well with what
we see happening with modern humans in Europeegsd¢isponded to the stresses of

living in an ‘Ice Age’ environment. Carbonell awdquero also see a link between



21
climatic variability and adjusting social structuvath the cultural innovations having a

cause-effect relationship with the biological tfanshations (1998: 373). They point to
the differences between material remains from AccHamosapiendn Africa, and their
European descendankéomo sapiens sapiens terms of “their capacity for developing
culturally mediated behaviors” (Carbonell and Vaguid98: 373).

Stylistic Periods and the Landscape

It is most commonly believed that modern humangatégl up through the Levant,
bringing their own tool technology with them (Bao&ef 2002: 373). Even though they
were more gracile, or small-boned, than the Nedhdksralready living in Europe, their
physical remains still suggest they would have kebardy and robust people, able to
adjust to the colder climate in Europe (Stringed2(b68). They appear to have lived in
small hunter-gatherer bands, and to have beeneigpt life of mobility (Stiner and
Kuhn 2006: 706). It has been proposed that tharamh/of modern humans into the more
northerly climates in Europe over the following lenia, matched the rapid advances
and new developments in fire, clothing, and she#ehnologies, as well as innovations
in hunting strategies and related weaponry (Sti&@34d.b: 259).

The first Upper Paleolithic tool/culture phase tatassociate withl. sapiens
sapiensn Europe is called the Aurignacian stylistic peliiand spans the period of
35,000 to 28,000 BP (Clottes 2008: 314). Theisgoint of this period has been
recently contested though, as Aurignacian sitééarthern Spain and Hungary have been
dated to approximately 40,000 BP using multiplergdptechniques (Stringer 2002: 568).
These dates could push back the arrival of modemmains in Europe, as the geographical

distance between these two locations implies dreearrival time for there to already be
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such a wide diffusion. Mellars interprets the data similar way, suggesting that the

broad distribution of the early Aurignacian refuties theory of a wave of advance, since
the oldest manifestations in northern Spain apfmebe contemporaneous with those in
the east of the continent (1992: 229). The Aurdggnais also the first period for which
we have evidence of art, both portable and pariefth the Grotte Chauvet having
paintings dating to as old as 33,000 BP (Clott€¥1277).

When tool technologies are compared to the glagiees active in this region, it
quickly becomes apparent that the stylistic phasesciated with each tool assemblage
seem to mirror the climatic stages. The geologmah Upper Pleniglacial refers to the
Last Glacial Maximum (LGM) when the ice sheets hemttheir greatest extent, covering
a significant part of the Eurasian landmass (Sti&®da: 190). This event is centered on
a much later date of 18,000 BP, but it is thought the climate began to change and the
temperature to drop, as early as 29,000 BP (Sir@@%b: 260).

The next stylistic period, known as the Gravettlzggins in fairly close proximity
to the commencement of this climatic shift, staytat 28,000 BP, and continuing in
Western Europe until 22,000 BP (Clottes 2008: 31#)is period has been often
characterized as the ‘Golden Age’ of the Upper élakec, and contains “virtually all of
the behaviours identified on the archaeologistspging list as modern”, and suggestive
of a complex society (Aldhouse-Green 2002: 1)thla period, we see a lot of
technological advances in tool-making, as welllabaate burial practices (White 1986:
43). There is also an increasing body of symh@lpresentations, though this cultural
phase is more commonly associated with portablarattfigurines than with cave art

(Bahn and Vertut 1997: 87).
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The Gravettian is the time interval that Strausiidies as the beginning of the

exodus from NW Europe (1991b: 260) due to the steladrease in temperature, and the
resulting expansion of the Arctic ice sheets. efesshe depopulation of Western Europe
above the northern #arallel as being a “gradual, but ultimately cuative, southward
contraction of the territories (or lifetime expkation ranges) of hunter-gatherer bands”
(Straus 1991b: 262). Straus believes that worgetleimperatures, severe winters,
unpredictable conditions, changing vegetation, dmishdling game would all have made
survival “increasingly untenable at the northeindes” (Straus 1991b: 262).

While Straus sees a marked decline in populatiahhatitation in NW Europe
throughout the Gravettian, he observes at the sameea continuity of settlement in SW
France (1991b: 262), with a notable increase imtimaber of sites, compared to those
present at the time of the Aurignacian (1991b: 267¢ sees the population in this more
temperate region rising throughout the Gravettaa peaking during the Solutrean, with
this pattern reflecting the decrease in temperaaue steady increase of glacial sheets in
Northern Europe (Straus 1991b: 267). Straus bedighis population shift to be the end
result of modern humans abandoning the more ndytpart of their territory in Western
Europe and collectively ‘retreating’ toward theugé areas in the southern regions
(1991b: 267).

White also underscores the importance of this regioting it rapidly became
more densely populated during this time periodjltesy in what he calls “regular social
aggregation” (1982: 176). It has been theorizadl titee increase and frequency of inter-
group contact that occurred as modern humans mat@adloser proximity with one

another might have been the catalyst for the greatgal complexity seen during the
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latter half of the Upper Paleolithic (Bahn and We1997). The interrelationship

previously noted between the environment and tinstamt biocultural adaptation
required of modern humans in ‘Ilce Age’ Europe ghhighted in this example of the
changing lifeways of those alive during the Grawaett The events of this time frame
also provide a great deal of necessary backgraufndwmation and context for the
‘explosion of art’ that will follow during the helig of the glacial cycle (White 1986: 28).
The role of SW Europe as a place of refuge fondms during the LGM seems to
now be well established (Straus 1991a: 197). Stsaggests that along with a southern
migration, some of the strategies for surviving tBxtreme environment would have
included the further development of sophisticatediegated hunting tactics (including
logistical mobility) and improved weapons (Stra@91b: 270). The LGM was the
period of maximum southward extension of the Saaandan glacier and corresponded
closely to the time span of the Solutrean industriyrance and Spain: 22,000 — 17,000
BP (Clottes 2008: 315). Straus believes that ¢hrengh Upper Paleolithic hunting-
gathering peoples had relatively sophisticated &di@ns, they had no choice but to
respond to environmental conditions such as tenyrershumidity, seasonality,
vegetation, and wildlife availability by changirtgetextent of their range (1991b: 259).
Pollen samples from NW Europe at the time of thé/L§uggest that the parts of
the landscape not under ice show the presenceawtsphssociated with tundra, steppe-
tundra, or polar desert environments, and even smmes with barren ground (Straus
1991b: 261). Straus hypothesizes that the regiathsthe densest human settlements
during this time would have been those with abuhdatural shelter and strategic

valleys (1991b: 262). These landscape featuresdWwwmyve attracted and directed the
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movements of many prey species, such as reindeese,hand bison (Straus 1991b: 262),

as well as having more vegetation associated witiperate conditions (Gibbard & van
Kolfschoten 2004: 448).

The Solutrean stylistic period, which existed in $¥dnce throughout the LGM,
is associated with a marked increase in the pramucf cave paintings and engravings,
as well as more examples of parietal art beingdanrassociation with habitation sites
than in any other phase (White 1986: 132). Sthassalso noticed the correlation
between LGM refuge areas and the location and é&ecpiof the art, believing it to be no
coincidence that the two overlap to such a larggete(1991b: 270). He has proposed
that the rise in art production might have beeesponse to the intersection of increased
human population densities and severe LGM environah€onditions in SW Europe
(Straus 1991b: 270). Straus, along with sevetadratesearchers (see for example
Conkey 1980 and Jochim 1983), have proposed thatard sites could have served a
role in social integration during this period, witiese locations acting as aggregation
sites where rituals were performed (Straus 19970).2The dominant art style of this
period is complex engraving, built upon the techemderived from the Aurignacian and
Gravettian (White 1986: 132).

It is the stylistic period following the Solutredtough, known as the
Magdalenian, that accounts for 80% of all known &lppaleolithic art, as well as the
most specialized tools of the entire period (Wh86: 47-48). Modern humans living
during this culture phase, dating from 17,000 t@@@ BP (Clottes 2008: 314), were also
the first ones to regularly venture deep into canesder to create parietal symbolic

representations (Clottes 2005: 21). It shoulddtechhere, that while the dates | have
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provided for the Solutrean and the Magdaleniarcargiguous, there are many scholars

who have different timelines for this transitioasulting in an overlap between these two
phases by up to 1500 years. White sees the Maugdal@rst appearing around 18,000
BP (1986: 138), and Straus believes that the Smntcontinues until 16,500 BP (1991a:
189). Straus explains this discrepancy by sugugstiat it is difficult to separate the two
culture phases, and that from an archaeologicappetive, making a true distinction
between the Solutrean and early Magdalenian cufttnegigraphic units is problematic
(1991a: 197). lItis certainly possible that thpasation between these two phases is
more ambiguous than clear-cut, especially as thebGlacial Maximum is at its peak
around 18,000 BP (Gibbard & van Kolfschoten 200#/)4and this climatic change is
thought to mark the origination of the Magdaleriaol industry. This culture is also
centered geographically around the regions of S&vi¢e and Northern Spain (White
1986: 138). Straus provides a description of v\t France would have been like
during this geological event:

While indeed cold during the LGM, the slopes anlieya of Aquitaine would

have provided pasture for a wide variety and aboogl@f ungulate game

species, shelter, south-facing exposures, andyamadilable water in streams

to support the growth of bushes and some trees¢@supply of firewood), as

well as a wealth of protected, sun-warmed rocktshehnd cave mouths for

human habitation (Straus 1991b: 265).

By the Middle to Late Magdalenian, the ice sheatsaibeginning to recede. This
geological stage, known as the Tardiglacial, dates 16,000 to 10,000 BP (Vialou
2006: 311), and marks the end of the Upper PafealitStraus believes there to be a
continued correlation, both geographical and temlpwith the plentiful cave art of

Western Europe and Tardiglacial human settlemetitignregion (Straus 1991a: 197).

This is also the period though, when populatiorsdess start to decrease in the LGM
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refuge areas, and we begin to see “the territorfdling, with permanent (albeit not

sedentary) habitation, well under way in northwesteurope” (Straus 1991b: 272). This
then, is the end of the ‘Ice Age’, and the transisil period into our current era, known as
the Holocene (Table 1 Straus 1991a: 190).

Dating the Art

Having outlined the stylistic periods associatethwhe Upper Paleolithic, and examined
their inextricable relationship with the environrtedrconditions of this period; | would
like to now turn the discussion to how researchsssgn the art itself to these different
phases. This happens to be a crucial questiomitiagut the ability to create a
chronological context, it is difficult to say anytly else that is meaningful about these
symbolic representations. While the stylistic pds of Western Europe were originally
created to document the evolving tool types froim ¢na, these same temporal
parameters were then employed to group the areds Whis associative dating
technique is the basis for the chronologies of Utadeolithic art, and along with the
spatial elements discussed above, was a foundaitiory research.

Early researchers such as Breuil and Leroi-Gouudsad three levels of
integration and assumption to create “grand siylsthemes” (Pettitt and Pike 2007: 29).
The first step involved creating a timeline for fh@table art that was found in
occupation layers at the site in association vathis that had already been assigned to
the Aurignacian, Gravettian, Solutrean and Magdatestylistic periods (Bahn and
Vertut 1997: 60). The second step involved linkiragietal art that had stylistic
similarities to the portable pieces, thereby inooating it into the timeline (Pettitt and

Pike 2007: 29). The third step involved usingistid comparison to integrate other
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examples of parietal art where no occupation lagristed (Pettitt and Pike 2007: 29).

This technique is known as stylistically basedtre¢adating, and relies on the
aforementioned material culture, and its validaygirengthened when it is found in
archaeologically dated layers that overlay thdiaat it must have been created prior to
being covered up) (Pettitt and Pike 2007: 29). @awg used to verify this was by
superposition (the assumption that the underlyapgasentations are from older stylistic
periods), which thereby created a type of parsgahtion (Pettitt and Pike 2007: 28).

Using the third step of stylistic dating when thex@o archaeological information
or superpositioning is probably the most problemadt this type of site, stylistic period
is assigned based purely on perceived similaitiédsrm and technique that could
suggest contemporaneity with a stylistically dagge (Bahn and Vertut 1997: 60). One
potential problem with this method though, is tlaidity of the original site being
associated with that period in the first placean into this issue repeatedly when trying
to assign a period to a site | was working witthe Bite was dated based on similarities
in theme and technique with another site, which alss based on the same criteria in
relation to a different site, and so on, until goént where sometimes the argument began
to seem rather circular.

A potential difficulty that arises when trying tesimciate occupation layers with
the parietal art is that we do not generally hawopthat the people who left these
remains were also the creators of the depictidies association is greatly strengthened
if we are able to find pigment in a layer that nhats what was used on the wall
(especially if we can chronometrically date it),ifove can find tools directly associated

with the art production (Bahn and Vertut 1997: 6Besearchers also sometimes
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discover fragments of decorated wall that havefaind become stratified in the

archaeological layers (Bahn and Vertut 1997: &6Bating an unambiguous link between
the stratified layers and the representationss €&hktablishes a minimum age by which
the representations must have been completed,hakamum date is not possible to
obtain as we only know when it fell from the walt®t when it was actually created
(Bahn and Vertut 1997: 61).

Other more recent methods of dating include didating, indirect stratigraphic
dating, and indirect architectural dating (Pe#rt Pike 2007: 29). Direct dating
involves using Radiocarbon technology on a samppggment from an image, most
commonly used with charcoal; it is possible it cbbé used with organic binders as well
(Pettitt and Pike 2007: 29). Some of the issues@ated with this method include
possible contamination of the sample, and thetfattthe wood (charcoal) is being
dated, not the actual moment at which it was usethis application (Bahn and Vertut
1997: 61). Indirect stratigraphic dating reliestba formation of geological materials
such as flowstone (U-series dating) or organicetmon (Radiocarbon) forming over the
images; this provides a minimum date for the agtt{ and Pike 2007: 29). One
difficulty with this method is the clear establisbm that the formation does in fact
overlay the art; it is also nearly impossible tibttee period of elapsed time between
image production and the formation on top of itl{Band Vertut 1997: 60).

Indirect architectural dating involves dating tlhemhation of a stratigraphic layer
(flowstone by U-series, cave sediments {6y of charcoal and bone) that appears to have
blocked the entrance to a decorated chamber anttipsoa minimum age for the

decoration (Pettitt and Pike 2007: 29). An issit@ this method is that it relies on the
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assumption that the dated layer clearly blockedtH@mber and that there were no

alternative entrances (Pettitt and Pike 2007: B3hn highlights Cosquer as a slightly
better case for this type of dating, since whenathter level rose towards the end of the
Pleistocene, we know that this must have occurited the art was completed, as the
entrance remains underwater to this day (1997: Bahn also mentions the potential of
assessing a maximum age in high valleys where we khat glacial activity made it
impossible to inhabit a site until after the LGMxamples are Niaux, Fontanet and Les
Eglises) (1997: 62).

As science continues to improve, so too does ailityaio confidently assign
parietal sites to a specific timeframe or styligteriod. Pettitt and Pike estimate that
approximately 95% of caves with parietal art havtbeen directly dated, and that based
on the prohibitive cost and difficulties of chronetmc dating, this issue is unlikely to be
resolved any time in the near future (2007: 28hoWing this, the best way to obtain
accurate dates for a site involves using multiptghods that can then be compared with
each other. This strengthens the likelihood thatyrof the pitfalls associated with
dating the images can be avoided. As Davidsombsed, one of the major issues that
researchers face when it comes to the study obiie art is the lack of good
chronological resolution (1997: 128). | can ceyaattest to this shortcoming, as many
of the earlier site discoveries have not yet beersited, so the dating is based on some
pretty weak evidence (i.e. stylistic dating basegerceived similarities with other sites).

The goal of this chapter was to provide the spatia temporal background for
my research, and to explore how these two reldesdents shaped the people who lived

during the Upper Paleolithic, as well as those Wwawee studied them since. Fluctuating
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environmental conditions, the need for continualepgation and innovation, faunal

availability, and a new level of population coneation during the LGM, would all have
been contributing factors that informed the contéxhe lives of the first modern
humans in Europe. There is no doubt that survitlmgugh these enormous changes in
the landscape and the resulting alterations istife would have created long-lasting
social memories among these people. These expesavould have in turn affected
their worldview, and influenced the cultural maté¢that they produced (Stiner and Kuhn
2006: 694). Having established the context withimch the non-figurative signs of
Europe were created, the following chapters witif® on the cultural material itself and

my findings based on the dual elements of spaceiared
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Chapter 3: Methodology

In both parietal and portable art, a full surveyra presence and interrelationships of
different motifs, as well as of their associatiothweach other and with other figures, is
required, but will entail a more complete publisivedpus than we have, followed by
computer analysis (Bahn & Vertut 1997: 168).

Research Methods
The main tool that | used to organize my researaf avdatabase that | built for this
project. With the computer technology now avagalhe logical choice seemed to be to
create a digital catalogue rather than using thdittonal method of compiling a paper
version. The most useful electronic form is atreteal database as it allows the designer
to build in multiple relationships simultaneouskll the data in this program can then be
filtered, similar to an online advanced searctpdomit fairly specific questions regarding
time periods, sign category, site type, methodzrofluction and spatial information.
While | was in the process of inputting the datagach site, | included a lot of
information that | did not personally need for tmmpletion of this project. My goal
was to establish a baseline of temporal presenabs@nce by sign category for each site,
but | also included site type (cave, rock sheldpen air), method of production (painting
and/or engraving, plus paint colours), and a peeitigentory for each sign type present.
| felt that this database should be as compreheras\possible, and since | was already
completing such a close reading of the literatareshch site, it did not take that much
longer to input these other sections. One of theatives | had for this research was to
make it available on the Internet after completi@®cause of this, I tried to include all
categories | thought could be potentially usefthesi for myself in the future, or for other

researchers interested in this topic.
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| framed the structure of my research and the tiegutlatabase around the

guestions ofvhowas doingvhat whereandwhenwas this being done; amdwwas it
being accomplished¥howas by far the most straightforward category, g&lomo
sapiens sapiensind specifically those who arrived in Europe dgihe Upper
Paleolithic (see Chapter 2 for details). The ottategories were all incorporated into the
framework of the database itself. Thbeatcategory refers to the non-figurative signs
themselves, and these were grouped based on siyndbphysical form (see typology
below). | ended up with three levelswafiere the first referring to the individual sites,
located in space by geographic coordinates; thenskio the regional placement of each
site, along with modern country affiliation; ancektthird indicating the archaeological site
type, divided into cave, rock shelter or open-a&.sWhenhas two related categories: all
sites (except Le Bison due to lack of informatio@re assigned to a stylistic period (or
multiple ones if there was more than one periodemforation), and were also given a
date range. If there were any chronometric datasadble (direct or indirect), then the
date range was more specific. If not, the site giasn the broad date range associated
with each stylistic period. These divisions weasdx on the stylistic timelines used by
both Vialou (2006: 308-311), and Clottes (2008:-315). How was a fairly simple
category, based on the method of production. # eiaided into painting and/or
engraving, and included all the possible paint eddhat were used at the sites | studied.
The three main sources that | used for researc¢hmgites were the EuroPreArt

online databaseMww.europreart.ngt and two reference boolsArt des Cavernes:

Atlas des Grottes Ornées Paléolithiques FrancaiaagdPréhistoire de I'Art Occidental

| generally started with EuroPreArt, as their webgicludes a generalised inventory for
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each site. Unfortunately, some of the time thetirig for the non-figurative work at a

site would include descriptions such as ‘sexuall®yisi or x number of signs’ without
being specific. This was why | would then reseaabh site using the other two books
to try and fill in the blanks, as each of thesemefices had different strengths.
EuroPreArt had good information about the datingaxth site, including its location both
regionally and in relation to the nearest commufguseful for the geographic
coordinates, see below), and had an excellentigitsphy which was repeatedly useful.
L’Art des Cavernes: Atlas des Grottes Ornées Pdtléqlies Francaisebad incredibly
detailed descriptions of all the images at eaah biiit did not include a master inventory,
so this multi-paged report had to be read withtgrteacentration, and | had to manually
compile a listing of the signs (totalling individumages, tracking mode of manufacture
and any paint colours) as | went through it.

Unlike the other two reference sourcBegghistoire de I'’Art Occidentadlid not
attempt to include every single site, though it chaitain descriptions of approximately
two-thirds of my dataset. This book was not asitket ad_'Art des Cavernes: Atlas des
Grottes Ornées Paléolithiques Francaisbkat since it was from 1995, it contained
several sites that were not in the other bookwal, Brigitte and Gilles Delluc, two of
the book’s editors, had re-surveyed many of thadhresites, especially in the Dordogne
region, and had updated the inventories, thougmeo¢ssarily providing a full listing.
The Dellucs also provided very thorough site disttion maps, which allowed me to
visually confirm much of the data | had been cdifeg Since they are both from the
structuralist school of thought, and Leroi-Gourlnaas the third editor of this volume, it

meant | often had to contend with interpretive desions of circles, ovals, open-angle
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signs and triangles as ‘vulvas’, which was whydrggribution maps were so important.

| also used other reference material (journal l@giand books) whenever it was
available, in order to provide as accurate an itvgras possible for each site.

In order to avoid missing any potential site inagns, | started with the
comprehensive list of French parietal sites foundburney through the Ice AgBahn
and Vertut 1997: 42-45), and cross-referencedth tie EuroPreArt database

(www.europreart.n@twhich was created in 2000. | then researched eawve

individually, and only removed it once | had detered that there were no signs present.
There were several cases where no signs were lgdisid in any of the inventories (for
example Pair-non-Pair), but | was able to visuagntify them by looking at images
from the site, or found them attached to the dpson of an animal or human image
rather than being seen as a separate entityo balrched through all the major journals
(and the French regional ones), looking for discegethat post-dated these listings, and
found several exciting new discoveries to add i®ithventory (including Margot in
Mayenne and Grotte d’Antoine in the Dordogne)nded up with 143 physical sites,
which converted to 153 total sites, as | includacheperiod of occupation with related
signs as its own entity for trending purposes.

Other than some difficulties in accumulating suéfit data for each site, probably
the most challenging part of this project was ¢ngga typology of the sign types out of
several regional versions. Gonzalez Morales hasareed that we must be aware of the
possibility that these categories were createdusecthey appeared to have the same
meaning to the researcher, rather than having tegamized this way by the artist (1997:

195). Many of the earliest sign types were assutmd@ narrative, or pictographic in
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nature, and were named accordingly using a Latseda&ypology (for example

penniform = spear or arrow, tectiform = hut or aalitnap, and claviform = club), and a
hunting magic theme (Bahn & Vertut 1997: 167). Balas suggested that while these
interpretive names are no longer taken literalgytare now so embedded in the
literature that they have been retained as gedesariptions of certain sign type shapes
(1997: 167). Based on this, | included these datboe category names in my typology
since they are the most widely recognized designat{see below for the full description
of each of these categories within the typologyhe could also make the argument that
Leroi-Gourhan’s binary division of the signs int@le and female categories (1967,
1982, 1986) had a similar impact when it came thiraglthe term ‘sexual symbol’, and
variants upon that theme, to the nomenclature.tlidage have not been included in the
typology due to the interpretive nature of thisatyeand the variety of geometric shapes
which underlie these broad categorizations.

With different researchers working in each of tegions, often at separate times,
some of them have chosen to use alternate cataegaorgs, or have grouped the signs in a
different way. This resulted in some confusion whging to ascertain whether non-
figurative signs from two different sites were acf the same (especially if there are no
images), which is necessary when trying to creaypalogy. Part of the issue with
multiple names for the same geometric shape seestsrn from the desire of later
researchers to distance themselves from the ed€égpretive names. In an attempt to be
more objective, what used to be called an arronos identified by some as “a chevron

with a median longitudinal line” (Bahn & Vertut 1B9174). Within this chapter, | will
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be defining the salient characteristics of each grge, as well as acknowledging the

alternate names which | have collapsed into eatdgosy.

Trending the Data

With the database complete, | was able to begiptbeess of trending the data. | did
this in two ways: the first involved using Micros@&xcel to generate temporal graphs,
and the second involved using Google Earth to ersaatial maps. | produced two
different kinds of temporal graph, both of whichrevat the sign type level, and
evaluated the sites across time. For the firgilgralooked at the percentage of signs
present in each period compared with the total rermobsites with that particular sign
type. In order to balance the effect of havinghsadarge number of Magdalenian sites
(74 total), | also created a second type of graphlboked at the presence of the signs in
each period compared to the total number of sibesvk from the same time frame.
Using this second style of comparison, | was sagariby how much the percentages
changed, making it a worthwhile inclusion in thisdy.

In order to add a visual aspect to the trendimgpuit the geographic coordinates
for each site by stylistic time period into Gooflarth’s terrain map. This made it
possible to look at all locations where a sign tyjaes present simultaneously, or to zero
in on a specific time period (or periods) wherealsvgeeing interesting patterns. The
flexibility of this program to zoom in and out, ataladd or remove sites and time
periods easily, contributed to the degree of rdgoiu was able to achieve when tracking
the movement of each sign type across the timespade of the study region. Both of
these trending methods can be seen in the folloaagter along with the data analysis

for each sign category.
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Database Categories and Description
Site nameThis is the base unit for the database, andaadl dere input in relation to its

presence or absence at the individual site lewlskes where there was more than one

name, | tried to choose the most widely recognizeel

Geographic Coordinate€oordinates were obtained for every site in thiablase. It was

difficult to find the precise coordinates for dietsites (the majority | did find came from
the UNESCO World Heritage site), so if sites wepean this list, | used the coordinates
for the closest known settlement. In nearly aflesathere was a community within one to
two kilometres of the site (almost none were furthan five kilometres). | felt that

since my goal was to look for large-scale patteynihis margin of error was acceptable.
These coordinates were all converted to decimaledsgo make them more compatible

with the computer programs | was using.

Regional Location and Countrifollowed the French system of assigning sitethe

residential departments in which they are situat&tith the geographic coordinates
known, this artificial division becomes less reletydut considering much of the
literature addresses the sites by regional grogp(foy example the Dordogne, or the
Ardéeche), it still seemed like a useful categosyitallows the sites to be filtered by
regional affiliation. At this point, the only cotm represented is France, but | built in the

capacity to add other countries for when | wislkexpand the database.

Comments This was the field where | could elaborate ow lioe site was dated

(stylistic versus chronometric, or a combinatiorboth). | also provided as detailed an
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inventory as possible of what geometric signs vpeesent at a site. This included exact

number if known, method of production for individgggns within a site (painting and/or
engraving, plus the colours if known), any conteéstigns at the site, and any non-
figurative images that | had moved from their arajidesignation (example vulva to

circle), or that | saw, but were not identifiedafficial inventories.

Location Type

Cave The vast majority of the sites fell into thidegory. Clottes has suggested that
this predominance of cave sites is based on enwiental factors, which make them
excellent places to find well-preserved evidencarafient human behaviour and activity
(2005: 21). While there is recent scholarship exarg where the art is located within a
cave (see for example Clottes 1997, 2005), | dicchoose to highlight these differences
in my research unless multiple periods of occupaticcurred in different locations

within the site. If | felt it was relevant to asdussion of how representations within a site
were assigned to different periods (see for exampleh-Merle), then | did include this

information in the comments section.

Rock ShelterDecorated rock shelters were often inhabitedog®eed to the deep caves
where there is very little evidence of long-terncwgation (Clottes 1997: 203). For this
reason, | thought it important to differentiatestiite type from the decorated caves, as
there is a different pattern of usage, and reasgdgarch has suggested that there may
have been some thematic variance in what was @epfsee for example Clottes 1997,

2005, Lewis-Williams 2002).
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Open-air While it has long been thought that parietalhawist have existed at open-air
sites along with the portable art (Bahn 1998: 1853, only fairly recently that any sites
have been found to confirm this. The site of Ftgitaut near Campome is the only site
| currently have in this category, but knowing ttfas type of site has also been found in
the Cda Valley in Portugal, and the search is omore of these open-air locations, |

thought it was important to give it its own categor

Dating Methods

Stylistic period[Timeline fromVialou (2006: 308-311) and Clottes (2008: 313-315)]

e Aurignacian: 35,000 to 28,000 BP

e Gravettian: 28,000 to 22,000 BP

e Solutrean: 22,000 to 17,000 BP
The Magdalenian period is sometimes further diviskao the Early, Middle and Late
Magdalenian periods, but these can be quite suNxgeat localized divisions. For the
purposes of my research | chose to separate ibmfotwo sub-sections, where | felt that
the stylistic change was significant enough to waira different categorization:

e Magdalenian: 17,000 BP to 13,000 BP

e Late Magdalenian: 13,000 BP to 10,000 BP (this catiegory covers the terminal

end of the Pleistocene)

Date Range As mentioned above, if no chronometric datesevesmailable, | gave the

site the date range of its associated stylistioderlf | was able to obtain some more
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precise dates, these were entered as a maximumiamdum by expanding the dates

which always include some potential uncertainty)(te/ give it the widest possible range.

Method of Production

Painting This category includes not only painting, bubatisawing, with my criteria

being that something was applied to the cave wather than being etched in. | also
included all the paint colours as separate categ®o they could be identified as present
or absent. | only incorporated the colours thaliad to the non-figurative images

within my dataset. These colours are red, blaekow, white and brown.

Engraving Along with the more typical definition of engrag as using some sort of
implement to mark the walls, | also included finfating in this category as it has the

same sort of effect, just without the use of a.tool

Non-Figurative Typology

Aviform

~

Vertut 1997: 167). A typical aviform is defined ‘@geometric sign consisting of a kind

Aviform: This term comes from the Latin word for bird-skdgBahn &

of thick horizontal bar with a downward extensidareach end and an upward bar at its

centre” (Clottes 2008: 315). Alternative namestfas category include ‘accolade signs

(used by Lorblanchet, especially in the Lot regi@md named after the type of
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punctuation bracket it resembles ‘{’, and ‘Plac#yde signs’ (used by Clottes), named

after one of the caves that has this sign type(@ahn & Vertut 1997: 167).

Circle

o Circle: This geometric sign is shaped exactly how onelevthink. Circles are
also sometimes identified as being a vulva, omaomplete vulva in a site inventory

(Bahn & Vertut 1997: 187).

Claviform

Claviform: This term comes from the Latin word for club-sedgBahn &
Vertut 1997: 167). A typical claviform is defined a vertical bar with a small bump at
the upper end (Clottes 2008: 314). It is also kmaw a ‘P-sign’ (Marshack 1972: 311),
and is sometimes interpreted, and therefore idedtih inventories, as a stylized female

figure (Bahn & Vertut 1997: 167).
Cordiform

: Cordiform This term comes from the Latin word for heartstth (Clottes
2008: 314), and rather than resembling an actuat heis shaped more like the Western

version associated with Valentine’s Day, making fairly interpretive category name.
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Crosshatch

' i CrosshatchThe Merriam-Webster online dictionary definesttd@rm as

“two series of parallel lines that intersedtittf://www.merriam-

webster.com/dictionary/crosshajchrhe versions found at Paleolithic sites dotrat

to be quite this neat, and often have more thanjusseries of intersecting lines.

Cruciform

Crucifornt This term comes from the Latin word for crossgsth(Bahn &
Vertut 1997: 167), and is basically just two pafalhtersecting lines, with no specific

orientation in this context.

Cupule

Cupule This sign type is also sometimes referred to ‘aggmark’, and is
defined as “a small, shallow and usually circulepmrssion, a few centimetres in
diameter, dug into the surface of a rock face” {€®2008: 314). It is basically an

engraved dot.

Dot
LR
.» o . . . . . . .
Dot: As the name implies, this sign type consistsasi/wg sized points,

always done with paint or by drawing (Vialou 20881). In the early days of the
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discipline, dots were sometimes identified as “waginn site inventories, and were part

of the hunting magic hypothesis (Gould 1996: 18).

Finger Fluting

Finger Fluting Also known as digital fluting, ‘macaronis’ or ‘raeders’
(Vialou 2006: 310), finger fluting is the act of kiag lines by drawing fingers over a
soft surface (Sharpe and Van Gelder 2006: 281yolimme, these markings account for
a sizeable proportion of cave art in France, amdbeafigurative in shape, form non-
figurative patterns or motifs, or “present no ratiagble symbol, picture or pattern”
(Sharpe and Van Gelder 2006: 281). While fingatirfly is most certainly a technique in
the production of art, it is the third category wnéhere is no discernible pattern or
image that makes me also include it as a signityge own right. When the end goal
was simply to make these markings, not use thlsigae to create a defined
representation, it becomes a type of sign, sepateits other uses, and has been

defined as non-figurative (Sharpe and Van Geld662@81).

Flabelliform

' éFIabeIIiform This was actually a category | created using_tite-based
naming convention, and means fan-shaped. | noti@dhere was a whole grouping of
signs that had different names, with no single teeimg predominant. They have been
variously described as comets (Graziosi 1960)atadj light beams (Lorblanchet), a

goose foot (Brigitte and Gilles Delluc), and brokdauble vulvas (Bahn & Vertut 1997:
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187). They generally look like an open-angle skgrt,with multiple interior lines

extending from the apex.

Half-Circle

u Half-Circle: As the name suggests, this sign type is half afcke¢ but was
common enough that | felt it needed its own catggather than being lumped in with
complete circles. This category is also sometikmesvn as an incomplete vulva (Bahn

& Vertut 1997: 187).

Line
b Line: This is one of the simplest and most common sigasd at parietal
art sites. Early researchers commonly ignored/iaaed Breuil in particular interpreted
many of them agaits parasitesand often failed to record them when documeritireg
images at a site (Bahn and Vertut 1997: 51). Baimgre of this omission, | made a

point whenever possible of assessing for myselfelging on later research, to determine

whether this sign type was present at a given site.

Negative Hand

&
o

Gt e
'%% # Negative Handl have included this as a sign type, even though it

technically recognizable as being in the shapeharal, because of the common pattern
of missing fingers, suggested by some to repré'sekind of gestural language or code”

(White 1986: 113). Itis also known as a hand@teand is made by placing the hand
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against the wall, and spraying it with paint (Gést008: 314); it is never made by

engraving.

Open-Angle
Va

Open-Angle This sign type is named for its geometric formg & defined
as being shaped like a *V’, and sometimes havirglosecting line (Vialou 2006: 308).
| have included chevron with this sign type, siitae basically just two or more open-
angle signs in a column formation (Vialou 2006: 3@hd does not seem distinct enough
to merit its own category. Open-angles are alsoesiones identified as being a vulva, or

an incomplete vulva in a site inventory (Bahn & ¥er1997: 187).

Oval

° Oval This sign type is named for its geometric formg as the name implies,
is shaped like an oval. This sign type is alsoetomes identified as being a vulva (Bahn

& Vertut 1997: 187).

Pectiform

&

Vertut 1997: 167), and as the description implies a central line, with a series of lines

Pectiform This term comes from the Latin word for comb-gdyBahn &

extending from one side of it at 90° angles. latetl whether to combine this sign type

in with the penniforms, since they have many sirtis, but after having seen some
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very distinct pectiforms in Spanish sites such as\v@ la Pileta, | believe it should have

its own category.
Penniform

& * Penniform This term comes from the Latin word for feathkaysed (Bahn
& Vertut 1997: 167). Itis defined as a “sign wéhbranching or branchlike shape”
(Clottes 2008: 315), and as being reminiscentfeather (Vialou 2006: 309). There are
many other terms used to identify this sign typeuding barbed signs (Vialou 2006:
311), ramiform signs (Clottes 2008: 315), and asowissiles or projectiles (Bahn &

Vertut 1997: 172).

Positive Hand

Positive HandThis sign type is created by pressing all or pathe hand to
a parietal surface, after having applied paintlay to the palm side of the hand (Clottes
2008: 315). | have included it for the same reagonwhich | included the negative

hand category.

Quadrangle

D QuadrangleThis sign type is hamed for its geometric formg & chose

this particular version of a four-sided shape, silh@s a bit more generalized than some

of the other four-sided figures. With that in mihdhave included trapezoids, rectangles
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and squares in this category, since none of themee distinct enough to merit their

own class. As well, since a parietal quadrangtiefsned as occasionally having
appendices extending from it, or as being filledsometimes with smaller quadrangles
such as we see at Lascaux) (Vialou 2006: 311)vé ladso included the categories of
scutiform (meaning shield-shaped, or a quadrangle extending lines), and “cloisonné”
(used by Brigitte and Gilles Delluc to refer to duengles with interior crosshatching) in
this sign type. Additionally, any signs identifiad squared vulvas or ‘trouser vulvas’

were also included (Bahn & Vertut 1997: 187).

Reniform

: a Reniform This term comes from the Latin word for kidneyapkd, and | first
saw it used to describe some of the geometric shfape Abri Cellier (Davis 1987).
While this shape is a bit ambiguous, it did notnsetose enough to either a circle or an

oval to be included with those sign types, so Isehto leave it in its own category.

Scalariform

m Scalariform This term comes from the Latin word for laddegjséd, and |
first saw this term being used to describe the ggpnmsign above the fish at Abri du
Poisson (Roussot 1984). As the name suggestsigimgype is composed of two
parallel lines, with interior lines connecting tived main lines at 90° angles. | felt this

form was distinctive enough to merit its own catggo
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Serpentiform

Serpentiform This term comes from the Latin word for serpemyged, and in

form looks like a curving zigzag.
Spiral

’ Spirat This sign type is named for its geometric formd @as the name implies,

is shaped like a spiral.

Tectiform

¢ Tectiformt This term comes from the Latin word for roof-sbd{Vialou

2006: 311), and the defining characteristics of #ign are a downward facing open-
angle sign (like a peaked roof), with an interiertical line also extending downwards,
and having a horizontal line for a base. Somey/@adgearchers actually interpreted it as
representing a hut or some sort of trap (Bahn &Mer997: 172), and the term
tectiform, related to these interpretations, remadely accepted as its category name,

even though the meaning is no longer seen to haicer

Triangle

Vv

implies, is shaped like a triangle. The biggestigssurrounding its name is that it is also

Triangle This sign type is named for its geometric formd as the name

widely identified as a vulva (Bahn & Vertut 199°87), but considering the interpretive
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nature of that classification, if they are indepamtcbf a female figure | have chosen to

call them all triangles.

Zigrag

Zigzag This sign type is named for its geometric formg as the name implies, is

shaped like a zigzag.

While the majority of the categories in the dat&basre in place from the
beginning, the typology section actually remainemtenfluid until the end. This was a
necessity since each new site that | examinedh®gddtential to add more categories to
the typology. The 26 sign types | have includezlthe end result of this process, and
offer a fairly definitive organization of the geotne shapes | observed at the 153 sites
included in this study. These non-figurative imageere the starting point of all the
trending | went on to do, and therefore a cleareustdinding of the sign categories is
necessary before proceeding to the results | acddaiidaving outlined the organization
of my research, and defined the categories of tmefigurative signs themselves, | will

now be turning to the intriguing part of this resda the spatial and temporal findings.
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Chapter 4: Interpretation of Results by Sign Type
Some authors study the subject matter in Paleol@tisynchronically, without taking

into account the chronology of the entire traditidrhis denies a historical dimension to
the Paleolithic art and negates the dynamics afigdaéhroughout the thousands of years
of its development (Gonzalez Morales 1997: 190).

The focus of this chapter is the results | obtaimgtrending the sign types across
both time and space. By bringing these two elestagether, the interpretation | was
able to achieve was multi-dimensional, and mangsstive patterns presented
themselves. | dealt with each sign type indiviyand have included a chronologically
written description of spatial movement, as welire®rporating the graphs and some
spatial imaging for each category. At the endchefinterpretation, | have highlighted
some of the more interesting trends, and suggestesible explanations and areas for
further study.

Before introducing the sign types themselves thouglanted to touch on the two
large-scale graphs which | created to assist withanalysis and that both appear below.
The first records the total presence of sign typeke study region with the temporal
aspect removed. This graph is based on the 1&8isitluded in the research, and
documents how many of the sites overall contairath sign category. This seemed like
a good place to start as it gave me a generatdebbw frequently the sign types
occurred, and allowed me to see which ones werergliythe most popular to
reproduce. The second graph focuses specificalth® temporal aspect of the study,
breaking down the total number of sites by timequer | knew that in many cases the
Magdalenian would be over-represented due to tigedaaumber of sites from this

period (White 1986: 47-48), and this graph gavearbetter sense of how the sites were

grouped temporally.
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Table 2 — Breakdown of All Sites by Period

Breakdown of Sites By Period
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(n=153)
48.4%
21.6%
17.7%
7.8%
4.6%
T T T T
Aurignacian (7 sites) Gravettian (27 sites) Solutrean (33 sites) Magdalenian (74 sites) Late Magdalenian (12

sites)

Interpretation of Individual Sign Types
Note: the stylistic periods are colour-coded ongpatial maps. The Aurignacian is
white, the Gravettian is blue, the Solutrean igreéhe Magdalenian is pink, and the
Late Magdalenian is yellow.
Aviform
Aviform

‘ I Only 12 sites have aviforms present, making itejaitare category. It occurs
in three periods: the Aurignacian, the Solutreashthie Magdalenian. Clottes has
suggested that this sign type is at its peak irSibletrean (2008: 315), and he is correct
in that assertion. Aviforms are present in onedaf@very five sites from this period

(21.2%), and when compared across time, the Salutecounts for 58.3% of all known

sites containing this sign type. The geographstrithution during the Solutrean is quite
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broad, ranging from the Charente in the middléhefdountry, to sites along the

Pyrénées, near the Mediterranean, and in the Aediectihe east. There are only four
Magdalenian sites with aviforms, giving it an ogemce frequency in this period of
5.4%. Spatially, there is a visible contractiortieé range of this sign type, with it now
centered on the Dordogne/Lot region (3 sites),@ralsite located near the Pyrénées.
There is a single Aurignacian site, Grotte Chaurvéthe Ardeche, but since there are no
Gravettian sites with this sign type, it is hardrtake an argument for continuity. One
possible way to resolve this question would bertogothe Spanish sites with aviforms
into this discussion (for example La Pasiega artdmira), in case the sign type moved
south, before returning north at a later period. wkll, seeing as how unusual aviforms
are in France, it would be interesting to lookheg €xtent of its presence in Spain, as well
as elsewhere in Eurasia.

Table 3 - Aviform Period Frequencies

Aviform Period Frequencies
(n=12)

70.0%

60.0%

58.3%

50.0% -

40.0%

30.0% - 33.3%
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8.3%

0.0% 0.0%

0.0%
Aurignacian Gravettian Solutrean Magdalenian Late Magdalenian
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Table 4 - Proportion of Aviforms to Period Site Totls

Proportion of Aviforms to Period Site Totals
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Figure 1 - Aviforms: All Periods
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Circle

Circle

o This sign type is present at 29 sites and occuadl periods. When compared
proportionally with period site totals, the high&siguency is in the Aurignacian
(42.9%). There is also a fairly even presencéenGravettian (14.8%), Solutrean
(15.2%) and Magdalenian (21.6%), and a taperingndtie Late Magdalenian (8.3%). It
has a broad spatial range in the Aurignacian, sités in the Dordogne, on the
Mediterranean, and in the Ardéche. In the Graaettine sites are restricted to three sites
in the Dordogne/Lot region, and one site locatedt tiee Pyrénées. The Solutrean sees a
return to the Ardéche with two sites in this regiarcontinued presence in the Dordogne,
also with two sites, and one site near the Pyrénées

While it might not have the highest proportion&duency, the Magdalenian does
have the largest number of sites with circles (46} there are some clear patterns that
emerge. Circles are no longer present at sitdwi\rdeche/Gard region, but are
strongly represented along the length of the P@gméth ten sites in this region. There
are also four sites in the Dordogne, and two sde¢ke north, Gouy being in the far
north, and Blanchard located halfway in betweeher€ is only one Late Magdalenian
site located in the Dordogne. Based on the ndyttrjectory suggested by Blanchard
and Gouy in the Magdalenian, it would be intriguingcompare these sites with those in
the UK that are associated with the Creswelliam&ty. Another interesting feature of
this sign type is the sharp decrease in usagegitireLate Magdalenian, with there

being only one site left in France for this peridehlarging the scope of this study could
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answer the question of whether circles became poputar choice, or if their use just

moved into different parts of Eurasia.

Table 5 - Circle Period Frequencies

Circle Period Frequencies
(n=29)
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Table 6 - Proportion of Circles to Period Site Totés
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Figure 2 - Circle: Aurignacian, Gravettian and Solurean sites
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Claviform

Claviform

The first appearance of this sign type is in thii®ean, suggesting either a later
innovation or an import from another region. Aktiger there are 24 sites where the
claviform is present. When looking at the propmrtof sites with claviforms compared
to the number of sites from each period, theredlear upward trend of use: 12.1% in the
Solutrean, 23% in the Magdalenian and 25% in ttie Magdalenian. This suggests a
continued and growing importance of the symbol typee it had been introduced.
Traditionally, it was believed that the distributiof the claviform sign was heavily
centered on the Ariege region of the Pyrénées (BaWertut 1997: 168, Vialou 2006:
309). While this region is an important focal gadhthis sign type, it is by no means
exclusive to this area. In fact, during the Sd@atr, three out of the four known sites are
far to the east in the Ardeche/Gard region, ang thd Les Trois-Fréres site is in Ariége.

In the Magdalenian, there are two clear groupirfgaght sites each, one along
the Pyrénées, and the other in the Dordogne/Ladmegdrhere is also one occurrence of
this sign type in Northern France at the site ofifsoThe Late Magdalenian shows a
similar pattern, with one site in the Dordogne, amd along the Pyrénées. Considering
that there are also sites in Spain with this syge t(for example El Pindal and La
Cullalvera), an opportunity for further study woudd to incorporate this region, looking
for larger-scale temporal and spatial patternifigis might also help to determine
whether this sign type was imported from Spaine{eewhere), or if it originated in the

French region during the Solutrean period.



Table 7 - Claviform Period Frequencies

Claviform Period Frequencies
(n=24)
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Table 8 - Proportion of Claviforms to Period Site Totals

Proportion of Claviforms to Period Site Totals
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Figure 4 - Claviform: All Periods
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Cordiform

Cordiform

o With only 3 sites in three different periods thrbogt the entire UP, this dataset
is not really large enough to interpret in any niegiul way. Though two of the sites are
located in the Ardéche, one is from the Aurignacand the other is from the Late
Magdalenian, suggesting a temporal distance afaat 115,000 years, and making it
doubtful that this is more than coincidence. Adtethis is the fact that the Aurignacian
site is Grotte Chauvet, thought to have been blbdfeby a rock collapse sometime in
the later Gravettian period (Clottes 2003), makinglikely that the later group ever saw

this earlier example. The other site is locateth@Ariege region of the Pyrénées.

Table 9 - Cordiform Period Frequencies

Cordiform Period Frequencies
(n=3)
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Table 10 - Proportion of Cordiforms to Period SiteTotals

Proportion of Cordiforms to Period Site Totals
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Crosshatch

Crosshatch

‘ I Out of the 27 sites where this sign type is presghbf these are from the

Magdalenian. With only one site each in the Auaigjan, Gravettian, and Solutrean, it is
hard to know what made people choose to keep rapigl this sign in such a small
percentage of the sites. The Magdalenian exploddke scene with nearly one in three
caves from this period including the crosshatchlsyim There is a clear grouping of sites
along the Pyrénées using this sign, as well aagpresence in the Dordogne, Lot and
nearby regions. There are also two sites in tlignwaith crosshatch signs from this
period, but none in the Ardeche/Gard region. TatIMagdalenian displays a sharp
drop in frequency, with only two sites from thigipe having crosshatch signs present.
When | see such an abrupt change in popularityy before and after the Magdalenian, it
makes me quite curious as to whether this patteuidvwecome any clearer if there was

a larger spatial dataset to work with.
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Table 11 - Crosshatch Period Frequencies

Crosshatch Period Frequencies
(n=27)
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Table 12 - Proportion of Crosshatches to Period SitTotals

Proportion of Crosshatches to Period Site Totals
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Figure 7 - Crosshatch: All Periods
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Cruciform

Cruciform

This sign type is present at 20 sites and occuadl periods, though the
majority of occurrences are in the Solutrean (@s3iand Magdalenian (12 sites). There
is a steady increase in the presence of crucifoiprs the Magdalenian, at which point it
decreases sharply in the Late Magdalenian (1 sit)en compared proportionally
within the timeframe of each period, the Aurignaciiemonstrates an increased
occurrence at 14.3%, as does the Late Magdale&id®o], but the Magdalenian remains
the period of highest occurrence with 16.2%.

The only site from the Aurignacian is located ie #hrdeche, while the Gravettian
sites consist of one in the Dordogne, and one theaPyrénées. In the Solutrean this
sign type shows a broader distribution patternhwite site in the Ardeche, one on the
Mediterranean, and two sites in the Lot region.riluthis period, there are no sites with
this sign type present near the Pyrénées. The dagdn sees a polarization of the
sites, with a grouping of seven sites in the Dordidlgot region, and another grouping of
five sites along the Pyrénées. The only Late Megguan site is located in the Dordogne.
Interestingly, this sign type does not appear yafrthe northern sites, and in fact, never
moved further north than the Dordogne region. Wihevidence of cruciforms moving
northwards, the location of the Magdalenian groegrrihe border with Spain suggests

that further study in that direction may bring egker pattern into focus.



70%

68
Table 13 - Cruciform Period Frequencies

Cruciform Period Frequencies
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Table 14 - Proportion of Cruciforms to Period SiteTotals

Proportion of Cruciforms to Period Site Totals
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Cupule

Cupule

This sign type is present at 24 sites and occuadl periods. When comparing
across time, the Magdalenian accounts for over &6D&te sites, but when period totals
are compared to the related site totals, the Aag@n increases to 57.1%, and all other
categories drop. Spatially, the cupule sign idiced to a single grouping centered on
the Dordogne/Lot region for both the Aurignaciarsii#s) and Gravettian (5 sites)
periods. In the Solutrean, there is only a sisgke near the Mediterranean along the
Pyrénées. In the Magdalenian there is a polaozaif sites, with one group in the
Dordogne region, and the other along the Pyrén€hsre is also one site to the far north.
The Late Magdalenian only has one site, and tHscated in the Hautes-Pyrénées
region. There is not a single example of this $yge in the Ardéche/Gard region during
any period.

The high frequency of this sign type during the ioacian, combined with its
localization to four sites in close proximity isrt@@nly suggestive of a regional
origination. This becomes even more evocative viheronly five sites in the following
period are also grouped so closely in the samemediwould be interested to see if
there was any other regions in Eurasia that alge bapules of this extreme age. The
contraction of this sign type in the Solutrean ®rale site far to the south is also quite
curious, especially when there is such a strongrgesce of this sign type afterwards in
the Magdalenian. This also seems like a poteated for future study, and it could be

useful to ascertain whether Spain also had cupatesif so, in what periods?



Table 15 - Cupule Period Frequencies

Cupule Period Frequencies

(n=24)
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Table 16 - Proportion of Cupules to Period Site Tatls
Proportion of Cupules to Period Site Totals
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Figure 11 - Cupule: Aurignacian, Gravettian and Salitrean sites
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Dot

Dot

"

This sign type is present at 65 sites, occurslipalods, and is the second
most numerous sign type (tied with open-angle 3igiiéhen compared across time, the
Magdalenian accounts for over 50% of the siteyghahis sign is also quite common in
the Gravettian and Solutrean. When period totasampared to the related site totals,
the Aurignacian is the only period to have a lowgartion of dots (one site in the
Ardeche), whereas the rest of the periods havepetent at 30% to 50% of their sites.

In the Gravettian, there is a large grouping o #ign type in the Dordogne/Lot region,
with one site in Charente, and three sites evahdunorth. There are also two sites near
the Pyrénées.

The Solutrean sees a contraction of this sign $ymaige, and its appearance in
the Ardeche region (5 sites) for the first timecsinhe Aurignacian. The other two major
groupings of this period are in the Dordogne/Lgiioa and along the Pyrénées. There
are 33 Magdalenian sites, and these are arrangaaihuge groups, one in the
Dordogne/Lot region, and the other along the Pyénd& here is also one site to the
north, and one in the Ardéche region. The sppti#ierning of the Late Magdalenian is
quite interesting, as the sites are all situatedraat the margins of my geographic range,
with two near the Pyrénées, one to the far noritd,ane in the Ardeche. This outward
trending of the sign’s range suggests that funtesearch should focus on Spain and the

UK to see if this sign type is present.



Table 17 - Dot Period Frequencies

Dot Period Frequencies
(n=65)
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Table 18 - Proportion of Dots to Period Site Totals

Proportion of Dots to Period Site Totals
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Figure 13- Dot: Aurignacian, Gravettian and Solutrean sites
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Finger Fluting

Finger Fluting

x This sign type is present at 23 sites and occuadl periods. When compared
across time, the Magdalenian accounts for neady 60the sites, though this sign is also
guite common in the Gravettian. When period toaaéscompared to the related site
totals, the Aurignacian and Gravettian take ontgraenportance, while the Magdalenian
becomes much less so (14.9%). The Aurignacias arelocated in the Ardéche and
near the Mediterranean, whereas the Gravettiaa hasch larger range, with a site to the
north, another along the Pyrénées, a third nedvidditerranean, and a larger grouping
in the Dordogne. There are only three Solutretassand they form a triangle with one
site in the Dordogne, one in the Pyrénées, androAedeche. The Magdalenian
includes two large groupings, one in the Dordogaerfegion and the other along the
Pyrénées. There is also a single site in Ardéahe one site to the north. There is only
one Late Magdalenian site, and it is situated tleaPyrénées. The continuity of this
sign type in the Pyrénées region is actually quitesual, with it being present in every
period from the Gravettian onward. The fact th&t tegion also contains the only Late
Magdalenian site suggests that it could be usefsée what was going on in Spain in

regards to this sign type.
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Table 19 - Finger Fluting Period Frequencies

Finger Fluting Period Frequencies
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(n=23)
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Table 20 - Proportion of Finger Flutings to PeriodSite Totals

Proportion of Finger Flutings to Period Site Totals
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Figure 15 - Finger Fluting: Aurignacian, Gravettian and Solutrean sites

O))llelCroc-Marin

La Croze a Gontran,
Grottelde Cussac
" Pech;MeHe

L& Martine

Q| Grotte Chauvet »

%

LasBaume-Latrone! Q

r' ) Grotte Cosquer

S Navy, NGA, GEBCO
talGlobe

4°011555"E

¢y Grotte du Cheval (Arcy)

Rouffignac ¢
L

Cournazac

Grolte della Bergerie de Charmasson ¢

'

Oxocelhaya-Hariztoya ¢ Erberua

Bois'du Cantet/(Espéche), o LeiTuc, d'(Audcubevl

¢ Bédeilhac

Réseau Clastres
*® NOAA, U'S Navy. NGA! GEBCO, 008[@ .

45°0918B1"N 3% e Eye alt_580.18 mi




79
Flabelliform

Flabelliform
v é This sign type is present at 28 sites and occuadl periods. When
compared across time, the Magdalenian accountiéorast majority of flabelliforms
with 67.9% occurring in this period. Comparing gresence of this sign in each period
with the period site totals, results in the Aurigiaa increasing to the highest frequency
with 28.6%, followed by the Magdalenian at 25.7%8hile a significant drop for the
Magdalenian period, it still signals a strong presewith 1 out of every 4 sites from this
period having this sign present. The Solutreanahbs.2% occurrence frequency, and
appears to have been replicated somewhat reguMthile it is also present in the
Gravettian and Late Magdalenian, with 1 site peioge the frequency is much lower
than the other periods.

The Aurignacian sites are both located in SE Franbde the only Gravettian
site is in the Dordogne. The Solutrean sites areerdispersed, with two near the
Pyrénées, one in the Ardeche, one near the Mealitean, and one in the Lot region.
The Magdalenian includes two large groupings, arthé Dordogne/Lot region and the
other along the Pyrénées. There is also onecstteetfar north at Gouy. The only Late
Magdalenian site is located near the Pyrénéess i§la@nother one of those sign types
where popularity increases greatly during the Mégdan, but then decreases sharply
afterwards in the Late Magdalenian. In order ttearine if this sign type was in the
process of being abandoned or if its usage cordimuether parts of Eurasia, a larger

scale study would be required.
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Table 21 - Flabelliform Period Frequencies

Flabelliform Period Frequencies
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(n=28)
67.9%
17.9%
7.1%
3.6% 3.6%
Aurignacian Gravettian Solutrean Magdalenian Late Magdalenian

Table 22 - Proportion of Flabelliforms to Period Sie Totals

Proportion of Flabelliforms to Period Site Totals
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Figure 17 - Flabelliform: Aurignacian, Gravettian and Solutrean sites
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Half-Circle

Half-Circle

V This sign type is present at 28 sites and occuadl jperiods. When compared
across time, the Solutrean (21.4%) and Magdalgari%) periods have the highest
frequencies, with a lower number of occurrencebénAurignacian (3.6%), Gravettian
(10.7%) and Late Magdalenian (7.1%). When thegres of this sign in each period is
compared to the period site totals, its occurrdrem®mes much more regular, with
14.3% in the Aurignacian, 11.1% in the Gravettis2% in the Solutrean, 21.6% in the
Magdalenian, and 16.7% in the Late Magdalenians 3ign is unusual, as it appears to
remain consistently in use throughout the entieinsyf the French Upper Paleolithic.

When analyzing the spatial data for this sign type,first thing I noticed was that
there were no sites anywhere in northern Franeayrperiod. The only Aurignacian site
is located in the Ardéche, while the three Grasaatsites are in the Dordogne, or nearby
in Gironde. There is one grouping of Solutreaessih the Ardéeche region, along with
one site in Lot, and the other near the Pyréngesre are no sites in Ardeche during the
Magdalenian; instead they are tightly grouped atiaine Dordogne/Lot, region, with one
site near the Pyrénées. The only two Late Magdaiesites are also near the Pyrénées.
The fact that there is no northward movement & $ingn type suggests that any larger
patterning may found to the south. If the Spadista could be brought into the database,

we might see some interesting patterns emerge.
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Table 23 - Half-Circle Period Frequencies

Half-Circle Period Frequencies

(n=28)
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Table 24 - Proportion of Half-Circles to Period Sie Totals
Proportion of Half-Circles to Period Site Totals
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Figure 19 - Half-Circle: Aurignacian, Gravettian and Solutrean sites
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Line
Line
W This sign type is present at 111 sites, and odous$ periods. This is the
most common sign type, and has an overall occuerrequency of 75% in the study
region. When compared across time, the Magdalegaounts for 50% of all sites with
lines. This sign type was then compared propaatigrio the period site totals, and the
occurrence frequencies rose dramatically, with exwogl below 63%.

With a 100% occurrence frequency, the Aurignacsamainly grouped around
the Dordogne region, with two other sites in SEnEea The Gravettian has a much
wider distribution pattern. There are three sitethe north, the main concentration is
centered in the Dordogne and Lot along with thecsurding area, and there are also two
sites situated near the Pyrénées. The Solutresntsve a broad distribution pattern as
well, with concentrations in the Ardeche/Gard regithe Dordogne/Lot region, and
along the Pyrénées. Altogether, the Magdaleniarbbasites with lines present. These
include 5 sites moving progressively further noslarge grouping centered on the
Dordogne/Lot region, and another grouping of sitear the Pyrénées. The Late
Magdalenian has 10 sites with this sign type pries€hese are loosely grouped, with 3
sites each in the Ardéche, the Dordogne, and hedPyrénées, and another site in the
north.

Considering how common this sign type is, it magewonder why lines were
not present at the remaining 25% of the sitesersthidy region. Its omission from these
other sites suggests that the makers of the ad indact making a conscious choice to
include this sign type, it just happened to berg pepular one. | am also interested in

the five northern sites in the Magdalenian perigdh& sites move progressively
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northwards, and their alignment could be suggestiveemigration route or a cultural

network, making this another potential area fottfer study.

Table 25 - Line Period Frequencies
Line Period Frequencies

(n=111)
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Table 26 - Proportion of Lines to Period Site Totad

Proportion of Lines to Period Site Totals
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Figure 21 - Line: Aurignacian, Gravettian and Solutean sites
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Negative Hand

Negative Hand

i,

‘ib # This sign type is present at 23 sites, and occuadl periods except the Late
Magdalenian. This is one of those unusual sigegmates where doing two different
styles of graph does not change the percentages.Gravettian contains the majority of
these representations either way, though we dars@gcrease in the Aurignacian when
the sign type is trended against period totals,aaddcrease in both the Solutrean and
Magdalenian. The only Aurignacian site is Chauletated in the Ardeche region. The
Gravettian sites have an unusual distribution patigith a major grouping in the
Dordogne/Lot region, three sites that get progvedgifurther north, one site on the
Mediterranean, and two sites near the Pyrénéegliarwhich does not generally have
sites this old.

There are only four Solutrean sites, grouped inspaivo are found in the
Dordogne, and the other two are near the PyrénBaste are only four Magdalenian
sites as well. Three of these sites are in clogeimity in the Dordogne region, and the
fourth is in the Pyrénées-Atlantiques. This sigmetis a bit different than most of the
others as it peaks in popularity early, and thareheses to the point of vanishing from
the archaeological record by the Late Magdalenfamother unusual aspect of the
negative hand sign type is the broad geographgeranthis sign in the Gravettian
period. | am not certain if this sign type alseurs in Spain, but it would be interesting
to see if it appeared in Spain around the same aséhe presence of two Gravettian

sites near the Pyrénées (a rare occurrence) cewsddgestive of a larger spatial pattern.
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Table 27 - Negative Hand Period Frequencies

Negative Hand Period Frequencies
(n=23)
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Table 28 - Proportion of Negative Hands to Periodig Totals

Proportion of Negative Hands to Period Site Totals
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Figure 23 - Negative Hand: All Periods
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Open-angle

Open-Angle

Va

numerous non-figurative category in this regiomcs this was one of the categories that

With 65 sites, this sign type ties with the daegary for the second most

had several different names when | began the psaafdsuilding the typology, it has not
traditionally been grouped with the most abundamt §/pes, and in fact, has been
identified as a Magdalenian sign (Vialou 2006: 308jhen compared across time, the
Magdalenian does dominate, accounting for fortthefsites where open-angles occur,
but it is present in all periods, and when thequisiare compared against their own
period totals, the distribution becomes a lot mewen. This sign type is now present in
about one-half of all sites from the Aurignaciamddalenian, and Late Magdalenian
periods, and appears at 18.5% of Gravettian sites33.3% of Solutrean sites.

In the Aurignacian, there is already a broad distion pattern, with one site in
the Dordogne, one in the Ardéche, and one sitetheavlediterranean. In the
Gravettian, this sign type is centered in the Dgraoregion, with one site to the far north
at Mayenne-Sciences, and one near the Pyrénédise 8olutrean, there is a strong
presence in the Ardeche region, with eight sitesiged together. There are also two
sites in the Dordogne/Lot region, and one siteh@Mediterranean coast. The
Magdalenian period is almost completely polarizetiMeen the Dordogne/Lot region (23
sites), and the area along the Pyrénées (16 sité®xe is also one site far to the north at
Gouy, and in this period there are no sites inAtdeche/Gard region. Open-angle signs

become quite diffused in the Late Magdalenian, witk site in the far north, one site in
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the Dordogne, and another in nearby Gironde, tves siear the Pyrénées, and one site in

Hérault, south of the Ardéche/Gard region.

While it is sometimes difficult to discern pattemuken looking at such a widely
distributed sign type, the clear temporal and gpaatterning actually makes this sign
type very useful. After a wide-spread start in Augignacian, we see the pattern starting
to tighten down around the Dordogne, a shift irukbduring the Solutrean to the Ardéche
region, a return shift to two large groupings ia Magdalenian centered on the Pyrénées
and the Dordogne/Lot region, and a final dispeo$#his sign type in the Late
Magdalenian which is very suggestive of potentiavement into the UK and Spain.

This sign type is definitely a candidate for furtiseudy.

Table 29 - Open-Angle Period Frequencies

Open-Angle Period Frequencies
(n=65)
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Table 30 - Proportion of Open-Angles to Period Sitdotals

Proportion of Open-Angles to Period Site Totals
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Figure 25 - Open-Angle: All Periods
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Oval

Oval

c This sign type is present at 45 sites, makinigatfourth most commonly
occurring sign in my region of study. It occursalhperiods, and is most common in the
Magdalenian when compared across time. Lookirnlgeapresence of ovals in each
period compared to the total number of sites froendame time frame suggests a
different temporal distribution, with the Aurignaairising sharply to a 57.1% frequency,
and the other four periods all having an occurrdreuency of between 22% and 30%.

With three out of the four Aurignacian sites lochite close proximity in the
Dordogne region, it could suggest that this wasotiginal area of use for this sign type.
The fourth site is located in Hérault to the soatiie The Gravettian period shows a
similar concentration in this region, with five thie six sites either in the Dordogne, or in
nearby areas. The sixth site is far to the nartlayenne-Sciences. The Solutrean is the
first period where this sign type really expandsamross landscape with a new
concentration of six sites in the Ardeche/Gardargthough there remains a second
grouping of four sites in the Dordogne/Lot regiddvals make their first appearance
near the Pyrénées in the Magdalenian with a coratént of nine sites. There is an
increase to eleven sites in the Dordogne/Lot regidhe same period, and two sites
appear far to the north. In the Late Magdalentiais,sign type disappears from the
Dordogne, though there remains one site in theriég® and ovals reappear at two sites
in the Ardéche.

This oval sign type displays very interesting paiteg, with a very strong tie to

the Dordogne region for the first two periods. Teey in which it abruptly appears in a
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high concentration in the Ardeche during the Selatr; and then vanishes from this

region, only to appear for the first time in anegeeater concentration near the Pyrénées
during the Magdalenian is also very intriguing. tiVImost a 30% occurrence frequency
for this sign type in France, it would be usefuldok for its presence in other parts of
Eurasia. | am especially interested in the eaglyoals, as there are not many signs that

have such a clear-cut link to a region, such aseeewith oval signs in the Dordogne.

Table 31 - Oval Period Frequencies
Oval Period Frequencies
(n=45)

60.0% -

50.0%

48.9%

40.0%

30.0% o

20.0% - 22.2%

13.3%

10.0%

8.9%

6.7%

0.0%

T T
Aurignacian Gravettian Solutrean Magdalenian Late Magdalenian
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Table 32 - Proportion of Ovals to Period Site Totad

Proportion of Ovals to Period Site Totals

60.0% -+

57.1%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

30.3% 29.7%

25.0%

20.0% 22.2%

10.0%

0.0% T T T T |
Aurignacian (n=7) Gravettian (n=27) Solutrean (n=33) Magdalenian (n=74) Late Magdalenian (n=12)

Figure 26 - Oval: All Periods
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Figure 27 - Oval: Aurignacian and Gravettian sites
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Pectiform

Pectiform

’ This sign type is present at 8 sites, and occuosinthree periods: the

Gravettian, Magdalenian and Late Magdalenian. \Wiitly one site in the Gravettian,

and one in the Late Magdalenian, the Magdaleni@arlyl has the highest occurrence
frequency, though the small number of sites whieieedign type occurs makes it difficult
to establish any real patterning. The Gravettisnand the majority of the Magdalenian
sites are in the Dordogne/Lot region, with two miblagdalenian sites near the Pyrénées,
and the only Late Magdalenian site being in theég&lek region. Noting that there is a
break in the timeline with an absence of Solutrgtes, and knowing that this sign type

is present in Spain (for example Cueva la Piletaye information would probably be

gained by expanding the geographic range of relsearc

Table 33 - Pectiform Period Frequencies

Pectiform Period Frequencies
(n=8)

80.0%

75.0%
70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0% 12.5% 125% |

0.0% 0.0%
0.0% T T

Aurignacian Gravettian Solutrean Magdalenian Late Magdalenian
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Table 34 - Proportion of Pectiforms to Period Sitélotals

Proportion of Pectiforms to Period Site Totals

9.0% -

83% [

8.0% 8.1%

7.0%

6.0% —

5.0% +

4.0% 1

3.7%
3.0% I

2.0% +

1.0% —

0.0% 0.0%
0.0% T T T T |

Aurignacian (n=7) Gravettian (n=27) Solutrean (n=33) Magdalenian (n=74) Late Magdalenian (n=12)

Figure 29 - Pectiform: All Periods
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Penniform

Penniform

& * This sign type is present at 38 sites, and odousll periods except the

Aurignacian. When compared across time, the Maguah accounts for the vast
majority with a 65.8% occurrence frequency. Logkat the presence of penniforms in
each period compared to the total number of sites the same time frame offers up a
much more even temporal distribution, with the @tdan and Solutrean having close to
a 15% frequency, and the Magdalenian and Late Magi@a become equivalent, both
with a 33% frequency.

The Gravettian has an interesting spatial distidioupattern, with two sites in the
Dordogne, while the other two sites are much furtbeéhe north. In the Solutrean, there
is a heavy concentration of sites in SE Francee drily other Solutrean site with this
sign type is found in Lot. The Magdalenian peilindudes 25 sites, concentrated in two
major groupings, one in the Dordogne/Lot regiorg dre other along the Pyrénées.
There is also one site to the far north at Gouye fbur Late Magdalenian sites are quite
spread out, with two near the Pyrénées, one incdheleand the other in the Dordogne.
Without having evidence of this sign type in theri@oacian, the data seems to suggest
that it was either a local Gravettian inventionttat the sign may have been introduced
from elsewhere. Knowing that this sign type hasnbeecorded in Spain (see for example
Monedas and El Castillo), finding out the datethee images in Spain, as well as

adding the sites to my database, may produce semeéanteresting answers.
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Table 35 - Penniform Period Frequencies

Penniform Period Frequencies
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(n=38)
65.8%
13.2%
10.5% 10.5%
0.0%
Aurignacian Gravettian Solutrean Magdalenian Late Magdalenian

Table 36 - Proportion of Penniforms to Period Sitd otals

Proportion of Penniforms to Period Site Totals

33.8%

33.3%

14.8%

0.0%

15.2%

Aurignacian (n=7)

Gravettian (n=27)

Solutrean (n=33)

Magdalenian (n=74)

Late Magdalenian (n=12)
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Figure 30 - Penniform: Gravettian and Solutrean sies

e.Cosquer




103
Positive Hand

Positive Hand

There are 10 sites where this sign type is preseutjt appears in all periods
other than the Late Magdalenian. Positive hanesarinteresting category, since the
highest occurrence frequency is in the Gravetfaligwed by a steady decline into the
Magdalenian. Even more interesting is the geodcagimge in the Gravettian, with two
sites in the north, one in the Dordogne, and ontherMediterranean. The Solutrean
sees a contraction down to the Dordogne and Ardesdiens, and by the Magdalenian
there are just two sites, one in the Dordogne,caredin Ariege. With such a small
sample, it is difficult to do much interpretatigdhpugh the peak in the Gravettian and the
disappearance of this sign type before the endeotUP does suggest that it may have no
longer been relevant to those creating the arerds certainly the possibility that by
expanding the geographic range of the researclora definitive answer may be found.

Table 37 - Positive Hand Period Frequencies

Positive Hand Period Frequencies
(n=10)

45% -

40% -
40%

35%

30%

30%

25%

20% o

20%

15% +

10% -

10%

5%

0%
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Table 38 - Proportion of Positive Hands to Period i Totals

Proportion of Positive Hands to Period Site Totals

16.0% -

14.8%

14.0% 14.3%

12.0%

10.0%

9.1%

8.0%

6.0%

4.0% -

2.7%

2.0%

0.0%
0.0% T )

Aurignacian (n=7) Gravettian (n=27) Solutrean (n=33) Magdalenian (n=74) Late Magdalenian (n=12)

Figure 32 - Positive Hand: All Periods
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Quadrangle

Quadrangle

D This sign type occurs in all periods, and is pnes¢ 29 sites in the study
region. While comparing across time suggestsoagtpeak in the Magdalenian, looking
at the presence of quadrangles in each period aethpa the total number of sites from
the same time frame, offers up a much more evepdeahdistribution. The Aurignacian
ends up having the highest occurrence frequendymaarly one in three sites containing
guadrangles, and after a brief drop in the Graaettihe following three periods have
guadrangles at approximately one in every fivessite

Traditionally, it has been thought that quadrarsiggs were concentrated in the
Dordogne, especially at Lascaux and Gabillou (B&hifertut 1997: 168). While the
Aurignacian sites are in the Dordogne, and thigoredoes have quadrangles present in
every period, there are other regions where this ipe becomes concentrated in later
periods. In the Gravettian, this sign type doesaie focused in the Dordogne, but we
also have northern movement as evidenced by th@fsErande Grotte d’Arcy-sur-Cure.
In the Solutrean, a distinctive pattern emergesesee this sign type beginning to
spread southwards both to the Ardéche (Grotte B&mitte Cosquer), and the Western
Pyrénées (Isturitz). By the Magdalenian, we hawedlear groupings of sites with
guadrangle signs: one in the Dordogne/Lot regiosités), and the other along the length
of the Pyrénées (7 sites). Knowing that thereatge sites in the Cantabrian region with
guadrangles (for example Castillo, La Pasiega,Qlamenas and Altamira), it would be

interesting to compare these groupings temponalthe search for larger patterns.
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Table 39 - Quadrangle Period Frequencies

Quadrangle Period Frequencies
(n=29)

60.0%

50.0% - 51.7%

40.0%

30.0%

24.1%
20.0%

10.0%

10.3%
6.9% 6.9%

0.0%

Aurignacian Gravettian Solutrean Magdalenian Late Magdalenian

Table 40 - Proportion of Quadrangles to Period Sitd otals

Proportion of Quadrangles to Period Site Totals
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Figure 33 - Quadrangle: Aurignacian, Gravettian andSolutrean sites
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Reniform

Reniform

Q With only 3 sites in three different periods (Auragian, Gravettian and
Magdalenian) throughout the entire UP, this datdskehot really seem large enough to
interpret in any meaningful way until | input ittanthe spatial software. | then
discovered that all three sites were in very clmeximity to each other in the Dordogne
region, and while this information is more suggesthan anything else, it is still an

interesting pattern to note.

Table 41 - Reniform Period Frequencies

Reniform Period Frequencies
(n=3)

35.0% 1

33.3% 33.3% 33.3%

30.0% -

25.0%

20.0% -

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0% 0.0%

0.0% T T
Aurignacian Gravettian Solutrean Magdalenian Late Magdalenian
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Table 42 - Proportion of Reniforms to Period Site ®tals

Proportion of Reniforms to Period Site Totals

16.0%

14.0% 14.3%

12.0%

10.0%

8.0%

6.0%

4.0% -

3.7%

2.0%

1.4%
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% T 1

Aurignacian (n=7) Gravettian (n=27) Solutrean (n=33) Magdalenian (n=74) Late Magdalenian (n=12)

Figure 35 - Reniform: All Periods
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Scalariform

Scalariform

m With only 3 sites in three different periods (Gréiea, Magdalenian and

Late Magdalenian) throughout the entire UP, thisiskt is not really large enough to
interpret in any meaningful way. Spatially, thea@ttian and Magdalenian sites are near
each other in the Dordogne, and the Late Magdailesita is in the Ardeche region.
Interestingly, this sign type is present at somengh sites (see for example Altamira),
suggesting this may be a better candidate for comtipa study if the geographical range

were expanded to encompass the whole of Eurasia.

Table 43 - Scalariform Period Frequencies

Scalariform Period Frequencies
(n=3)

35.0% 4

33.3% 33.3% 33.3%

30.0% E—

25.0%

20.0% E—

15.0% E—

10.0% -

5.0% E—

0.0% 0.0%
0.0% T T

Aurignacian Gravettian Solutrean Magdalenian Late Magdalenian
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Table 44 - Proportion of Scalariforms to Period Si¢ Totals

Proportion of Scalariforms to Period Site Totals

9.0% -

8.0% 83% | ——

7.0% E—

6.0% —

5.0% —

4.0% -

3.7%
3.0% —
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Aurignacian (n=7) Gravettian (n=27) Solutrean (n=33) Magdalenian (n=74) Late Magdalenian (n=12)

Figure 36 - Scalariform: All Periods
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Serpentiform

Serpentiform

This sign type is present at 11 sites, and occutisa Aurignacian, Gravettian
and Magdalenian periods. The majority of occuresrare from the Magdalenian (8
sites), and there is a break in the timeline wilSolutrean sites being found.
Serpentiforms first appear in the Ardeche regiotheAurignacian, and then move north
(Grande Grotte d’Arcy-sur-Cure) and into the Dondegluring the Gravettian. In the
Magdalenian period, there are two groupings, ortberDordogne, and the other along
the Pyrénées, with one site in the far north atyGdthis interesting spread outwards to
the edge of my geographic range suggests that dipgathis range might potentially

allow the tracking of this symbol into other pasfsEurope.

Table 45 - Serpentiform Period Frequencies

Serpentiform Period Frequencies
(n=11)

80.0% 1

70.0% 72.7%

60.0%

50.0% -

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

18.2%

10.0% A

9.1%
0.0% 0.0%

0.0%
Aurignacian Gravettian Solutrean Magdalenian Late Magdalenian
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Table 46 - Proportion of Serpentiforms to Period Sk Totals

Proportion of Serpentiforms to Period Site Totals

16.0% A

14.0% 14.3%

12.0%

10.8%
10.0%

8.0% -

7.4%

6.0% -

4.0%

2.0%

0.0% 0.0%
0.0% T T T T |
Aurignacian (n=7) Gravettian (n=27) Solutrean (n=33) Magdalenian (n=74) Late Magdalenian (n=12)

Figure 37 - Serpentiform: All Periods
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Spiral

Spiral

’ There are only 2 sites with this sign type, onthanGravettian and the other in
the Magdalenian, so this dataset is really too ktodde useful for this project. The
Gravettian occurrence is quite far north at the sitGrande Grotte d’Arcy-sur-Cure, and
the Magdalenian site is in the Dordogne. Sincesfhieal symbol is very common in
many later European cultural traditions, | was altyurather surprised that there were not
more occurrences of this sign type, as | had assutweould be widespread. | have only
included the proportional graph, as the other gdgers not really have anything to

contribute.

Table 47 - Proportion of Spirals to Period Site Tadls

Proportion of Spirals to Period Site Totals

4.0%

3.7%
3.5%

3.0%

2.5%

2.0% +

1.5% +

1.4%

1.0% A

0.5% 1

0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
0.0%

Aurignacian (n=7) Gravettian (n=27) Solutrean (n=33) Magdalenian (n=74) Late Magdalenian (n=12)
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Figure 38 - Spiral: All Periods

Tectiform

Tectiform

¢ There are only 15 dated sites for this sign typpeygh the undated Upper
Paleolithic site of Le Bison also does containciifierm (eliminated from temporal
analysis due to lack of information). This is ateresting category of sign, because
whether compared across time or by period in et total sites from the same time
frame, the Magdalenian clearly has the most sitdstectiforms present. Traditionally,
it had been thought that the tectiform sign types vesstricted to the Dordogne region
(Bahn & Vertut 1997: 168), and even more specificalproduct of the Magdalenian
(Vialou 2006: 311). While the majority are indaadhe Dordogne during this period

(seven out of twelve Magdalenian sites), it isfi@séing to note that the earliest example
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of this sign type actually occurs in the Lot regaring the Gravettian at Les Fieux, and

that the two known Solutrean sites are in Lot aaddG During the Magdalenian, we

have five sites outside the Dordogne, including hearby in Lot, one to the west in

Gironde, and two quite a bit further to the souting the Pyrénées. Even knowing that

this sign type is not quite as localized as preslypbelieved, it still appears to be a fairly

unusual sign type (it only has a 10.46% occurrdrempiency), and to the best of my

knowledge, no tectiforms have ever been identidietside of the French region.
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80.0%

70.0%
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30.0%

20.0% -

10.0%
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Table 48 - Tectiform Period Frequencies

Tectiform Period Frequencies
(n=15)

85.7%

14.3%

0.0% 7.1% 0.0%
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Table 49 - Proportion of Tectiforms to Period SiteTotals

Proportion of Tectiforms to Period Site Totals

18.0%

16.0% 16.2%

14.0% A

12.0%

10.0%

8.0%

6.0% 6.1%
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Figure 39 - Tectiform: All Periods (zoomed out)
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Figure 40 - Tectiform: All Periods (close-up)
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Triangle

Triangle

v There are 34 sites where this sign type is presauditjt appears in all periods.
When compared across time, the Magdalenian hasighest occurrence frequency
(58.8%), but when the presence of this sign tym®mpared with period site totals, the
temporal distribution becomes a lot more even. r§Eperiod other than the Solutrean has
approximately a one to four ratio of sites wherettiangle sign type can be found. The
spatial distribution of the Gravettian sites istggatarly interesting, as there is a main
grouping in the Dordogne/Lot region, and then treeetwo sites fairly far to the north.
There are only three Solutrean sites, all in thé&&he region, and then in the

Magdalenian there is a major increase (20 sitedg)nbne of these sites are in the
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Ardeche. There is a large grouping of sites spoxa@id SW France, a smaller

concentration along the Pyrénées, and then a $letasf sites that move progressively
farther north, ending up with Gouy. Of the twoé &lagdalenian sites, one is also far to
the north, and the other is in the Dordogne. Kmgwthat this sign type has already been
identified at the Creswell Crags site in the UKwyauld be intriguing to incorporate the
larger geographic range of Eurasia to see if there other trajectories that this symbol

might have followed.

Table 50 - Triangle Period Frequencies
Triangle Period Frequencies
(n=34)

70.0%

60.0%

58.8%

50.0%

40.0% -
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20.0%

20.6%

10.0%
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Table 51 - Proportion of Triangles to Period Site Btals

Proportion of Triangles to Period Site Totals

35.0%

30.0%

28.6%

27.0%

25.0% 25.9%

20.0% o

16.7%
15.0% —

10.0% -

9.1%
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Aurignacian (n=7) Gravettian (n=27) Solutrean (n=33) Magdalenian (n=74) Late Magdalenian (n=12)

Figure 41 - Triangle: Aurignacian, Gravettian and Slutrean sites
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Figure 42 - Triangle: Magdalenian and Late Magdaleran sites
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Zigzag

Zigzag

There are 7 sites where this sign is present, otfeei Solutrean (Grotte Cosquer),
and the other six in the Magdalenian. The majaitthe Magdalenian sites are in the
Dordogne/Lot region, along with two sites near®yeenées. The brevity of this sign’s
appearance is actually a bit surprising, considgtirs a common symbol in later
European cultural traditions. | would be interdsie see if it occurs elsewhere in Eurasia

during the UP, especially if it has a longer pembadontinuity.
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Table 52 - Zigzag Period Frequencies

Zigzag Period Frequencies
(n=7)
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85.7%
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Table 53 - Proportion of Zigzags to Period Site Tatls

Proportion of Zigzags to Period Site Totals
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Figure 43 - Zigzag: All Periods

The main focus of this project was tracing the terapand spatial patterns of the
sign categories, but while working on this reseaceitain larger patterns began to
emerge. Since the sign types were my focal pthig,chapter has taken an in-depth look
at each of these categories, and while the nekbsewill not be as detailed, I still
thought it was important to include some of theembations that had occurred to me
during my research. With 26 different signs to kveith, | believe this may have
allowed me to see repeated patterning on the rabgmale that would not have been so
apparent if working with the other categories oieBhthic art, where we see the same
few animals (horse and bison make up 60% of thealnmagery) appear repeatedly

(Clottes 1995, 1996), making trending more difficul
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Chapter 5: Observations, Implications and Conclusio ns
The similarities between the sequences of chandéfarent regions suggests this was

not just the product of individual historical pattiarities, but part of a single process by
which humans explored the limits of recently diss@d symbolism (Davidson 1997:
1) In this final chapter, | am going to pull the degyd resolution out even farther as
| look at some of the larger patterns that becappam@nt as | worked with the sign type
categories. These observations include relatipsdetween regions, particularities of
each of the main geographical areas, my thoughtkeoorigins of symbolic behaviour in
relation to Aurignacian sites, and issues surraugttie Aurignacian site of Grotte
Chauvet specifically. Many of these patterns amskovations seem to have implications
which could help clarify some of the ongoing debatéthin the field of Upper

Paleolithic research. | will also draw attentiorsbme possible areas for further study,
and offer some closing thoughts about this reseamaject.

Inter-regional and regional patterning

The ‘Parietal Triangle’ : As | was completing the spatial analysis for higject, |

noticed that there were three regions that seembéwue a clear relationship, with sign
types moving between them at different periodsave identified these regions as
Dordogne/Lot, Ardeche/Gard and the zone along {mérfées. | will highlight two
different examples of this correlation, and theh discuss the implications below. The
first example is the claviform sign type which fiepppears in the Solutrean with three
sites in the Ardeche/Gard region, one near theriég® and none in the Dordogne/Lot

region. In the Magdalenian this configuration baanged. There are now no sites in

Ardeche/Gard, a large grouping in Dordogne/Lot, arsiimilar concentration along the
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Pyrénées. Below | have included images of theifdawx sign type for both the

Solutrean and Magdalenian periods:

Figure 44 - Claviform: Solutrean Distribution
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Another example of this connection between theethegions can be seen with

the open-angle sign category. In the Gravettigngdign type is present in Dordogne/Lot
and near the Pyrénées, but not in Ardeche/Garthelisolutrean, open-angles are now
absent from the Pyrénées, but present in Dordoghefid Ardeche/Gard. The
Magdalenian sees a return of this sign type td’§rénées, a continuation in the
Dordogne, and its disappearance from Ardeche/GBedow are distribution map images

from these three periods:

Figure 46 - Open-angle: Gravettian distribution
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Figure 47 - Open-angle: Solutrean distribution
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| saw this sort of connection between these aegasatedly throughout my

analysis. There is clear temporal movement adhestandscape, and the way signs
disappear in one region only to reappear in omaare of the other ones, is suggestive of
strong linkages between the three. As suggesté&blayard and Gamble, it appears that
material and symbolic resources were travellingeaéed distances in both time and
space, potentially allowing the social networkshaf UP to extend beyond the spatial and
temporal limitations of individual physical bodiasd instances of interaction (2008:
1973).

Another possibility, as discussed in Chapter éslarge-scale migrations that
were taking place in these time periods as peophedhinto the more temperate regions
in order to escape the harsh climate of the LGMa(&t 1991a, 1991b). The polarization
of claviform signs that we see in the Magdaleniatween the Dordogne/Lot region and
the area along the Pyrénées could certainly bsudt ref their status as ‘refuge areas’
(Straus 1991a: 197). The sharp increase in astiegl where this sign type is present
could also be explained by the appearance of regataal aggregation sites in these
regions (Conkey 1980; White 1982: 176), where syinliformation, such as sign
types, could have been transmitted between culitngps now living in much closer
proximity (Straus 1991b: 270; Bahn and Vertut 19@nyd resulting in a wider
distribution pattern. Gamble sees symbolic resssies being at their most effective in
extended networks, and being less important wheogle are in close, face-to-face
contact with each other” (1998: 433). This suggésat the continued usage of some
sign types exemplifies an ongoing extension ofalmstentially connected social

groupings.
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The association between these three regions isstakable, but identifying its

exact nature will require further research, astioeement of the sign types is not always
the same. Whereas the Dordogne/Lot region hadavdarms during the Solutrean,
open-angle signs are present in Dordogne/Lot asdhee period. This example shows
that the interchange does not appear to be basgdlyson people being present or absent
from a region during a given period, since the Dgrtk/Lot region was occupied
throughout the UP. There is the possibility thhbtwve are seeing is evidence of both
immigration and emigration going on in these timeggons around the same time, or this
change in sign types could stem simply from shgffaimeferences regarding what to
depict.

What is even more interesting about the movememidsn these three regions is
the complete absence of parietal sites in betw@ée. sign types seem to move directly
from one area to another with no intermediate looat This lack of sites in the middle
of the triangle formed by these three regions iatwhade me start referring to it as the
‘Parietal Triangle’. In order to understand th& $tory of what was going on between
these regions, | believe we will need to pursuekegis suggestion of thinking “beyond
the art and between the caves” (1997), and looktdsvother types of Upper Paleolithic
sites to see if any patterns become clearer. Gom&e noticed “a certain coherence to
the images” in sites within a region, and knowimgvimobile the Paleolithic peoples
were, this led her to infer that there must hawventsocial relationships linking the
decorated caves (1997: 359). Conkey was propdis@venue of research at the
regional level, but | believe it could also be agglinter-regionally to try and understand

how sign types moved across the landscape. Swece may have been some geological
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factors affecting the location of parietal sitésyould be interesting to see if we could

find any evidence of these sign types on portattlenahe center of the triangle, as it
could be a matter of differing media, rather thetual absence.

The development within each of the three regionstioeed above is also quite
suggestive, as there are very different tempoealds for each one. For this reason, |
thought I would highlight some of the large-scagional patterns | observed that were

particular to each of these areas, as well as tondhe region to the north.

Dordogne/Lot : This region is the only one that has sites frmerg stylistic period, and
Straus has noted that along with continuity ofieetént, there is also an increase in sites
over time (1991b: 262, 267). The Dordogne/Lot asg¢hought to be one of the main
refuge areas of the LGM, due to its temperate ¢kntiaroughout the UP (Straus 1991a:
197). The majority of known decorated Aurignacsées are from this area (five out of
seven sites), and in fact occur in close proximikis is also the only region where we
see the same sign type in continual use througheutntire time frame of the Upper
Paleolithic, including the circle, line, open-angled quadrangle categories. There are
several more sign types that first appear hereaduhe Aurignacian, and which are
present in four of the five periods (these incltriingles and ovals), suggesting a high
level of continuity between the different periollsth in habitation and in their symbolic

behaviour.

Ardéche/Gard : There is only one Aurignacian site in this regaod no Gravettian sites

at all (more on this below in relation to GrotteaDkiet). There is a strong presence
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during the Solutrean period, with many sites ad ag&h wide variety of sign types. By

comparison, there are only two Magdalenian site¢kigregion, both of which have
minimal decoration: the site of Dérocs has seveaiakls of red dots, and the site of La
Bergerie de Charmasson has only a single ibex ame $inger fluting. This is a major
change from the rich and diverse images evide@tratte Chauvet and the Solutrean
sites. Considering that there were 74 Magdalesii@s in my dataset, and that it is
generally understood to be the most prolific penbdrt production (White 1986: 47-48),
this lack of sites becomes even more puzzlingerAfiis phase of under-representation,
the Late Magdalenian sites located in this regmoant for 25% of all known sites from

this period, and we also see a return to a greatersity of sign types.

The Pyrénées : To date, there are no known Aurignacian sitefimregion (though
L’Aldéne in Hérault to the SE is not that far awaafid only two Gravettian sites, neither
of which have a wide variety of sign types, altho@gargas has the largest number of
negative hands ever found together (approximatelyseparate examples). The
Solutrean is also fairly under-represented in taggon (4 sites), especially when
compared to the large number from Ardeche/GardCardogne/Lot. It is only during

the Magdalenian period that the number of partak in this region expands rapidly to
rival the number found in Dordogne/Lot. In fadtetpolarization of sites between these
two regions during the Magdalenian period seenigetone of its defining characteristics.
The Late Magdalenian is well-represented in thesias well. This also happens to be

the only region to date with a confirmed open-airgtal site in it.
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The lack of early sites, followed by the Magdalengoliferation, seems to

suggest that this region may have been one offage areas discussed above and in
Chapter 2. Why there is such a low number of pargtes prior to this is a difficult
guestion to answer, though Straus has suggestethihaooler, mountainous
environment may have required more specializedhi@olyy for successful survival, and
therefore only became populated as the LGM appeziderritories to the north had to
be abandoned, and new habitation areas found (1297 This could imply that the
Pyrénées was in fact a less desirable locationttie®ordogne/Lot region, and that it
was only as that area became heavily occupiedstme of the excess population spilled
over into this other region. Straus does propaseean territorialism during this period,
with a larger population base competing for thesaasources (1991a: 197), and the
increased presence in the Pyrénées could be thie réfisve could achieve a fine-enough
degree of chronological resolution, it would beenesting to see if the Magdalenian sites
near the Pyrénées are the same age as thoseDorthegne/Lot region, or if they are
from a slightly later phase of this period.

Looking at the relationship of this area with then@brian region in Spain could
also provide some insights about population movémmed symbolic exchange, as there
are some unusual sign types (for example avifoohasjforms, scalariforms and
pectiforms) that appear in both areas. There wéaege number of Solutrean sites in
Spain (Straus 1991a, 1991b), and it is possiblepiua of the influx into the French
section of the Pyrénées occurred from this directids well, more information about

environmental conditions and a comparison with deoerative sites in this region may
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facilitate our understanding of how the landscaps teing used throughout the Upper

Paleolithic period.

Northern France : This region only has sites from the Gravettiated in the

Magdalenian, and in the Late Magdalenian. Pattisfis understandable considering
that it would have been uninhabitable during thevl,@hough this does not explain the
lack of sites during the Aurignacian, which wagraerstadial period. Another
remarkable thing about this region is that theeerar sign types that originate in this
area. Though there are several well-decorates saen the Gravettian, it is always with
sign types which were present elsewhere durind\thi@nacian, suggesting that this
region may have been a territorial extension ofRbakeolithic peoples to the south. In the
later part of the Upper Paleolithic, the preserfcates such as Gouy could be suggestive
of a jJump-off point to the re-population of areaglier to the north, including the United

Kingdom and the Scandinavian region.

Symbolic Behaviour and the Aurignacian Sites
Aurignacian Interpretations : | was actually quite surprised to discover tiabl the 26

different sign types were already present in theghacian period. When | began this
research project, | had hypothesized that mankexd sign types would be later
innovations, created at different points throughtbetUpper Paleolithic, and possibly
mirroring the increasing complexity of tool techogy. Instead, | found that 73% of all
known sign types were in existence during the festporal phase. This incredible

diversity suggests that the symbolic revolutiom'siion discussed in Chapter 1 occurred
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prior to the arrival of the first modern humangimrope. Interestingly, the same can be

said for Aurignacian tool assemblages, which wéesady established in most regions of
Europe by 35,000 BP at the latest (Mellars 1998)22

My findings seem to support the argument thatsgimboling behaviour had a
place of origin outside of Europe, and was alreadggnitive capacity at the time of the
initial out-migrations from Africa (Brumm and Moo2©05). One potential issue with
this line of reasoning revolves around the sit&adftte Chauvet, which is the only known
location for 9 of the sign types present in theigwacian. There has been some debate
regarding its assignment to this early period (seussion below), but even if we were
to remove the signs exclusive to this site, 10 gyges still appear for the first time in the
Aurignacian, and | believe that the argument couldetheless be made that symbolic

behaviour originated outside of Europe.

Grotte Chauvet : There are three main issues to consider withsikes (1) the accuracy

of the dating; (2) the connection of this site tbers from the same period; and (3) the
lack of temporal continuity. Chauvet is one of thest comprehensively dated sites
from the Upper Paleolithic, with 40 different saegphaving been radiocarbon dated, 10
directly from paintings (Valladas and Clottes 20083), and yet the debate continues
regarding its assignment to the Aurignacian pefficchner 1996; Pettitt and Bahn
2003). The main problem stems from a perceivekl thagreement between the stylistic
and chronometric dating, with some researchersigeéke sophistication of these
representations fitting in better with a later pdror periods (Pettitt and Bahn 2003: 135,

138). The uniqueness of the depictions at thés sampared to others from the
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Aurignacian, has led to challenges of the datisglts, with the suggestion that possible

sample contamination needs to be considered (RettdtBahn 2003: 138). Two of the
researchers who worked on dating Chauvet have meggao these critiques, noting the
complexity of portable art from this period beirmghd further east in Europe, which
tempers its exceptionality, and the regularitynaf tadiocarbon dates (Valladas and
Clottes 2003: 143). These dates fall into twoikcstage brackets: 32,500 — 30,000 BP
and 27,000 — 26,000 BP, which Valladas and Clastige make it unlikely that the
samples could have been so evenly contaminate®{2d3). As well, some of the later
dates are from torch-marks on calcite layers whamber the actual paintings, so a period
of time must separate the two for the geologictbacf calcite formation to have
occurred (Valladas and Clottes 2003: 143).

Overall | am satisfied with the chronometric détest place this site in the
Aurignacian (Valladas and Clottes 2003), but theety of signs identified at Chauvet
made for some fairly strange trending results.di&sussed above, what was especially
puzzling was that often this site was the only fvom the Aurignacian where these signs
occurred. Examples of this include aviforms, chasshes, cruciforms, dots, half-circles,
negative hands, positive hands and serpentiforoni$ is not like this was an isolated
occurrence. By contrast, the other Aurignaciaessatl seemed to have very similar sign
type inventories (for example cupules, quadrangtesovals).

If Chauvet is going to be assigned to this peraok possibility to explain this
discrepancy could be that we are dealing with tifer@nt cultural groups. Having left
behind the notion that the Upper Paleolithic wasaolithic culture, we now tend to

speak of this period as encompassing multiple ‘alisultures” (Nowell 2006). The
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images at Chauvet have often been compared tofiessicated figurines from the

Swabian Jura region to the east (Valladas ande3l@D03: 143), allowing the possibility
of a separate visual culture to that found mainlthie Dordogne region. The continued
presence of these sign types in the French redgien@hauvet could suggest either an
ongoing cultural expansion towards the west, draaisg of symbolic information that
spread amongst a pre-existing cultural tradition.

Continuity was also a common issue though, as tlvere many cases where a
sign type was present at Chauvet, disappearedgitmanGravettian, and then reappeared
in the Solutrean. One example of this is the amfgign, which was exclusive to the
Solutrean and Magdalenian periods, except forrgsgnce at Chauvet. Considering the
length of the Gravettian period (28,000 to 22,069 ,Bhis lack of connection between
the Aurignacian and later periods is somewhat grobtic. If Chauvet is indeed from
this earliest period, then | see only two real pgobises to explain this disconnect: the
first would be that these sign types remained adgtivanother format such as portable art,
and the second would be that some of the lates wikeere this sign type is present are
incorrectly dated.

Another manifestation of the temporal isolatiorCtfauvet is found in the
negative hand category, which is only presentiatdite during the Aurignacian. In this
case, there are in fact multiple examples of tigs g/pe in the Gravettian, but that is
also what raises this issue. There are 14 sitdsnggative hands from this period, with
a geographical range that spans from the far radrthhargot, to Grotte Cosquer on the
Mediterranean in SE France, Tibiran and GargakerPyrénées, and a large grouping of

sites in the Dordogne/Lot region in between. Basethe number of sites located in the



137
Ardéeche in other periods, it is apparent that thegee many suitable locations. So why

were there no negative hands in this region duhegGravettian? This observation
becomes especially curious knowing that the earieamples of this sign type occur
here, and that negative hands never re-emergésinegfion after their initial appearance.
The same observation applies to the dot categdnighmvas also unique to Chauvet in
the Aurignacian, and expanded rapidly in the Grtéauein a near-identical pattern to the
negative hand signs. In this particular casedtitecategory does reappear in the
Solutrean, but it still begs the question why didhéy stay? What is even more puzzling
is that we have GravettidfC dates from Chauvet in the form of torch markshen

calcite covering the decorative images (Valladat @lottes 2003: 143), so we know that

they were in the region for at least part of thesiqd.

Potential areas for further study
Expansion of the database to include the rest of Eu  rasia: Knowing that the

Pleistocene peoples were quite mobile, and ceytdidlnot recognize the artificial
borders | used to create my study region, the stagfe of this study should be the
inclusion of all other known parietal art sitesHarasia. The sites located in N France
after the LGM left me wondering what the cross-awesign type would be with the
Creswellian sites in the United Kingdom. Similadlpelieve to really understand what
was going on at the sites along the Pyrénéesjtdefeom Spain and Portugal need to be
brought into the equation. In order to bring ie tiest of Europe, the Ardeche/Gard
region needs to be analyzed in relation to sits fitaly, Germany, etc, as do the earlier

sites (pre-LGM) from N France.
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Cross-analysis between the sign types  : While | am not interested in trying to create a

structuralist paradigm such as that of Leroi-Goaorhiawould be intriguing to see if
certain sign types tend to commonly appear atdheessites. One example of possible
parallel development is between dots and negaityes $n the Gravettian. Other than the
Aurignacian site of Chauvet where they are botlsgmé the Gravettian is the first real
period where these two sign types have a signifiseesence. Both are present at 14
sites, and they crossover at 11 of these siteghndg@emed to me to be a surprisingly
high number. Altogether there are 27 Gravettitassiso it is not that there was a lack of

options; this suggests that this could be more toamcidence.

Possible synecdoche between elements of figurative images and the non-

figurative signs : As | was compiling the database, there were ségées where |
noticed that constituents of the animal images hetclosely with free-standing
geometric signs at the same site. One examplasistthe concentric oval eyes on
animals at Pair-non-Pair, and the presence of the®® concentric ovals elsewhere with
no animal present. Another example of this, alsted by Clottes (2008), is the style of
tusks on a mammoth at Chauvet (two half-circles iissemble a cursive ‘w’), and

multiple examples of this same shape located almoeighout the site.

Conclusion
If we revisit Davidson and Noble’s criteria for @émtionality (1989) in Chapter 1,

| think there can be no doubt that the making esthmarkings was intentional, as were
the deliberate choices these people made regandiagto portray. With 26 sign types

to choose from, every site in this study is a aomdition of conscious intent, and the way
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that these signs moved across the landscape ctiarlgnstrates large-scale networks of

symbolic knowledge and diffusion. As Gamble hagyested, there was previously a
lack of structure which could relate “behaviounatgional scale to outcomes observed
at the local level of site investigation”, this bgiespecially apparent over large
geographical spaces (1982: 99). With so manytsiges, as well as a large number of
individual sites to compare, | believe the non-fagive images could begin to fill this
gap. The fact that some of these sign types weuse for the duration of the Upper
Paleolithic (for example quadrangles, circles, apen-angles) suggests that they
remained contextually meaningful throughout all ém@ironmental and social changes
taking place over this 22,000 year time periodirgjthem a high degree of continuity.
Clottes believes that “geometric signs and indeiteaite marks constitute one of
the most significant and mysterious characterigtfdsuropean cave art” (2008: 20).
While | agree with their significance, | do notiegke they need to remain mysterious.
Without access to detailed information, it is diffit to say anything meaningful about
these depictions, and | hope that this projectedsed to dispel some of the mystery
surrounding these signs. The under-representatischolarship on this category of
images can only be remedied by continuing the m®oé data collection, as without
material to work with, it is difficult to furthertsdies on any aspect of this subject.
Davidson believes that the art is an evolving tradi(or traditions) throughout the UP
that has “the capacity to reveal regularities,jnst western European particularities,
about the evolution of human behaviour” (1997: 133)elieve that my research
database, spatial imaging, and accompanying thaéiall contribute to this field of

study, and expand our understanding of the plac®wdfigurative signs in Paleolithic
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art. By creating a comprehensive compilation ofgtal art sites at the regional level,

and doing some preliminary trending, | hope to hadged some of the contextualization
needed if we are ever to move into Geertz’s traget of thick description, that of

interpretation.
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Appendix A: Typology of Non-Figurative Signs
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Appendix B: Master List of Sites and Sign Types Pre  sent
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Master List of Sites and Sign Types Present
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