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Chapter
18

Kabazi V in the Context of the
Crimean Middle Palaeolithic

Victor P. Chabai

he variability of the Eastern European Micoquian and the Levallois-Mousterian, and the interpretation

thereof, constitute an important part of regional Middle Palaeolithic studies. Indeed, the constantly in-
creasing Crimean data provide the bulk of information regarding the Micoquian and Levallois-Mousterian
evolution in Eastern Europe. In spite of the fact that stratified Micoquian sites are widespread in Eastern
Europe, the typological variability within the Micoquian was defined on the basis of Crimean material.
Whereas the typological variability of the Crimean Micoquian is visible in its three different facies (Ak Kaya,
Starosele and Kiik Koba), Levallois-Mousterian variability in the region is represented by the Western Crimean
Mousterian facie (WCM). One further variation of the Eastern European Levallois-Mousterian is the so called
“Molodova culture” which is represented by numerous assemblages in the Dniester River basin (Sytnyk 2000;
Chabai 2004d). Not only the definition of the temporal frames of Micoquian and Levallois-Mousterian in the
Crimea, but also the question of their coexistence are presently the most discussed subjects within Crimean
Middle Palaeolithic studies.

Kabazi V is the only Middle Palaeolithic site in the Crimea which has a documented inter-stratification
of Micoquian and Levallois-Mousterian occupations. At such sites as Shaitan Koba, Kabazi II and Karabi
Tamchin the Micoquian occupations always underlie deposits with Levallois-Mousterian artefacts (Kolosov
1972; Chabai 1998a, 2006; Yevtushenko 2004). Some components of Levallois-Mousterian, which are repre-
sented by Tortoise cores and Levallois flakes with centripetal dorsal scars, were identified in the palimpsests of
Zaskalnaya V, layers 1, 11I, Zaskalnaya VI, layers 11, Illa, IV and Prolom 1I, layer III (Kolosov 1983, 1986). These
were interpreted as Levallois-Mousterian admixture in the otherwise Micoquian occupations (Chabai 2004c).
On the other hand, the chronological coexistence of Micoquian and Levallois-Mousterian was suggested by the
available radiometric dates for such Levallois-Mousterian complexes as Kabazi II, Unit II, and such Micoquian
assemblages as Zaskalnaya V, layers I, I, III, Zaskalnaya VI, layer II, Buran Kaya III, layer B, Prolom II, layer II,
Prolom I, and Kiik Koba, upper level. In other terms, the time span from Vytachiv, vty,,; (Hosselo) until Vyta-
chiv, vtg, (Denekamp) was defined as the time of Micoquian and Levallois-Mousterian coexistence. Moreover,
from 36/32 ka BP to 29/28 ka BP the Micoquian and Levallois-Mousterian were accompanied in the Crimean
foot-hills by the Early Upper Palaeolithic Eastern Szeletian and Aurignacian (Chabai et al., 1998). Such techno-
logical and typological mosaics pose a number of interpretational problems, one of the main problems being:
Is their sufficient evidence to differentiate between Crimean Micoquian and Levallois-Mousterian traditions?
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KaBaz1 V:
THE Mi1cOQUIAN AND LEVALLOIS-MOUSTERIAN CHRONOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENT

The enlistment of different dating techniques for
the Kabazi V sequence has brought with it sev-
eral methodological and interpretational problems
(Tables 18-1; 18-2; 18-3). The methodology of dating
procedures is described in detail in Chapter 3, this
volume. The interpretation of the chronological re-
sults is presented below.

The chronology of the Crimean Middle Palae-
olithic is based on cross-correlations of radiomet-
ric dates and commonly adopted ages of climatic
cycles. In the case of such sites as Siuren I, Star-
osele, Kabazi II, Chokurcha I, Buran Kaya III, Za-
skalnaya V, and Karabi Tamchin (Gubonina 1985;
Gerasimenko 1999, 2004, 2005; Markova 1999,
20044a, 2005; Mikhailesku 1999, 2004, 2005) climatic
characteristics used in dating were defined on the
basis of studies of pollen, micro-fauna and mol-
luscs. As always, the main role is played by the
biggest stratigraphical sequences, such as Kabazi
II (14 m), Zaskalnaya V (4.5 m) and Starosele (4 m).
For each stratigraphical sequence the agreement
between adopted ages of climatic fluctuations
and radiometric dates was recognised as the most
reliable basis for the dating of deposits.

The range of dating techniques has included the fol-
lowing methods: AMS, ESR, U-series, OSL, and TL
(Hedges et al., 1996; Rink et al., 1998, in press; Pettitt
1998; McKinney 1998; Housley et al., Chapter 3, this
volume). Whereas bones have served as samples for
the radiocarbon method, ESR and U-series dating
methods have dated samples of enamel from horse
teeth. In Crimean Middle Palaeolithic investigations
OSL and TL methods were used for the first time to
date Kabazi V sediments and burnt flint samples,
respectively. Also, the AMS date from Kabazi V,
III/5-3B2 is the first example in which a charcoal
sample has been used for AMS dating in the Crimean
Middle Palaeolithic.

Generally speaking, there is good consensus
between the ESR and AMS dates and bio-strati-
graphical studies. On the other hand, U-series,
OSL dates and TL definition agree neither with the
results from ESR and AMS studies nor with bio-
stratigraphical observations. Thus, for now the
Crimean Middle Palaeolithic chronologies are
represented by two radiometric scales: AMS and
ESR on the one hand, and U-series, OSL and TL on
the other (Tables 18-2 and 18-3).

Units / "High chronology" "Low chronology"
Sub-Units / Levels ESR, EU, | ESR, LU, Bio-Statigraph:
OSL U-series TL ESR age AMS grapny
Levels mean mean
Levels II/4A; 11/7
1171 73.36.0 (4) 242 (3) 311 26-30 Interstadial
Sub-unit III/1 OxA-X-2134-45,  (Denekamp)
/1A 81.0+9.0 41s2(1)  55#4 <41
30.98+0.22
<
Sub-unit IT1/2 S
iy Stadial
Sub-unit II1/3 2
O
Sub-unit I11/4
OXA1472%6 Interstadial
Sub-unit 111/5 111/5-3B2 XAZLEZ0, (Hengelo)
38.78+0.36
Sub-unit III/6
Sub-unit I1I/7 Stadial
Unit IV about 200.0

Table 18-1 Kabazi V: chronology & bio-stratigraphy*.

* bio-stratigraphical definitions after A. Markova (1999, Chapter 4, this volume), radiometric dates after J. Rink
et al. (1998) and R. Housley et al. (Chapter 3, this volume).
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Kabazi V in the Context of the Crimean Middle Palaeolithic

Geochronology Landscapes

Sites,

layers / levels

Radiometric dates

AMS ESR

Technocomplexes,

facie

South-boreal to
boreal forest-steppe

Vytachiv, vty,
(Denekamp Int.)

Buran Kaya III, B

OxA-6674, 28.52+0.46
OxA-6673, 28.84+0.46

Micoquian, Kiik Koba facie

Siuren I, Fb2
Siuren I, Ga

Siuren I, H

OxA-5155, 29.95+0.70
OxA-5154, 28.45+0.60
OxA-8249, 28.20+0.44

Aurignacian

Kabazi V, II/4A - 11/7

Micoquian, Ak Kaya facie

Prolom II, II

Zaskalnaya V, 1

Ki-10617, 28.10+0.35
Ki-10891, 28.85+0.40
Ki-10744, 30.08+0.35

Micoquian, Starosele facie

Kabazi V, I11/1 30.0-26.0
Kabazi V, III/1A OxA-X-2134-45, 30.98+0.22 <41.0
Kabazi I, A3A - A4
Levallois-Mousterian, WCM
Kabazi II, II/1A 30.0£2.0

Vytachiv, vt, Boreal xeric

(Huneborg Stadial) grassland

Zaskalnaya VI, II

Zaskalnaya V, T
Kabazi V, I11/2, ITI/2A

OxA-4131, 30.11+0.63
Ki-10893, 30.70+0.45
Ki-10607, 30.22+0.40
Ki-10743, 31.60+0.35

Micoquian, Ak Kaya facie

Prolom I, upper layer

Ki-10896, 29.60+0.55
Ki-10614, 30.22+0.45
GrA-13917, 30.51+0.58/0.53
GrA-13919, 31.30+0.63/0.58

Micoquian, Kiik Koba facie

Buran Kaya III, C

OxA-6869, 32.20+0.65
OxA-6672, 32.35+0.70
OxA-6868, 36.70+1.50

Eastern Szeletian

Kabazi V, 111/3-1 - I11/3-3A
Kabazi II, I1/1
Kabazi II, 11/2
Kabazi II, 11/3
Kabazi II, I1/4
Kabazi II, II/5

OxA-4770, 31.55+0.60
OxA-4771, 35.10+0.85

OxA-4858, 32.20+0.90
OxA-4859, 33.40+1.00

Levallois-Mousterian, WCM

Kiik Koba, IV

Ki-8163, 32.30+0.30

Vytachiv, vt; Boreal to south-

(Huneborg Int.)  boreal forest-steppe

Prolom I, lower layer

Ki-10615, 33.50+0.40
Ki-10616, 35.20+0.45

Micoquian, Kiik Koba facie

Zaskalnaya VI, TII

OxA-4772, 35.25+0.90
Ki-10609, 38.20+0.40
Ki-10894, 36.40+0.45

Micoquian, Ak Kaya facie

Kabazi II, 11/6
Kabazi II, 11/7

Levallois-Mousterian, WCM

Zaskalnaya VI, Illa

OxA-4132, 30.76+0.69
OxA-4773, 39.10+1.50
Ki-10610, 39.40+0.48

Micoquian, Ak Kaya facie

Table 18-2 AMS and ESR chronology and environment of the Middle Palaeolithic and Early Upper Palaeolithic in Crimea*.

* data after Gubonina 1985; Hedges et al., 1996; Rink et al., 1998, in press; Pettitt 1998; Chabai et al., 1998;
Gerasimenko 1999, 2004, 2005, this volume; Markova 1999, 2004a, 2004b, 2005, this volume; Mikhailesku 1999,
2004, 2005; Stepanchuk et al., 2004; Housley et al., this volume.
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Geochronology

Landscapes

Sites,

layers / levels

Radiometric dates Technocomplexes,

AMS ESR facie

Buran Kaya III, E

Upper Palaeolithic (?)

Kabazi V, 111/5-3B2

OxA-4775, 41.20+1.80

OxA-14726, 38.78+0.36

Micoquian, Starosele facie

Starosele, 1 41.243.6
OxA-4887, 42.50+3.60
Vytachiv, vt South-boreal forest- X X
Starosele, 2 38.0¢5.0  Micoquian, ?
(Hengelo Int.) steppe
Kabazi II, II/7AB 36.0£3.0
Kabazi II, 11/7C - 1I/7E
Kabazi II, 11/8 44.0+£5.0
Levallois-Mousterian, WCM
Kabazi II, I11/8C, ITIA/1
Kabazi V,IV/1-1V/3
Kabazi II, ITIA/2
B 1 t th-
Vytachiv, vt oreattosou Chokurcha I, IV-I, IV-M Micoquian, Ak Kaya facie
© Jo Stadial) boreal forest-steppe
adia g R
osselo with xerophytes Chokurcha I, IV-O OxA-10877, >45.40
Zaskalnaya V, IV GrA-13916, >46.0 Micoquian, Starosele facie
Zaskalnaya VI, IV Ki-10611, >47.0
Vytachiv, vty South-boreal forest- Kabazi II, IIA/4
(Moershoofd Int.) steppe Kabazi II, ITA/4B
Micoquian, Ak Kaya facie
Uday,ud; Kabazi II, ITT/1A
Pryluki, pl;, (Ognon Boreal forest-steppe  Kabazi II, I11/1
St& Int) Starosele, 3 Starosele, level 3
Pryluki, plyy, South-boreal forest- ~ Starosele, 4 Micoquian, ?
(Odderade Int.) steppe Kabazi I, 111/2 74.0-85.0
Pryluki, plipp1, Boreal, s.-boreal Kabazi II, III/2A
(Rederstall St.) forest-steppe Kabazi II, IT1/3 82.0+10.0

Pryluki, plyp,

South-boreal forest-

Zaskalnaya V, V

Micoquian, Ak Kaya facie

(Brorup Int.) steppe Zaskalnaya V, VI
Tyasmin, ts,
”?
(Herning St.)
Kaydaky, kdspy.,  South-boreal forest,  Kabazi I, V

(Eemian Intergl.) forest-st. Kabazi II, VI

Table 18-2 Continued.

This first scale has been discussed in some detail in
a number of earlier publications (Chabai et al., 1998;
2004; Chabai 2004c). The main problem of the first
scale lies in the dating of bone samples using the
radiocarbon method; it has been stressed several
times that the dates presented in Table 18-2 must be
understood as the minimum age of these samples,
only (Hedges et al., 1996; Pettitt 1998; Chapter 3, this
volume). At the same time, the proposed radiocar-
bon chronology, if not in its entirety, then at least
partially, does correspond to the temporal frames
of periods of climatic fluctuation which have been
defined in the main stratigraphical profiles at such
sites as Starosele, Kabazi II, Buran Kaya III, and
ZaskalnayaV. Ofcourse, theclimatic fluctuations were
not very pronounced in the Crimea, with variations
in the Upper Pleistocene fluctuating mainly between
south-boreal and boreal forest-steppe (Table 18-2).
Anexceptionis the climatic condition of Vytachiv, vt,.
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The deposits associated with this stadial have been
studied and dated to about 35/34 — 32/31 ka BP in
such stratigraphical sequences as Kabazi II, Buran
Kaya III, and Zaskalnaya V (Table 18-2). This stadial
was characterised by a harsh continental climate,
with landscapes covered by boreal xeric grassland
or even semi-desert. Among the inhabitants of these
environments is Pygeretmus pumilio which is attest-
ed twice in the Crimea, but always during stadial
conditions, i.e. before Denekamp and after Lascaux
(Markova 2004a). An analogy of such environmental
conditions was found at Kabazi V, in sub-units III/2
and III/3 (Chapter 4, this volume). The boreal xeric
grassland / semi-desert environment studied in
Kabazi V, 11I/2 and III/3 contradicts the “high chro-
nology” hypothesis (Chapter 3, this volume). This
hypothesis is based on OSL, TL and U-series dates
(Table 18-1; 18-3) and suggests that cultural deposits
from Kabazi V mightbe dated to OIS 4 or even earlier.



Chapter 18 Kabazi V in the Context of the Crimean Middle Palaeolithic
Sites, Dates Technocomplexes,
Landscapes K
Layers / Levels U-series OSL TL facie

South-boreal to boreal forest-steppe

Boreal to south-boreal forest-steppe  Kabazi II, 11/8 45.0+7.0 (1) Levallois-Mousterian, WCM
South-boreal forest-steppe Kabazi IT, I11/2 54.0+3.0 (3) Micoquian, Ak Kaya facie
Boreal to south-boreal forest-steppe  Starosele, 2 60.0 (2) Micoquian, ?
Boreal forest-steppe Starosele, 3 67.5 (3) Starosele, level 3
South-boreal forest-steppe Starosele, 4 >80.0 (4) Micoquian, ?

Kabazi V, ITI/1 73.3+6.0 (4)

Micoquian, Starosele facie

with xerophytes

Kabazi V, III/1A - 81.0£9.0
. Kabazi V, 111/2, I11/2A 8 Micoquian, Ak Kaya facie
Boreal xeric grassland =
Kabazi V, I11/3-1 - I1I/3-3A g Levallois-Mousterian, WCM
O
Boreal to south-boreal forest-steppe  Kabazi V, I1I/5-3B2 Micoquian, Starosele facie
B 1t th-b: 1 f t-st
oreatto soutirboreal IorestsiePbe  abazi V, IV/1 - 1V/3 about 200.0 Levallois-Mousterian, WCM

Table 18-3 U-series, OSL and TL chronologies and environment of the Crimean Middle Palaeolithic*.
* data after Gerasimenko 1999, 2005, this volume; Markova 1999, 2005, this volume; Mikhailesku 1999, 2005;

McKinney 1998; Housley et al., this volume.

In the Crimea the environmental conditions of OIS
4 and OIS 5 vary from boreal to south-boreal forest-
steppe. There are no available evidences that a boreal
xeric grassland/semi-desert environment existed in
the Crimea during OIS 4 and OIS 5, or between 60
and 100 ka BP in OSL terms. In general, the climatic
conditions of Vytachiv, vt, are an important marker
for bio-stratigraphical and chronological studies. In
fact, if the Vytachiv, vt, climatic conditions did not
exist, we would have no problems with the U-series,
OSL and TL chronology (Table 18-3).

The “low chronology” hypothesis based on both
radiocarbon and ESR dates was proposed for Kabazi V
by R. Housley et al. (Chapter 3, this volume), and is
much more reliable (Table 18-1). Nevertheless, sever-
al traditional problems still exist, i.e. the difficulty in
correlating radiocarbon and ESR ages, and the prob-
lem of the minimal age of radiocarbon definitions. At
the same time, the “low chronology” of Kabazi V is
not in contradiction with the environmental charac-
teristics of the observed climatic cycles, and unlike
the “high chronology”, the “low chronology” is not
in contradiction with the adopted age of the Leval-
lois-Mousterian in Eastern Europe and, in particu-
larly, in the Crimea, (Table 18-2). At least, the “low
chronology” does not give reason to claim a Middle
Pleistocene age for the Crimean Levallois-Mousteri-
an in Kabazi V, Unit IV (Tables 18-1; 18-2; 18-3).

Accordingly, the “low chronology” and the
results of environmental studies place the Kaba-
zi V occupations at the end of OIS 3. The earliest

occupations in Unit IV of Kabazi V are associated
with stadial conditions of Hosselo. These occupa-
tions are attributed to the WCM facie of the Eastern
European Levallois-Mousterian. The temporal and
environmental analogy for WCM in Kabazi V, unit
IV is thought to be level I1A/2 at Kabazi II (Vytachiyv,
vt,,., Hosselo). These occupations accumulated
under the relatively mild environment of boreal to
south-boreal forest-steppe with xerophytes, i.e. dur-
ing the mildest stadial in OIS 3. The next in situ oc-
cupations in Kabazi V, sub-units III/5 and I1I/4 were
formed during an interstadial environment. Chrono-
logical and environmental analogies for the Starosele
facie of the Micoquian in sub-unit III/5 at Kabazi V
can be found in Vytachiv, vt, , (Hengelo) deposits
at Kabazi II in levels IIA/1 through II/7AB (WCM),
in levels 1 and 2 (Starosele facie) at Starosele, and
at Buran Kaya III, layer E (Upper Palaeolithic?). At
this time, landscapes would have been covered by
south-boreal forest-steppe vegetation. Indeed, it is
highly likely that Kabazi V, 1II/5 and 1II/4 are asso-
ciated with the Interstadial Vytachiv, vt, (Huneborg
Interstadial). Unfortunately, however, the pollen
preservation at Kabazi V is not sufficient to enable
detailed reconstructions of the vegetation at this
time. The available radiocarbon date for level III/5-
3B2 indicates that both Vytachiv, vt , and Vytachiyv,
vt, are justifiable (Table. 18-2). If the latter is valid,
the temporal and environmental neighbours of
Kabazi V, 1II/5, III/4 would have been located in
Zaskalnaya VI, III, Illa (Ak Kaya Micoquian),
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Kabazi II, 11/6, II/7 (WCM), and Prolom I (Kiik Koba
Micoquian). Whereas the cultural deposits from
Kabazi V, sub-units III/3 (WCM), I1I/2 (Ak Kaya Mico-
quian), Zaskalnaya V, II (Ak Kaya Micoquian), Kaba-
zi 1, levels 1I/5 through II/1 (WCM), and probably
Zaskalnaya VI, II (Ak Kaya Micoquian) as well as the
upper levels in Prolom I and Kiik Koba (both Kiik
Koba Micoquian), all accumulated at a time of harsh
continental climate during Vytachiv, vt, (Huneborg
Stadial). Latest occupations belonging to the Ak Kaya
(Kabazi V, II/4A, 11/7), Starosele (Kabazi V, III/1, 111/
1A; Zaskalnaya V, I), and Kiik Koba (Buran Kaya III,
B) facies of the Micoquian, to the WCM facie of the
Levallois-Mousterian (Kabazi 1I, II/1A, A3A — A4),
as well as to the Aurignacian (Siuren I, F, G, H), all
accumulated under relatively mild conditions dur-
ing Vytachiv, vt, (Denekamp).

On the whole, the Levallois-Mousterian chro-
nology is much shorter than that of the Micoquian

(Table 18-2). The earliest evidence of the Micoquian
techno-complex has been identified in OIS 5d, while
the earliest manifestation of the Levallois-Mousteri-
an dates to Vytachiv, vt , = (Hosselo Stadial). There
are no radiometric dates for occupations at this time,
and the commonly adopted age for this stadial is
about 39-45 ka BP.

With exception of Vytachiv, vt, the climatic
conditions of the last part of OIS 3 were relatively
mild. On the other hand, the alternation of climatic
conditions did not affect the main species of hunted
fauna. During all of stage OIS 3 this mainly com-
prised Equus hydruntinus and Saiga tatarica. In spite
of the absence of arcto-boreal rodents, molluscs and
flora, the cold adopted mega-fauna is represented
by reindeer, mammoth, woolly rhino and polar fox.
At the same time, some inhabitants of temperate for-
est environments, such as red deer, were also found
(Chabai, Uthmeier 2006).

KaBaz1r V: TECHNOLOGICAL VARIABILITY

Kabazi V is situated in the vicinity of flint outcrops.
Thus, both Micoquian inhabitants and Levallois-
Mousterians would have had access to the same
sources of raw material, and the structures of ar-
tefact assemblages clearly demonstrate the work-
shop model of raw material exploitation (Chapters
7, 8,9, 11, 14, this volume). This to say that both
Micoquians and Levallois-Mousterians brought to
Kabazi V flint plaquettes and nodules for further
flaking. However, the technological approaches to
the raw material employed in Micoquian and Le-
vallois-Mousterian occupations are quite different.
Whereas the former preferred the elaboration of
bifacial preforms and bifacial tool production, the
latter concentrated on core reduction with modifi-
cation of debitage into unifacial tools.

Such a dichotomy is clearly seen in numerous
attributes (Chapters 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, this volume). For
example, the insignificant role of cores in Micoquian
primary flaking is reflected in both a high unifacial
tool to core ratio (an average of 26:1) and blank to
core ratio (an average of 85.6:1). For WCM occupa-
tions these ratios are characterised by quite differ-
ent values: no more than 28 flakes and blades were
struck from one core and 5 of them were modified
into tools. In the case of Micoquian occupations,
the majority of flakes and blades stemmed from
bifacial tool production. The refitted “cover” of a
bifacial tool shows that 44 flakes and 7 blades were
struck during the production of this particular tool
(Chapter 16, this volume). For Micoquian occupa-
tions the ratios of bifacial tools to blanks (flakes and
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blades) vary from 1:33.3 (sub-unit III/2) and up to
1:49.8 (sub-unit II1/5).

The different origin of debitage in Micoquian
and Levallois-Mousterian occupations resulted in
blank assemblages with quite different characters.
On the whole, blanks from Levallois-Mousterian
occupations are longer, wider and thicker (Chap-
ter 14, this volume). The application of a specific
core reduction strategy, which is similar to the Bia-
che method, resulted in regularly shaped debitage
and high blade indexes (Ilam = 23-24). On the other
hand, Micoquian debitage is represented by short,
often transversal, flakes with incurvate profiles,
low blade indexes (Illam = 7-14), and irregularly
shaped blades (Chapters 7, 8, 11). The bifacial thin-
ning/shaping flakes and blades constitute a mini-
mum of 20 % of the total sum of flakes and blades.
Bifacial thinning/shaping chips are about twice as
frequent. Often, bifacial thinning/shaping flakes
were modified into scrapers and/or retouched
pieces.

All bifacial tools from Micoquian occupa-
tions were produced in plano-convex manner,
and the majority were made from flint plaquettes.
Indeed, one might even suggest that the choice
of flint plaquettes was a very conscious decision.
Plaquettes used for bifacial tool production vary in
thickness from between 1.6 and 2.0 cm. The major-
ity of cores from Levallois-Mousterian occupations
are of parallel and radial types. The combination
of such core types with centripetal Levallois flakes
and blades, and débordantes and enlévement deux



Chapter 18

debitage is indicative of a Biache-like core reduc-
tion strategy (Chapters 9 and 14, this volume).
Instruments used for flint knapping included
bone retouchers, pebble retouchers, and pebble
hammerstones. Whereas bone retouchers are char-
acteristic for Micoquian occupations only, pebbles
were used by both Micoquian and Levallois-Mous-
terian knappers (Chapter 15, this volume).
Although no great differences can be observed
between the two traditions regarding the types of
retouch used in tool production, ventral thinning
is only really associated with Micoquian assem-

Kabazi V in the Context of the Crimean Middle Palaeolithic

blages. About one quarter of scrapers and points
exhibit either a thinned back, or thinned termina-
tions. Bifacial scrapers and especially points often
have a thinned base.

In summary, whereas Micoquian technology
was oriented toward the production of bifacial tools
on relatively thin flint plaquettes, the main aim of
the Levallois-Mousterian technology was the pro-
duction of flakes and blades using specific methods
of core reduction. Further, Micoquians and Leval-
lois-Mousterians used different knapping instru-
ments to attain their objectives.

KaBaz1r V: TyroLOGICAL VARIABILITY

Detailed typological descriptions of material recov-
ered from Kabazi V in 2002 and 2003 are presented
in a number of chapters in this volume (Chapters 7
through 14), and parts of some levels, such as II/4A,
11/7, I11/1, III/1A, 111/2 and III/3 were excavated and
published previously by A. Yevtushenko (1998a,
1998b). Yevtushenko’s typological definitions were
added to the corresponding levels to produce a ty-
pological structure of all excavated assemblages
(Tables 18-4; 18-5; 18-6).

Kabazi V:
Micoquian typological variability

Although technologically homogeneous the Mi-
coquian assemblages from Kabazi V demonstrate
some typological variability. Tool-kits are domi-
nated by scrapers, on average 60.9% of the total
number of identifiable tools, with this value fluctu-
ating between 52.2 % in level I1I/4A —11/7 and up to
62.6 % in sub-unit III/5. The second most frequently
observed tool are points, on average 12.7% of all
identifiable tools. The ratio of this tool type does not
vary greatly, from 11.5% in sub-unit III/1 to 16.4 %
in levels II/4A - 11/7. Bifacial scrapers compose an
average of 8.2% of all tools, ranging from 1.5% in
level II/4A - 1I/7 and up to 11.3 % in sub-unit III/1.
On average, bifacial points comprise 5.5% of all
tools, ranging from 3.4 % in sub-unit III/2 to 10.5%
inlevels II/4A —11/7. Reutilised bifacial tools are well
represented (2-10 %) in the tool assemblages from
levels II/4A —11/7 and sub-units I1I/1 and III/1A. The
sum of denticulates and notches never exceeds 5 %.
Scaled pieces, truncated-faceted, end-scrapers, bur-
ins, perforators and composite tools are very rare
(Table 18-4). Such a typological structure is charac-
teristic for most Crimean Micoquian assemblages,
the only exceptions being assemblages with either

very small numbers of points (Kabazi II, III, V, VI;
Chokurcha I, IV; Sary Kaya) or very high numbers
of points (Prolom I; Buran Kaya III, B; Kiik Koba,
upper level). In other words, the closest analogies
for the Micoquian at Kabazi V are found in Zaskal-
naya V and Zaskalnaya VI.

More pronounced variations in the Micoquian
assemblage have been observed at the morpho-
logical level (Table 18-5). Whereas assemblages
from levels II/4A — II/7 and sub-unit III/2 are char-
acterised by a dominance of simple forms (single
and double-edge scrapers) over convergent tools
(points and convergent scrapers), as well as rela-
tively high amounts of bifacial tools, assemblages
from sub-unit III/1 demonstrate a dominance of
convergent forms and smaller amount of both bi-
facial and simple tools. Finally, assemblages from
sub-unit III/5 are characterised by a dominance of
simple tools and the smallest amount of bifacials
(Table 18-5; Fig. 18-1). The differences in ratios of
simple, convergent and bifacial tools served as the
criteria for the subdivision into different facies of
Crimean Micoquian assemblages (Chabai, Marks
1998). Naturally, this subdivision is of a relative
character. In some cases Starosele assemblages are
more similar to Ak Kaya assemblages than they are
to each other. This is the case at Kabazi V, where
sub-units III/1 (Starosele) and III/2 (Ak Kaya) dis-
play more similarities than the assemblages from
sub-units III/1 and III/5 (both belonging to the
Starosele facie). At the same time, this subdivision
shows quite clearly the tendency of artefact reduc-
tion, which in Micoquian industries is expressed in
decreasing numbers of simple, bifacial tool forms
and overall tool sizes, accompanied by an increas-
ing in convergent tool forms (Fig. 18-1). All of these
tendencies together make up the “reduction for-
mula” of Micoquian tool-kits (Chabai 2004c, p. 204;
2005b, p. 128), i.e. the biggest tools are associated
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Levels IT4A, Sub-Unit 111/1 Sub-Unit Sub-Unit 111/
1/7 111/2

- T e Y 1 I -1 Y P 1 3

g | =| =l =l sl = s & g g =5 8] 2| 8| = 2

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = o
Points
Distal 1 1 1 3 0.33
Lateral 1 1 0.11
Semi-leaf 1 1 . 9 . 2 3 1 . . . . . . . 17 1.85
Sub-leaf 1 3 1 1 1 7 0.76
Leaf-shaped . . . . . . 1 . . . . . . . . 1 0.11
Sub-triangular 4 5 2 . . . . 2 . . . 13 141
Triangular 1 1 . . . . . . . . . 2 0.21
Semi-trapezoidal . 1 1 3 3 1 1 2 1 13 1.41
Sub-trapezoidal 2 . 1 . 1 1 . . 5 0.54
Trapezoidal 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 0.11
Semi-crescent 3 3 3 3 1 2 15 1.63
Sub-crescent . . . 1 1 1 2 . 1 . . . 1 1 . 8 0.87
Crescent . 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 0.11
Hook-like 1 . . . . . 1 . . . . . . . . 2 0.21
Amorphous . 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 0.11
Unidentifiable . 1 . 2 . 4 1 . 1 1 1 5 4 5 2 27 2.93
Scrapers
Transverse-straight 1 . . 1 . 3 2 1 . . . 3 1 1 . 13 141
Transverse-convex 1 . 2 1 . 4 5 1 1 4 1 . 2 3 1 26 2.83
Transverse-concave 1 . . . . 1 . . . . . . . 1 . 3 0.33
Transverse-wavy . 1 . 1 . . . . . . . 1 . . . 3 0.33
Diagonal straight . . . . . 2 . 1 . . . . . . . 3 0.33
Diagonal convex . . . 5 . 4 3 . . 1 2 2 1 1 19 2.06
Diagonal wavy . 3 4 0.43
Straight 3 3 1 11 17 9 1 3 1 7 7 8 75 8.14
Convex 6 1 4 19 17 17 6 3 1 6 7 3 97 10.53
Concave 3 1 5 1 5 2 . 5 1 24 2.61
Wavy 1 1 5 2 1 1 1 3 15 1.63
Double straight 4 2 2 8 0.87
Straight-convex . 1 3 5 3 2 2 1 1 1 . 19 2.06
Straight-concave 1 1 2 0.21
Straight-wavy 1 1 . . . . . . . 1 3 0.33
Double convex 1 . 2 2 . 6 2 . 1 . . . 2 . . 16 1.74
Convex-wavy . . . . . 3 3 0.33
Convex-concave . . . 2 . 1 3 0.33
Double concave . . . . . . . . . 1 1 0.11
Concave-wavy . . . . . 1 1 0.11
Double wavy 1 0.11
Semi-leaf . . . 5 7 9 . . . . . . . . 21 2.28
Sub-leaf . . . 3 1 1 3 . . . . . . . 2 10 1.09
Leaf-shaped 1 1 0.11
Sub-triangular 7 1 1 2 11 1.19
Triangular . . . 2 1 3 0.33
Semi-trapezoidal . . 2 11 1 5 4 . 1 2 . 2 . 3 . 31 3.37
Sub-trapezoidal . 2 1 9 6 1 . . 1 2 1 24 2.61
Trapezoidal . . . 1 . . . . . . . . . . . 1 0.11
Semi-rectangular . 2 1 2 4 6 1 3 1 20 2.17
Sub-retangular . . 1 . . 5 . . . . . 1 1 4 . 12 1.30
Rectangular . . . . . 1 . . . . . . . . . 1 0.11
Semi-crescent 1 2 3 8 . 18 5 . . . . 1 . 1 2 41 4.45
Sub-crescent . 1 . 2 1 5 . . . . 1 1 . 1 1 13 141
Crescent . . . . . 2 1 . . . . . . . . 3 0.33
Hook-like . . . 3 . . . . 1 1 . . . . . 5 0.54
Semi-ovoid . . . . . . 1 1 . . . . . . . 2 0.21
Convergent amorphous 1 . . . . . . . . . . 1 . . . 2 0.21
Convergent unidentifiable . . 2 7 . 1 1 . 2 3 . 3 . . 2 21 2.28
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Levels IT44, Sub-Unit I1/1 Sub-Unit Sub-Unit I1/5
/7 111/2

P Y O Y ) Y ) -1 B - I I L

s sl 5| 5| =l 5| = s =5 sl = & = 5| 8| s 3

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = o
Denticulates 3 4 7 8 1 1 4 1 29 3.15
Notches 2 1 4 4 4 1 3 1 1 1 22 2.39
Scaled pieces 1 8 9 0.98
Truncated-faceted 5 1 1 1 4 2 1 15 1.63
End-scrapers 1 2 1 1 5 0.54
Burins 1 2 2 5 0.54
Perforators 1 1 0.11
Composite tools . . . . . 3 3 0.33
Bifacial points
Semi-leaf 2 2 0.21
Sub-leaf 1 . . 5 . 5 11 1.19
Leaf-shaped . . . 1 3 4 0.43
Sub-triangular . 1 1 1 1 4 0.43
Trapezoidal . . . . . 1 1 0.11
Semi-crescent . . . 4 2 6 0.65
Sub-crescent . . . 1 1 1 3 0.33
Unidentifiable 2 3 1 2 . 3 1 2 3 2 1 20 217
Bifacial scrapers
Straight . . . 1 2 1 5 0.54
Convex . . . 1 . 6 1 8 0.87
Semi-leaf . . . 7 . 4 4 1 16 1.74
Sub-leaf 1 1 0.11
Leaf-shaped 2 1 3 0.33
Sub-triangular 1 1 0.11
Sub-trapezoidal 1 1 2 0.21
Semi-crescent 2 3 1 1 7 0.76
Sub-crescent 9 8 2 1 1 21 228
Crescent . . . . . 4 4 0.43
Ovoid 1 0.11
Unidentifiable . . . . . 3 1 1 1 6 0.65
Bifacial reutilized 3 4 . 5 . 5 11 28 3.04
Retouched Pieces 11 11 18 201 8 144 62 3 10 15 7 29 25 18 22 584
Unidentifiable
Unifacial 10 8 19 153 8 107 44 2 7 8 4 24 12 15 17 438
Bifacial 2 2 9 60 1 41 16 3 4 . 9 2 7 2 158

Total: | 58 | 53 | 73 | 606 | 22 | 520 | 258 | 15 | 43 | 63 | 18 | 129 | 84 | 90 | 69 | 2,101 | 100.00
Table 18-4 Kabazi V: tools from Micoquian occupations*.

*after A.l. Yevtushenko (1998b, Chapter 11, this volume), A.P. Veselsky (Chapter 7, this volume) and

V.P. Chabai (Chapter 8, this volume).

**summarised data for assemblages excavated in 1993-96 and 2002-03.

with the Ak Kaya facie, while the smallest tools
are found in Kiik Koba assemblages. Certainly, it
is impossible to group assemblages into clearly
separate clusters on the basis of these tendencies
(Fig. 18-1). Indeed, a number of tool-kits might be
regarded as “transitional” assemblages (Chabai
1999). For example, the tool-kits from sub-units
III/1 and III/2 are a transitional group between Ak
Kaya and Starosele assemblages (Table 18-5). Arte-
fact reduction in Micoquian occupations at Kabazi V

is best explained in the intensity of artefact utilisa-
tion. The average density of artefacts for levels with
a Starosele morphological structure is 1,176 arte-
facts per cubic metre, while the density of artefacts
in levels with Ak Kaya assemblages hardly exceeds
600 artefacts per cubic metre. Therefore, bearing in
mind the palimpsest character of occupations, pre-
viously imported and produced artefacts may have
been utilised and reutilised several times by the next
visitors to the site. Such utilisation and reutilisation
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Crimean Micoquian. Tripole graph showing the relationship of tool morphological groups according to differ-

ent assemblages: 1 - Kabazi ll, V-VI; 2 - Sary Kaya, 1986; 3 — Chokurcha |, IV-I; 4 — Zaskalnaya VI, II; 5 — Chokurcha
I, IV-M; 6 — Zaskalnaya V, V; 7 — Kabazi ll, lll; 8 — Chokurcha |, IV; 9 — Sary Kaya, 1977; 10 - Kabazi V, II/4A - 11/7;
11 — Zaskalnaya V, II; 12 — Zaskalnaya V, lll; 13 — Zaskalnaya V, VI; 14 - Kabazi V, 111/2; 15 — Zaskalnaya V, llI;
16 — Kabazi V, 111/1; 17 — Prolom II, Ill; 18 — Zaskalnaya VI, V; 19 - Zaskalnaya V, I; 20 — Prolom II, 1I; 21 — Chokur-
cha |, IV-O; 22 - Kabazi V, 1ll/5; 23 - Zaskalnaya V, IV; 24 — Starosele, 1;25 — Zaskalnaya VI, 1V; 26 — Prolom II, IV;
27 - Buran Kaya lll, B; 28 — Kiik Koba, upper layer; 29 — Prolom |, lower layer; 30 — Prolom |, upper layer;

31 - Buran Kaya lll, 7-8.

processes are reflected in the “reduction formula” of
the Crimean Micoquian. In fact, it may be stated that
the artefacts left on the living surface become the
source of raw material for the next visitors.

The way in which tools have been classified in
this volume means that some generalisations can
be made. For example, leaf, triangular, trapezoidal
and crescent shapes dominate point assemblages
(Table 18-4). The most frequently observed scraper
in scraper assemblages are different types of simple
scrapers; transverse scrapers are also important, and
convergent scrapers, such as leaf-shaped, trapezoi-
dal and crescent-shaped scrapers, also occur in some
number. Therefore, it can be concluded that points
and convergent scrapers are represented by similar
shapes: leaf, trapezoidal and crescent. An exception
are triangular shapes which are well represented
among the points, but are rare among scrapers
(Table 18-4). Bifacial points and scraper assemblages
are dominated by leaf and crescent shapes.

In conclusion, in around 50 % of cases Micoqui-
an tools are represented by simple shapes, in 18 %
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of cases by crescents, in 13 % of cases by leaf-shaped
pieces, and in 11 % of cases by trapezoidal shapes. All
remaining shapes (rectangular, triangular and ovoid)
play no significant role in Micoquian tools-Kkits.

Kabazi V:
Levallois-Mousterian typological variability

Tool-kits from Kabazi V, sub-unit III/3 and Unit IV,
are dominated by scrapers, on average 69 % of all
identifiable tools, a value which is characteristic
in all associated levels. Points make up an average
of 16% of all tools, though the actual ratios in the
different levels of sub-unit III/3 and Unit IV vary
greatly. Whereas in levels 1I1/3-1, 1II/3-1A, II1/3-2,
I11/3-2A and I1I/3-3 just a few points were found, in
levels I11/3-3A and Unit IV they constitute 22.9 % and
24.4% of all tools, respectively. These latter values
are similar to those identified in the WCM as-
semblages from Kabazi II, Unit II (Chabai 1998b).
The average percentages of denticulates, notches,
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Simple Convergent Bifacial
KabaziII, V, VI 26.2 24.6 49.2
Sary Kaya, 1985-86 35.2 20.2 44.6
Chokurcha I, IV-I 48.1 15.4 36.5
Zaskalnaya VI, II 37.8 32.1 30.1
Chokurcha I, IV-M 30.0 40.0 30.0
v |ZaskalnayaV,V 28.2 423 29.5
& |KabazilL I 51.3 205 282
5. |Chokurcha, IV 451 26.8 28.1
i Sary Kaya, 1977 58.1 15.3 26.6
< Kabazi V, levels II/4A-11/7 42.6 32.8 24.6
Zaskalnaya V, 11 499 26.2 23.9
Zaskalnaya V, III 46.1 30.4 23.5
Zaskalnaya V, VI 41.7 35.4 22.9
Kabazi V, sub-unit III/2 38.9 38.2 229
Zaskalnaya VI, III 53.9 26.1 20.0
Kabazi V, sub-unit ITI/1 35.1 441 20.8
Prolom II, III 48.3 34.8 16.9
Zaskalnaya VI, V 37.9 45.4 16.7
2 Zaskalnaya V, I 33.3 50.8 15.9
E Prolom II, IT 43.6 42.6 13.8
§  |Chokurchal, IV-O 53.1 344 125
£ |Kabazi V, sub-unit I1I/5 51.2 37.8 11.0
& Zaskalnaya V, IV 39.9 47.7 12.4
Starosele, 1 443 434 12.3
Zaskalnaya VI, IV 46.9 425 10.6
Prolom II, IV 48.6 443 7.10
.g Buran Kaya III, B 36.5 49.1 14.4
< |Kiik Koba, sepx. 269 59.3 13.8
2 |Prolom I, nus. 30.2 59.1 10.7
i Prolom I, Bepx. 30.9 54.4 14.7
:é Buran Kaya III, 7-8 37.0 51.9 11.1

Table 18-5 Crimean Micoquian: morphological tool groups.

end-scrapers, burins, truncated-faceted and compos-
ite tools listed in Table 18-6 reflect the real value of
these tools in each level. Bifacial tools are not char-
acteristic for the WCM, and those found in Unit IV
were imported to the site (Chapter 14, this volume).

Distal and lateral points are the most charac-
teristic tools in the WCM. The “atypical Levallois
points”, defined by Yu. Demidenko (Chapter 9, this
volume) in levels III/3-1A and 11I/3-3A, are typologi-
cally closely related. The distal, lateral and “atypical
Levallois points” are characterised by only limited
amounts of retouch, i.e. at the tip or both at the tip and
along a part of one edge. Distal, lateral and “atypical

Levallois points” are referred to as “simple points”.
The second most important shape among points is
the crescent-shaped pieces. All remaining shapes
are represented by only insignificant numbers of
points. About two thirds of scrapers are represented
by simple — one-edged shapes. Also, in most levels
trapezoidal-shaped scrapers are important. On aver-
age, trapezoidal shapes make up 7.5% of the total
number of morphologically identified scrapers. As
in the WCM there is a very high percentage of trap-
ezoidal shapes. In the assemblage from Kabazi II,
Unit II there were found no trapezoidal-shaped
scrapers. The high amount of trapezoidal scrapers,
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Fig. 18-2

as well as the presence of some bifacials, has been in-
terpreted as Micoquian admixture (Chapters 9 and
14, this volume).

Insum, the Levallois-Mousterian tool-kits from
Kabazi V are represented by three main shapes:
simple shapes make up about 75% of pieces;
crescent-shaped artefacts, about 7 %; and trapezoi-
dal shapes, about 8.5% of pieces. Triangular, leaf-
shaped and rectangular pieces constitute just 2%
to 4 % of tool-Kkits.

Kabazi V: a comparison of Micoquian and
Levallois-Mousterian tool shapes
The morphological structures of Kabazi V Mico-

quian and Levallois-Mousterian assemblages are
shown in Figure 18-2. The main differences can

M Micoquian

O Levallois-Mousterian

Kabazi V: tool shapes in Micoquian and Levallois-Mousterian assemblages.

be noted in the occurrence of simple shapes in
general, and simple points in particularly, as well as
inthe frequency ofleaf-shaped and crescent-shaped
pieces. The triangular, rectangular and ovoid
shapes are just as rare in both assemblages, while
the similarity in the ratios of trapezoidal shapes is
somewhat unexpected.

Levallois-Mousterian tool shapes from Kaba-
zi V and in the archetype WCM assemblage from
Kabazi II, Unit II are nearly identical, except in the
recorded ratios of trapezoidal shapes. This distinc-
tion might be interpreted in two ways: trapezoids
are Micoquian admixture (Chapter 9, this volume)
or trapezoidal scrapers are more characteristic
at camp-sites than they are at killing-butchering
stations. The former interpretation appears to be
more reliable. Also, it is necessary to note that, in
spite of the functional difference between Kabazi II

Table 18-6 Kabazi V: tools from Levallois-Mousterian occupations*.

* after A.l. Yevtushenko (1998b), Yu.E. Demidenko (Chapter 9, this volume) and

V.P. Chabai (Chapter 14, this volume).
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Sub-Unit II1/3 Unit IV

X

S|« | Sl ald|eol|s i S

= = = = = = = - - = = @
Points
Levallois, atypical 1 2 3 171
Distal 1 3 2 6 3.43
Lateral : . . . . 1 : 1 : 1 3 171
Semi-trapezoidal . 1 . 1 . . 1 3 1.71
Semi-crescent . . . . . : 3 3 171
Sub-crescent . . . . . . . 1 1 0.57
Hook-like : . . . . : : : : 1 1 0.57
Sub-leaf . . . 1 . . 1 . 1 3 1.71
Amorphous . . . . . . . 1 1 0.57
Unidentifiable . 1 . . 1 . 2 4 2.30
Scrapers
Transverse-straight 1 . . . . : : 1 1 3 1.71
Transverse-convex 2 . . . . 2 . 1 2 7 4.00
Transverse-wavy . . . . . . . 1 1 0.57
Diagonal straight : 2 1 . . : 1 4 2.30
Diagonal convex . . . . . . 1 2 2 5 2.86
Straight 2 . . 1 . 2 . 1 2 8 457
Convex 6 7 5 1 2 6 11 3 1 1 43 24.57
Concave . . 1 . . 1 2 1.14
Wavy 1 1 1 . . . : 2 5 2.86
Double straight . . . . . . 1 1 0.57
Straight-convex 2 . . . . : : 2 1 5 2.86
Straight-concave . . . 1 1 0.57
Double convex : . . . . 2 : : 1 3 171
Convex-concave . 3 . . . . . 1 4 2.30
Double concave 2 2 1.14
Sub-triangular : . . . . : 1 1 0.57
Triangular . . . 1 . : . : . 1 2 1.14
Semi-trapezoidal . 2 . 1 . . 1 1 . 1 6 3.43
Sub-trapezoidal . . 2 2 1.14
Trapezoidal . . . . . . 1 1 0.57
Semi-rectangular . . . . . . 2 1 3 1.71
Sub-rectangular : 1 1 2 1.14
Semi-crescent . . 1 1 0.57
Sub-crescent 1 . . . . : 2 : 1 4 2.30
Semi-leaf 1 . . 1 2 1.14
Sub-leaf 1 1 0.57
Convergent, unidentifiable : . . . . 1 1 2 1.14
Denticulates 1 . . 1 . 5 4 11 6.29
Notches . 1 . . . 1 1 1 4 2.30
End-scrapers 1 1 0.57
Burins . . 1 . . : : 1 2 1.14
Truncated-faceted . . . . . . 2 . 1 3 171
Composite tools 1 1 0.57
Bifacial scrapers
Semi-crescent . . . . . . . 1 1 0.57
Sub-crescent . . . . . : : 1 1 0.57
Leaf-shaped . . . . . : : 1 1 0.57
Bifacial reutilized : . . . . : : : 1 1 0.57
Retouched pieces 22 23 10 11 7 20 39 15 8 5 160
Thinned pieces . . . . . . . 2 . . 2
Unidentifiable, unifacial 2 7 1 5 7 7 23 4 3 6 65

Total:| 44 | 49 | 25 | 25 | 17 | 48 | 103 | 47 | 26 | 18 | 402 | 100.00
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Kabazi V Kabazi I1
Simple, points 0.55
Simple 48.42 72.22
Leaf 12.93 5.56
.g Triangular 4.68
;‘: Trapezoidal 10.73 3.70
= Rectangular 4.54 5.56
Crescent 17.74 12.96
Ovoid 0.41
Total: 100.00 100.00
Simple, points 8.45 7.52
Simple 66.20 66.58
-§ Leaf 4.23 6.96
% Triangular 2.11 6.96
E Trapezoidal 8.45
E Rectangular 3.52 1.39
§ Crescent 7.04 10.59
Ovoid
Total: 100.00 100.00

and Kabazi V, the Levallois-Mousterians used the
workshop model of flint exploitation at both sites.
On the other hand, the shape structures of
Micoquian tool-kits from Kabazi II and Kabazi V
are very different (Table 18-7), with these differ-
ences reflecting the selected character of Kabazi II
tool-kits. In other words, such differences might
be interpreted as indicating two different models
of raw material exploitation: the workshop model
at Kabazi V, and the tool-users model at Kabazi II.
“Tool-users” tool-kits are characterised by shape
structures of a restricted character, i.e. 5 out of 8
potential shapes are represented and about three
quarters of identifiable shapes constitute simple
shapes. In a certain sense, the morphological struc-
ture of Micoquian “users” tool-kits are more similar
to Levallois-Mousterian workshop ones. However,
such a similarity is feigned, because Micoquian
tool-kits comprise about 30 % bifacial tools.

< Table 18-7 Kabazi V and Kabazi Il: Micoquian and

Levallois-Mousterian tool shapes.

Kasazr V: FaAuna ExrrortaTioN MODEL

Only one model of fauna exploitation has been ap-
plied to Kabazi V, the consumption of previously dis-
membered ungulates (Chapter 6, this volume). The
main species hunted were Saiga tatarica and Equus
hydruntinus. The role of scavenging was insignifi-
cant. In levels III/1A and III/2, which are associated
with Micoquian assemblages, mammoth bones were

collected as fuel for hearths. The combination of the
consumption model of fauna exploitation and the
workshop model of flint exploitation is characteristic
forcampsoftypeA.Thistypeofcamphasbeendefined
for the Levallois-Mousterian occupation at Shaitan
Koba and for the Micoquian occupations at Zaskal-
naya V and Zaskalnaya VI (Chabai, Uthmeier 2006).

Kasazr V: HEArRTHS AND PiT1S

Hearths are common features for both Micoquian
and Levallois-Mousterian occupations (Chapter 2,
this volume). Both Micoquians and Levallois-Mous-
terians preferred to use simple hearths. At the same
time, at such sites as Prolom II, II (Micoquian) and
Kabazi I (mixed assemblage) hearths surrounded by
stones were used (Kolosov 1986; Formosov 1959b).
There is no evidence of long-term usage of hearths
or hearth renewal in association with Micoquian and
Levallois-Mousterian assemblages.
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At Kabazi V pits are associated with Micoquian as-
semblages. Moreover, all pits found from the Crime-
an Middle Palaeolithic (Kabazi V, III/1A, 11I/4-2;
Zaskalnaya VI, 1I; Zaskalnaya V, III; Kiik Koba,
upper level) are associated with Micoquian assem-
blages. Nowadays it can be concluded that artifi-
cial pits are a characteristic attribute of Micoquian
living surfaces.
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Discussion

The Levallois-Mousterian and Micoquian assem-
blages, which coexisted under similar environ-
mental conditions and using similar models of
raw material and fauna exploitation, can be differ-
entiated from one another at five different levels.
First, regarding the strategy of primary flaking, i.e.
core reduction versus bifacial flaking, or in other
words, Levallois and blade technologies opposed
to bifacial plano-convex tool production. Second,
there are the methods of tool elaboration: while
ventral thinnings are characteristic for the Mico-
quian, they are rare in Levallois-Mousterian assem-
blages. Third, there are the instruments of flaking:
hammerstones and pebble retouchers are common
for both Levallois-Mousterian and the Micoquian,
while bone retouchers were used in Micoquian as-
semblages only. Fourth, tool shapes and typology
are closely connected with a distinction made in
primary flaking: whereas unifacial tools of simple
and crescent shapes occur in the Levallois-Mous-
terian, the Micoquian assemblages are character-
ised by simple-shaped, leaf-shaped, trapezoidal
and crescent-shaped unifacial and bifacial tools.
Finally, the living surfaces of Micoquian occupa-
tions were organised with hearths and pits, while
hearths are the only structures associated with liv-
ing surfaces of Levallois-Mousterian occupations.
Also, mammoth bones served to fuel some hearths
in Micoquian levels, while there is no evidence for
this practice in Levallois-Mousterian occupations.

In fact, four of the five distinctions noted be-
tween Micoquian and Levallois-Mousterian are
of technological significance, which is undoubt-
edly related to quite different styles of living.
The manner in which living space was organised

might reflect the range of economic activity (pit in
level 111/4-2). Further, the significance of the “dig-
ging activity” undertaken by the Micoquians is
still unclear. In the Crimean Middle Palaeolithic
they left three caches; two of these contained the
waste from bifacial tool and core/bifacial tool
production (Kabazi V, 1lI/4-2; Zaskalnaya V, III),
and one was a hiding place for bifacial tools
(Zaskalnaya VI, II).

On the other hand, both Micoquian and Le-
vallois-Mousterian camps at Kabazi V appear to
be links in a chain of relatively complicated settle-
ment systems connected with kill and butchering
stations (Chabai, Uthmeier 2006). In theory, the
Levallois-Mousterian camps at Kabazi V, Unit IV
and sub-unit III/3 might have been supplied with
Equus hydruntinus meat from contemporaneous kill
and butchering stations at Kabazi II, levels IIA/2
through II/1. The saiga kill and butchering stations
are unknown, as are Micoquian kill and butchering
stations that are contemporaneous with Kabazi V,
sub-units I1I/1, I1I/2 and III/5. In spite of the tech-
nological differences and distinctions in the organi-
sation of living floors, the Crimean Micoquian and
Levallois-Mousterian show nearly identical models
of land use (Chabai, Uthmeier 2006). Therefore, it
is likely that the land use models depend rather on
the environmental characteristics than on the tech-
nological parameters of Micoquian and Levallois-
Mousterian techno-complexes. Thus, from both
technological and typological points of view, the
Crimean Micoquian and the Levallois-Mousterian
appear to be stylistically distinct Middle Palaeo-
lithic entities, while the definition of peculiarities in
subsistence strategies requires additional studies.
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ABSTRACT

i

KABA3IM V B KOHTEKCTE
CPEAHEIO ITAAEOANTA KPBIMA

YABAW B.II.

Kabasu V — »To meppas crosdHKa B cpedHeM Itadeoante KpbIMa, B OTAOXKEHMSIX KOTOPOI
obHapy>KeHa WHTepCcTpaTU(UKalINMsI MUKOKCKUX U /AeBalldya-MyCTBepCKUX TOPM3OHTOB.
XponocrpaTturpaduaeckas O3NS KyAbTypHBIX OoTA0KeHniT Kabasn V, a Takxe nx koppeas-
LT C APYTUMU CTOSTHKaMM, IIpuBeAeHsl B Ta0anmax 18-1 n 18-2.

Ha ocHOBaHIM KOMITA€KCHBIX apXe0A0TMYEeCKIX, pajioOMeTpUUecKIX I Ilade0KAuMaTIdec-
Knx mccaegosanuit Kabasmu V ygaaoch ycTaHOBUTD, UTO AeBalAdya-MyCTbePCKIE ¥ MUKOKCKIE
IoceAeHMsI COCYIIeCTBOBAaAU B CXOAHBIX KAMMATUYECKUX YCAOBUAX U MPaKTUKOBAAM CXO/HBIE
MOJeAM DKCIIAyaTalliii KPeMHEeBOTO ChIpbsA. BMecTe ¢ TeM, MeXAy MUKOKCKMMU U AeBaaAdya-
MycThepcKuMH KoMmIrdekcamu Kabasm V cyIecTByIOT IATH OCHOBHBIX pa3Anmdmil. Bo-miepBoIX,
TEXHOAOTVS IIEPBMYHOIO pacIlellleHNns JAeBallya-MyCTbe OCHOBAaHa Ha CIeIMPUIeCKUX
A€BaAAya3CKUX U MAaCTMHYATBIX METOAaX HYKAEYCHOTO CKaAblBaHUs, TOI4a KaK AAs MMKOKa
XapaKTepHO MCII0Ab30BaHMe I110CKO-BBIITYKAOTO MeTOAa IPOU3BOACTBa ABYCTOPOHHUX OPYAUIA.
Bo-BTOpHIX, 445 MMKOKa IPUCYIe MCIO/Ab30BaHNE Pa3HOOOPa3HBIX IIPMEMOB BEHTpPaAbHBIX
YTOHUYEHU 4451 O4HOCTOPOHHMX OpyANIi 11 0a3aAbHOTO YTOHUEHMS A5 ABYCTOPOHHUX OPYAUIA,
TOTJa KakK B AeBaAlya-MyCTbe BEHTpalbHO-yTOHUYEHHbIE OPyAls BCTpeJaloTcsl KpaliHe peaKo.
B-TpeTp1x, MHCTpyMEHTB ePBUYHOIO pacIiellAeHNsI B MUKOKCKMX U AeBaAAya-MyCTbepPCKIX
KOMILIeKCaX IIpeAcTaB/JeHbl OTOOVMHMKaMM M peTyllepaMM Ha radbKax, TOrda KaK KOCTSTHBIE
peTyiiepsl UCIO0Ab30BaAMCh TOABKO B MMKOKe. B-ueTBepThIX, CyIlleCTBeHHbIe pa3Auums B
OpPYAUITHBIX HaOOpaX IIpeACcTaBAeHbl He TOABKO HaAdueM / OTCYyTCTBIEM ABYCTOPOHHUX OPYAUIA,
HO 1 MOP(OAOTMIECKOI CTPYKTYPOII OPYAUITHBIX HAOOPpOB. /15 AeBaalya-MyCThe XapaKTePHO
npeobaajaHye IIPOCTHIX (POPM OCTPOKOHEUHMKOB U CKpeDea IpM AOCTaTOYHO CYIIeCTBEHHOI
poau cermentosuAHbx popm (Fig. 18-2). Mopdoaormndeckas crpykTypa MUKOKa IIpeAcTaBAeHa:
IIPOCTBIMY, AMCTOBUAHBIMI, TpaleliMeBUAHBIMI VI CETMEHTOBUAHBIMU popMaMU. B-IIaThIX, B
MIKOKe >KIABIe ITIOBEPXHOCTU I'POTOB O0OPYAOBAaANCDH NPV IIOMOIIY O4aroB U sIM, TOTAa Kak
B AeBaAAya-MyCTbe MCII0Ab30BaAMCh TOABKO odaru. /lAsi MMKOKCKMX O4Yaros B BlAe TOILAMBa
3aroTaBAMBaANCh KOCTM MaMOHTOB, TOTJa KaK CBUAeTeAbCTBa IIpedHaMEpPeHHON 3arOTOBKU
KOCTel1 B BUA€ TOILAMBA A4S A€Balldya-MyCThepCKIX O9aroB He OOHaPY>KEHBI.

Mukokckue 1 AeBaaaya-MycTbepckue noceaenns Kabasu V apasiorcs aarepsamm tuia A.
Ha »Tnx aarepsx mponsBoAMACs IOAHBIN KA 00pabOTKM KpeMH:, BKAIO4Yasl M3rOTOBAE€HIE U
peyTUAM3aINIO OPYANIA, a TaKXKe IIPOMCX0ANAO ITOTpedAeHNe MMIIOPTUPOBAHHBIX YacTell TYII
caliry U TMAPYHTUHYCOB. /lareps Tuma A SABASIOTCSA 4acThIO CUCTEMBI IIOCEAeHUI, B KOTOPOIl
npeJriolaraeTcsi Haanudue crielifaAu3upoBaHHBIX CTOSHOK I10 IIePBUYHOM pasAelKe OXOTHUYbe
A00BIYM.

Taxum oOpasoMm, HOCUTeAM MMKOKCKMX M JAeBaAAya-MyCThepCKUX KOMIIAEKCOB,
COCYIII€CTBOBAAN B CXOAHBIX KAMMAaTUUECKMX U CBIPbhEBBIX YCAOBUAX, MCIIOAb30BaAl O4MHAaKOBbIe
MOAeANDKCIIAyaTalM CEIPbeBBIX M (PAYHICTUIECKUX PECYPCOB, HOIIPOU3BOANAN TEXHOAOTUECKI
U TUIOAOTUYECKN pasdAndHble apTedaKkThl UM pasHBIMU CIIocodbaMm oOycTpauBaAM >KUABIE
rosepxHOCTU. VIHBIMM cA0BaMM, KPBIMCKUII MUKOK M A€BaAAya-MyCThe SBASIOTCS MPUMepOM
COCYIIIECTBYIONIMX BO BpeMeHM M IPOCTPaHCTBe CTUAMCTUYECKU AVICKPETHBIX TPaAUIINIA.
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