BURIAL EVIDENCE FOR THE SOCIAL DIFFERENTIATION
OF AGE CLASSES IN THE EARLY UPPER PALEOLITHIC
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Burial evid,
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Social implications of the Lagar Velho burial
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Velho child were perforated by same p

2, The two

the Lagar

son and, in all
s, however,
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gesting that they were made by different persons and that they
correspond to objects recycled for the occasion. Vanhaeren &
d’Errico (2002) argue that these observations are consistent

with a model of resource sharing whereby deer canines, like
selected chunks of the hunted meat, were distributed follow-
ing rules dictated by tradition and likely based on kinship ties
that **fake” pairs were used in the child's diadem when “true”
inly available would suggest a deliberate
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ones were most ¢

reunification in the dead child’s ornamentation of elements of

a class of strongly symbolic items previously scattered
and gift; in this way, upon a death event,
society would ritually represent its own unity as well as that
of the world of humans with the world of the prey upon whose
hunting their subsistence relied

through exchang

The Littorina st
those found in the later Gravettian habitation levels of t
and in other non-funerary Portuguese cave settlements of the
same period. Thus, they do no show the tender
miniaturization reported from the broadly contemporary and
much later (Magdalenian) burials of pre-adult individuals of,
respectively, Sunghir (White 1999) and La Madeleine
(Vanhaeren & d'Errico 2001). The absence of a bead produc-
tion specifically meant for children, as well as the fact that the
and and Wales have
ar Velho, may suggest that,

ells associated with the child are identical to

cy to bead

contemporary Gravettian burials
grave goods similar to those of L
in southern and western Europe, at this time, personal oma-
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for the social of age cla

n the early Upper Palec

ments probably reflected cultural affiliation more than social
status (Vanhaeren & d'Emico 2002)

The fact that no other interments were placed at Lagar Velho
15 In apparent contrast with the well-known earlier Upper
Paleolithic pattern of repeated burial use of the same location,
plified by the Grimaldi caves (Giacobini 1999), Dolni
nice and Pavlov (Klima 1963, 1995; Svoboda 1991,
1997, Sladek er al. 2000) or Sunghir (Bader 1998). Burials of
young children, however, are unknown at such funerary sites;
MOTEOVET, N0 W
zed burial of such young children were previously known in
the Upper Paleolithic. The significance of these facts was
ht as soon as Lagar Velho could be set against

1l-docume

1 instances of the highly rituali-

the appropriate comparative background: a data base of
Middle and early Upper Paleolithic burials compiled on the
basis of a critical evaluation of the published evidence and
containing the relevant information on the demographic pro-
files of the thanathocenoses and on the spatial and artifactual
associations of the different individuals buried in the same
places, sites or tombs/pits (Zilhdo & Trinkaus 2002). An
updated version of the list of Middle and early Upper
Paleolithic buried individuals derived from that data base is
provided here as table 1.

O

The stratigraphic and radiometric evidence shows all
burials in the data base fall into three separated time periods.
rly Cluster, between ca.120 and ca.90 kyr BF, comprni-
ses the earhiest Shamidar bunals as well as Qafzeh and Skhul
An Intermediate Cluster, between ca.70 and ca.35 kyr BP,
comprises the early Upper Pleistocene classical Neandertal
burials of both Europe and western Asia (La Ferrassie, Le
Moustier, Amud, Dederyieh, Kebara, etc.), as well as the
Taramsa modern human child; Mezmaiskaya was mcluded in
this cluster because the stratigraphic information (burial fea-
ture sealed under levels well dated to >40 kyr BP -
Golovanova et al. 1998a, 1998b, 1999) was considered more
reliable than the direct date of ca.29 kyr BP reported by
Ovchinnikov et al. (2000). A Late Cluster, between ca.27 and
ca.20 kyr BP, comprises the Gravettian burials of Moravia,
[taly and western Europe, many of which are now directly
dated, as well as the contemporary Gorodtsovian and
“Eastern Gravettian” burials of Russia and Sibena

Several patterns emerged from the data set when, inside each
temporal cluster, the different individuals were grouped into
sex and age classes. The latter were established on the basis
of the most relevant ontogenetic thresholds (birth, wea
and puberty): fetuses, infants (up to 3 years), children (up to
12 years). Adolescents were separated from adults using age
15 as a threshold because, even though full skeletal maturity
is not yet attained, healthy females usually become fertile
around that age, past which, therefore, they are eligible for
marriage; moreover, in most hunter-gatherer cultures, females
and males above 15 are active participants in most if not all
aspects of the group’s social and economic life. Although no
gender-related distinctions could be found, it became clear
that the age-group composition of the thanathocenoses form-
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Fetuses Infants

Adolescents

Earlier Middle Paleolithic [

Venen Parabita |, 2

Table 1. C
Zilhao & Trin

ing each of the three clusters was significantly different, and
that a differential treatment at death of infants and children
existed in the Late Cluster.

In the period of the Middle Paleolithic after ca.70 kyr BP, the

number of fetuses’ and infants’ burials is equal to that of

adults, match n expected mortality distribution for imma-
ture individuals and suggesting that there was little discrimi-
nation on the basis of age. Moreover, the evidence for ritual
other than interment is as strong (or as weak...) among the
youngest individuals as among older children. Be
coration on the lower surface of the slab coverin
Ferrassie 6 child and the controversial circle of goat homs
associated with Teshik-Tash 1, both the Amud and
Dederiyeh 1 infants are associated with variably convincing
evidence of ritual. This is all the more significant since,
Intermediate Cluster, s

ch evidence is remarkably
where adults are concerned.

In the Gravettian, however, fetuses and infants a y 9% of
the total, significantly les n the 26% found in the princi-
pally Middle Paleolithic, combined Early a

d Intermediate

sample. Moreover, those 9% correspond to only six indivi-
duals: Cro-Magnon 5, Dolni Véstonice 36, and Pfedmosti 6,
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ndividuals for whom there is secure evidence of burial {after

11, 12 and 13. Whether the first two correspond indeed to
burials is questionable. Cro-Magnon 5 may well be a late
fetus or newbom perinatally dead with the mother (the adult
female Cro-Magnon 2?) and buried with her, not the separate,
individualized burial of a fetus such as is documented in the
Middle Paleolithic by La Ferrassie 5. The Dolni Véstonice 36
infant, in tumn, is a set of teeth identified among faunal
remains, inferred to possibly represent a burial because of the
otherwise taphonomically unusual anatomical association;

given the circumstances, however, the inference is necessari-
ly weak. Where P

dmosti is concemed, the infants in ques-
tion are part of a collective “mass containing the
remains of 18 individuals. This absolutely unique feature may
well be related to the simultaneous death and subsequent
interment of a complete band, i.e., an entirely exce
event that may have required burial procedures out
ordinary. In any case, and notwithstandin,
exception, it would seem, therefore. that fetuses and infants
may not have been buried at all in the Gravettian or, at least,
that, when such was the case, no ritual was involved besides
interment itself,

of the
Predmost

In this context, the fact that the Lagar Velho child was buried
with a ritual identical or very close to that used for adults of
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the same period suggests that, in the Gravettian, a significant-
ly threshold existed between 3 and 5 vears of age and was
One is therefore entitled to
speculate that, in normal conditions, Gravettian people did
not bury fetuses and nurs

socially recognized as such.

g infants because they may have
considered that an individual existed as an independe

1t r-l.‘l'-
son (and, hence, worthy of bunal at its death) only after
becoming
mother, 1.¢., after weaning, This inference is consiste
the patterns of spatial as:

independent, in

terms of subsistence. from its
t with
iation revealed by multiple bunals

and “cemetery” caves (L.e., cave sites that were repeatedly
used for funerary purposes, even if settlement activities are
also documented therein), which suggest a “mutual avoi-
dance” of children and adults. All multiple burials known, in
fact, associate adults w adults (Cussac, Dolni Véstonice
Veneri Parabitta), adults v adol nts (Barma Grande,
Fanciulli), or adolescents and children (Sunghir), but never
children with adults. The
only adolescents or adults were buried ir
Baousso da Torre, Barma Grande, Cro-
Fanciulli, Ostuni, Pag

ne holds for “ce

Iy caves
Arene Candide,
gnon, (

ri Parabitta

Thus, an explanation can
nals existed at Lagar V
group were
for the ritual
explanation 15 co

uried elsewhere, a s

f the body of
the
Cluster, open air burials of children (in the sites of Dolni
Véstonice II, Kostenki 2, Kostenki 15 and Malta) tend to be
The Pfedmosti “mass grave”, which
iren, is of course exceptional
m almost everything else. However, in a certain sense

lispo

sistent wi

isolated occurrences

also contained five ch

conforms to the pattern. According to Klima’s (1991)
truction of the distribution of the bodies, infants and ¢
seem to have formed age-specific spatial clusters inside the
grave; three nursing individuals, in particular, were reported-
ly found close together, clearly separated from the -
members of the group and, more importantly, from
tive mothers.

their puta-

It would seem, therefore, that weaning and the onset of puber-
ravetnans.

ty represented two major episodes in the lives of
Past weaning, they would become “persons’,
dent human beings worthy of proper ritual upon an untime
death but not guite part of the same world as adults: past
puberty, they wo abandon the childhood “limbo™ to
become full members of the social group,

and would be treated as such, as indicatec

gation of adolescents and adults apparent in t
No evidence for such a differential treatment of age-cla
exists where the Middle Paleo - is concerned. Although no
instances of true multiple burials are known (at Shanidar and
Zaskalnaya different individuals were fou but
features are best interpreted as consecutive, not simultaneous
funerary uses of the same place), cave or rock shelter “ceme-
teries” (most notably La Ferrassie) indiscriminately contain
infants, children and adults. This contrast between the two
periods suggests that age-related bunal rules only emerged

}ial ditleren’

n the early Upper Paleoh

after ca.

yr BP, although 1t remains of course possible that,
prior to that time, age classes may have been recognized even
if suchar

nition was not reflected in archeologically-pre-
tations of matenal culture

served mani

New evidence and interpretations

T'he validity of the conclusions above is contingent upon the
verification of the data and assumptions underlying the
[ the burial evidence in time clusters and age

orgamzanon o

classes. Moreover, the degree of completeness of the list of

burials and the unbiased character of the criteria utilized to

classify as intentional burial sets of human remains found in
al evi-

need to be

field situations for which no corroborating archeol
dence (such as features, artifact associations) exi

assessed against new evidence and discovenes

Compari able 1 with the list previously published
(Zilhdo & Tr s 2002) shows that on
ed before because of the doubt
true chronology (Gambier 1992) have meanwhile beer
of inclusion in the data base: Nazlet Khater la, 1b and
2 (Vermeersch 2002). Although direct dating of Nazlet Khater
la failed due to the e

nes, an AMS date on charcoal associated with a
ell located by the feet of this individual
310 BP (GrA-20145);

hints at an use of

ka

Wor

vesy low colla content of the poorly

50 the

1 a result of

iation seems archeologica

ied by Vermeersch

he pelvic region of

the adult, and the written description mentions that they were
“among the adult bones”. Together, these references stro

and that this burial pit contained

dead-at-birth child
remains of a pregnant woman who died as a result of perina

tal complications.

in a second

) nd next
al to the chert mining tools

site of Nazlet

nearby burial pit. A bifaciall
to the skull. This ax is ide
found in the early Upper Paleolithic mining

Khater 4, and the aeolian sands filling nining pits and
trenches are identical to those filling the empty spaces
between the boulders lying on top of the two bural pits.

Although direct dating was again impossible because of poor
bone preservation, this evidence suggests contemporaneity of
the burial events around ca.37.5 kyr BP, in accordance with
e 14C dating of the muning contexts to between ca.38 and
ca.33 kyr ago (Pinhasi & Semal 2000; Vermeersch 2002)
Thus, the Nazlet Khater 2 individual was also added to the
Intermediate Cluster. Where the issue of differential burial of
age classes is concerned, the Nazlet Khater addin n no
way change the statistical significance of the comparisons

with the Late Cluster.
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The Lake Mungo 1 and 3 burials are maintained outside the
data base in spite of claims of a very early age, most recently
by Bowler et al. (2003), who report OSL-dating work placing
Lake Mungo 3 firmly in the time slot of 4042 kyr BP (calen-
The burial itself was intrusive in sands dated to
wm age, but it is argued that,

dric

kyr BP, providing a ma
overlying

eological unit sealing the grave was
y , the age of the burial event can be con-
en the two results. Moreover, the Lake Mungo
stratigraphic position, would also

strained be

1 cremation, with a similar
date to the same time interval around 40,000 calendar years
ago. These conclusions, however, are questionable. Brown

(2003
had been ex pm_d
above

was imterred, are

3 was discovered, it

when Lake Mungo
"thl..}T‘ and that,
and

argues that,

deposit = b

unknown; age can
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reliable

1.1[ illespie (1997

nvincingly shows ‘11.11 .]*' of 16,940+635
) obtained on the insoluble humic-free residue
most e estimate for this individual. The like-
lthood that the Mungo | and 3
-20,000 radiocarbon years old is further strengthened by t
i ch is the time period to which belong
all 9 skeletons from Willandra Lakes (including Mungo 1
) with direct 14C or U/Th dates.

Lake burials are in f

contextual evi

and WLI

Where issues of chronolo
the atiributions made in situations where conflictive or ¢
troversial

gy are concerned, no new data contra-

alternatives existed at the time the original version of
wpiled. On the contrary, what new data have been
published confirm those attributions. The Tabun 1 Neandertal
woman was considered to belong in the Early Cluster in spite of
sive interment from overly-
| B. This view 1s supported by Kaufman's (2002) recent
review of Near Eastern Middle Paleolithic bunals, which con-
curs with Trinkaus's initial suggestion that the unquestionably in
situ Tabun 4-6 remains, a set of ight wrist and hand bones mis-

ing lev

sing in the Tabun 1 skeleton, are mirror images of the latter’s left
side, and. therefore, must have onginally belonged to it
Previous TL dating of level C sted an age of ca.170 kyr

BPF, but a revision of that work ( \!Lm.r & Valladas 2003) con-

1|.ul|.\ that in fact two clusters of results exist, one averag ging
BP and the other aver: 134+8 kyr BP; the lat-
ter 15 consistent with the 1 series and ESR data esting that

g the burnial, was indeed
e end of OIS 6 or at the beginning of OIS
3 ults indic he Tabun Neandertal woman is
indeed the earliest burial know nd, therefore, inva-
hdate claims for the pr
this kind of funerary practices,

1e5e c

ced

dto

later OIS 4 :lncl OIS 3
tion or adoption of an

Eurasian Neandertal bunials being in

mnnovation of modems by anatomically and behaviorally ar-
chaic people (Hublin 2000)

Following Bouchud (1966), the Cro-Magnon burials
sidered in table 1 as of Gravettian, not Aurignacian age and,

€ con-
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therefore, they were included in the Late Cluster. The indirect
chronometric evidence reported by Henry-Gambier (2002)
strengthens this view: a Littorina shell ornament associated
with the human bones was directly dated to ca.27.7 kyr BP;
considering the marine reservoir effect, this radiocarbon age
is fully in the range of the earliest Gravettian of southwestern
Europe. Direct dating of the Barma Grande 6 skeleton to

24,80(

=800 BP (OxA-10093), with its stratigraphic implica-
tions (this was the last burial event at th

ite), also confirm
that all six individuals buried theremn are indeed of Gravettian
age (Formicola er al. 2004), as suggested by Mussi (2001).

A separate and more complicated issue relates to the signifi-
cance of bunials in terms of the way humans behaved in rela-
tion to death. The 134 individuals for which convinc g evi-
lence of burial was found are only a fraction of the total num-
ber of human beings alive during the period between 120 and
20 kyr ago whose skeletal remains have been recovered and

escribed. It is conceivable that other kinds of funerary prac-
tices besides the soon-after-death, before decomposition
interment of a complete body existed in the Middle and early
Upper Paleolithic. It is legitimate to speculate, therefore, that
non-interment death rials may have existed and that the
consideration of such instances would affect the conclusions
on the differential treatment at death documented for infants
and children after ca.35 kyr BP. Archeologically, however,
such practices would produce the finding of incomplete and
unarticulated skeletons, or of isolated body parts, and cannot be
easily differentiated from human bone assemblages accumula-
ted as a result of accidental death, camivore scavenging, canni-
balism or post-depositional disturbance of primary burials.

Where cannibalism is concerned, for instance, it is clear that
consumption of the deceased is among the range of death ri-
tuals ethnographically documented. However, in the absence
of unequivocal contextual evidence, the simple identification
of cut-marked human bones is not sufficient to support the
inference of a mortuary ritual, since the consumption of
human flesh as emergency food is always a more parsimo-
nious explanation. Cut-marks were recently identified in the
skull of the Feldhofer 1 Neandertal type specimen (Schmitz et
al. 2002). Given that its degree of completeness indicates that,
oniginally, it corresponded to a burial, alimentary cannibalism
can probably be excluded in this case. However, by the same
token, the cut mark evidence is more likely to be related to the
manipulation of the corpse in the context of interment rather
than to alternative types of funerary practices. Tt
shows how thomy the issue is and why, given the difficulty of

s example

pursuing it at present, I will not further discuss cannibalism
and cut-marked human bones here. For the purpose of the
at the a.v-un:p[lon that t tter do

1ssues at stake, [ believe i
not necessarily represent mortuary behavior stands and, there-
fore, that the documented instances should not be added to the
list in table 1.

Pettitt (2002) discusses Lower and Middle Paleolithic evi-
dence for Neandertal mortuary behaviors and evaluates the
case for caching and for secondary removal or re-burial of




bodies body parts. His two stron
caching are the Sima de
Both clearly pre-date the Intermediate C
their consideration would
son of the latter with

los Huesos, A and Krap
witer and,
in any case not affect the compan-
the Gravettian. Moreover, as Pettitt him-
self acknowledges, it cannot be excluded that the larger num-
ber of individuals represented at both sites relates to a single

henc

episode of expedient body disposal in relation to a catastro-
phic event (Bermudez de Castro & Nicolas 1997; Bocquet-
Apel & Arsuaga 1999). Also, the numerous cut marks in the
Krapina matenial have been interpreted as evic post-
mortem processing of corpses with e tools, probably in

lence of *

preparation for burial of cleaned bon
but ma
1999)

y also represent evidence of canni

1. Both a

I

considered in l.a'r".-_

if the su;

vant because, est10n 15 acc \’_F‘| d,

teria mi warrant the inclusion of other indiv
believe, however, that post-depositional
particular features of th
speculate post-bunal human interference and nipulation of
the bones. In the case of De Pettitt rejects post-depo-
sitional “disturbance™ as an nplaralm" for the absence of

some body parts, and his However,

sses explain t
lead Pertitt

IC

se two bunals that

vieh,

convincing

such an absence may o relate to the in situ differennal
preservation of skeletal parts. ce the preserved ones were

found in correct anatomic relation to each other, it would
seem that differential preservation is indeed a more parsimo-
nious explanation for Dederyieh 2 than that preferred by
Pettitt of primary burial elsewhere, lo]]our.n, by the deposi-
tion in a pit of the scooped up defleshed |
concern of placing them more or less where anatomic

appropriate.

¥ '|".1I'[k with a

In the case of Kebara, the excavators suggest that the absence
of the head was due to a deliberate val of the cranium
after the complete decay of the atlanto-occipital ligame
(Bar-Yosef ef al. 1992:529). Pettt points out that the mor-
phology of the grave pit indicates that the head lay at a high-
er elevation and in \'L]Lh a posture that it m been eas
ly exposed on the surface, but the possibility of carnivore
the excavators because the
,.TL".[ i correct anatormical

remc

ight have

removal after burial is rejected by

mandible and hyoid were recc
position. do not rule out the pos-
sibility that the head was lost due to such entirely natural fac-
tors as the truncation of the deposits through erosion. The
Lagar Velho child burial is, in this regard, an analog worthy
of adequate consideration when interpreting the “absence of
the head” in Paleolithic burials; although the erosive agency
was in this case anthropic (the terracing of the site), the Lagar
a head can indeed be

These arguments, howeve

Velho example makes it clear that
through the mechanic action of natu-
natomical

removed from its grave
ral agencies without affecting the integrity of the
positions and connections of the mandible and the articulated
y lower elevation

postcrania lying at a shg

Secondary bunal has also been argued by Oliva (2000-2001)

for the early Upper Paleolithic of Moravia, most forcefully on
the basis of a reinterpretation of the excavator’s notes and the
published physical anthropological evidence related to the
now lost human remains from the Pfedmosti “mass grave”
His argument 1s twofold. On one hand, he argues that the sets
of skeletal parts forming the different “individuals”
have existed in the field as associated skeletons and i
represent artificially creations of the excavator, K. Ma
fact, Oliva even goes as far as suggesting that, more than
he considers to be Maska’s

may not

scientific error, what incorrect

)

rendering

f the excavation may have been premeditated and
desire to boost the importance of the site.
on this, Oliva then suggests that the representation

motivated by a
Building
f body parts is consistent with the re-burnal of :
body parts belonging to corpses originally interred, or
otherwise decomposed, elsewhere.

=cted bones

It 1s

I find Oliva’s case unconvincing. lear that the sets of
bones making up different Pfedmosti individuals studied
by Matiegka (1934, 1938) were not recovered in the field as
d, articulated skeletons
thodology followed was the division of the deposit
that were removed as separate blocks for sub-
iese blocks may have contained

The excavation notes show

that the rr

in lar hunks
sequent lab processing;
more than one skeleton, and a single skeleton may have been
divided in different blocks. A certain amount of “reconstruc-
therefore inevitable and evidently took place
However, if the situation in the field were that suggested by
Oliva, one might expect significant “assembly errors” in the
reconstructed individuals. As Oliva himself acknowledges,
however, 1) even if Matiegka had some reservations on some
of the associations between the skulls and the postcrania that
Maika had assigned to them, he reported no such major
errors, and 2) the absence of ribs and the under-representation
of pelves are easily explained by excavation selection and dif-
ferential preservation (for instance, the associated postcranial
skeleton Pfedmosti 27, found in 1928 by K. Absolon in a dif-
ferent part of the site, also lacked the ribs). Thus, I see no rea-
son to reject Klima’s (1991) reconstruction of the Pfedmosti
and the inferences derived from it by Zilhdo &
)2) (fig. 2).

tion” was

“mass grave”
Trinkaus (

The only convincing instance of secondary bunal in the
Paleolithic published so far is that coming from Brillenhthle
(Orschiedt 2002). At this southern German site, an ensemble of
htly grouped cut marked human bones from four adults and
nfant were found inside a fire place located in the centre
of the cave. The bones were intensively defleshed, and the cut
marks were far more numerous than in the hunted fauna from
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