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Chapter One

Introduction

1. 1. Aims and Objectives of the Present Research Work

The present work aims to introduce the cultural heritage of the Bajaur-Mohmand

area in a more scientific way. The area is rich in cultural heritage. All previous

research was confined to the historical archaeology of the area (Rahman, 1996). The

known written history of the Bajaur-Mohmandarea goes back to 4th century B.C. In

327 B.C., Alexander invaded northwestern Indo-Pak subcontinent. Greek historians

provide us with written accounts of Alexander’s military operations in the region

(M’Criadle, 1896; Rahman, 1996). Alexander was followed by successive waves of

foreign invaders from Central Asia, Iran and north-west China (Caroe, 1958).

Afghanistan happened to be a safe passage for these peoples. Besides, we have also

the accounts offoreign travellers and pilgrims who,in pursuit of collecting necessary

information about Buddhism in India, had written about the sacred Buddhist

monuments. Among these foreign invaders, the most notable are Aryans, Indo-

Greeks, Scytho-Parthians, Kushans,Iranians, White Huns, and the Muslim Turks and

the Mughals (Beal, 1884; Caroe, 1958; Puri, 1965; Rahman, 1979; Dani, 1991;

Rahman, 1996). Last ofall came the British to secure the possession ofthis territory.

A great deal of our cultural heritage is vouchsafed in the historical records, but

archaeology still has role to play, for it is the principal source for reconstructing the

historic past of this region.

Forthe early historic period (i.e. before 4th century B.C.), we entirely depend on

the archaeological material. To know the chronological sequence of the region the

author conducted an archaeological survey under the supervision of Prof. (Dr.)

Abdur-Rahman (Rahman, 1996). As a result, a chronological framework was worked

out and a sequence was established for Bajaur-Mohmand region. This sequence

included proto-historic cemeteries and the so-called Aryan settlement. The latter sites

provided the earliest evidence of the archaeological presence therein. Comparable

cultural materials from other sites have a C14 date of the second millennium B.C.

(Dani, 1967: 1-55). Thelatter date correctly corresponds to the Aryan migration into

this region. The sequence covers all the succeeding phases ofthe historic period. At  
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the present state of our knowledge,no site of the Bronze Age exists in this region;

although such Bronze Age cultures had flourished in most parts of Pakistan. The

principal centres of these cultures have been in Bannu basin, Dera Isamail Khan,

Punjab, and Sind (Marshall, 1931; Vats, 1940; Wheeler, 1950 and 1953; Khan,1965; :

, Dani, 1970-71; Haleem, 1972; Durrani, 1988; Khan, et al., 1991, and Possehl, 2002).

Many different village cultures with unique terracotta ceramics are found in

Baluchistan, which are distinguished from each other through diagnostic features like

typology, technology and decorative designs (Astana, 1985).

During 2003-2004, an archaeological survey was conducted in the Bajaur-

Mohmandarea (Ali and Rahman, 2005). This time our interest was mainly focused on

the northwestern limestone mountains, which form the southern slopes of the Hindu

Kush. The dominantfeature of this area is the presence of large numbers of natural

caves and rock shelters. Some ofthese natural sites had been chosen by the prehistoric

men for living and cultural activities. The cultural deposits formed within these

natural habitats over millennia attest to the great antiquity of the buried relics in the

form of crude stone artefacts and weapons. From the point of view of archaeology,in

particular prehistory, these discoveries were significant. The sites yielded certain

cultural materials of stone tools, which form Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic

periods in this area. In view oftheir cultural importance, we chose someofthe sites

and their materials for research. Thus, the new discoveries determined the course of

our research work - investigations into the prehistoric archaeology ofthe region.

At the strength of the present available data, we have established a firm

chronological sequence for the Bajaur-Mohmandregion. It covers all the Stone Age

cultures of the upper Pleistocene geological era before ca. 12, 000 B.P and the

Holocene after 12, 000 B.P. Besides, efforts have been made to correlate the Stone

Age cultures ofthis region with other regions of the world particularly Central and

Westem Asia, India, Afghanistan, and Iran. We have made special reference to

Sanghao Cave in the Peshawar valley andsites in the Soan Valley of the Potwar

region in northem Punjab, and the groups ofPalaeolithic sites of the Rohri Hills in

Lower Sind, Pakistan. We studied all these sites in detail but mentioned them briefly

in this work. We have to know to what extent these Palaeolithic cultures have

influenced cach other. In this context, we have to answer two important questions.

 
 



 

First, are the Stone Age cultures of this area local variants that originated and

developed independently? Secondly, have they been a phenomenon ofmere diffusion

or vice versa? Some authorities are ofthe view that the Middle Palaeolithic cultures of

‘india and Pakistan have their roots in Africa. Then in the course of millennia, it

spread from thelatter area and reached the subcontinent along the coastal route (Field,

et al., 2006). They considered some parts of the subcontinentas dispersal affected in

which they also include Pakistan, in particular the southern coastal zone. The southern

dispersal hypothesis remains a question for us to be answered in future. The Lower

Palaeolithic, the oldest and longest phase of the Old Stone Age, does not occur in this

part of the country. A few crude Acheulian type hand axes collected from the surface

suggest the presence of Lower Palaeolithic in the area (see Pl. 105). It is hoped that

the latter problem will be solved by conducting intensive explorations and

investigations in this region. At present, our research is mainly focused on the Stone

Age cultures, which include Middle, Upper, Mesolithic and Neolithic. The most

outstanding problem was the controversy over the existence of Upper Palaeolithic in

Pakistan, which was set aside by most researchers who worked in the Soan Valley and,

in N.W.F.P.

Having substantial evidence at our disposal, we have to find solution to a number

of problems faced by prehistorians of Pakistan in the field of prehistory. The first

problem was which terminology should be adopted for the Palacolithic cultures ofthis

region. Since, there are two terminologies usually used by the prehistorians for the

Palaeolithic archaeology of Pakistan (see Table 1.1). Another main problem was the

controversy over the presence of Upper Palacolithic industries with blades and burins

as dominant tools. This problem has been resolved, as implements characterizing the

latter period have been recognized in this area. The attribution of these artefacts to

Upper Palaeolithic period is based on artefact typology and technology.It should be

noted that until recently it was believed that Upper Palaeolithic industries of blades

and bladetools did not occur in Pakistan. After the recognition of certain Aurignacian

type tools that are found in the Aurignacian phase of Europe and Wester Asia, we

have also assigned the stone industries of layers 4 and 5 to ‘Aurignacian’ at the rock

shelter of Ango Gatkai. Which place the Aurignacian owes its origin? Who was the

author of the Upper Palaeolithic culture? Answers have been sought for the same

questions. Attempts have been made to locate the transitional phase between the  
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Upper and Middle Palaeolithic in the stratigraphical sequence at the site. In this

context, the upper part of layer 6 characterizes the presence of both Mousterian and

the Upper Palaeolithic industries. Based on this evidence, we have assigned some

certain tools to the transitional phase between the two periods.

Keeping in view the presence and richness ofall dominant Middle Palaeolithic

artefacts, the term ‘Mousterian’ has been adopted for all lithic industries that

flourished in this region during thefirst half of the last glaciation (Wurm). Of the

formal types tools we mean those tools characterizing the Mousterian industries

elsewhere, they include side scrapers often with scaliriform retouch, points both

bifacial and unifacial, and specific oval shaped Levallois flakes. Besides, we see

stronger cultural contacts between the Middle Palaeolithic of Europe, Western Asia

and that of the northem Pakistan. Again, by the presence of almost all formaltype

Mousteriantools in the Bajaur- Mohmand area and their marked resemblance with the

latter regions suggests a commonbirthplace. The Bajaur-Mohmand area (northem

Pakistan) presents all the principal Mousterian groups. Having all these facts in view,

we have put forward the hypothesis that the southern slopes of the Hindu Kush

including the Peshawar valley, ancient Gandhara excluding Afghanistan were home

of the Mousterian cultures and within it the original birthplace was the Bajaur-

Mohmand area. We are again of the view that the Mousterian cultures comprising

distinct variants are autochthonous in character without any dominant influences from

abroad. Another characteristic feature ofthe Mousterian industries ofthis region is the

presence of microlithic tools that occur almost in equal proportion to large artefacts.

The co-occurrence of these Mousterian tools is not beyond culture significance. Who

was the author of the Mousterian culture, Neanderthal or Homo sapiens sapiens? A

reasonable answer has been given to this question.

The Upper Palaeolithic was succeeded by the Mesolithic in the region. As

compared to other periods of the Stone Age, the Mesolithic is poorly represented in

the area. It is also absent from the cultural sequence at Ango Gatkai rock shelter.

However, the Mesolithic people used geometrical and non-geometrical tools and

weapons. Their economy was based on hunting and food collecting.

The last period of the Stone Age in the area is Neolithic. It is represented by

layers 1-3 at Ango Gatkai. It is purely aceramic or pre-pottery Neolithic. The site

— ae :

 



 

yielded Clactonian type large flakes, true Levallois points and a good number of

choppers and chopping tools. Their presence at the site during the Neolithic phase is

significant. The latter tools (pebble tools) were first reported by Ranov from Central

Asia. Weare ofthe view that most ofthe surface collections from the Soan Valley fall :

in this category. Those assemblages have provisionally been dated to Palaeolithic

periods.

Evidence ofplant and animal remains has been found. The site produced a good

number of faunal remains. We do not know whether they belong to domesticated

animals or not. The presence of ground stone tools and struck stone suggests that the

Neolithic people exploited both animal and plant resources for their economy. From

all these factors, we concluded that the economy ofthe Neolithic people at the area

was based on hunting and food collecting.

For the dating of our assemblages, we depend on relative chronology and stone

typology, and technology and absolute dating obtained from sites in the neighboring

regions as well.

Based on comparative study ofall Palaeolithic cultures of the region and their

distinct technological and typological characteristic, we have assigned the stone

assemblages ofthe area to different Stone Age cultures. It may be mentioned here that

no two Stone Age cultures can present similar features but only in mixed deposits

particularly those found along the river courses as in the case of the Potwar plateau

and many Palaeolithic sites in India. The Mousterian type tools serve as markers for

the identification of Middle Palaeolithic industries. Similarly, the Upper Palaeolithic

exhibits its own characteristic features throughout the world. In this region thelatter is

characterized by the presence ofcarinated or keel shaped core scrapers, by elongated

end scraper made on blades, thin wide blades, and various kinds of burins; but the

most dominant tool is the point, the same has been named as the ‘Taqarian’ point.

These and other tools are helpful for the interpretation of various kinds of tools and

may be applied to stone assemblages from other sites.

As fur as the selentific dating of the site is concerned, we have a rich collection of

Pi materials such as bones both charred and intact, and charcoal. The samples

have been collected from different localities within the excavated area. The samples
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badly need to be processed for C14 determinations to secure scientific dating of the

site andits cultural material. However, for absolute dating ofthe site we have referred

to dated sites in the region. In this context, the nearest notable C14 dated sites are

Sanghao Cave in Peshawar valley (Ranere, 1982; Khan and Gowlett, 1995), Riwat 55

in the Soan Valley (Rendellet al., 1989), and Kara Kamar in Afghanistan (Coon and

Ralph, 1955). Other dated sites are caves and rock shelters from the Zagros

Mountains of Iran and Iraq in Western Asia. All the prevailing problems in the study

ofprehistoric archaeology have been dealtin this and the forthcoming chapters of the

present work.

1. 2. Geographical Setting

The Bajaur- Mohmandarea is located in the North-western Himalayan Zone. It is

physically the most formidable and inaccessible ofall the areas ofNorthwest Frontier

Province. This region includes three N.W.F.P. districts, Swat, Dir and Chitral, along

with three Agencies of Bajaur, Mohmand and the adjacent Malakand. The

characteristic feature of this zone is the towering Hindu Kush range, which merges

with Afghanistan’s Wakhan area, known as the roof of the world corridor. The

highest elevation is found in this area. Lesser ranges extend southward from the

Hindu Kush and divide several river valleys formed by the Chitral, Kunar, Swat,

Punjkora andIndus rivers (Dicter, 1967; Rahman 1996; Ziauddin et al., 1992: 1).

Bajaur Agency has an area of 1290 square km. It falls in the western tip of

Kohistan, northwestem Himalayan Zone, running roughly cast west, following the

course of Bajaur River. The area lies between 34°-30' to 34°-58'north latitudes and

70°-11' to 71°-48' east longitude. The area is connected to Dir from the east through

Khar-Munda road and in the west through Khar-Nawagai road, which passes on to the

Mohmand Agency. The Bajaur Agency is bordered by Afghanistan in the north, Dir

district in the east, Mohmand Agencyin the south and Malakand area in the southeast

(Census Report 1981; Ziauddin et al., 1992: 1-9; Census Report 1998; Rahman,

1996). Similarly, Mohmand Agency lies between 34°-10' to 34°-43" north latitudes

and 70°-58' to 71°-42' east longitudes. It is bounded on the north by the Bajaur

Agency, on the east by Malakand Protected area and Charsadda District, on the south

east by Peshawar district, on the south by Khyber Agency and on the west by

Afghanistan. It has a total area of 2,296 square kilometers (Census Report 2001: 1).

 



The Bajaur and Mohmandhills of this northem region can be considered as a

transitional zone. This zone lies between the towering mountains of the Hindu Kush,

with their shoots, extending on the south from Khyber and northward to the valley of

Jandul River in Dir. The grim looking Mohmandand Bajaurhills run parallel to the

North-west Frontier Province in the north east and southwest directions. On the one

hand, these hills present a rather bold outline to the Peshawar basin with their

relatively low average elevation of 1120m, between the Loisam, Jandul and Swat

rivers. On the other hand, there are higher mountains, which rise in the altitude in a

northwestern to western direction from the Khar to the Afghanistan border. The

altitudes vary from about 915 m above the mean sea level to 3060 m. Lawatai at 3060

m above mean sea level receives snow in the winter and is the prominentpeak in the

area.

1. 2. 1. Important Passes: Totaino Kandao, Alingar along with Kaga Mukha,

Ghakhai Kandao and Nawa pass are some ofthe low andhigh altitude passes which

serve as communication routes to Afghanistan. For the most part, the region is

exceedingly wild. The main topographic feature is endless maze of dry ravines,

flanked by row upon row ofrocky hills and mountains, which make up around forty

percent ofthe total area. The adjacent Mohmand hills are completely devoid of any

thing but the most droughtresistant species of vegetation and presentall the aspects of

the desert region. Bajaur, on the other hand has some diminishing forests in its

difficult terrain in the north and northwest as well as those of Koh-i-Morin the south

(Rahman, 1996: 2-5; Ziauddin et al., 1992).

1. 2. 2. Important Plains: About sixty percent ofthe total land area in Bajaur is

comprised wide valley floors and slightly undulating land, and lower slopes ofthe

foothills among the margins of the valley. The most important plains in Bajaur are

those of Nawagai, Loesam, Khar, Jar, Charmung, Loesam and Wara Mamund, Inayat

Kili, Umarain, Khar to Jar and Jar to Munda. The general elevation of these plains

varies from 800 to 1280 m. The area is mostly broad and even suited for hunting

purposes (Ziauddin et a., 1992:2).

1, 2. 3. Streams: The Bajaur valley is drained by the west-east flowing Bajaur

river that joins the Jandul river at Mian Kili. Most of the major tributaries have a

northwesterly configuration and have a seasonal flow of water. The Bajaur river in  



Khar, Babu Qara river in Salarzai, Watalai Khwar in Mamundtehsil and Loesam river

have some perennial flow ofwater (Rahman, 1996:2).

- 1. 2. 4. Climate:noreliable and accurate climatic data is available for Bajaur.

However, during the hottest months from May to September, maximum daily

temperatures average from 32 to 39 degree and the rate of evaporation is high.

Maximum daily temperatures during the three winter months average to 18 to 20

degree C. Minimum temperature falls close to zero in December and January. High

frosts are commonin the plains with the severity offrosts and the likelihood of snow

increasing in the upper valleys and in the mountains.

1. 2. 5. Rainfall: as the Bajaur area is located at the extreme end of the

Himalayan Range, so it creates variation and uncertainty in the monsoon from month

to month and year to year. Nevertheless, in terms of peculiar geographical position of

the area, Bajaur gets its share of the rains with winter and spring rains being more

predictable than at the other times of the year. The nearest rain gauge is installed at

Amandara at a distance of more than forty miles southeast from Bajaur Khar.

Although the figures are not representative, they suggest that the main agricultural

areas in the valley of Bajaur receive about 600 mm ofrainfall per annum.

1. 2. 6. Geology and Minerals: Bajaur Agency is mostly composed of

metasedimentary rocks, mainly schists and slates of the Nawagai group, which extend

into Mohmand and westward into Afghanistan. Igneous rocks are also found which

are mainly diorite and granite. Volcanic rocks are exposed along the southern and

western borders of the Agency. The metasedimentary rocks are mainly Paleozoic and

the granites and diorite are Mesozoic-Tertiary. Nawagai limestone lies to the

southwest. The pelted sediments include amphibolites, epidote chlorite schist,

piemontite schists, tale carbonate schists, graphite schists and slates. Extensive

distribution of granite schists is observed in the Shamuzaiarea, lying to the southeast

ofthe agency. The southwestem part of the area is basically igneous and metamorphic

in nature but some limestone and dolomite also exist.

Gametschists are abundantly exposed to the southeast and constitute the main

divide of Arang and Barang-Shamuzai area. Limestone and dolomite, besides

constituting a unit in the southeast, also occur as lenses and pockets in the

 



metasediments. Quartz veins and pegmatite bodies probably both of igneous and

metamorphic origin, exist sparsely throughout the area. A few hydrothermal quartz

veins Gabarai and Inayat Kili bear copper mineralization. Some manganese

mineralization is present at Asghar-Charmung. Atcertain places in Nawagai area,

Ambhar, Utmankhail and Targhao low to medium commercial grade soapstone exists

in the chlorite schists. The tale schist in the Aman Kot area of Barang bears low to

medium quality emerald mineralization. Some transported boulders and pebbles of

ultramafies carry stringers and veins of chromites. Huge deposits of white marble

exist in the hills exposed to the north of Gumbatia. Workable deposits of green zebra

marble exist in Pampokha (Badshah, 1979:163-179; Ziauddin,et al., 1992).

1. 3. Historical Significance of the Bajaur-MohmandArea.

Bajaur and Mohmandagencies are situated in the north west of Peshawar, the

capital of the Northwest Frontier Province of Pakistan. Both agencies are situated

across the ancient trade route connecting Afghanistan and Central Asia with the

valleys of Swat and Peshawar. These have been the richest centres of the Mahayana

and Hinayana Buddhism during the early historic period (Rowland, 1953: 73-99;

Ingholt, 1957: 13-41; Sehrai,1986). The Bajaur-Mohmand region has many low

altitude passes across the Pak-Afghan border (Rahman, 1996: 2). Through these

passes traversed both trade caravans for peaceful purposes and armies for grabbing

lands and wealth. Because ofits strategic position controlling low altitude passes, the

Bajaur-Mohmand region has been a gateway to Gandhara (Peshawar valley),

Uddyana (Swat), and India, and a centre of trade and cultural interaction for the

region. The northern mountains of the area have some important passes amongst

which Nawa pass presents great historical significance on account of its being

traversed by both Alexander the Great and Zahiruddin Babur. Most of the invaders,

peaceful caravans andpilgrims used the samepass to enter India. Alexander the Great

was one of such examplein the early historic era to have crossed Nawa Pass to invade

India. Even the prehistoric people seem to have crossed these passes because in the

survey of the area we have found rock shelters and caves not far away from these

passes (Caroe, 1958: 15; Babur, 1987; M’Crindle, 1992: 57-66).

The significance of the new discoveries is that all the explored sites are located in

the western Bajaur region and the northwestem Mohmand Agency (Ali et al., 2002:
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207-215; Ali and Rahman, 2005: 55-90). Most of the caves and rock shelters are rich

in cultural remains and many of them are still intact, except for some minor

disturbances caused byeither later human occupation or natural agencies. These sites

are located in the southern slops of the Hindu Kush in the limestone formations.

Prehistoric man without any labour took possession ofthe naturally formed caves and

rock shelters, which provided safety and protection to them against wild animal and

natural catastrophes (Ali and Rahman, 2005: 55-90; Ali and Rahman.2005: 123-134)

1. 4. Previous Research work on the Bajaur-Mohmand Area

Being part of the tribal belt, its uncongenial political conditions and the

inaccessibility ofsome ofits valleys, the Bajaur-Mohmandarea was a terra incognita

archaeologically. However, in 1962-63, Dani and Durrani visited Bajaur and explored

an ancient cemetery near Anayat Qila and a Mughal mosque ofthe Aurangzeb period

at Khar (Dani, 1967: 16). In 1994-95, the present author conducted an archaeological

survey of the area under the supervision of Prof. (Dr.) Abdur Rehman for M.Phil.

Thesis (Rahman, 1996). As a result of the 1994-95 survey, 109 sites (including thirty-

eight settlements,fifty-two stupas, ten cemeteries, 3 wells, 2 inscriptions one each in

$arada and Persian) were explored. A number of rock-carvings in Alingar, Nawagai

and Ambar Nao were also explored. The analysis of archaeological, numismatic and

inscriptional records from the area provided a firm base for the M.Phil Thesis under

the title ‘Bajaur in_Antiquity: An Analysis of Archaeological, Numismatic and

Inscriptional Records’ (Rahman, 1996). The degree was awarded by the University of

Peshawar in 1996.

During 1994-95 survey,the earliest explored sites were cemeteries referred to by

Dani as ‘Gandhara Grave Culture’. These gravesites have been assigned to the Aryans

who migrated from Central Asia in the second millennium B.C. The cemeteries of

these people are found in a large numberin the Bajaur-Mohmand area. They usually

occupy the slopes of mountains, hills, and hillocks. The date of their presence has

been confirmed by C14 determination (Dani, 1963: 48).

In 1995, a team from the Department of Archaeology and Museum Government

of Pakistan also conducted an exploration in the Bajaur Agency and explored 105

sites ofdifferent periods (Rahman,et al., 1996: 12-175).  



 

1. 5. The Present Research

The present researchis the result of the survey and explorations conducted by the

author during 2002-03 under the supervision of Prof (Dr) Ihsan Ali, Director,

Directorate of Archaeology and Museums, Government of N.W.F.P., currently, Vice

Chancellor, Hazara University, Mansehra. The finances for this research were

provided by the Directorate of Archaeology and Museums, Government of N.W.F.P.

About 125 new archaeological sites were explored during this survey which included

24 Prehistoric caves and rock shelters, 17 Gandhara Gravesites, 51 Settlement sites,

14 Buddhist sites, 6 Sarada inscriptions, 5 Rock-carvings, 7 Wooden mosques and a

single Tomb.A preliminary survey report has already been published in the journal of

the Frontier Archaeology (Ali and Rahman, 2005: 55-90). The characteristic feature

ofthis surveyis that it added a new chapter to the chronology of the area relating to

the Stone Age (Palaeolithic and Neolithic). In the previous surveys and explorations

we could notfind any Palaeolithic or Neolithic sites (Rahman, 1996: 34 -37; Rehman

et al., 1996: 122-175).

In 2004- 05, we have conducted more surveys and explorations in the area of our

research and a good numberofarchaeological sites were recorded, this time mostly in

the Mohmand Agency. The mostsignificant and important evidence offered by this

survey was the discovery of a number of Stone Age sites, which on the basis of

analysis of the collected stone tools range from the Middle Palaeolithic to the

Neolithic period. The discovery of a good number of stone artifacts at these sites

amply adds to the richness ofthe cultural heritage in the area. From thesediscoveries,

it is obvious, that Bajaur and Mohmand area is not lagging behind the other

neighboring regions in therelics ofthe past. However,to establish a cultural sequence

for the area, the rock shelter ofAngo Gatkai was excavated in 2004 (Ali and Rahman,

2005: 124-34). The excavation ofthis site has yielded two periods of the Stone Age;

the Palaeolithic and Neolithic.

1. 6. Prehistoric Research in Pakistan.

Palacolithic research in northern Pakistan had started in the early thirties of the

last century. This research owes its origin to the work of Wadia, a geologist, who  
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reported some Palaeolithic artefacts while examing the geological contexts in the

Soan Valley of northem Pakistan (Wadia, 1928:290).

Then Todd discovered the Palaeolithic site of Pindi Gheb near the Sil river

(Hawkes et al., 1934). However, scientific Palaeolithic research began with the visit

of the Yale North India Expedition in 1932-33. Besides, studying the artefacts in the

Pindi Ghebcollection, additional Palaeolithic artefacts were collected from two sites

in Kashmir and Chita localities I and II in the Punjab (Hawkes et al., 1934)). Interms

of Palaeolithic artefacts and a good collection of bone fossils, the latter Expedition

had produced good results. On accountofits success, a second expedition led by de

Terra and Paterson was sentto Indo-Pak subcontinent in 1935. It was named the Joint

Yale-Cambridge Expedition (De Terra and Paterson, 1939). Since the authors were a

geologist and an archaeologist respectively, so they made extensive studies in

Kashmir as well as the foothills and the plains of the Punjab. They identified and

distinguished four glacial phases in Kashmir ((De Terra and Paterson, 1939; Paterson

and Drummond, 1962; Fig. 2). Similarly, they related the glacial phases to different

terraces of the Soan and the Indus rivers in the south-west from the foothills. While

examining these terraces in the geological deposits in the Potwar, they collected

Palacolithic artefacts from different horizons. Paterson studied the Palaeolithic tools.

(De Terra and Paterson1939: 301-312; see Fig. 40 this volume). According to

Paterson, two separate traditions were represented, the Abbevillian-Acheulian ‘with

hand axes and the Soan tradition with pebble tools. As they write, “it is interesting to

note the parallel development of the Soan flake and pebble industries, along side the

Abbevillian-Acheulian complex. So far these two entirely different cultures have been

found in contact at one site only, Chauntra, where hand axes of late Acheulian are

associated with cores and flakes ofthe late Soan”(de Terra and Paterson,1939:312).

The work of De Terra and Paterson was claborated by Movius. He properly

referred to the location and names ofthe Palaeolithic sites in some details (Movius,

1944, 1949).

He supported Paterson's hypothesis of two traditions (Abbevillian-Acheulian

with hand axes and Soan tradition with pebble tools). The Palaeolithic artefacts of the

Soan tradition were coined by him as choppers and chopping tools. Owing to
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Movius’s publication, the prehistoric archaeology of Pakistan became known to the

various research workers ofother regions.

Similarly, in 1954 an Italian expedition under Graziosi undertook survey in the

Soan Valley and discovered some new Palaeolithic sites. Graziosi’s study and

analysis of the Palacolithic artefact types led him to conclude that the Abbevillian-

Acheulian and the Soan type tools do not represent two distinct traditions as already

proposed by De Terra and Paterson but a single tradition (Graziosi 1964: 18). He

drewthis conclusion on the production of hand axes and pebble tools at Morgah and

other sites near Rawalpindi, where hand axes and pebble tools were found together in

similar geological contexts. Paterson who had worked with De Terra in 1935,later on

collaborated with J. H. Drummond and published a book ‘Soan the Palaeolithic of

Pakistan’ (Paterson and Drummond,1962). As compared to the earlier publication (De

Terra and Paterson 1939), this time the authors made considerable changes to the

chronology and to the interpretation of various artefacts types. Two of the most

important changes in the terminology are cited as follows. A new name ‘Stellenbosch’

was adopted for the hand axe element, for they believed, their presence in Pakistan

was due to the invasion from east Africa (Paterson and Drummond 1962: 95).

Another name ‘Clacton’ was applied to stone artefacts collected in the Soan Valley

which in their view represented another foreign intrusion into the Potwar region

(Paterson and Drummond,1965: 89).

Subsequently, in 1963 Dani-discovered the Sanghao Cave in Mardan district

(Dani, 1964). This Palaeolithic site was later on excavated that yielded a stratified

deposit of 12 layers encompassing two periods of our cultural heritage—Palaeolithic

and thehistorical periods.

Dani was followed in 1964 by E. Johnson, who conducted survey for the

Palaeolithic sites in northem Pakistan in the Soan and Khanpur valleys. (Johnson

1968, 1972) Following Johnson, some Stone Age sites have been investigated by

archacologists from the Department of Archaeology, University of Peshawar. One of

the cave sites was excavated by Farid Khan (Khan, 1974).
7

In 1975 Farid Khan and Ranere conducted excavation at the Middle Palaeolithic

(Mousterian) site of Sanghao Cave (Ranere, 1982). The excavation has added more  
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informationto the Palaeolithic stratigraphical sequence in the Sanghao Cave (see Fig.

39). However, they worked out a new schemeofthestratigraphical profile. Ranere

concluded that the Sanghaolithic industry shows homogeneity throughout the cultural

deposit form top to bottom ofthe Stone Age. Salim in 1974 surveyed more Paleolithic

sites in the Potwar region in the loess deposits along the Grand Trunk road. He

discovered more Palaeolithic sites (Salim, 1986: 56-66). A survey ofPalaeolithic sites

in the province of Sind was conducted by B. Allchin (1976), and Allchin et al. (1978)

of the Cambridge University. Allchin also conducted a survey in the Soan Valley in

1980-81 (Allchin and Allchin, 1982).

In 1976, Stiles in collaboration with Geological survey of Pakistan, Peshawar

University-Dartmouth College and Yale University conducted ficldwork on the

Siwalik deposits and Palacolithic collections in the Potwar plateau, Pakistan. He gives

a summary ofstratigraphy, Palaco-magnetic chronology and drew some conclusions

that four glacial chronology of De Terra andPaterson should be dropped, and that the

pre-Soan and early Acheulian are of natural origin i.e., not manufactured by carly

man (Stiles, 1978: 129-148).

B.Allchin went to the Sanghao Cave and briefly studied the lithic assemblages

and presented her views on the stone industries (Alichin, 1973: 39-50). She also

conducted survey in the Rohri Hills in 1975 and discovered Lower, Middle and Upper

Paleolithic sites. The main explored Palaeolithic sites are Chancha Baluch and Nawab

Punjabi in Rohri Hills and Milestone 101 from Hyderabad, Sind (Allchin, 1976: 471-

489). The Rohri E locality seems to be of the Middle Palaeolithic appearance as the

flakes amount to 34% (Allchin et al., 1978). Salim has undertaken survey in the Soan

Valley to collect data for his research work. He discovered some new Palaeolithic

sites most of them belongto the Middle Palaeolithic. He also re-examined some ofthe

already explored sites (1986: 60-65).

The British archaeological Mission to Pakistan initiated a Palaeolithic studies

Project in Potwar in 1980. Rendell and Dennell being members ofthe team surveyed

Soan Valley along the Grand Trunk Road. They re-examined some of the already

oe Palacolithic sites. They studied Pleistocene deposits and excavated the

Palaeolithic site of Riwat 55, a main ‘initial Upper Palaeolithic site’ (Rendell et al.,

1989: 204). The site has been dated by TLto ca. 45,000 B.P (ibid). Both Rendelland
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Dennell have rejected and disfavoured de Terra and Paterson’s four glacial

chronological sequence (Fig. 40). They also carried out archaeological and geological

investigations in the Pabbihills, east of Jhelum River, where Palaeolithic artefacts

along with fossilized bones have been reported. Rendell has recently produced a

series of dates on the Potwar loess ranging between 170 ka and 18 ka B.P (Rendellet

al., 1989: 85-95; see Table 6.2).

Tusa in 1986 excavated a trench at the Sanghao Cave. This cave hasaay been

excavated by Dani and Ranere. Tusa’s excavation has added some more information

on the stone industry clearly describing the Mesolithic or Neolithic in the upper levels

of the cave (Tusa, 1988: 76).

Also in 1986, Biagi and Cremaschi conducted survey in the Rohri Hill, Sind and

discovered several new archaeological sites with Palacolithic artefacts (Biagi and

Cremaschi, 1988: 421-437). Since 1993 a program of archaeological investigations

under the name ofJoint Rohri Hills Project was undertaken by the Shah Abdul Latif

University of Khairpur and the Ca’ Foscari University of Venice, Italy (Biagi and

Sheikh, 1994). Subsequently, from 1994-97 surveys and excavations were

undertaken. Several collections were made at the site of Shadee Shaheed, Adam

Sultan, Shiraz and Unar. They have made a good collection of Palaeolithic artefacts.

The artefacts were classified on the basis of physical condition, patina, and typology

(Negrino and Kazi, 1996: 7-38). These Palacolithic artefacts have been subdivided

into six groups or series (1-6). They have attributed these assemblages to Early,

Middle and Late (Upper) Palaeolithic on the basis of comparative study and the

evidence producedby dated material in India and Pakistan (ibid: 35-36).

During 2002-2005 archacological surveys, explorations and excavations were

conducted in the Rohri Hills and Veesar Valley in the Thar Desert by experts from the

Department of Archacology, Shah Abdul Latif University, Khairpur (Sind, Pakistan).

They have discovered 328 archaeological sites ranging from Lower Paleolithic to the

Mature Indus phase. The evidence produced by these investigations is significant

because the discovery of Lower Palaeolithic workshops was first of its kind. They

have also reported Lower Palaeolithic artefacts made on limestone from Veesar

Valley. The latter artfacts were colleted from the surface randomly. Middle and Upper  
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Palacolithic industries within Palaeolithic workshops were identified in both regions.

A large numberofMesolithic sites were recorded (Shaikh et al., 2002-2003).

The French Mission since 1974 has been excavating the Neolithic site of

Mehrgarh and the Harappan site of Nausharo in Kachhidistrict, Baluchistan (Jarrige,

1996: 52-103). L. Wengler one of the members of the team studied Quaternary

geology of Bolan basin. He reported Middle Palacolithic artefacts including Levallois

flakes from the surface site among pebbles near Bolan River (Wengler, 1988: 1121-

1124).

Farid Khan from the Department of Archacology University of Peshawar in

collaboration with the British scholars J.R. Knox and K.D. Thomas have been busy

for the past few years in Bannubasin on Mesolithic, Neolithic and Bronze Agesites.

In 1986, they reported Palaeolithic artefacts near Trakai Kanda Nala. Recently, Late

Palacolithic artefacts have been reported from surface site of Dre Ghundai also in

Bannu basin. These artefacts made on chert are patinated and collected from ancient

terraces. Someartefacts are polished an indication of dry desert windy conditions.

Salim and Farid Khan discovered Middle Palaeolithic artefacts, opposite Dre Ghundai

and across the road. The flakes had prominent bulb of percussion and retain desert

varnish (Alichin et al., 1986: 183-195; Khan et al., 1991: 4-7).

Salim from 1985 onwards carried out survey and exploration in the Punjab and

N.W.F.P. He discovered some new archaeological sites among which 23 belong to the

Stone Age (Salim, 1992: 34-77).

1. 7. Proposed Terminology for Prehistory in Pakistan.

In view ofdistinguishing different tool types, the Stone Age has been subdivided

into particular periods. On the basis of technology and typology, each period is

defined by the presence and absence ofspecific artefact types. In 1960, the first

intemational conference on Asian archacology was held in New Delhi. The members

agreed on a three fold division of the Indian Stone Agei.e., Early, Middle and late.

The Neolithic was put into a separate category. This terminology, had already been

adopted for the Stone Age of south Africa, was first used by some Indian

prehistorians; on account of the absence of Upper Palaeolithic tools or no sufficient

data that could characterize the Upper Palacolithic.  
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Cammiade and Burkitt were the first ones to classify in some detail the southeast

Indian Stone Age collections into the European pattern. They put forward the

terminology ofseries I-IV as follows. A good collection of stone artefacts was made

from southeast India by Cammiade. The same collection was studied and analyzed by

Cammiade and Burkitt. Based on stratigraphy and typology,they classified these tools

into fourseries that include fourdistinct cultures and dates. Of them Series I includes

characteristic tools of hand axes made ofquartzite which are comparable to similar

tools from south Africa, Series IT included flakes industries with well-made hand axes

of quartz and sand stone and chalcedony. The artefacts of the series IIIf are

characterized by slender blades with blunted backs, burins, planning tools and

scrapers made fromflinty Lydian stone. The last Series TV included microlithic tools

made of agate and quartzite (Cammiade and Burkitt, 1930: 337-38). They related and

equated these four series to Lower, Middle, Upper and Mesolithic of Europe. Todd

followed and adopted European terminology for stone artefact collection from river

gravels and clay exposed due to quarrying near Khandivili, Bombay. The site was

more importantbecauseall artefacts such as hand axes, flakes, blades and burins were

found in situ (Todd, 1939: 257-273). Following Todd, some prchistorians faced

difficulty to apply the Middle and Upper Palaeolithic terminology, as they could not

find any archaeological evidence for Middle and Upper Palaeolithic in some parts of

India. For Example Joshi (1953)attributed the Malprabha collection to Lower, Middle

and UpperPalaeolithic. Again Sankalia (1956: 35-52) claimed to have foundseries II,

{ll and I when he excavated the open air site at Nevasa, located on the river Pravara in

Maharashtra, and by doing this he revised and reviewed the Cammiade and Burkitt

Terminology (1930), which was adopted by Soundarrajan (1952: 62-92).

Since there was absence of blades tools from the Palaeolithic sites in the

subcontinent, and the sequence of division was not plausible, Subharao again

proposed to adopt the South African terminology of Early, Middle and Late Stone

Age (1956: 13-14). This terminology was adopted by Sankalia and Banerjee (1958:

158), Mahapatra (1960) andlater approved in 1961 by the International Congress on

Asian Archaeology held in New Delhi. After then there were some discoveries of

blade dominance industries in some areas of the subcontinent, which did not fit the

new scheme (Murty, 1968).

~

 



For a few years, both terminologies were used i.e., Early, Middle and Late Stone

Age; Lower, Middle and Upper Palaeolithic and the post-Pleistocene industries ‘were

given a separate name-the Mesolithic and Neolithic. The former terminology was

adopted for the stone industries that characterized by the absence ofblades and blade

wols. Similarly, the latter terminology was used for the late Pleistocene industries that

comprised blades andblade tools like awls and burins.

The European terminology was adopted by Murty who found stone industries

comprising blades and blade tools at Renigunta (Murty, 1968: 83-101). Similar blades

tools were discovered by Sharma in the Belan valley (Sharma, 1973a: 106-110). B.

Allchin conducted survey in the Rohri Hills and discovered a large number of chert

blades at the factory sites of Rohri in Sind. She has attributed some of the artefacts to

Upper Palaeolithic. The Upper Palacolithic artefacts have also been reported from the

Potwar plateau, (Allchin and Allchin, 1978: 60; Allchin, 1999: 77-79). Salim also

used the terminology of Early, Middle and Late Stone Age for the Palaeolithic

assemblages from the Potwar plateau (Salim, 1986: 11). Even in his recent

publication, Salim again used the European terminology but dropped the term ‘Upper

Palaeolithic’ from the sequence (Salim, 1997: 55; Fig. 2).  
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Table 1.1: Terminologies ofthe Palaeolithic Age in Pakistan.

(after Salim, 1997).

 

 

 

 

   

Terminology I Terminology II Artefacts

Mesolithic Late Stone Age Microlithic artefacts

Late Palaeolithic weseee Blades, flakes

| Middle Palaeolithic Middle Stone Age cores, flakes, hand axes,

cleavers, pebble tools,

Levallois technique

" Lower Palaeolithic Early Stone Age core, flakes, hand axes,

cleavers, pebble tools.

 

Table 1.2: Proposed Terminology for the Stone Age cultures of Pakistan.

 

 

 

 

 

 

Periods Geological era Associated cultures

Neolithic post-Pleistocene ground and struck stone

tools, no pottery.

Mesolithic post- Pleistocene microlithic tools

Upper Palaeolithic Pleistocene blades and blade tools

along with scrapers, rare

cleavers and hand axes

Middle Palaeolithic Pleistocene predominately flakes tools,

c pebble tools (cleavers and

hand axes) typical

Mousterian artefacts

Lower Palaeolithic Pleistocene flakes, pebble tools, hand

axes and cleavers,   
 

The surveys and excavation conducted by the present author in the Bajaur-

Mohmand area have broughtto light a number ofsites ranging from Paleolithic to

Neolithic (Ali and Rahman, 2005: 55-90; also see, Ali and Rahman 2005: 123-134).

Having a lot of Upper Palaeolithic material in our collection, now we are in the

position to adopt the terminology usually used by the European prehistorians. As

many as 12 sites yielded Upper Palaeolithic stone tools and most of the material  



comes from surface. In addition to survey, we have also conducted excavations at the

rock shelter of Ango Gatkai. The excavation yielded a stratified cultural deposit of

seven layers in which layers 4 and 5 from top to bottom are Upper Palaeolithic (Fig.

34). Having such a data regarding the UpperPalaeolithic, we are not hesitant to adopt

the three-fold division of the Palacolithic. Although most prehistorians in Pakistani

are still not agreed to follow this scheme ofthe Palaeolithic Age used in Europe. One

ofthe reasonsfor our adoption ofthe three-fold schemeis that we have clear evidence

of the Upper Palaeolithic in the rock shelter, which has been excavated in the recent

past (Ali and Rahman, 2005: 124-34). Thestratified deposit in the shelter shows long

sequence ofthe UpperPalaeolithic period, though there is no absolute dating from the

site. Our attribution of the material to different periods is mainly onthebasis oftools

typology and technology. As we have ample evidence of the Upper Palaeolithic sites,

there is no reason to disagree with those who have adopted the terminology Lower,

Middle and Upper Palaeolithic for the stone industry of India and Pakistan. Prior to

the excavation of Riwat 55, there was controversy over the existence of Upper

Palacolithic. The site of Riwat has yiclded material that the excavator has attributed to

Upper Palacolithic (Rendell ct al., 1989: 137-151). Allchin has also conducted survey

and explorationin the Rohri Hills, Sind, who collected, among other periods’ martial,

the Upper Palaeolithic tools which she identified on the basis of typology (Allchin,

1976). Now we are on a firm footing to adopt the terminology of Lower, Middle and

UpperPalaeolithic for the stone industries of the region and for the whole country. as

well (see Table 1.2). Although having blades and burins of the Upper Palaeolithic in

the Sanghao collection, Dani, by contrast, used the terminology of Early, Middle, and

Late Palaeolithic (Dani, 1964). Similarly, Salim one of the experts on Pakistan

prehistoric archacology has undertaken much fieldwork in the Potwar region of

northern Pakistan but he could not find Upper Palacolithic material to clearly make

distinction between Middle and Upper Palaeolithic material (Salim, 1986; 1992;

1997: also see Table 1.1 this volume ). Most ofhis researches are confined to Middle

Stone Age.  
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Chapter Two ?

Middle Palaeolithic

2. 1. The Pleistocene and the Emergence of Man and his Rudimentary

Valacollthle Cultures.

The Palaeolithic or Old Stone Age has been divided into three main periods (1)

Lower (2) Middle and (3) Upper Palaeolithic. All of the three periods belong to

Pleistocene. The Pleistocene has been further divided into three parts-lower, middle

and upper. These three subdivisions are largely based on fauna and flora throughout

the world. During this period, the major areas of the world had their own fauna and

flora. The same period saw the emergence of man andhis rudimentary Palaeolithic

cultures. Most of the Middle Palaeolithic cultures are related to upper Pleistocene

geological epoch. Zeuner has defined the Plio-Pliestocene boundary onthebasis of

three main criteria: first the changes in the marine molluscs; second the appearance of

horses, elephants and cattle; and third the advance ofthe first major glaciation-the

Alpine Gunz. Recent researches on deep-sea cores have provided evidence for a clear-

cut Plio-Pliestocene boundary at about 2 my. It is marked by the disappearance of

some of the sea bugs which had abounded during the preceding 7.5 my and also by

the appearance of some new foramenifera. This is also established by a Palaeo-

magnetism event. It has been found that the earth’s magnetic field had been changing

its polarity in the past and one gets a complete sequence of these reversals of the

magnetic poles.It flipped about 2 my and the Matuyama Magnetic Reversal was the

result. Before 2.5 my polarity was normal and was normal as today. During this long

reversal period or Matuyama, two events of normality occurred the first called the

Olduvai and dated to 1.9 my and marks the Plio-Pliestocene boundary and the second

is Jaramillo which is dated from 0.94 my B-P to 0.89 my B.P. (Agrawal 1982: 12-13;

Ashfaque and Haq, 1986: 1-42).

Holocene means “recent” and it is the period, which was preceded by the

Pleistocene. We are living in this period. Most of the Middle Palaeolithic cultures

flourished in upper Pleistocene with an approximate date of about 150,000 years P.B

(Waechter, 1976: 34-35). However, the main Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian

industries largely appeared in the last glaciation or Wurm, it has short four less cold

periods called interstadials separated by three stadial periods. In the temperate and
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tropical areas such as Africa and the Thar Desert there occurred pluvials and inter-

pluvials which took the place of glacials and interglacials (Mc Burney, 1969: 21-29).

In the Thar Desert of the Indian subcontinent arid and humid phases prevailed during

the upper Pleistocene (Allchin et al., 1978: 306).

As far as the area of our research is concerned, no scientific study of the

Palaeolithic environmental conditions has so far been made. Therefore, it is not

certain that what kinds of climatic conditions prevailed during the upper Pleistocene

in this part of the world. It seems most probably a periglacial area. Being situated in

the southern slopes of the Hindu Kush, it must have experienced the severe cold

climatic conditions to which the Middle Palacolithic man had adapted himself by

making some essential arrangements such as using warm leather/skin dresses, using

natural caves and rock shelters and excessive use offire. It should be noted that the

Middle Palaeolithic dates are vary from area to area, region to region and country to

country (Ali and Rahman, 2005: 55-90; Clark and Piggot, 1965: 60-61).

2. 2. Middle Palacolithic: a definition

Middle Paleolithic may be defined as the Stone Age that appeared in the upper

Pleistocene; it succeeded the Lower and preceded the Upper Paleolithic with some

characteristic tools. It appeared in the upper Pleistocene with some characteristic tools

and is distinct technologically and typologically from the former andlatter periods, it

is basically a flake industry with a limited numbers of core tools, with two prominent

manufacturing techniques known as Levallois or prepared-core technique and the

discoidal flaking technique; in terms oftypology it comprises well-established artefact

types or formal type tools, generally referred to Mousterian industries; similar

industries are associated with the so-called Neanderthal man, dominant tools include

scrapers of different kinds, points, burins, blades and blade flakes, awls, tranchets,

limaces, and core tools, all these tools may be retouched and unretouched. It should

be noted here that the Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian ofthe Bajaur-Mohmand area

is more close to the Wester European and Western Asia Mousterian cultures. The

presence of the formal type Mousterian tools in all these regions suggests a common

ancestral birthplace. In view of having the presence ofall the principal Mousterian

types in the Bajaur-Mohmand area, we put forward the hypothesis that the same
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region most probably seems to haveoriginated the Middle Palaeolithic cultures which

in the course oftime diffused to other parts ofthe world.

The stone artefacts of the Middle Palaeolithic in the Bajaur-Mohmandarea are

characterized by the presence of formal Mousterian type tools. In these tools, the

scrapers have predominance overother types. All types of scrapers are present in the

stone assemblage. Francoise Bordes has classified the Mousterian tool kit from France

into four principal groups, which flourished most probably in the last glaciation-

Wurm.It has four subdivisions in France whichare I, II, III and IV. These groups are

Mousterian of Achculian tradition, Denticulate Mousterian, Typical Mousterian and

Quina type Mousterian. ‘The earliest Mousterianis traced back to the Riss glaciation

and there are some elements in the Wurn/Riss interglacial (Bordes, 1961: 1-10;

Bordes, 1968: 98-105). The Middle Palaeolithic sites of the area are located in caves

and rock shelters of the limestone formation (Ali and Rahman, 2005: 55-90). No

open-air Palaeolithic sites have been found so far. The caves and rock shelters are

found in the limestone formation near perennial water sources in the very proximity

ofthe sites. Generally, the tools are found within the caves and rock shelters or on the

slopes or talus below the caves. The Middle Palaeolithic man had occupied the caves

and rock shelters wherever he foundthemin the area. It should be mentioned here, as

these prehistoric sites do not yield valuable cultural material to attract the antique

dealers. Thus, most ofthese sites are intact with partial disturbance caused by either

human activities or natural agencies. The caves and rock shelters seem to have

seasonally occupied by the Palaeolithic man particularly during the severe cold

conditions of the last glacial times when living in the open was difficult and

intolerable (Ali and Rahman, 2005:55-90; Ali and Rahman 2005: 123-134).

2. 3. The Pleistocene Glacial record in northern Pakistan.

Glaciations dominated the climate during the last two million years. The

Pleistocene glacial record can be established by identifying points of maximum

glacial advance, the number of glacial advances andglacially related deposits. Most

of carly workers estimated that glaciation extended down to a level in the range of ca

2440-1800 m. Coulson (1938) concluded that glaciation extended to 4,500 feet in

Hazara. More recently, Porter (1970: 1421-1426) has identified a lower limit for the

Pleistocene glacial advances in Swat Kohistan at §,000 feet and found traces ofonly
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three main periods of glacial advances in Swat-Kohistan. Porter three-fold glacial

sequence does not contain anyinterglacial but stadial periods, which means that

warmer conditions neverprevailed for any length oftime.It is in this climatic context

that it is difficult to understand the recent discoveries of the early Palaeolithic

artefacts in Kashmir (Agrawal, 1982: 14). Some of the Kashmir moraines identified

by De Terra and Paterson (1939) have been reinterpreted as tectonically controlled

fanglomerates (Burbank 1983: 77-92; Burbank and Johnson, 1983: 205-235; Singh,

1982: 71-110). According to Holmes’ recent re-evaluation ofthe glacial records in

Kashmir led him to concludethat the extent of Quaternary glaciation in Kashmir was

smaller as compared to the previous works. Since moraines were confined to the high

altitudes of the Pir Panjal and Swat Kohistan, there is no direct evidence of glacial

advance in the Peshawar basin and the Potwar plateau (Rendell et al., 1989). Morris

studied the Bain boulder bed outcrop in the Marwat Kundi range in the southern

portion of the Bannu Basin . He considered that the Bain boulder bed was tillite.

Morris interpreted the boulder bed and related it to the glacial material of a floating

ice tongue whichis of early Pleistocene times descended from the heavily glaciated

high land of Waziristan and Afghanistan pushed out into the waters of Siwalik lake.

Then in due time melted (Morris 1938: 403.). A new interpretation of the Bain

Boulder diamictite has recently been suggested by Khan etal. (1985). They

interpreted the deposit as a volcanic lahar derived from the Dasht-i-Nawar in

Afghanistan caldera 350 km to the north- west in Afghanistan. They pointed out that

Morris criteria for establishing the boulderbed as

a

tillite are by no means diagnostic

and such interpretation may be applied to debris- flow deposits. Such as lahars which

are debris flows andassociated with volcanic activity (Crandell, 1971).

Nevertheless, it should be mentioned here that such research had not been carried

out in this area. To know the exact situation that prevailed in the Quaternary

geological era and the Palacoenvironments to which we can relate the Palaeolithic

cultures; for this, we entirely depend on the evidence foundin the surrounding region.

As we have noted earlier that this region lies in the southeastern slopes of the Hindu

Kush, it must have experienced the cold climatic conditions of the polar region. It

must have been a periglacial zone attractive for both human beings and animals as

well. The deposits in the caves and rock shelters attest to our hypothesis. The deposits

are clayey silt with minutegrits laid in the humid period.

 

 



2. 4. Material, techniques, Retouch and Faunal Remains.

2. 4. 1. Material: throughout the Middle Palaeolithic period the chert was used to

a greater extent by the Palaeolithic man or Mousterian for manufacturing various

kinds of tools in the area. The chert nodules are found in a variety of forms in the

river beds washed down by floodwater from the mountains sides. It was also obtained

from the original sources and most probably quarried by the Palaeolithic man or

picked up from the exposed veins. Even at present, a great numberof chert nodules

can be seen in the riverbeds. Although chert is found in different colours but light

brown andblackish colors predominate. Apart from chert the other principal material

for tools is quartz of milky colour and to a lesser extent its crystal. Besides, limestone

has also been employed for the making of a few artefacts in layer 6 of Ango Gatkai

and at Tango Nao Mousterian site.

2. 4. 2. Techniques: as already mentioned the Palaeolithic man manufactured his

tools by using different techniques. Prominent among them is the discoidal flaking

technique generally employed by the Middle Palaeolithic man or the Mousterian for

majority of his tools. Another known techniqueis the prepared core or the Levallois,

tortoise core technique that showsparallel existence with the former. In some cases

the tools exhibit minute flaking scar suggesting that the tools have been detached

from the cores by using a punch of wood, bone or antler.

2. 4. 3. Retouch or Secondary trimming:as a whole, the retouch oroe

trimmingis rare in this area. Since the tools made on chert produced very sharp edges

even from the primary flaking that further trimming was not needed. Some flakes

showvery thin cutting edges and thin shallow scars like burin spalls suggesting the

use of soft hammer or the use of punch. If we have any secondary retouch, it is found

on the tools from the Mousterian industry of Guloono Kamar, Ambar-Kamangara.

Here D-shaped or convex Mousterian side scrapers show scaliriform retouch

characteristic of the Mousterian or Middle Palaeolithic tools elsewhere (Fig. 3, Nos. 2,

40 and 42). However, as a whole the Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian tools show

partial secondary retouch on their edges. The simple reason for such type of retouch

may be given that the caves dwellers were not unaware of employing secondary

retouch to their stone artefacts but they deemed it useless, as the first hand tools

served them in a better way. Thus, it may be concluded that the Palaeolithic man in
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this part of the world was highly efficient in making stone artefacts without further

if ImMMming.

2. 4. 4. Faunal remains: the evidence of faunal remains is foundin the cultural

deposit of Ango Gatkai. Many bone fragments of various animals have been found

but no analytical study of them has beencarried outso far. Although the Palaeolithic

layers at the site do not yield so much faunal remains as compared to other sites in the

region particularly the Sanghao Cave in Mardan district in N.W.F.P (Dani, 1964), and

Afghanistan (Srivastava, 1982: 195) and Central Asia (Ranov and Davis, 1979: 251).

The same is also true of the Palaeolithic sites of Sind in Pakistan and the Indian

Rajistan (Allchin et al., 1978).

Mostofthe stone artefacts in our collection are from surface, collected randomly

without conducting proper excavations. The only exception is the Palaeolithic rock

shelter of Ango Gatkai where we conducted excavation. Although it yielded rich

Palaeolithic cultural material, yet it did not provide any skeletal remains ofthe author

ofthese industries. However, based on general comparison ofthe stone artefacts, now

we are on a firm footing to assign our lithic assemblages to different Palaeolithic

periods. This area shares its features and the climatic conditions with those prevailed

in other regions of the world during the Pleistocenc. Thus, on the basis of

technological and typological evidence at our disposal we have assigned the lithic

industries of the Middle Palaeolithic of this area to the so-called Neanderthal) man

whose race had populated almost the entire world during the upper Pleistocene. In

some Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian sites, the remains of the actual user have

been exposed like Teshik Tash (Gupta, 1979: 57-71) and Skhul(Brace, 1976: 94-100)

where it was buried within the caves or habitational area. We are hopeful that future

research in the area might expose the remains of the Palaeolithic man by conducting

large-scale excavations.

2. 4. 5. Bonetools: the lower layers 6 and 7 at the rock shelter of Ango Gatkai

produced only a few worked bones. The bones show marks of scratches on their

surfaces suggesting bone working at thesites. Most of these worked bones seem to

have been used as boneflakers (PI. 5).  



2. 5. Middle Palaeolithic Sites in the Bajaur-Mohmand Area.

2. 5. 1. Middle Paleolithic Sites

The Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian sites are located in the limestone

formation. They are located in the north-west of the area. All of them are caves and

rock shelters. A good collection of artefacts was made from the surface of these sites.

Prior to our survey in the area, there were no Palaeolithic sites. No discovery was

madein terms ofprehistoric archaeology in the northern part of Peshawar valley (Ali,

2005). The only exception is the rock shelter of Jamalgarhi and Sanghao Cave in

Mardan (Dani, 1964; Salim, 1986). The attribution of these sites to Mousterian or

Middle Palacolithic is based on typological and technological analysis of the

assemblages. Since the stone industries of the Middle Palacolithic show

characteristics that distinguish it from the preceding period with heavy duty tools such

as hand axes and cleavers and the succeeding period of the Upper Palaeolithic with

specialized blades and bladetools.

2. 5. 2. The Tango Nao Smast(Fig. 33, No.1): the caveis located at the mouth

of Tango Nao (gorge). It is about 4 km from Nawagaiin the north. Thesite can be

approached by a paved road. The cave is in a steep cliff of the limestone formation.

The mouth or entrance of the cave opens into the south direction. Externally the cave

seems to be the work of man not of nature. The internal cave offers a favourable

habitation except in winter whenexcessive rains cause water leakage in the front

portion nearthe mouth. It measures 17 m long, 14 m wide and about 3 m high (Ali, et

al., 2002). The cave yielded a good number of stone artefacts. Both externally and

internally, the cave has great archaeological potentials in the form ofstoneartefacts.

A proper and scientific excavation in the future will provide us with a stratified

cultural sequence. Thetotal collection of 99 artefacts is comprised the following main

types: scrapers of various kinds- 41 (41.41%), hand axe type tools- 2 (2.02%), burins-

$ (8.08%), points-10 (10.10%), flakes-13 (13.13%), blades- 18 (18.18 %), limaces- 2

(2.0%) and knives- 5 (5.05%).

2. 5. 3. Hisar Kot (Fig. 33, No. 3): the cave and rock shelter are located on, the

caste side of Hisar Kot spur. There is another cave on the western side of the Hisar

Kot spur. It may be about 20 m from the hill torrent and just on the side of the modem
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by-pass road. The rock shelter faces cast and superimposes by 2 small cave. It also

opens into the east like the shelter below. Stone tools were collected from the shelter

below. It may be noted that the cultural remains must contain mixed material, as the

upper cave has no cultural deposit, since it is a living rock and only a few tools were

collected from the front portion of the cave. However, the rock shelter is rich in

cultural deposits. 19 artefacts from the surface include: scrapers- 8 (42.10%), points-

4 (21.05%), burins-1 (5.6%), flakes-3 (15.78%), points-1 (5.26%) and blades- 2

(10.52%).

2. 5. 4. Smasto Arkhai (Fig. 33, No. 5): the Smasto Arkhai caves and rock

shelters are located in upper Mohmand tehsil in Tangi area. The site can be

approached by a kachha road that passes through Bedmanai and leads along the

Bedmanai Tangi-khwar. Thesite is located to the cast on equal distance between

Bedmanai and Spinki Tangi. These caves and rock shelter are found on a terrace to

the west near the confluence ofTangi and Bedmanai torrents. The site seems to be the

largest explored prehistoric site in the area. A large number ofstone tools are found

on the surface near the caves and rock shelters on the slope. The slope on the northem

extreme has been disturbed by the construction of a modern house whichis itselfnow

in ruined condition. The whole series of these rock shelters lies in the north and south

direction. The entire site covers a distance of about 100m with intervening spaces

between them. A total collection of 35 tools includes the followingtools: scrapers- 22

(62.85%), points- 3 (8.57%), flakes-1 (2.85%), knife -1 (2.85%), tranchets - 1

(2.85%), awl-1 (2.85%), blades-3 (8.85%) and burins- 3 (8.85%).

2. 5. 5. Guloono Kamar Kamangara Rockshelter (Fig. 33, No.4): it is located

in western Kamangara about 3 % km from the main Ambar road.It faces north-west

to southeast. The site measures about 25 m in length. The height ofthe rock is about

limfrom the present ground level. It over looks the low-lying terraced fields below

in the west. The whole site is intact except a small ditch dug in the northwestem

comer where the local people seem to have taken away the cultural deposit for

construction purposes. Thesite yiclded 48 artefacts which include the following tool

types: scrapers- 12 (25%), points- 9 (18.75%), blades- 7 (14.58%), flakes- 7

(14.58%), burins-5 (10.4%), knives- 3 (6.25%), tranchets- 2 (4.16%), awls- 2 (4.16%)

and cleaver - 1 (2.08%).
?  
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2. 5. 6. Shahidano Kamar(Fig. 33, No.6): the site is located in Guisedieo

khwaga Ambar. It is about 5 kmfrom the main Ambar road.It can be approached by

a kachha road that diverts near Dabvillage. The rock shelter is facing west and is on

the eastern side of the Gudar Nao above the terraced fields. It yielded tools of the

Middle Palaeolithic period. Among the 27 artefacts from the surface include:

serapers-12 (44.44%), blades- 5 (18.51%), tranchets- 2 (7.40%), burins- 4 (14.81%)

and points- 4 (14.81%).

2. 5. 7. Ango Gatkai Rock Shelter (Fig. 33, No. 2): the rock shelter of Ango

Gatkai is located in the southwestern part of a small and narrow valley of Nawagai.

The site was discovered in 2003 and excavated in 2004 under the aegis of the

Directorate of Archaeology and Museums GovernmentofN.W.F.P. Locally thesite is

known as ‘Gule Taqgar Kamar’-a namethatliterally means 'the rock of Gule Tagar’ a

plant that blooms in the spring. Ango Gatkai lies about 300m from the main

Peshawar-Bajaur highway to the west and about 25 m above the Bando Khwar’ hill

torrent. The same stream (now dried up) provided a perennial source of water to the

region until recently and may have served as water source of water for the prehistoric

settlers.

The rock shelter at Ango Gatkai opensto the east, measures 17 m from south to

north, 6m from east to west and 7.5 from the groundto the overhangof the rock. The

cultural area ofthe site was dividedinto twotrenches of 5 x § m, separated by I-m

baulk. The excavation exposed a two-meter thick cultural deposit in seven layers

bringing to light stratified profile of the site. The four lower layers at the bottom 7-4

are assigned to Palacolithic period based on stone artifacts showing characteristics of

the Old Stone Age. The Palaeolithic period is further divided into Middle and Upper

Palacolithic. Thus, according to the new scheme, the lower layers (7-6) are Middle

Palaeolithic or Mousterian with some elements of the Upper Palaeolithic in layer 6.

These two layers form Period I. The next two layers (5 and 4) are Upper Palacolithic,

which forms Period II in the new chronological sequence. The remaining three Layers

(3-1) are Neolithic and form Period Ill. These have been assigned to the New Stone

Age based on stone typology. As, such the excavation yielded a cultural sequence of

three periods. Thelithic industry of Period I is characterized by the presence of

Mousterian type tools including points, scrapers of various forms, awls, limaces,

 
 



burins, triangular Levallois flakes, small cleavers, blades, typical Mousttrian

discoidal cores, and microlithic tools. The raw material used is mainly chert in its

different colours along with quartz andits crystals and limestone and flint. The Upper

Palacolithic Period II directly succeeds Period I. The attribution of layers 5 and 4 to

Upper Palaeolithic is on the tools typology. There are certain tools that distinguish

this period from the preceding period of Mousterian and the overlying Neolithic

period. The Mesolithic period is missing from the sequence. For this, we have no

reason at the presentstate of our knowledge. Period III is Neolithic because it yielded

characteristic tools and implements of the New Stone Age. The stone industry

includes large groundstonetools as well as struck stones. A few bonetools were also

recovered from layers 5 and 4. The raw materials in period III are numerous among

which chert, sand stone, granite, limestone, quartz and crude bonetools are notable.

We have collected several charcoal samples along with both charred and intact bone

pieces from different layers for C14 determinations but they have yet to be processed

for dating.

2. 6. Analysis of the Artefact types of Mousterian or Middle Palaeolithic.

Webegin the analysis of different artefact types from the excavated site of Agno

Gatkai (layers 7 and 6). The analysis of artefact types from different Middle

Palacolithic sites can be seen within the sites description as cited in the foregoing

pages.

2. 6. 1. Layer 7: mainartefact types and their analysis

Layer 7 of Ango Gatkaiis characterized by the presence of Mousterian type tools

made or manufactured by the Levallois and discoidal flaking techniques. It is a flake

industry of Mousterian tradition. The lithic assemblage of layer seven is comprised

the following main tool types. They are points, scrapers of various types, burins, awls,

flake tools and hand axe type tools. They are described in detail as follow.

2. 6. 2. Points: typical Levallois points of the Mousterian tradition are found in layer

7. They have faceted striking platforms characteristic of the Levallois technique.

These points are well proportionate showing symmetrical outlines. Both large and

small points are found in layer 7 (Fig. 5, Nos. 4 and 15;Fig. 4, Nos. 8,14 and 15; Fig.

6, Nos. 1, 9, 12, 13, 15 and 16; Fig. 8, No. 22). Besides, there are elongated Levallois  
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points with thinned butts on the dorsal surface, such points are also found in layer 6.

A Mousterian point in layer 7 shows a broken bonesplinter attached to it suggests the

bone working at the site (Fig. 6, No.13). Microlithic points are also found in layer 7

(Fig. 7, Nos.1-16).

2. 6. 3. Burins: the characteristic feature of the burins of layer 7 is the presence

of double and multiple burins. The double burins are like horned heads. Some ten

kinds of burins have been yielded by layer 7 of Ango Gatkai. Microburins are also

found in layer 7. Quartz and its crystal and chert are the principal raw material for

artefacts of layer 7. Fig. 5, Nos. 14 and 15; Fig. 7, Nos. 21-28. Fig. 4, No. 26 is a

burin-cum-side scraper. ,

2. 6. 4. Cleavers: A few small cleavers are present in the lower layers. They are

made on flakes and cores. Oneof the largest cleavers is found in layer 4 (Fig. 14,

No.1 1, and Pl. 47, No. 2). On accountofits large size and different material used we

assigned it to the earlier periods of the Stone Age. Its presence in layer 4 must be

considered an intrusion. Other specimens are (Fig. 4, Nos. 2, 3, 10). :

2. 6. 5. Triangular flakes: these flakes show thin profile and sharp cutting edges

(Fig. 6, No. 3)

2. 6. 6. Spoke shave or notched tools: (Fig. 6, No. 17).

2. 6. 7. Scrapers: The scrapers are found in a variety of forms in the tool kit.

They are made on flakes and cores, which constitute the largest group in thelithic

industry of layer 7. The scrapers present the typical Mousterian type artefacts. The

followingtypes of scrapers have been noted.

1. Concavo- convexside scraper (Fig. 4, No. 11).

2. Convex side scrapers made oncore (Fig. 5, No.13 and 18), these are microliths.

3. Denticulate scrapers: since these tools have, irregular outlines of their working

edges, so they are called denticulates (Fig. 6, No. 8, 11 and 26; Fig. 5, No. 10b).

4. Canted scrapers: a large number of canted scrapers are present in our stone

assemblage. A tiny or micro canted scraper is also found in the assemblage (Fig. 5,  
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Nos.1, 2, 24 and 26; Fig. 6, No.14). These are Mousterian beveled tools with convex

and beaked working edges. Layer 6 also yielded a great number ofsuch tools. This is

the characteristic feature of Western Asia Mousterian assemblages.

4. Rectangular scrapers with transversal cutting edges: these tools are also found in

the microform. These are very specialized tools of the Mousterian tradition in this

area (Fig. 5, No. 9; Fig. 7, No. 42).

5. High ridged biconvex double scrapers with frontal notch (Fig. 4, No.12).

6. Humpedscraper: they are rectangular in form(Fig. 4, No. 20)

7. Bill hooks type scrapers similar to those found in the Clacton on Sea (PI. 22; Fig. 4,

No. 26).

8. Convergentscraper (Fig. 5, No. 18.).

9. Transversal convex scrapers (Fig. 5, No. 9; Fig. 6, No. 7)

10. Convex end scraper (Fig. 4, No.19; Fig. 5, No.5).

11. Carinated scrapers (Fig. 5, Nos.10a and 1 1).

12. Small or microlithic transversal convex side scrapers (Fig. 5, Nos. 2, 13 and 28).

13. High keeled scraper (Fig. 4, Nos. 20, 22).

14. Oblique scarper (Fig. 4, No.9) and micro scraper (Fig. 5, No. 27).

15. End-cum-double sided scraper (Fig. 4, No. 23).

16. Transverse scraper (Fig. 4, No.19).

17. Transverse end scraper (Fig. 4, No. 12)

18. Side blow cleaver or scraper (Fig. 4, No. 10). The same type has been reported by

B.Allchin from Nagari India (1978; Fig. 6.4, No. 2).

19. Small transverse scraper (Fig. 7, Nos. 34, 38, 39, 41, 49). ;
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20. A few carinated, nosed scrapers are found in layer 7 (Fig. 5, Nos.10, 11 and 30).

The last type offlat nosed shaped has been described by the French as proto type of

nosed scrapers.

2. 6. 8. Cores: discoidal, Levallois, tabular and globular flake cores are found in

layer 7 (Fig. 4, Nos. 1, 7 and 19);

2. 6. 9. Flakes: there are triangular flakes such as (Fig. 6, Nos.3, 6 and 19; Fig. 4,

No. 13; Fig. 4, No. 21).

2. 6. 10. Tranchets: these are small tools with short chisel like working edges

often on the distal ends. These artefacts characterize the Mousterian lithic industry,

but they are found in small numbers (Fig. 4, No. 21; Fig. 5, Nos. 22 and 29).

2. 6. 11. Awls and borers: typical and atypical bores are found in layer 7

(Fig. 4, No. 13; Fig. 5, No. 23; Fig. 7, Nos. 50-56). The latter Figure shows

microlithic awls.

2. 6. 12. Blades: the blade industry of layer 7 is represented by microlithic

blades. There is complete absence of larger blade tools. The technique for the

manufacturing of these blades is Levallois and non-Levallois in layer 7. The blades

are completely different from the blades of the Upper Palaeolithic (Fig. 5, Nos. 20 and

21; Fig. 7, Nos. 58-72). The blades ofthe latter Figure are microliths.

2. 6. 13. Backed knives or blades: there are a few blades in layer 7 with backs

curving to the tips. Such examples also occur in the lithic industry of Hortus in

France.It is a rare type (Fig. 6, Nos. 10 and 21).

 



2. 6. 2. Analysis of Artefact types Layer 6

7

The stone industry oflayer 6 is characterized by the presence ofblades, points,

burins, scrapers of different kinds, hand axe type tools, awls, tranchets and core tools

of various types. All of these tools are described in detail as follows.

2. 6. 2. 1. Blades: the blade industry of layer 6 comprises well-formed backed

blades with curved cutting edges and properly blunted backs (Fig. 9, Nos. 20-28).

Here we find broad as well as thin varieties of blades. A blade with straight snapped

back and sharp cutting edge, which slightly curves towards the tip, is (Fig. 9, No. 36).

No. 28 is a blade-cum-double burin. There are knives and blunted blades that we have

assigned to the transitional phase between the Middle and Upper Palaeolithic.

Although these blades are knives but they may be called convex side scrapers on

account of their form (Fig. 9, Nos. 21-23). Also (Fig. 12, Nos. 59, 67, 74 and 75); a

flat broad flake blade with trimmed edge and slightly convex distal end and inner

truncation at the proximal end is (Fig. 9, No. 27). This type of blade seems to have

been developed in layer 5 where it is well formed with narrow base and flat wide

distal end. The techniqueis Levallois; it is devoid of central ridge characteristic of the

Upper and Middle Palaeolithic prismatic blades. A medium size blade with parallel

sides:it is truncated at the basal end while a small scar is on the distal end near the tip

(Fig. 9, No. 25). Short flat blades as well as microblades are characteristic of layer 6

(Fig. 12, Nos. 13-25). No.16 is a strangulated blade. In layer 6, like layer 7, there are

small microliths, which are equal-in size to the Mesolithic microliths. Similarly, (Fig.

11, No.4) is a slenderical prismatic blade.

2. 6. 2. 2. Burins: the amount of burins in layer 6 is relatively smaller in

proportion to layers 7 and 5. The dominantfeature of burins in Layer6 is the presence

of multiple as well as double burins. They are made on chert and quartz. Bifacially

worked burins are also foundin layer 6 (Fig. 9, Nos. 35, 32, 49, 31; Fig.11, Nos. 26,

27, 21, 28 and 14). Among these, burins with beaks and semicircular or round backs

are the characteristic tools that most probably mark the transitional phase between

Middle and Upper Palaeolithic in the area. Notable piece is (Fig. 9 No.35). The latter

type is also found in Sanghao Cavelayer 03 (Pl. 9, No.3 from left to right).  
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2. 6. 2. 3. Points: the points in layer 6 are represented by both bifacial and

unifacial pieces. Levallois and non-Levallois points are found in equal proportion.

The characteristic features of these points are that they are thinned at the bases. On the

basis of this feature we have assigned these points to the transitional phase. A few

points show bilateral projections at the middle portion of the tools and they have

thinned bases. They have been manufactured by Levallois and non-Levallois

techniques. Some points are obliquely truncated at the bases thus the resultant butt

shows dihedral cutting edge like a burin edge. Technologically and typologically, the

points in this area show close resemblance to the Emiran points of Western Asia. It

may be noted that the material is comparatively of poor quality thus the tools made of

it are crude as compared to the tools from other regions. Typical Mousterian points

are represented by small and medium sizes but the characteristic feature of the pointis

the presence of very small or microlithic points with very fine symmetrical outlines

(Fig. 8, Nos. 12, 13, 14, 15, 20; Fig. 11, No.11 and 25,Fig. 9, Nos. 5, 6, 8,9, 11, 12,

13 and 15 and 19; Fig. 12, Nos. 1-10) All the examples of (Fig. 12) are microlithic

points.

2. 6. 2. 4. Borers: borers are rare in layer 6. The awl of (Fig. 10, No. -47)is like a

Gravettian awl. Similarly, (Fig. 10, No. 26)is a flake borer-cumscraper.

2. 6. 2. 5. Notched tool: notched tools are (Fig. | 1, Nos. 7, 9 and 31).

2. 6. 2. 6. Levallois flakes: there are Levallois flakes that have been struck from

prepared cores. Someare side struck while others are proximal end struck. Thelargest

Levallois flake is found in layer 6; it shows faceted striking platform and has been

struck from prepared core; the butt end has thinned down by the removaloftwo short

flakes from the dorsal surface. It is oblique scraper (Fig.10, Nos.1, 15; Fig. 8, No. 22).

The latter is oval in outline and closely resembles the Mousterian of the European

Levallois flakes. A similar flake has also been yielded by the Mousterian site of

Guloono Kamar (Fig. 3, No. 39).

2. 6.2. 7. Cleavers: only a single cleaver has been found in layer 6; it is made on

a core with transversal working edge (Fig. 8, No. 28).

2. 6. 2. 8. Scrapers: numerous types of scrapers are represented in layer 6. They

are as follow:

 
 



A. Large and heavy side scrapers: these resembles the D-shaped or convex side

scrapers in the Mousterian industries of the western Europe, but here the raw material

is very pooror crude anddid not permit the Mousterian knappers to shape thetools in

a desirous manner. Someofthese scrapers show short tails produced by the removal

of a flake snapped across the butt ends. The same flaking scar may have been

employed as a burin edge since it projects enough and appears to have served as burin

edge (Fig. 8, No. 24). One secondary flake removalis the characteristic feature of the

canted and someside scrapers often found in the Mousterian industry. Often a large

flake scar is supplemented by small flakes scars.
?

B. Denticulate scrapers: these tools represent irregular or asymmetrical outlines

or the cutting edges; they show little secondary work alongthe cutting edges (Fig.8,

Nos. 3, 6, 15, 23 and 26; Fig. 10, No.7).

C. Concaveside scrapers: these can be compared with Mousterian side scrapers

of the Acheulian tradition often found in European Middle Palaeolithic industries

(Fig. 9, No.7; Fig. 11, Nos. 18 and 29).

D. Bill hook: this type of scrapers is often formed by the concave transversal

distal end and intersected by a beak or burin edge, such type oftools is also found at

the Mousterian site of Tango Nao and layer 7 of Ango Gatkai. Here we have just a

single specimen (Fig.10, No.12)

E. Convergent scrapers: these scrapers have almost double convex cutting

edges, and triangular shape, they show retouch along the working edges (Fig.10,

Nos.16 and 43).

F. Transverse scrapers: A unique variety of scrapers is the transverse scrapers

(Fig. 10, Nos. 32, 37, 38 and 39)

G. Scraper with straight working edge: (Fig. 10, No.18).

H. Double scrapers: a great many scrapers fall in this category (Fig. 8, No.29;

Fig. 9, No.42; Fig.10, No.22).

I. Scraper with notch or spoke-shave: we have two examples ofthis variety

(Fig. 11, No.9 and 31; Fig. 10, No.15).
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J. Concavo-convex scraper: (Fig. 8, Nos. 6 and 15).

K. Convex/ round end scraper: they show step retouch on the dorsal surface

(Fig. 10, No. 20).

L. Bifacially worked scraper on pebblecore: (Fig. 10, Nos. 11 and 13).

M: Elongated beaked scrapers on flakes: the backs ofthese tools are curved to

the tip ofthe tools. Onehas straight cutting edge (Fig. 10, No. 5 and 48;Fig. 11, No.

36).

N. Carinated scrapers: they are found inthe following varictics.

I. Narrow beakedscraper (Fig. 9, No.14; Fig. 10, No. 35):

IL. Nosed scraper (Fig. 9, No. 41; Fig. 10, No. 48).

lll. Carinated end scraper with lamellar retouch (Fig.9, No.39; Fig.10, Nos.33 and

49). A

IV. Steep carinated scraper (Fig.9, Nos.30, 37, 38, 39 and 40). No.37 bears a fragment

of worked bone

V. High keeled scraper: (Fig. 8, No. 25).

O: Convex side scrapers: they are usually made on cores (Fig.10, No.14). This

type of scrapers is also found in Tango Naolithic industry. They are like chopping

tools.

Pp. Canted scrapers: 2 large number of canted scrapers in Ango Gatkai are

represented by canted type generally known as Quina type Mousterian. These are

(Fig.10, No.17, 19, 21, 23 and 45; Pl. 28, Nos. 1 and 2).

Q. Transverse end scrapers: (Fig. 9, No.2 and 17; Fig. 11, No. 42).

2. 6. 2. 9. Tranchets: a few tranchets are also found in our collection (Fig. 12

Nos. 32 and 62). These are microlithic in form.
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2. 6. 2. 10. Cores: tabular, unifacial and bifacial discoidal cores, unipolar and

bipolar, and inverted pyramidal (platform) flake and blade cores are foundin the tool

kit of layer 6. Bifacial, struck and unstruck Levallois and non-Levallois flake cores

are foundin the tool kit, inverted pyramidal blade andflake core are also found in the

assemblage (Pls.18, 19 and 20; Fig. 8, Nos. 4 and 9).

2. 6. 2. 11. Hand axe type tools: a few backed and beaked tools which may be

called borers but their heaviness suggests that they must have been used as hand axes,

these are thick in cross section, often made on core with lateral Clactonian notch on

either side of the beak (Fig. 10, Nos. 8, 9 and 27).

2. 6. 2. 12. Flake tools: (Fig. 6, Nos. 6, 19).

2. 6. 2. 13. Borers: small and large borers are found in our collection, one awl

resembles the Gravettian borer (Fig. 10, No. 47).

2. 6. 2. 13. Choppers: these are made on cores with plain striking platforms, the

working edges are formed by the removal of wideflat flakes from the frontal portion

makingit two-beveled cutting edge (Fig. 8 No. 24), they resemble core scrapers.  
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2.7. The Evidence of Common Mousterian Tools in the Area.

Some tool types occurin all sites and may be compared based on typology and

technology. The main object of this comparative studyis to trace the commontools of

the period which exhibit marked uniformity throughout the Mousterian industries in

the region.

2. 7. 1. Scrapers: Amongthe scrapers, the disc or round or convex side scrapers

are commonto all Mousterian sites. These are from Tango Nao (Fig. 1, Nos. 9, 12 and

13); Guloono Kamar (Fig. 3, No. 40 and 42); Smasto Arkhai (Fig. 25B, No. 10). The

best examples are from Guloono Kamar (Fig. 3, Nos. 40 and 43). Similar examples

from layer 7 ofAngo Gatkaiare (Fig. 5, No. 8; Fig. 6, No.14 andP1.30).

2. 7. 2. Naturally backed blades: these are found in Guloono Kamar (Fig. 3,

Nos.19, 20 and 21), Shahidano Kamar (Pl. 102, No.1 middle row ), two examples

from Smasto Arkhai (Fig. 25B, Nos.19, 21, and 24), and Ango Gatkai (Fig. 9, Nos. 23

and 36).

2. 7. 3. Blades: the blade from Tango Nao( Fig. 1, Nos.15,17,18,19 and 44 ) the

last blade is the uniquepiece,it is the original type of blade tools and termed orcalled

by Ranov as proto-blade ( Ranov, 1995: Figure 5.2). Tango Nao (Fig. 1, No. 36) is a

very sharp blade now broken.Fig. 5, No.20 is flat with double ridges on the dorsal

surface (Fig. 9, No. 25; Fig. 11, No.7).

2. 7. 4. Levallois Flakes: typical Levallois flakes are from Guloono Kamar

(Fig.3, No.38). Similar examples are also from layer 6 Ango Gatkai (Fig. 8, Nos. 15

and 22).Tango Nao (Fig. 1, Nos. 11 and 43). These flakes are also reported from

European Mousterian sites. They are almostin oval shape, whichfit in the criteria set

for the definition of Levallois flake tools.

2. 7. 5. Triangular flakes: such type of tools is found in Tango Nao(Fig. 1, No.

20). Also Layer6 (Fig. 8, Nos.18 and 21; Fig. 11, No. 5).

2. 7. 6. Hand axe type tools or beaked tools: such type of tools occurs in the

industry of Tango Nao (Fig.1, No.8). Layer 6 ofAngo Gatkaialso yielded a few tools

(Fig. 10, Nos. 8, 9 and 10; and Fig. 9, No. 1).

 

 



2. 7. 7. Cleavers: Guloono Kamar (Fig. 3, No. 37) and Ango Gatkai(Fig. 4, Nos.

2 and 3).

2. 7. 8. Choppers: Ango Gatkai layer 6 (Fig. 8, Nos. 24 and 27; Fig. 10, Nos. 14

and 27), and Tango Nao(Fig. 1, No.10).

2. 7. 9. Bill hook type tools: they are found in layer 6 (Fig. 4, No.26; Fig. 10,

No.12. Even layer 5 also yielded a single example.

2. 7. 10. Triangularflakes with dihedral butt: both layers 6 and 7 yielded this

type oftools. These are layer 7 (Fig .4, No.8); and layer 6 (Fig.10, Nos. 3, 4 and 12).

2. 7. 11. Large Levallois flakes: Layer 7 Fig. 4, No.18, Fig.8, No.15; Fig.10

No.1 layer 6; Tango Nao Fig. 2, No.2. A similar Levallois flake is found in the

Mousterian industry ofTeshik-Tash (Allchin, 1999, Fig. 7, No.8).

2.7. 12. Core scrapers or carinated scrapers:Fig. 5, Nos.10a, 11 and 19 layer

7; Fig 9, Nos. 29,37,38 and 39, Fig. 10, Nos.33,34, and 35) layer 6; However,it is

strange that the Tango Nao could not yield any carinated scrapers. But Guloono

Kamar yielded core tools and carinated scrapers (Fig. 3, No. 44); and Smasto Arkhai

(Fig. 25B, No.1).

2. 7. 13. Transverse scrapers: Tango Nao (Fig. 2, Nos.5 and 15), Hisar Kot

(Fig. 25A, No. 6), Smasto Arkhai (Fig.25B, No. 20); layer 6 (Fig. 9, Nos.2 and 17;

Fig. 10, Nos. 32, 37, 38 and 39; Fig. 11, No.5) and Tango Nao(Fig.1, No.52).

2. 7. 14. Side scrapers: Tango Nao (Fig.1, Nos. 1- 6), Hisar Kot (Fig. 25A, Nos.

2 and 3), and Ango Gatkai (Fig. 10, Nos.5, 13 and 28).

2. 7. 15. Triangularpoint like knives or blades: Hisar Kot (Fig. 25B, No.14);

layer 6 (Fig.11, Nos.11 and 24); Smasto Arkhai (Fig. 25B, No. 27; Layer 6 (Fig. 9,

Nos. 21, 22 and 24) and Tango Nao(Fig. 2, Nos. 25 and 30).

2. 7. 16. Canted scraper: Smasto Arkhai (Fig. 25B, No. 30), Fig. 5, Nos. 23 and

24 and 26) and(Fig. 10, Nos. 17, 19, 22 and 23).

2. 7. 17. Sub-rectangular transverse scrapers: these tools occur in layers 6 and

7, theyare flat on the ventral surface but taper toward the cutting edge ( Fig. 10, Nos.
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37, 38 and 39), (Fig. 5, No.9) and ( Fig. 5, No.7) the last example may be called

cleaver.

2. 7. 18. Convex-end scrapers: Tango Nao (Fig. 1, No. 11), Fig 2, No.13),

Guloono Kamar(Fig. 3, No. 14), (Fig .5, Nos.5 and 7), (Fig. 10, No. 20) and(Fig. 11,

Nos. 20, 19).

2. 7. 19. Denticulates: Tango Nao (Fig. 2, No.10), layer 7 (Fig. 5, No.10b;Fig. 6,

No. 8 and 11); Guloono Kamar (Fig. 3, No. 44); Smasto Arkhai (Fig. 25 B, No.2).

2. 7. 20. Points: Guloono Kamar(Fig. 3, Nos.1, 2, 3, 4 and 15). Amongthese the

best example is No.2, whichis bifacially worked, it must have derived its shape from

the heart shaped Mousterian late Acheulian hand axes but here these are flatter. Tango

Nao(Fig. 1, Nos.28, 29, 30 and 33), here (Nos.1 and 30) are typical Mousterian point.

Tango Nao (Fig. 2, Nos. 1, 34 and 37) here also (No.1) is the typical Mousterian

point; Hisar Kot(Fig. 25A, Nos. 9, 13 and 16). No.16 is the best example, Smasto

Arkhai Fig. 25B, Nos.15, 16 and 17). No. 15 is the best example of Mousterian point.

Ango Gatkai layer 7 bears points as shown in (Fig. 6, Nos. 12, 13, 15, 16, 22 and 28).

No. 22 is a tangedpoint. All these are Mousterian points. Fig. 6, No. 13 shows a bone

splinter suggesting bone workingatthe site. Similarly, (Fig. 6, No. 15) is a point with

thinned butt / base. Fig. 4, No.14 is a point Soyons only single example from the

excavation but we have also a surface piece (Pl. 42). Fig. 9, Nos.5, 6, $-12, 13; 15518

and 19); layer 6 (Fig. 8, Nos. 12-14 and 20); Fig. 11, No. 25 layer 6; Shahidano

Kamar (PI. 102, Nos. 1-3).

2. 7. 21. Awls or borers: Fig. 4, No. 13; Fig. 5, No. 23; Fig. 8, No. 17, 19; Fig.

10, No. 47 ; Guloono Kamar Fig. 3, Nos. 8 and 28).

2. 7. 22. Burins: Fig. 11, Nos. 21, 26 and 27; Fig. 1, Nos. 34 and 45 ;Tango Nao

Fig.2, Nos. 9,16, 26; layer 7 Fig. 5, No.14,Fig. 9, Nos. 31, 32, 28, 33 and 35; Fig. 10,

No. 46; Fig. 11, Nos.13, 14, 21, 26 , 27 and 28). Smasto Arkhai (Fig. 25B, Nos.25 and

34).

2. 7. 23. Notched tools: (Fig. 11, No.,9, 31); Smasto Arkhai (Fig. 25B, No. 28)

Fig. 5, No. 17).  
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2. 7. 24. Tranchets: (Fig. 5, Nos. 22 and 29; Fig. 4, No. 21 and Fig. 3, No. 51;

Guloono Kamar (Fig. 3, No. 29).

2. 7. 25. Knives blades: Tango Nao (Fig. 2, No.17), Guloono Kamar (Fig. 3,

Nos.19, 21, 22, 23 and 24)and(Fig. 6, Nos. 10 and 21).

2. 8. Microliths or Micromousterian.

The most significant evidence of Micromousterian or small tools was provided by

the Stone Age site of Ango Gatkai. The site yielded microliths of the Middle and

UpperPalaeolithic periods (Figs.7 and 12). The Palaeolithic site of Ango Gatkai has

been excavated in the recent past (Ali and Rahman, 2005: 124-143). The evidence

produced by the excavation covers the Palaeolithic (Middle and Upper) and the

Neolithic periods of the Stone Age while the Mesolithic period whichis transitional

betweenthese periods is missing from thestratificd cultural deposit. The significant

evidence yielded by the excavation ofthis rock shelter is the co-occurrence of small

and large tools. Such type of small tools or Micromousterian has also been reported

fromJabrud in Syria in Western Asia (Bordes,1968: 26, from Sanghao Cave in the

North-west Frontier Province (Dani, 1964) and Riwat 55 from the Soan Valley in the

Punjab (Rendell,et al., 1989: 188-190). It may be mentioned here that the Mousterian

tools from this area have very close resemblance with those found in Europe and

Western Asia. On the contrary, the tools from the Middle Palaeolithic of the Soan

valley and India are markedly different from this area. The stratigraphical sequence of

seven layers is (1-7) from top to bottom. The lower two layers, 7 and 6, are

Mousterian while layers 5 and 4 are Upper Palaeolithic, and the upper layers from 3 to

1 are Neolithic. Our chronology here bases upon typology ratherthan absolute dating.

However, layer 6 also demonstrates some characteristic features of the Upper

Palaeolithic. The distinguishing feature of the Bajaur-Mohmand Middle and Upper

Palacolithic is the presence of microliths or small tools that occur in equal proportion

with those ofthe large tools. Perhaps this feature distinguishes the area in the entire

south Asia and in the neighboring countries of Central Asia including Afghanistan.

Such evidence of the small tools is provided only by the Sanghao Cave but ina

limited number. The presence ofthe very small tools raises two questions to the mind.

First, there was no scarcity of raw material in the area. The source of raw material to  
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persisted into the Upper Palaeolithic industries. Thus, the Paleolithic man at the

Bajaur-Mohmandarea had a vast range of small and large characteristic Mousterian

tools. The presenceof all commontooltypes of the Middle Palaeolithic suggests that

the Mousterian culture must have originated in the area under discussion and is not

the result of any dispersal or migratory phenomenon (Field et al., 2006). In view of

the above, we assume that the Mousterian industries found in the area had their

original birthplace in the Bajaur-Mohmand, and remained as ancestral point to the

rest of the Mousterian cultures elsewhere in the region whether it is Afghanistan or

Central Asia or even Western Asia. The same may be said about the succeeding

UpperPalaeolithic of the area where characteristic Upper Palaeolithic tools have been

found. There are certain tool types that characterize the Aurignacian elsewhere in the

world. Because of the presence of all Aurignacian type artefacts, we have also

assigned the Upper Palaeolithic of the Bajaur-Mohmand area to the Aurignacian of

Europe and Western Asia. Besides, we put forward the hypothesis that this area must

have originated the Upper Palaeolithic that diffused in all directions in the course of

tme.

w _ 9, The Middle Palaeolithic in Pakistan andits Neighboring regions

w9. 1. Soan Valley in the Potwar Plateau
;

The first evidence of the Middle Palaeolithic in Pakistan was found by De Terra

and Paterson in the Potwar region who assigned the stone artefacts to the third glacial

age. In terms oftypology and technology,they assigned these artefacts to Late Soan A

and Late Soan B ofthe Soan industries (De Terra and Paterson 1939: 308-310).

Theses industries are found in association with Terraces 2 and 3 of the Soan terrace

system bearing the Potwar Basal gravel and Potwar Loess (Paterson and Drummond:

1962: 13; Fig. 2).

The Late Soan A: The Late Soan A industry comprised a variety of pebble tools

but predominately flake tools with distinct Levallois manufacturing technique. The

flakes show simpleplain and high angled platforms. There are also found some wom

specimens (De Terra and Paterson, 1939: 308; Pls. XXIX-XLD). Commenting upon

the flakes of the Late Soan A de Terra and Paterson noted that “the number of the  
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retouched flakes is comparatively smaller, which may be dueto the quartzite being so

hard that retouch ofthe edge is unnecessary” (ibid: 309).

The Late Soan B: artefacts of this industry are found in the Potwar loess/silt

above the third glacial age (Ibid: Pl. XLII).Thetools associated with this industry are

very fresh and unworn with no sign of wind blown abrasion as they occurin a wind

blown deposit. In this industry about half flakes show faceted platform with complete

absence of retouch but few bear marks ofutilization (ibid: 309). The flakes are

characterized by blade or elongated flakes and a few take the form oftriangular and

oval shape. Almost all the flakes show large primary flaking scars on their upper

surface. These flakes show marked resemblance to the Late Levalloisian of Europe

(ibid: 310). Paterson and Drummondin their later publication ‘Soan the Palaeolithic

of Pakistan’ have elaborately described the same collection from the Soan Valley

(Paterson and Drummond, 1962). They termed the collection from the same

geological context (T2 and T3)ofthe third glacial age as Upper Soan A and

B

ofthe

Upper Pleistocene.

Upper Soan A: They observed that the upper Soan A predominate the Soan

culture and the sites are widely spread along the Soan terrace system. During this

time, the whole Soan Valley basin seems to have been well populated as compared to

the Lower Palaeolithic until the rise of the food growing population. Thesite of Ghila

Khan was selected as representative. All main types from elsewhere were present

there. This is the richest among the Upper Soan

A

stations. A total number of 380

artefacts of the Upper Soan A were found in which 120 came from Ghila Khan.

Eight Soan types tools were identified which are : 1, Terminal flat base 2

unilateral flat base 3, bilateral flat base 4, convex oblate 5, pointed oblate 6, unilateral

nucleate 7, peripheral nucleate and 8 the turtle back other than cores and flakes. The

characteristic feature ofthe cores is the appearance of the discvidal or tortoise core

(ibid: 74).  



Table 2.1: Relative chronology of the Pleistocene deposit of the Potwar Plateau,

according to de Terra and Paterson, 1939.
 

 

 

 

  

Depositional Unit Correlation with Alpine
lacial sequence

Pink loam/silt/ gravel Terrace 4 4 glaciation (Wurm)

Thin loam Terrace 3 3” interglacial

Potwar Loessicsilt Terrace 2 3 glaciation (Riss)

Upper Terrace Gravel Terrace 1 2™ interglacial

es erosion
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tilting

Boulder Conglomerate 2™ glaciation (Mindel)
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Table 2.2: Modified relative chronology ofthe Siwalik and Pleistocene deposits ofthe

Middle Soan Valley, after H. Rendell, 1982.
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Most of the flakes of this industry show unprepared, cortical, high angled

platforms. Blade are absent but squat, sub-triangular or sub triangular shapes are

present which have been worked out from the tortoise cores — a tendency towards the

European Levalloisian technique but no faceting of the platform. Generally, the

platforms are small and nearly at right angles to the surface. Flakes from the disc-like

cores yielded the triangular forms a step towards Mousterian cultures. These tools are

heavier near the platform and thinning away towards the distal end-a characteristic of

the true points. In the upper Soan A the retouch or secondary trimming ofthetools is

rare. The use of the hard quartzite raw material, when struck yield sharp edges and

secondary trimming is unnecessary (ibid: 75).

Upper Soan B: The upper Soan B artefacts are found in the thin Basal Gravel and

re-deposited Loess ofTerrace 3 of the Soan Valley and attributed to the 3rd glacial of

Kashmir. A factory site or working floor was discovered by De Terra at site Adiala

(ibid: 40) where about 600 artefacts were collected. The artefacts were fresh and

unpatinated. The Soan type’s tools of the previous industry continue which are 8 and

9 type of core and two types of flakes-with faceted platforms and flakes with

unfaceted platform. Mousterian type’s tools appeared. The secondary trimming of the

flakes is not developed while step retouchis rare.

Some of the Late Soan A and B artefacts of De Terra and Paterson (1939) and

Movius (1944), have been attributed by Paterson and Drummondto a so-called new

tradition-upper Clacton A and B (1962: 93). Artefacts of the upper Clacton were

collected from four sites. A total number of 100 specimens were found. About 40%

are cores or Soan pebble tools while the remaining artefacts are flakes and form a

different group, distinct from the preceding upper Soan A. Based on this distinction

and the absence of the typical Soan type tool led the authors to suggest a new

industrial tradition of intrusive character during phase ul and terrace 2 ((Paterson and

Drummond, 1964, Fig.2). There are 10% biconical cores, 10% ofpebble cores, 10%

spindle cores about 3% Mousterian /Discoidal cores.

Upper Clacton (Punjab) B: In the Potwar Loess and a few feet above the Basal

gravel, almost contemporaneous with the upper Clacton A, nearly 60 flakes and cores

were found at two sites. The small assemblage comprises developed cores andtheir

flakes. Majority of the artefacts are very fresh, sharp and unpatinated (ibid: 91).  



 

Pebble cores are absent from this group. However, a small disc core, a double faceted

core and small reduced unfaceted tortoise and a spindle cores are present.

The flakes struck from the above cores are generally triangular or blade-like in

shape and thinner compared to those of the basal gravel. The flakes and points show

sign of wear on the edges. These two groups (Upper Clacton A and B) are

contemporary in geological time. Boththe cores and Makes are closely resembled with

European Mousterianin terms oftypology and time range. The most striking aspectis

the absence of the Soan type tools characteristic of the Upper Soan A ind B. “This

sudden disappearance ofthe Soan and the appearance ofdisc cores and finely faceted

tortoise cores can only mean the intrusion into or invasion of the region by an

extraneous culture complex (ibid: 92). However, concluding on the Clactonian the

authors opined that the Clactonian was an intrusive culture rather than an invading

culture (ibid: 93). As we viewed earlier that the Bajaur-Mohmand area must have

remained an ancestral pointto the neighboring region lends support to this viewpoint.

In 1974, Dr. Salim conducted survey in the Soan Valley and discovered a few

Palacolithic sites. These sites are located along the Grand Trunk road, he numbered

them as Psl- to Ps 9 and a separate name was given to a site found near the Gujar

Khanas no. 10. He re-examined someofthe already explored sites and made in-depth

study of the stone assemblages from these sites (Salim, 1986: 60-65). From 1985 to

1988, Salim conducted surveys and explorations in the Potwar region to locate new

Palaeolithic sites. He discovered 23 Palaeolithic sites of which 13 belong to Middle

Palacolithic (Salim, 1992: 34-51).

The British Archacological Mission to the Potwar region has conducted

excavation in 1981- 1982 at the site of Riwat 55. As a result ofthe excavation, they

have noted someartificial Palaeolithic architectural features. However, they all seem

to have been natural rather than deliberate at this primitive Palacolithic stage. The site

has been dated by thermoluminescence (TL) to ca 45,000 B.P. (Rendell et al., 1989:

151). As regards the stone assemblage, they have classified it into two groups. The

first group consists of fresh, sharply edged flakes, blades and cores and the other one

of deeply patinated and often abraded flaked cobbles and flakes.  





 

the Middle Paleolithic or Mousterian in this area, even the Sanghao assemblage is

contained small tools.

However, Rendell et al (1989) have shown that the stone assemblage from Riwat

do not fall in the range of Middle Palaeolithic as they remarked, “The paucity of

evidence for the Levallois technique of core preparation at site 55 implies that this

assemblage should notbe called Middle Palaeolithic, in the sense used in areas further

west, or Middle Stone age as defined in peninsular India. The assemblage from Riwat

$5 cannot be regarded as Late Soan in the sense defined by Paterson (De Terra and

Paterson 1939:185 90). Paterson Late Soan was poorly dated and largely on

typological grounds. It was also identified from surface collection that they have

excluded certain small items seen at the site of Riwat 55. Paterson Late Soan also

included large numbers of keeled scrapers high angled burins (ibid, 1939: 277).and

large numbers of items made by Levallois technique (ibid: 28-50) that are not found at

Riwat 55” (Rendell et al., 1989: 109-191). Referring to the work of De Terra and

Paterson (1939), Paterson, and Drummond (1962), they have not agreed with the

classification of Late Soan Industries as they are poorly dated and exclude some

microliths, which are part of the Riwat assemblages. Keeping in view these factors,

they defined the lithic assemblage from Riwat 55 as ‘late Early Palaeolithic or initial

Upper Palaeolithic’ characterized by the presence of blades and bladelets (ibid: 191).

They have not agreed with de Terra and Paterson (1939) and Paterson and Drummond

(1962) that there were two parallel but separate Palaeolithic traditions- flake and hand

axe in the Punjab. Only thesite of Chauntra provided the existence of hand axes of

the late Acheulian type in association with core and flakes of late Soan Age (De Terra

and Paterson, 1939: 312; Paterson and Drummond, 1962: 115). Instead, it was

suggested by the British Archaeological Mission that there was only one Middle

Pleistocene tradition in the Punjab andthis used and discarded both hand axes and

flakes. As Graziosi stated, “everything I found gave evident proof that the flake

industry existed in the same period as the pebble tools and hand axes” (Grazoisi,

1964: 39).

2. 9. 2. Sanghao Cave: the most important Middle Palaeolithic (Mousterian)site

of the North-West Frontier Province is the Sanghao Cave. The Sanghao Cave was

discovered by Dani in 1962. He collected some artefacts from the cave and realized   
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its cultural importance. In 1963 the cave was excavated which gave stratigraphical

sequence of 12 layers (Dani 1964; Fig. 6). Five periods were identified by the

excavator. The upper two periods (V-IV) belong to the historic periods while the

lower three periods (I-III) belong to the Stone Age. Dani’s periodization of the

Sanghao Cave cultural deposit depends upon the falling and sliding of rocks within

the cave (Dani, 1964: 13). However, Dani sees continuity and homogeneity in the

stone industries of quartz artefacts. Similarly, Ranere also noted the continuity ofthe

quartz industries in the cultural horizons of the cave deposit (Ranere, 1982:133-142).

Similar view was presented by Dr. Salim on the Sanghao Cave lithic assemblage

when he noted that there was continuity in the Sanghao Cave assemblage (Salim,

1986: 110). Dani attributed thelithic industry of Sanghao to the Levallois-Mousterian

tradition of Western Asia. Bridget Allchin visited Sanghao Cave and examined the

excavated material there. She compared the stone industry of Sanghao Cave to the

Mousterian of Western and Central Asia (Allchin, 1975: 39; Allchin 1999: 80-81).

We noted a considerable affinity in the Mousterian artefacts of the Sanghao Cave

and those of the Bajaur- Mohmandarea. The artefacts of layer 11 and 12 of the

Sanghao Cave are comparableto the layer 6 of Ango Gatkai (Ali and Rahman, 2005).

The presence of typical Mousterian industry in both areas and regions, what is

generally known as Gandhara, is suggests a commonorigin. Of the typical Mousterian

we mean all the principal groups within the industries that are noted by prehistorians,

they are found in separate archaeological horizons (Bordes, 1968; Ranov and Davis,

1979; Davis and Ranov 1999). No two groups are found in similar archaeological

context. All these made their appearancein thefirst halfofthe last glaciation (Wurm)

ofthe Alpine. There is a consensus among the prehistorians thatall the groups belong

to the Mousterian tradition. Wealso noted that there are no marked variations in the

Mousterian industries of this region. The same uniformity in the stone industries

favours a single variant of Mousterian tradition for this region. The lower layers,

especially 11 and 12, show close resemblance with the layer 6 of Ango Gatkai.

Though most tools of layer 7 of Ango Gatkai are absent from the earliest levels of

Sanghao Cave, yet many artefact types present similarities with the former. Some of

the formal type Mousterian artefacts are absent from the Sanghao Cave suggesting a

later manifestation of the Mousterian tradition at thesite. In brief, the Sanghao Cave

Mousterian shows very developed form, which according to our view had originated
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in the Bajaur-Mohmand area, and spread in different directions from its ancestral

centre. The lowest layer 13 (Ranere, 1982) at Sanghao Cave has been dated by C14

determination to ca. 40,000 B.P. (Khan and Gowlett, 1995: 182-87)

2. 9. 3. Rohri Hills in Sind, Pakistan: a survey was conducted in the Rohri

Hills, in the province of Sind, Pakistan by B. Allchin in 1976 (Allchin, 1994: 131-

151). She discovered a large number ofartefacts of thePalacolithic period among

which Middle and UpperPalaeolithic tools are found beside Harappan blade tools.

The Middle Palacolithic artefacts were heavily sand blasted with blunted edges. They

show a dark brownpatina ontheir surface. The Middle Palaeolithic man used chert of

dark gray with mottled andrust color patina. Aboutthe Middle Palaeolithic B. Allchin

writes,” A curious feature of the Middle Palaeolithic of the northem Rohri Hills is the

use of chert nodules in appropriate size as cores, with minimal amount ofpreparation,

often without removing the cortex. Flakes after flakes appear to have been struck from

the samefaceofa larger core /nodule in the same direction” (ibid: 137).

Chancha Baluch and Nawab Punjabi are the main Middle Palaeolithic sites in the

Rohri Hills. She also reported Lower, Middle and Upper Palaeolithic artefacts from

Milestone 101, Hyderabad,in Sind (ibid: 141).

In 1994-97 survey and excavation were conducted in the Rohri Hills by a team

from the University of Khairpur (Pakistan) and the Ca’ Foscari university of Venice

(Italy). They discovered new Palaeolithic sites. These sites include Shadee Shaheed,

Alam Sultan and Unar. Theartefacts yielded by these sites are ranging from Lower

and Middle Palacolithic through Upper Palacolithic. In this context, serics 5 has been

attributed to Middle Palacolithic. In terms of physical conditions, these artefacts were

attributed to the Palaeolithic period. The tools have been attributed to certain flakes

made on Levallois technique (Negrino and Kazi, 1996: 7-38).

2.9.4. Middle Palaeolithic in Afghanistan: there are five Middle Palaeolithic

sites in Afghanistan. They include Darra-i-Kur, Ghare-i-Gusfand, Hazar Sum, Kara

Kamar II, IV, and Dasht-i-Nawar. However,in terms oftools types Darra-i-Kur may

be regarded definitely as the Middle Palaeolithic site (Dupree, 1972: 5-13 Dupree,

1978:260-61). The prehistoric research in Afghanistan began after the discovery of a

flake tool by R. Allchin (1953) in the Oxus Valley in westem Afghanistan. The flake

9721
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tool was attributed to Middle Palaeolithic (Mousterian) on the basis of typical

Mousterian retouch (Allchin, 1953: 227).

The lithic industries show two technological traditions for which Levallois

prepared core technique and the discoidal flaking technique were employed by the

Middle Palaeolithic man in Afghanistan but the latter was used predominantly. The

stone assemblages comprised discoidal cores, multiple platform cores, few hand-axe

type tools, side scrapers were rare, and blades were different considerably from the

Upper Palaeolithic types. Irregularly or partially retouched tools were too frequent

(Srivastava, 1982: 192-199; Puglisi, 1963: 5-6).

Faunal remains: associated faunal remains at Darra-i-Kur Middle Palaeolithic

included sheep, goat and large bovids. From other sites, no evidence of fauna has

been found. Davis has suggested that the Middle Palaeolithic hunters in Afghanistan

and Iranian Plateau and the Turan low land concentrated on essentially modem

ungulates such as sheep, goat onager, auroches, red-deer and gazelle. No evidence of

onager red deer and gazelle has been found from Darra-i-Kur Middle Palaeolithic

level though such evidence have been reported from Darra-i-Kur Goatcult Neolithic.

Thus it is obvious that Middle Palaeolithic man in Afghanistan has adapted to the

hunting of selective group of small animals such as goat, sheep, and cattle of wild

variety which eventually were domesticated in the later times (Srivastava, 1982: 165).

Floral remains:no floral evidence has been found from the Middle Palaeolithic

levels in Afghanistan. The economyofthe Middle Palaeolithic stage in Afghanistan

was the same as ofthe precedingperiod i.e., hunting and gathering but there was

definite improvement in man’s environment adaptation which is well evidenced by

the exploitation ofa selective species of animals .

The Middle Palaeolithic man lived in caves and rock shelters that were provided

by the natural shelters to nomadic bands of hunters from the cold climate of the

period. Ofthe five Middle Palaeolithic sites of Afghanistan three Darra-i-Kur, Ghare-

;- Mordeh Gusfand and Kara Kamar are rock shelters or caves while the remaining

two- Hazarsum and Dasht-i-Nawar are open-air sites. The cultural zone ofthe Middle

Palacolithic is very wide extending from Western Europe through Western Asia and

central Asia, and Afghanistan to inner India. Afghanistan and the Bajaur-Mohmand  

 



 

area occupy the very central pointin it. Some scholars have used the term Mousterian

for this industry in Afghanistan but according to Davis careful comparative study of

the Middle Palaeolithic industry with that of Western Europe, particularly of France ,

disproves this and any genetic or direct relationship of Afghan Middle Palaeolithic

industry with the Mousterian industry of France. Therefore, the term Mousterian

should be dropped in the case of the Afghan Middle Palaeolithic. In view ofall these

facts, the beginning of the Middle Palacolithic may be pushed backto ca.45, 000 B.C.

Therefore, the time bracket of ca. 45,000- 35,000 B.C for the Middle Palaeolithic

culture in Afghanistan seems to be reasonable (ibid: 192-94). There is absence of

Mousterian type tools in Afghanistan so some scholars like Davis and others are not

in favour of using the term Mousterian for Afghan Middle Palaeolithic culture

(Dupree, 1978: 254, 260). Since there is not sufficient evidence of Mousterian tools

that are found in the industries of France or Western Europe. Thelithic industries of

the Middle Palaeolithic of Afghanistan contained very few side scrapers, which is the

characteristic features elsewhere. However, Srivastava is ofthe view that Afghanistan

has been remained an independent centre of the Middle Palaeolithic culture which

was a part of the macro region extending from Western Asia to India (ibid, 1978: 199)

2. 9. 5. Middle Palaeolithic of Central Asia: the Middle Palaeolithic of central

Asia is well defined and best documented phase of the Palaeolithic period of Central

Asia. There are caves and open-air sites with stratified cultural deposits. In one case

the cultural material yielded by these sites are also associated with the faunal remains

of the authorof the cultural relics. In this context, the famous cavesite ofTeshik Tash

was discovered and excavated by Okladnikov. The Mousterian industry of Teshik

Tash is characterizes by the presence of various kinds of scrapers with steeply

trimmed working edges, long blade flakes worked on one orboth edges, large flakes

resembling choppingtools, characteristic Mousterian points and a few simple burins.

The cavesite is located within the gorge of Gissar range ofthe Pamir-Alai mountain

ranges (Gupta, 1979: 61). The common material used for tools was locally available

rock for the manufacturingoftools.

The fauna of Teshik Tash included mountain goat, wild horse, leopard, brown

bear, hyena and remains of small animals and birds (Allchin, 1999: 84-85).
:
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Within the habitational deposit was found the skull and a few large bones of an

cight to nine years old boy. They were kept in a shallow pit encircled by horns ofthe

mountain goats planted on the ground. Mountain goat was the more preferred hunting

animalhunted by the Teshik Tash man (Gupta, 1979: 61; Fig. 4.2).

For the Middle Palaeolithic culture of Central Asia, on the basis of tool typology

Ranov has identified four different tool making traditions. These wentinto the make

up of the Central Asian Middle Palaeolithic cultural complex. Ranov (1968) has

divided the known Middle Palaeolithic into four technological variants or facies on

the basis of artefact typology and technology (Ranovand Davis, 1979: 256-57; Gupta,

1979: 62; Davis and Ranov,1999: 186-93). They are as follow:

_ Levallois type sites are Obi Rakhmat, Dzhar Kutan and Khodzhakent.

N
w Levallois-Mousterian type-sites are Kapchgai, Tossor, Ferghana, and Kayrak Kum.

ce
t . Typical (Mountain) Mousterian type-sites are Teshik Tash and Ogzi kichik.

ae _ Mousterian ofthe Soan tradition are Kara Bura and Ak Dzhar.

z

However, Davis and Ranov expressed their view that they do not consider these

technological variants as separate cultural groups (ibid: 256). However, contrary to

the above four variants or forms, Formozovthinks ofa single wide spread Mousterian

population without strong internal segmentation (Formozov, 1977).

Mostrecently Vishmastkii has pushed the pendulum in the opposite direction

instead of finer distribution he has lumped together all the Central Asian Middle

Palaeolithic into one category “ordinary Mousterian. “ He assigned most of the

Central Asia Middle Palaeolithic variability to sites types. As a whole the Central

Asia Middle Paleolithic is based on flakes struck from platform and discoidal flake

cores. In a recent review and assessment of the Zagros Mousterian has lent support to

the long held view thatthere is basically only one variability of the Mousterian in that

large area. Moreover, both Vishmastkii and Ranovpointed to the Zagros as the most

likely source of the Central Asia Mousterain because the two regions share many

similarities. Similarly, Okladnikov about 60 years ago saw a strong resemblance

between the Levallois Mousterian of the near east and that of Teshik Tash cave  



 

(Movius, 1953: 11-71). Recently, Middle Palaeolithic chronology has been greatly

expanded because of discoveries in Tajikistan loess. The prevailing view stemming

from excavations in caves and open-air sites had placed the Middle Palaeolithic

within the last glacial period with a maximum age about 100,000 years. One ofthe

C14 determinations from the Middle Palaeolithic is from Khudzhi near Dushanbe in

Tajikistan and it is (Gin 2905) 38000 +700 years. Another date is from the excavated

Middle Palacolithic industry from Pedocomlex at Khonako locality in Tajikistan. This

soil complex has been dated to 200,000 years B.P.It doubled the Middle Palaeolithic

date in Central Asia. However, there is no intervening material to bridge the gap

between the Khonako and the Middle Paleolithic cave (Davis and Ranov, 1999: 191).

Chard also viewed Central Asia Mousterian as originating in the Middle east and

then continuing on to Mongolia and Altai (ibid: 191).

From the abovelines, it is clear that the prehistorians of Central Asia had no

Mousterian cultures in their neighborhood then so they considered Middle East as the

ancestral point to their own Mousterian cultures. By contrast, we are of the view that

most of the Central Asian Mousterian cultures most probably owe their origin to the

Middle Palaeolithic in the Bajaur-Mohmandarea. Our hypothesis bases upon the facts

that all Mousterian type tools are present in our collection. We have no absolute date

for our material. However, stone artefact typology, technology are the main source of

information for the Mousterian culture in the area.

2. 9. 6. The Middle Paleolithic of India: the Middle Paleolithic of India was

fiest identified by Sankalia at Nevasa. Then extensive and intensive explorations had

taken place all over the subcontinent, which brought to light numerous Middle

Palacolithic sites from different parts of the country. This phase of the Middle

Palacolithic is well established. The stratigraphical position is very clear. Gencrally

the Middle Palaeolithic industries belong to ‘Gravel If or the finer gravel which

overlies the ‘GravelI’. Thelatter bears the Lower Palaeolithic horizons. The industries

of the Peninsula India are believed to constitute a single culture group designated by

Sankalia as ‘Nevasan'. In the light of recent research, the Middle Palaeolithic

industries of northern, central and the peninsular India show a homogencous

character. In western India Middle Palaeolithic artefacts are found in the cemented

sandy pebbly gravel, overlying the mottled clay. Several Middle Palaeolithic sites

 
  



 

have been found in Wagaon and Kadmali river valleys in Mewar. There is distinct

changein the tool kit. Now thetools are smaller than the Early Palacolithic. They are

made from cryptocrystalline silica fine grained such as chert, agate, jasper etc. Hand

axes and cleavers becomerare, choppers and chopping tools are absent altogether.

The assemblage comprises a variety of scrapers, awls, points, blades and flake tools.

In western Rajistan (Marwar), as well many Middle Paleolithic sites have been found

in the valleys of Luni andits tributaries. In the Luni Valleys, materials such as

silicified wood, rhyolite, porphyry have been used for tools manufacturing. The stone

industry still contained hand axes and cleavers. The Levallois technique is more

prominent. Similarly, from Buddha Pushkar Middle Palaeolithic industry comprises

scrapers, chopping tools, cleavers, blades, burins and flakes struck from prepared

cores. These tools belong to the weathered soil horizon representing a wet or humid

phase.

 

 



 

Table 2.3: Misra has worked out the following stratigraphy of the various

sediments andtheir cultural association (after Misra, 1977).

   

Lithological Units Cultural Association

Basal or bed rock

Mottled clay

Bouldery pebbly gravel Acheulian assemblage.

Mottled clay

Sandy pebbly gravel (cemented) Middle Palaeolithic

Silt Microliths on its surface

Sand dunes Mesolithic.

Table 2.4: Tentative chronology of major climatic phases in late quaternary of

Gujarat and Rajistan (after Allchin et al., 1978).

Phase date Evidence

Moister phase 10,000-9500 B.P

_

pollen profiles

Majordry phase pre -10,000 B.P ,

Later Upper Palacolithic dunes extend over

Lake basins and M.Ssoils.

Major wet phase Middle Stone Age Major phase ofweathering

Decalcification ofdunes

Major dry phase pre-Middle Palaeolithic integrated drainage of River Luni

 

Dating: no precise dates are available for the Middle Palaeolithic of India. There

are few absolute dates, which are subject to serious reservations. However, the C14

dates show that the Middle Palaeolithic of India falls in the range of ca.37, 000-11000

B.P (Agrawal 1982: 31, 55).

The lithic industry of the Middle Paleolithic is characterized by the presence of

various types of scrapers, awls, points of different types, choppers, some with

denticulate edges, smaller cleavers with thinned butts for hafting, hand axes smaller

and larger, carinated scrapers, blades and burins.   
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Levallois or prepared core technique and discoidal flaking technique were

employed by the Middle Paleolithic man in India. The tools seem to have been

manufactured by direct as well as indirect punch techniques. ,

Fromthe above details regarding the Middle Paleolithic of India, it is clear that

stratigraphically, technologically and typologically the period shows homogeneity to

some extent.

2. 9. 7. Middle Palaeolithic in Iran: the Middle Paleolithic in Iran is found in

several caves and rock shelters. Most of these sites are located in the Zagros

Mountains in western Iran.

A few ofthese sites are described briefly as follow.

Bisitun: this cave site was excavated by Coon (1951: 53-65). It yielded about

1100 finished tools ofjasper andflint. This lithic industry comprised points, scrapers,

knives, flakes, and limaces. Both Levallois and non-Levallois techniques were

employed for the tool manufacturing. Except points most of the typical Mousterian

tools are absent from the assemblage.

Tamtama:there is insignificant evidence from the cave. A total number of 27

pieces were noted which Coontermed as nibbled pieces (Coon. 1951: 65; Pl. IV). The

material is chert and cherty limestone.

Khunik: this site is located in southern Khorasan in eastern Iran. About 98

artefacts have been recovered from the site by Coon (1952: 66.). Flint, cherty

limestone and quartz crystal were used for tools. The tools included blades, awls,

saws and knives. The Levallois technique is not present in this industry. However,

there are typical Mousterian tools.

An expedition from rice University carried out archaeological investigations into

the Zagros Mountains of westem Iran (Howell, 1966; Howell and Flannery 19967:

150-158). Three Mousterian sites were excavated, Kunji cave, Ghamari cave and Gar

Asjeneh. All these sites are located near Khorramabad hence the lithic industry was

named Khorramabad Mousterian (Hole, 1966: 3-4).The assemblageis non-Levallois

in technique.  



 

Summarizing the Middle Paleolithic sites in Iran Smith (1971) noted that the

Mousterian or Middle Paleolithic in both Iran and Iraq belonged to a uniform

Mousterian tradition. In Iranian Middle Paleolithic sites the Levallois technique is

nearly or completely absent. Smith noted a tendency towards thick, narrow andrather

small implements as compared to thin wide and flat forms in the Levant. The

Levallois technique is prominentin the latter area. The Middle Palaeolithic in Iran is

characterized by the presence ofpoints, racloirs on thick blades and flakes, knives and

rare burins, and discoidal cores. As to the origin of the Middle Palaeolithic cultures

Smith (1971: 686) viewed that there was no substantial evidence to prove that Iran

had been an ancestral centerto the creation ofthe Mousterian cultures.

From the details given above about the Mousteriansites, it is clear that the Irano-

Iraqi Mousterian shows few forms of the true Mousterian industries. They can be

compared with the Bajaur-Mohmand area. However, there is marked difference in the

number of dominant Mousterian tool types. In thelatter region, all typical Mousterian

tools occurin better form than those found in Western Asia Mousterian tradition.  
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Chapter Three

The UpperPalaeolithic

3. 1. Upper Palaeolithic: problems and their solutions

3. 1. 1. Upper Palaeolithic a Problem

The Palaeolithic period that covers the second half ofthe last glaciation (Wurm)

has been designated as Upper Palaeolithic. In terms of chronological sequence, the

Upper Palaeolithic has different dates ofits origins with different regional variants in

different parts of the world. The Upper Palaeolithic is primarily characterized by the

presence of blades and blades tools. There seems to have been no scarcity of Upper

Palaeolithic material from the Palaeolithic sites of the Soan Valley but due to lack of

proper investigation into the Upper Palaeolithic tool types, the earlier researchers

could not find the latter period. Although, it is more probable that the Upper

Palaeolithic must have been a part of the Middle and Lower Palaeolithic assemblages

whose presence has been claimed by many researchers in the Soan Valley (De ‘Tena

and Paterson, 1939; Paterson and Drummond, 1962 and Salim, 1986). In addition, no

scientific excavations have been conducted to highlight the dominant features of the

tool kit of the Upper Palaeolithic. Most of the assemblages from the Soan Valley are

from surface and related to the undated boulder conglomerate and below to the thick

mantle of loess (Allchin, 1999). The tools from the Sanghao Cave have notbeen well

defined,althoughit has a clear-cut Upper Palaeolithic sequence in the stratigraphical

sequence (Dani, 1964; Fig. 6). Right from layer 10 onward the Sanghao Cave has

characteristic Upper Palaeolithic tools that are the criteria of Upper Palaeolithic in

most parts of the world. Even Dr. Salim, a researcher on the same material, is

unwilling to use the term Upper Paleolithic for some tools in the Sanghao Palaeolithic

industry (Salim, 1986: 11). Instead, he used the term Middle Stone Age forall pre-

Holocene industries of Sanghao and the Soan Valley (ibid: 25-26). There are other

experts on the Palaeolithic who could not mention the Upper Palaeolithic in its proper

context. For the Paleolithic of northem Pakistan Dr. Salim argued that no blade

collections or assemblages of undoubted upper Pleistocene are known from Pakistan

(ibid: 11). In his recent publication Salim is of the view that the Potwar region is

 

 



lacking blades and blades tools and they are not in sufficient quantities to warrant the

use of the UpperPalaeolithic (Salim, 1997: 55).

?

There has been a lot of controversy over the presence of Upper Palaeolithic in

Pakistan. Attempts have been madeto solve this outstanding problem. Since the carly

thirties considerable researches have been carried out in the Soan Valley of northern

Pakistan. As a result, many rich surface collections of Palaeolithic artefacts have been

come to light. It should be mentioned here that the earlier researchers undertook

extensive fieldwork in the region and analyzed the collected stone artefacts, yet they

interpreted all the stone industries under the Early and Middle Palaeolithic of the

Stone Age. They could not recognized the Upper Paleolithic tools in the stone

assemblages. A brief reference, however, can be found in the ‘Final Soan’ ofDe Terra

and Paterson (1939: 310-11; Paterson and Drummond 1962: 84-88). Allchin also

briefly mentioned the existence of Middle and Upper Palaeolithic sites along the

course of the Soan river (Allchin1999: 77; also see Fig. 41 this volume). Since all the

collections or assemblages from the Soan Valley were obtained from disturbed or

insecure geological contexts, so the earlier researchers have no choice except to

attribute all the surface collections to Middle and Early Stone Ages.

3. 1. 2. Upper Palaeolithic: a solution.

Wediscovered manyprehistoric sites of the Stone Age during the survey of the

Bajaur-Mohmandarea. Manysites yielded Upper Palacolithic stone industries. The

industries comprise blades and blade tools (Ali and Rahman, 2005: 55-90). Apart

from surface collection, the excavation of Ango Gatkai Palacolithic rock shelter has

yiclded sufficient evidence regarding the blade and blade tools; now we have ample

evidence of the presence of the Upper Palacolithic in the area. The cultural sequence

is based uponstratigraphical evidence (Ali and Rahman, 2005: 124-34).

The excavation exposed a two-meter thick cultural deposit in seven stratified

layers consisting of three periods of the Stone Ageat the site. On the basis of stone

tools exhibiting characteristic features of the Old Stone Age, the lower four layers (7-

4) from bottom to top have been assigned to the Palaeolithic period. As we have no

absolute dates for our material in the area, the attribution of these layers and the

material they contained are primarily based on typology and relative chronology  



 
   

obtained from Palaeolithic sites in the region (Coon, 1957; Dani, 1964; Tusa, 1977;

Ranere, 1982 and Salim, 1986).

After in-depth study and analysis ofthe artefacts from the lower layers at Agno

Gatkai, we have reviewed our previous report on the excavated material of Agno

Gatkai (Ali and Rahman 2005: 93). The previous stratigraphical sequence contained

only Upper Paleolithic and the Neolithic periods. Now after the recognition of

characteristic Mousterian tools in the lowerlevels, the Middle Palaeolithic has been

added to the chronological sequence. Now according to the new scheme layers 7-6

from the bottom should read as the Middle Palacolithic or Mousterian. With the new

chronological order we would not change the term Aurignacian. Thus with the new

order period I is Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian; period Il is Upper Palaeolithic

while period III is Neolithic. Mesolithic or pre-Neolithic period is absent from the

cultural profile by one reason or the other. There are certain features that characterize

the Upper Palaeolithic. On the basis of marked features that are found in the Upper

Palaeolithic elsewhere, we havesignified it as ‘Aurignacian’. It is comparable to the

stone industries of Upper Palaeolithic of Western Europe and southWestem Asia

(Garrod, 1938: 1-26; Oakley, 1964: 92-108; Braidwood and Howe, 1966; Braidwood,

1967: 59-74; Bordes, 1967: 19 and Bordes, 1968: 147-97).

All characteristic features of the Upper Palaeolithic are present in layers 4 and 5.

Having discovered a solid evidence of the Upper Palaeolithic in the Bajaur-Mohmand

area we are inclined to use the European terminology of the Palacolithic- Lower,

Middle and Upper Palaeolithic for the Palaeolithic cultures in this region (see Table

1.2).

3. 1. 3. Definition of Upper Palaeolithic.

The Upper Palaeolithic may be defined as the period in which certain

characteristic features made their appearance. They include blades and blade tools of

the parallel sides produced by the use of punch technique. These tools were

supplemented by somespecial type tools such as carinated scrapers of the end and

roundvarieties. As referred to the Upper Palaeolithic in the area it exhibits blade tools

in equal proportion with flake tools like scrapers etc. The blade industry incliides

specialized implements such as awls and burins. Apart from awls and gravers, mass
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production of bone and perhaps of wood tools had also begun. All these tools are

present in the preceding period of Middle Palaeolithic or the Mousterian. It is

interesting to notethat carinated or keel shaped scrapers ofthe round andendvarieties

had already madetheir appearancein the preceding period of MiddlePalaeolithic. All

these implements were used for the working of bones,antler, and wood and even for

the soft stone as attested by a thin perforated rectangular piece of stone (Pl. 6, layer

7). Twoartefacts show splinters of bone attached to them, a point in layer 7 (Fig. 6,

No.13) and a carinated scraperin layer 6 (Fig. 9, No. 37).

3. 2. Upper Palaeolithic in the Area.

The excavation at Ango Gatkai has yiclded two layers of the Upper Palacolithic.

Theattribution of these two layers to Upper Palaeolithic is based on tools technology

and typology. The same period is preceded by two layers ofthe Mousterian culture or

Middle Palacolithic industries. In the Upper Palaeolithic, a certain type of Middle

Palaeolithic tools persists that are generally called formal type Mousterian tools. As

we have assigned the Upper Palaeolithic of the Bajaur-Mohmand area to the

Aurignacian phase of Western Asia and that of Europe, the attribution is on account

of certain type of tools that share common features in all the three regions. Similar

Aurignacian artefacts are abundantly found in the stone assemblages ofthe area. In

view of the above facts, it is suggested that the Bajaur-Mohmandarea, lying in the

southern slopes of the Hindu Kush must have been the original birthplace of the

Aurignacian. Thenit diffused in all directions from the central point. In this context

reference may be made to Garrod’s view whofirst favoured the near east as the centre

of origin of the Aurignacian but then she spoke of “some yet unidentified center in

Asia” which she favoured in the Iranian Plateau or highlands or beyond further east

(Garrod, 1938: 20). To confirm the hypothesis of Garrod as to the origin or birthplace

of the Upper Palaeolithic in Iran, Mc Bumey carried out archaeological investigations

in northeastern Iran. He found noclues to such origins and led him to conclude that

the supposed area ofIran most probably has been a passage/route than a central place

ofthe earliest Upper Palaeolithic (Smith, 1971: 688). Similar efforts had already made

by Coonto find stone industry such as that he found at Kara Kamar, Afghanistan

(Coon, 1957: 127). Nevertheless, he failed to recognize such industries in Iran. The

archacological investigations, carried out by Garrod (1939), Coon (1957), McBumcy  



 

(1968) and Smith (1971); their virtual failure to find Upper Palaeolithic (Aurignacian)

in Iranian Plateau, lends support to our hypothesis that this unknown birthplace ofthe

Aurignacian (UpperPalaeolithic) is most probably the Bajaur-Mohmandarea.

3. 3. Analysis of Artefact y Types.

3. 3. 1. Raw material: the lithic industry of the Upper Palaeolithic is made on

chert found in a variety of colours. Chert of blackish and light brown colours is the

most preferred and favourable material for artefacts manufacturing. It occurs

abundantly in this area near the prehistoric sites in the form of nodules in the

riverbeds. Other colours include grey, brown, greenish and honey colors, etc. Besides,

milky quartz and in some cases its crystals are also used. All these materials are

locally available.

3. 3. 2. Manufacturing technique

The Upper Palaeolithic man in this area manufactured his tools by using both

prepared core (Levallois) and discoidal flaking techniques. However, the use of

discoidal flaking technique predominates. There are many flakes showing negative

flaking scars on their dorsal surface suggesting previous preparation of the cores. On

the other hand, the ventral surfaces show only a single positive scar or conchoidal

fractures. The presence of many prismatic elongated blades suggests the use of

Levallois technique. There are many prismatic elongated blades, which seem to have

been detached with a punch of wood or bone from previously prepared cores. A good

number of domical shaped (platform) or inverted pyramidal cores predominate.

Prominentcores types include prismatic, conical, discoidal, unipolar andbipolar.

Analysis of Upper Palaeolithic Artefact Types.

3.3.3. Layer 5 Ango Gatkai

Layer 5 at Ango Gatkai is characterized by the presence ofblades, burins, points,

knives, awls, few hand axes, chopping tools and scrapers of various kinds. Each type

is described in detail as follows:

3. 3. 4. Blades: the blade tools of layer 5 are characterized by the presence of

both thin and thick long prismatic blades. The largest blade in the whole series ofthe  
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Upper Palaeolithic industry is also found in layer 5. The blades of layer 5 are larger

and thinner than the preceding period ofthe Middle Palacolithic. Ofthe blades, some

have lowridges or they are thin in cross section while other blades are high ridged

with thick cross section. These blades are narrow at the butt ends butare broader at

the other end towards thetips (see Pls.52, 53 and 56).They have been detached from

the parent cores by Levallois technique with the help of a punch of wood, bone or

antler (Fig.14, Nos.1, 13, 16, 26, 18, 19 and 27). No.1 is a small prismatic bladelet

core, which must have been used as blade later on. The largest blade is found in layer

$ with both ends broad and narrow atthe waist (Fig.14, No. 27). A triangular blade

with short point at the distal end and sharp cutting edges is (Fig. 14, No.18). A

prismatic blade truncated at the base (Fig. 14, No. 19). Another blade point with the

working edge curving towards the tip and has concaveback. It is a rare example (Fig.

14, No. 20). A good example of prismatic blade is (Fig. 15, No.17). Similarly, No.19

is a flake blade. A thin Aurignacianblade is (Fig.16, No.40). There are also a number

of microblades and blade like flakes in layer 5 (Fig. 18, Nos. 1- 45).

3. 3. 5. Points: points are present in different forms in layer 5. A bifacial

Levallois point made on greenish chert was recovered from the western section near

the hearth of the Palaeolithic times (Pl. 43). It is tanged at the base with bilateral

cutting edge. The same type of point is usually termed as naviform by some

prehistorians on account of its oval shape. It is Levallois in technique the

characteristic feature of the Middle and Upper Palacolithic industries (Fig.15, No. 26.)

Another point with one side beveled while tanged at the proximal end is (Fig. 14, No.

24). It has curved cutting edge. A Levallois point with thinned base is (Fig.14, No.

14). However, the best example comes from layer 5. Based on its excellent

workmanship and symmetrical form we have named this point the “Tagarian’ point

with no parallel elsewhere (Fig. 14, No. 25; Pl. 45). It may suggest the hallmark of the

Upper Palaeolithic industry in the area. Similarly, Fig.13, No.6 is a foliated point.

Fig.13, No.25 is a Levallois point. Fig.18, Nos.47-70 shows different microlithic

points.

3. 3. 6. Knives: elongated backed knives (Fig.13, No.24) and short backed knives

(Fig.13, Nos. 27, 29; Fig. 17, Nos. 27, 44, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54). However, fine example  
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is (Fig.18, No. 56). A thick backed knife is (Fig. 16, No. 50) which shows the shortest

working edge like a burin edge (Fig. 16, No. 42), itis a unique example.

3. 3. 7. Burins: in layer 5 many different types ofburins are found. These include

beaked shape, beaked shaped-cum-scraper, polyhedral burin, clongated beaked or

chisel burins the largest example, simple burins, dihedral burins, angle burins, burin

dejet-cum-scraper , burin-cum-spoke shave, oblique burins with curved bodies unique

examples, and parrot beak burins and double burins (Fig.14, Nos. 2, 8 and Fig. 15,

Nos. 4, 5, 6, 16, 20, 24 and 25). Here No.4 represents fine example of beaked burins.

Fig.17, Nos. 1-21 show various types of burins. Beaked burins with round and

semicircular bodies probably mark the earliest evidence of Aurignacian phase in the

erea. Similar but very few beaked tools are also found in the Sanghao Cave lithic

industry (PI. 99, No. 3, top row).

3. 3. 8. Awls or borers:the borers or awls are represented by very few examples

in layer 5. Fig. 15, No. 8 is a specialized borer. Other pieces are (Fig. 17, Nos. 30-35

and 37; also see Pl. 44)).

3. 3. 9. Scrapers: the scrapes form the largest group among the lithic industries

of the Upper Palaeolithic in the area. In Upper Palaeolithic, the following variants and

types of scrapers are found:

(A). A thick convex side scraper with rough scaliriform retouch; the butt end is

formed by the removal of two narrow blade like flakes. It is made on milky quartz

nodule or core, it is the only example perhaps persisted into Upper Palacolithic from

the earlier Mousterian tradition; it seems to be an intrusion into the Upper Palaeolithic

(Fig. 16, No. 2).

(B). Two. other convex scrapers made on green and brown chert; but here we have the

working edges are formed by rough bifacial retouch which make them small or

medium sized choppingtools survival of the Soan chopping tools (Fig. 16, No. 4 ;

Fig. 13, Nos. 12, 18 and 19).

(C). An oval shaped convex scraper with retouch or scaliriform retouch on the upper

working edge to the top ofthetool. All these variants seem to have been persisted into

the Upper Palaeolithic in this region from the Mousterian tradition. Mousterian tools

 

 



persisted into this region right to the Middle of the Upper Palaeolithic (Fig. 13, No.

20). Of themall show the original cortex with partially retouch on their dorsal

surfaces.

(D). Convex side scraper with steep retouch one with a tail at the distal end and other

with convex beak, both tools have keels across the axis and there is present a portion

ofthe original cortex on the dorsal surfaces (Fig. 16, No. 22 ; Fig. 14, No. 5)

(E). A round scraper with convex working edge but the butt end shows faceted

striking platform and with fine flake scar removal most probably with pressure

technique,it is made on greenish chert ofcoarse grains (Fig. 13, No.18). A large flake

sear is visible on the ventral surface.

(F). Transverse scrapers are few with sharp cutting edges and faceted striking

platforms; the platform is formed by the removal of one, two or more flakes at the

right angle to the dorsal surfaces (Fig. 16, No. 1).

(G). Carinated scrapers: they comprise both end and round varieties, they are thick in

cross section, some are beaked. Most of them show broad retouch to form working

edges (Fig.15, Nos.2, 3, 10, 15 and 18; Fig.16, Nos. 22, 23, 49 and 52;Fig. 14, No.

2?

(H). Concavo-convex scrapers: these tools are called by the French Authors as

denticulates (Fig. 13, No. 16).

(1). Double scrapers: they are triangular in shape with burin edge at the distal end

(Fig. 3, No. 17).

(J). Concavo-convex scraper (Fig. 13, Nos. 5, 13; Fig.15, No. 23. 16 No.14). :

(K) Convex side scraper (Fig.17, No. 54).

(L). A big denticulate or concave or spoke shave altemated by convex side scraper

with very sharp cutting edges (Fig. 16, No. 3).

(M). Bill hook type toolis (Fig. 16, No.20).

(N). Obliquely transverse scraper with thick butt end (Fig. 13, No. 1).

 

 



   
  
  
  

 

  

 

   
  
  

      

(1). Fabricator with marks ofextensive use (Fig. 14, No. 11).

(U). Convergentscraper with triangular shapes (Fig. 16, No. 37; Fig. 13, No.7).

(V). Small Mousterian side scraper (Fig. 15, Nos. 12, 20, 21 and 22).

(W). Levallois flakes (Fig.15, No. 1; Fig. 13, No. 3 and Fig. 16, No. 46).

(X). Canted scraper with shallow retouch on the dorsal surface (Fig. 17, No.56 and

66; Fig. 16, No. 26).

(¥). Rectangular tool with transverse cutting edge resembling the tranchets of the

Mousterian tradition but here they seem to have been used as transverse scrapers with

two beveled cutting edges (Fig. 16, Nos. 43, 47 and 48).

(Za). High humpedorhigh keel end scraper (Fig. 17, No.52).

(Zb).Convex end scraper (Fig. 17, No. 68).

(Zc). Double convex scraperis (Fig. 17, No. So)

3. 3. 10. Analysis of artefact types layer 4

Layer 4 is characterized by the presence of choppingtools, points, burins, blades,

cleavers, scrapers of various types, bifaces and hand axe type tools, Levallois and

non-Levallois flakes. Each ofthese tools is mentioned in details as follow:

3, 3. 11. Chopping tools or pebble tools: these large tools made on chert

nodules are of two kinds. Of them, one variant shows the working edgeis formed by

the removal of small flakes along the margins from the dorsal surface while the

ventral surface is left untouched oris cortical (Fig.20, No. 1). The other variant shows

a big flaking scar on the ventral surface while the dorsal surface has several flaking

scars. We name this kind of chopping tool as flake choppers (Fig.20, No.2). Another

type of chopping tools is trapezoidal in form and is rare among the choppers in the

whole series of the Upper Palaeolithic. It is a side-chopping tool with transversal

cutting edge (Fig. 20, No. 3).

 



3. 3. 12. Points: a good numberofbifacial and unifacial points are found in layer

4. In this case, the points seem to have been used by the Palaeolithic man as knives as

well as tips of composite tools. Some points show-thinned butts for hafting. A tanged

bifacial point is the characteristic tool of layer 4 (Fig. 19, No. 4). Thelatter is the

characteristic feature of the points elsewhere even in the preceding layer of the same

site (Fig. 19, Nos. 7, 22 and 23)). Among the points, the best example is offered by

Pls. 65 and 66.It is a foliated or leaf shaped pointor knife and seems to have attained

the peak of the UpperPalaeolithic workmanshipin the Bajaur-Mohmandarea.

3. 3. 13. Blades: as compared to layer 5, the number of blades in layer 4

decreased considerably. Most of these are of the flat form. It also represents a few

backed blades (Fig. 19, No. 17). Wide thin blades are (Fig. 19, Nos. 2, 16 and 18; also

see Pls. 64 and 65). Similarly, Fig. 19, No. 28 shows a nosed distal end. Fig. 19,

No.26 has straighto-oblique cutting edges.

3. 3. 14. Scrapers: a variety of scrapers is found in layer 4 including end

scrapers, and denticulates made on flakes. Fig. 19, No. 1 is a typical Upper

Palacolithic end-cum-side scraper made on blade flake. Fig.19, Nos. 4 and 5 are

scrapers with thick profile and irregular cutting edges. The dominant feature of these

tools is that all of them show previous preparation of the core. In a sense, they may be

called as Levallois flakes because oftheir extensive flaking on the dorsal surfaces.

Mostof these are side scrapers (Fig. 19, Nos. 8, 9, 11 and 12). No.9 is retouched on

the dorsal surface with double working edge. Similarly, No.13 is very fine primary

flake scraper with retouch on half of the dorsal surface. Fig. 19, No. 2 is ayflat

Levallois nosed shape scraper. No. 30 is a tongue shape scraper retouched on the

dorsal surface.

3, 3. 15. Flakes: flake tools are also occurred in layer 4, they are (Fig. 19, Nos. 6

and 10). No. 5 is a flake blade. No. 3 isa blade with concavo-convex working edge.

3. 3. 16. Biface: a single bifacial tool is found in the whole series of the

Palacolithic industries at Ango Gatkai in the area. It is made on light brown chert

nodule and is biconvex in cross section. It resembles the late Acheulian hand axes

(Fig. 31, No.3).  
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3. 3. 17. Burins: seven types of burins have been identified in layer 4. These are

very specialized tools from the point of view of workmanship. Fig. 9, No.t6is a

multiple tool with scraper edge, spoke shave or notch. Layer 4 also yielded bifacial

beaked burins (PI. 64, Nos. 3 and 4).

3. 3. 18. Backed handaxe: backed hand axes or canted scrapers with very heavy

butt end and sharp working edge formed by theintersecting of two beveled surfaces

(Fig. 20, No. 6b).

3. 3. 19. Clactonianflake:it is not contemporary with those found at Clacton on

sea but their technique is similar in both regions (Fig. 20, No. 6a).

3. 3. 20. Hand axe: a hand axe made on quartz with slight bifacial working near

the distal end (Fig. 20, No. 11; Pl. 61).

3, 3. 21. Backed knives: (Fig. 20, Nos. 19, 20).

3. 3. 22. Anvils, ground stonetools: apart from struck stone of numerous forms

as cited abovethere are unstruck stonetools in layer 4. Rectangular anvils with pitting

are found in layer 4. Anvils with dimple scars on one or both sides predominate.

Manyground stones that may have been used for different proposes represents a great

number(see Fig. 27).

3. 4. Upper Palacolithic Sites of the Area.

3. 4. 1. Sara (Sra) Smast Upper Palaeolithic (Fig. 33, No. 10): the rock shelter

is located in the west about 3 % km from the main Bajaur-Peshawar highway. The site

is approached through a kachha road that branches at Bando Nawagai from the main

road. The site opens to the south and measures 17 m from east to west. The surface of

the slope or talus below the shelter is littered with stone tools. Stone tools are not

found on the floor ofthe cavesince it is a living rock. The slope or talus below yields

large number ofartefacts. Theslope ortalus covers 26 m below the cave. It yielded 54

artefacts which comprise the following tool types: scrapers-21 (38.88%), flakes-8

(14.81%), burins-4 (7.40%), cores- 4 (7.40%), knives-2 (3.70%), limace-1 (1.85%),

tranchet -1 (1.85%); lunate -1 (1.85%), points- 6 (11.11%) and blades- 5 (9.25%).

 



3. 4. 2. Quigai Smastai rock shelters (Fig. 33, No. 7): These rock shelters are to

ee north of Mitai road at a distance of abouthalf a kilometer. Both rock shelters are

facing south and lie side by side to each other. A good collection of stone tools was

made here. Most of the tools are found on the talus below the caves. A zigzag

walkwayhas been made to a moderhouse through the talus of the caves. Many stone

wols are exposedorvisible onbothsides of the cut section. The western cave shows a

thick layer of soot, which suggests long occupation of the cave. They are 10 m above

the fields below. Thesite yielded 46 stone tools which include: scrapers-12 (26.08%),

burin-2 (4.34%), flakes-4 (8.69%), lunate-1 (2.17%), limace-1(2.17%), points-9

(19.56%), blades! 1-(23.34%), cores 2-(4.34%) and knives-4 (8.69%).

3. 4. 3. Chinar Smast (Fig. 33, No. 12): thesite is located about 4 km from

Muhammad Gatto the west; it opens to the cast and can be seen from the road. It is

approached by a kachha road that branches at Khazina from the main road. The inner

rock shelter has remains of recently built wall now abandoned. The site measures

about 15m from south to west. The stone tools were collected from the slope below

the cave. The inner cave seems to be intact; it is superimposed by the debris of

modern construction. Nineteen (19) artefacts were collected at the site. The following

tool types are present in the collection: scrapers- 9 (47.36%); burins-2(10.52%);

flakes- 4 (26.3%); blades- 1 (5.26%) and points- 3 (5.78%).

3. 4. 4. Lower Tsagai Inzarai Smast(Fig. 33, No. 13): the site is located at the

terminal point of the lower Tsagi valley. It can be approached by a kachha road that

passes thorough the center of the valley. Thesite itself is located in a same nook of

the valley, it is locally known as Qoalliterally means deep corner. The rock shelter

faces to the east. It measures about 20 m in the north-south direction. 26 artefacts

include the following tool types: scrapers-12 (46.15%); points- 6 (23.07%); burins-3

(11.53%); flake- 1 (3.84%); tranchet- 1 (3.84%); core- 1 (3.84%) and blades- 2

(7.69%).

3. 4. 5. Saido Nao Ghond Kamar rock shelter (Fig. 33, No. 8): the site is

located in the southwest of Ango Gatkai. The site faces south. It is 7 m from east to

west. The site yielded 20 stone tools. They include the following types: scrapers- 10,

burins-2, and flake tools- 6 and awls-2.  



                     

3. 5. Regional Comparison

For comparative study, we begin from Upper Palaeolithic sites in Sind, Pakistan.

The stone tools found at Rohri Hills show close resemblance to the artefacts in our

disposal. The tools include blades, flake and blade cores, scrapers of various types

including carinated scrapers, burins, choppers, as well as pointed flakes (Allchin et

al., 1978: Fig.8.5, Nos. 8-11). Also from Milestone 101, Hyderabad (lower, Sind),

Lower, Middle and Upper Palaeolithic artefacts have been reported (ibid: 295). These

artefacts were heavily sand blasted. All types of tools recorded in the Rohri Hills were

also found there (Allchin et al., 1978: 296; Figs. 8.12, 8.13 and 8.14 and Tables 8-11).

UpperPalaeolithic tools from Milestone 101 show resemblance with those from our

research area (ibid: 295-304). In this case, all artefact types are present in our

collection even small and large hand axes and cleavers. The number of burins is very

towin proportion with other tool types. Besides, canted scrapers are absent from Mile

stone 101. As the evidence offered by the presence of Upper Palaeolithic stone tools

one might suggest that the Upper Paleolithic people or population spread over the vast

area from the southern slopes of the Hindu Kush to the plains of Sind and Punjab

onwards to Rajistan. It is obvious that upper Palaeolithic man not only exploited the

mountainous environmentbut he also extended his activities to the plains of the Indo-

Pak border. Thus Allchin’s Fig. 8.5, Nos. 3, 4, 5 ( 1978) may be compared with the

layer 5 of Ango Gatkai blades and lame a crete or crested blade (Fig. 13, Nos. 8,9 and

24; Fig.14, Nos.13, 19, 26, 27; Pls. 52, 53). Similarly, Allchin et al.’s Fig. 8.6 (1978)

may be compared with flakes tools or the pointed flakes of layers 5 and 6 of Ango

Gatkai (Fig.13, Nos. 17 and 2; Fig. 11, No.5; Fig. 8, Nos. 18, 21).

The nearest evidence of the Upper Palacolithic is Riwat 55 from the Soan Valley

(Rendellet al., 1989: 128-206). Thesite has been dated by thermoluminescence (TL.)

to ca. 45, 000 B.P.(ibid: 204). It is a blade flake industry with the presence of small

blade elements; however, the flake tools predominate without struck and elaborate

core preparation. The site Riwat 55 has been defined as “initial upper palaeolithic or

“late early palaeolithic’ by the excavator. However, it is suggested that the author

scems to have attributed the Middle Palaeolithic artefacts to Upper Paleolithic. The

illustrated artefact types, keeping aside the scientific dating ofthe site, most probably

fit into the Middle Palaeolithic rather than the Upper Paleolithic. The site was not a
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living site but it was used for other purposes. Following Ikawa-Smith (1978: 1-2)

Rendell ct al. proposed a two pronged division for the Palacolithic assemblages of

wrthem Pakistan, This division of the Palaeolithic includes Barly Palacolithie with

the upper most limit or margin as 30,000 B. P. and late Palacolithie with terminal

Picistocene or to the beginning of the Holocenebefore 10,000 B.P (ibid: 27-28).

There are some tools illustrated by Rendell et al. (1989) which show marked

similarity with those in our disposal. In-depth study of these tools shows thatthey are

Middle Paleolithic. They fall in into the Middle Palacolithic rather than the Initial

Upper Paleolithic. These types of retouched and unretouched blades definitely belong

to the Middle Palaeolithic; they are Nos.1334, 1356, 1239, 120, 1365, and 1322.Fig.

§. Nos. 1152, 1365A; Fig. J.14, No.1334, and Fig.J.16, NO.1356 are canted scrapers

characteristic tools of the Mousterian tradition. The characteristic feature of the

Palaeolithic site of Riwat 55 is the presence of microlithic artefacts ortiny tools (Figs.

}.4, J.5, J.6 and J.7). Thetool kit of the small size includes blades, bladelets, points

and scrapers. It is interesting to note that the burins and awls are completely absent

from the Riwat 55 site. The latter tools are the characteristic feature of Middle and

particularly of Upper Palaeolithic elsewhere in the Mousterian industries. The

occurrence of the microlithic tools is significant. As the latter tools are occurred at all

principal Middle Palaeolithic sites of western and south Asia (Rust, 1950; Dani, 1964;

Bordes, 1968; Tusa,1974; Ranere, 1982; Salim 1986). The excavations at the rock-

shelter of Ango Gatkai yielded similar microlithic implements (Ali and Rahman,

2005). Layers 6 and 7 have produced a good number ofsuch small tools. These tools

are co-occurred in equal proportion with those ofthe larger tools (Figs. 7 and 12 this

volume).

To concludethis discussion,it is suggested that the Riwat 55 lithic assemblage is

definitely comprised Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian elements as evident from the

above comparative study. It most probably belongs to the Middle Palaeolithic or

Mousterian rather than ‘initial upper Paleolithic’ as suggested by Rendell et al. (1989:

204-205). Though the tools are cruder as the quartzite material is hard to produce

well-shaped conchoidal fractures as compared to fine-grained flint and chert.

As far as the rest of the Soan Valley is concemed, attempts have been made to

mark and identified some Upper Palaeolithic tools among the stone assemblages have  
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been described under the Middle Stone Age. So any comparison between the tools has

been become impossible for any researcher. Dr. Salim (1986) has described and

interpreted most of the stone industries from the Potwar region under the Middle

Stone Age. We have traced amongthe tools some Upper Paleolithic tools based on

typology that resembles thetools at our disposal. In this connection Salims’ Fig.107,

No. 2, 3 and Fig. 111, No.3 are comparableto tools at our disposal. Similarly, Salim’s

Fig. 95 (1986) seems to be an umbrella type carinated scraper most probably of the

round variety, which occurs in some good number in our collection. The centralized

Making technique also lends support to our viewpoint. The same type oftools is the

epost characteristic feature of the Upper Palacolithic in the Bajaur-Mohmand area. It

is also found abundantly in all the Upper Palaeolithic of the Aurignacian types.Fig.

80, No.1 has also someparallels in our collection.

The Palaeolithic site of Sanghao Cave in the district of Mardan has yielded

prominent Upper Palaeolithic tools (Dani, 1964; Tusa 1976; Ranere 1982; Salim,

1986), though the earlier researchers could not draw a clear line between the Middle

and Upper Palaeolithic tool types. However, we have attempted to resolve this

problem through analytical study. Dani’s Fig.11, No.2 is comparableto the carinated

end scraperin our collection. Similarly, Fig.11, No.5 is a point with parallelin layer 5

of Ango Gatkai. Dani’s Fig. 17, No. 9 is a blade with straight and oblique cutting

edge, which is found in layer 4 of Ango Gatkai (Fig.17, Nos. 27, 51 and 74). Dani’s

Fig. 17, Nos.1, 2 are diagnostic Upper Paleolithic tools in Sanghao Cave which also

occur in layer 5 (Fig.18, No.73 and 79). However, the most characteristic tools is the

beaked burin which is found in both collections (Fig.15, No. 4; Fig.17, No.35 and Pl.

27; Sanghao Cave layer 03 (Ranere, 1982; Pl. 99, No.3 Ist row this volume). Dani’s

Fig. 18, No. 8 is equal with the point in our disposal (PL. 66, Ango Gatkai layer 4).

Some UpperPalaeolithic sites from India have some resemblance in terms of tool

typology with the artefacts in our collection. Mention can be made of the Buddha

Pushkar where Upper Palaeolithic tools have been represented by some blade tools,

scrapers particularly the carinated types (Allchin et al., 1978: 129, Figs. 4.8 and 4.9;

also see Figs. 7.2 and 7.3, Vishadi: 225-227).

There are similar tools in our collection. The Upper Palaeolithic site of Kara

Kamar in Afghanistan is the nearest and more reliable that shows considerable  
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similarity with the stone tools in our area. The excavation was conducted by Coon

(1957) has yielded definite Upper Palaeolithic artefacts. Based on close resemblance

and parallel tool types he assigned the cultural deposit ofperiod III at Kara Kamar to

Aurignacian, which bears close affinities with the Upper Palaeolithic of Europe and

Western Asia (Coon, 1957: 248-50). Typical Aurignacian tools include carinated

steep scrapers or push planes; these tools are the dominant feature of the Aurignacian

phase of the UpperPalaeolithic of Palestine and France (Srivastava, 1982: 57-58; Fig.

2, 4). The most prominentfeature that is the burin element is completely absent from

Kara Kamar. Aq-Kupruk site II andIII are ofthe late Palaeolithic or Upper Paleolithic

in Afghanistan it is dated around 16,617 + 215 years ago. Dupree and Davis

discovered two components; the first includes heavy items such as cores, flakes,

blades, denticulates, scrapers, chips and ridged blades. The microlithic component

includes cores and micro blades, keeled-end scrapers are similar to those in our

collection (Dereyanko and Luzun 1999: 94-95).
,

The evidence presented by the B.A.M to Bannuregarding the Palacolithic stone

tools does not seem to be convincing since most of the tools are from surface

collection and lack characteristic Upper Palaeolithic features ( Khan et al., 1991: 4-5;

Fig. 70).

Two Upper Palaeolithic sites in Central Asia are Shugnou and Samarkand both

are open air sites. Other 30 sites of the Upper Palaeolithic are scattered over much in

the region. Commenting upon the characteristic features of the Upper Palaeolithic

Ranov and Davisare ofthe view that there was no great technological leap forward to  
the Upper Paleolithic. Many of the Mousterian elements such as points, denticulates, |

side scrapers and Levallois technique persisted into the Upper Palaeolithic. For the |

sake of comparison we see parallel examples from Gupta’s (1978: 72-85; Fig.5.5 )

shows comparable tools with those found in our collection particularly end scrapers

and points. But the Central Asia Upper Palaeolithic seems to be

a

later manifestation

of the Upper Palacolithic that has its roots in the very region ofthe southem slopes of

the Hindu Kush-the Bajaur Mohmand area and the Sanghao Cave in the Peshawar

valley or the ancient Gandhara.

 

The main Upper Palaeolithic sites in Iran are located in the Zagros Mountains.

The characteristics tools are found in the industries of Baradostian and Zarzian, they 



 

include burins, scrapers, perforators, microliths, including geometric, steep or

carinated scarpers. The Baradostian was identified in the Shanidar cave at layer C by

Solecki (1955) in Iraq. The same industry was found atfive sites in the Zagros on the

Iranian side. They include Warwasi, Ghare Khar near Kermanshah, and Yafteh Cave,

Gar Arjench and Pa Sangar near Khorramabad. The industry is essentially blade

characterized by blades of various forms, notched blades, retouched blades named as

point Fontyves or Krems points; end scrapers on blades and core tools or carinated

scrapers. The earliest date for Upper Paleolithic in Iran is from the Yafteh cave which

has been dated to ca. 36,000 B.P. Braidwood and Howe (1968) and Smith (1971).

However,the earliest date of any Upper Palaeolithic comes from Riwat 55 which has

been dated by Thermoluminescence(TL)to ca.45,000.B.P (Rendellet al., 1989).

In Iraqi Kurdistan a single very important occurrence of such blade tool industry

is the Shanidar layer C, typologically and technologically distinct from the underlying

Mousterian of Layer D and the overlying Zarzian of layer B. The Shanidar C industry

is marked especially by a good proportion of burins including polyhedral burins and

by perforators, awls , fabricators, scrapers including roundscrapers, points, notched

blades and used blades andflakes;it is essentially a blade industry but the blades are

of the comparatively irregular forms; the industry has been named as Baradostian

(Solecki, 1955: 415). The industry is contained some of the general features of the

Aurignacian such as burins, scrapers and notch blades, yet typologically it is more

limited. The steep carinated scrapers so characteristics of the Aurignacian elsewhere

are absent from Shanidar layer C. The earliest Radio Carbon date fromthe bottomof

layer C is about 34,000 B.P.

3. 6. Transition from Middle Palacolithic to Upper Palacolithic

Right from the beginning of the Lower Palaeolithic there has been a constant

change in the tool kit of the Palaeolithic man. Although a clear cut line of transition

from oneperiod into the other is difficult to discern, the prolonged hand axe phase of

the lower Palaeolithic was followed in the upper Pleistocene by the flake tradition of

the Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian. There are some indications that suggest that

one industries in due time was replaced by the more advanced industry. Thus, it took

an enormous time range to reach the presentstage ofthe story. However,attempts are

being made to trace the probable tool types that mark the transitional phase between  
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the Middle and UpperPalaeolithic in the Bajaur- Mohmand area. Some backed knives

most probably mark the transition between the Middle and Upper Palacolithic. These

backed blades / knives show curved cutting edges. The knives with blunted backs

perhaps mark the boundary between the Middle and Upper Palaeolithic which are

completely absent fromthe succeeding layer 5 but are presentin layer 6 (Fig. 9, Nos.

21, 22, 24). Besides, there are a good number of points that probably mark the

transitional phase between the Upper and Middle Palacolithic. The characteristic

features of these points are that they have thinned bases for hafting. In terms ofthese

technological features, they: may be compared to the Emiran of the Western Asia

where they mark the transitional phase between the Upper and Middle Palaeolithic.

From technological point of view, the Emiran points are very close to the *Taqarian’

points of Ango Gatkai. Since most of them present thinned bases either on the dorsal

surface or on the ventral surfaces. Some of them show the removal of a burin like

spall obliquely struck from the base giving it a burin edge and also tuming the oval

shape ofthe tool into a point (Fig. 9, Nos. 8-13, 18 and 19). An excellent piece ofthis

type has been recovered from the western section near the hearth oflayer 5 of the

Palacolithic period (Fig. 15, No. 26). It is made on a greenish chert with very sharp

cutting edges. Of the sametype has also found in layer 6 (Fig. 12, No. 41). Different

varieties of these tools are found in layer 6 which we have assigned, except a few,to

the transitional phase between the Upper and Middle Palaeolithic. The dominant

feature of these points is that they show bifacially thinned bases. However, most of

the retouch or secondary trimming has been confined to the base on the dorsal

surface. The presence of these tools does not leave any doubt that they belong to the

transitional phase between the two Palaeolithic periods. Typologically and

technologically, they can be compared with the Emiran of Western Asia where they

mark the transitional period between the Mousterian and the blade tool industries

(Bordes, 1968: 198-205). Although such type of tools are not found in the

neighboring country of Afghanistan where the upper Palaeolithic is very clear and

well-defined phase ofthe Palaeolithic.

In the case of the Sanghao Palaeolithic cave the transition seems to be much

elaborate one but the cultural deposits have not been elaborately described by the

earlier researchers. We have made a brief survey of the Sanghao material in the

University Museum, Peshawar that led us to conclude that the transitional phase from

 



  

Middle Palaeolithic to Upper Palaeolithic is clearer since there are some points that

are parallel to the Emiran points from Western Asia ( Sanghao Cave: Pl. 100, No.1

this volume). Anotherbifacial tool are the side scrapers made on core which are found

in both layers 5 and 6 of Ango Gatkai; the tool of layer 5 is cortical on the ventral

surface while retouched on the dorsal surface (Fig. 10, No.14; Fig. 16, No.37). An

example ofthe hearth type is also found in layer 6. The Palestinian Aurignacian has

been summarized by McBurney as ‘true blade industry in which the blunted blade is

scarcely represented, but a miniature blade technique is used for secondary trimming

of various shapes of core scrapers, and thick burins, burins of used types are also

represented (McBurney, 1960: 49). It should be noted that a great number oftools

persisted into both layers 5 and 6. For instance, short thin flat blades occur in both

layers 5 and 6. Although manytooltypes ofthe Mousterian tradition persist in layer 5

of the UpperPalaeolithic. Core tools or carinated scrapers are common to both layers

$ and 6. The carinated scrapers made their appearance earlier in layer 7 and continued

through layer 6 and even layer 5, which is the characteristic tool type of the

Aurignacian of the Upper Paleolithic. Besides, the Palacolithic of the Bajaur-

Mohmand area is characterized by the presence of small tools or microliths. Such

small artefacts are even presentin layer 7 ofthe Mousterian period.

From the abovefacts,it is obvious that the Upper Palaeolithic has its origin in the

area and most probably is ancestral point to other Palaeolithic cultures in the region

particularly to Afghanistan Iran, and even Western Asia.

3. 7. Upper Palaeolithic in the Neighboring Regions.

3. 7. 1. Sanghao Cave:in the Gandhara region, the Palaeolithic Cave of Sanghao

seems to be the nearest site where these cultures (Middle and Upper) manifested

themselves after the diffusion from the ancestral point-the Bajaur-Mohmand region.

In terms of technology and typology, the Sanghao materials show very close

resemblance to the tool kit in this region. The Sanghao flake blade industry presents

some characteristics that are commonto both areas. The Sanghao industry seems very

advance from the beginning or layer 12. It is suggested that the Sanghao lithic

industry most probablyhas its origin in this very area. The Sanghao Cave, one ofthe

most important Mousterian Palaeolithic sites, is located in the Mardan district of

N.W.E.P. The Cave was discovered by Dani and was excavated in 1963. It yielded

 



 

  

 

  

                        

about a three-meter thick cultural deposit of 12 layers. The excavator identified three

different periods perhaps based onstonetools. In this context layers 9 to 5 have been

attributed to Upper Palaeolithic. The raw materialis red stained quartz.

The Sanghaolithic industry is primarily a flake industry with the occurrence ofa

few core tools. From the point of view of technology, the Sanghao industry has been

compared to the Levallois-Mousterian of Europe and that of Wester Asia (Dani,

1964: 17; Allchin, 1973: 40). The lower levels at Sanghao stratigraphical sequence

have yielded a C14 determination date of40,000 B.P. (Khan and Gowlett, 1997: 182-

$7).

The evidence offered by the Sanghao Cave material attests to our view that the

palacolithic cultures spread there in very advanced stage from the nuclear zone- the

Bajaur- Mohmand area. Since thelatter area is rich in sites of the Palacolithic period.

Therefore,it is not out of place to assume that the area, as may be discerned from the

tool types present in the Sanghao toolkit has already found in the Bajaur-Mohmand

area. The Sanghao Cavelithic industry seems to have directly derived from the Stone

Age cultures to the northwest of the site. The lower levels in the Sanghao are

corresponded to layer 6 of Ango Gatkai. When the population of the Middle and

Upper Palacolithic increased and the food supplies became insufficient for them, they

in due time migrated to the neighboring region in which Sanghao and some parts of

Afghanistan were easily affected by the Palacolithic man. The plains ofthe southeast

or Peshawar valley must have been favourable resort for the Palaeolithic man but to

due flood activities/inundation over millennia it overlaid fluvial deposits and buried

the sites forever. The Peshawar valley is rich in historical period sites but no site of

the Stone Age has so far been reported (Ali, 2003).

3. 7. 2. Potwar region : in the Potwar region of northern Pakistan De Terra and

Paterson found stone artefacts near Dhok Pathan, on a terrace which they attributed to

the 4 glacial phase of Kashmir and described it localized industry (1939: 311).

However, Movius termed it late Upper Palacolithic industry (1944: 22); and he

eventually renamed it ‘Evolved Soan’ (1944: 19). He believed that artefacts of

Evolved Soan phase were technically well made than those ofLate Soan phase. In the

new scheme of Paterson and Drummond, the artefacts from Dhok Pathan and Pindi

eo see :

 



Gheb sites were regarded as the end of the Soan tradition and they were labelléd as

*Final Soan’ (1962: 13).

Final Soan artefacts were collected from the surface of the Pleistocene patinated

gravel related to terrace 4 ofthe Soan valley and also from the topofthe loess that is

dated to the 3 rd glacial phase of Kashmir. :

The Final Soan tradition is poorly represented; occurring at only twosites, Dhok

Pathan and Pindi Gheb (Paterson and Drummond 1964: 84-88). They have reported

343 artefacts from both sites. According to them there are 169 flake and the rest are

cores and pebble tools. Choppers and chopping tools continued buttheir size reduced.

Besides, a new type ofthe pointed pebble appeared which seem to have developed out

of the chopping tools. However, in the light of recent researches Middle and Upper

Palacolithic artefacts are found within the Potwar locssic deposits of various

thicknesses alongthe gullies on exposed surfaces (Allchin, 1999: 77; also sce Fig. 41

this volume).

3. 7. 3. Upper Palaeolithic in Sind: Allchin conducted survey in the Rohri Hills

and found a large number of Harappan and Middle Palaeolithic working floors.

Amongthese, one definitely belonged to Upper Palaeolithic. This working floor was

used by the Palacolithic man for the manufacturing ofparallcl-sided blades of the

Upper Paleolithic. Dark patinated chert nodules were used for the production of

Upper Palaeolithic blades similar to those used by the Middle Palaeolithic chert

knappers. The working Noor R-Se was the only evidence of an independent Upper

Palacolithic presence at Rohri Hills (Alichin, 1994: 138).

The mostclearly distinctive Upper Palaeolithic site was Chancha Baluch in the

southem part of the Rohri Hills. It was spread over an area about 100 x 50m with

Middle and Upper Palaeolithic artefacts and debris. Characteristic Upper Palaeolithic

artefacts include blades and blade cores, burins, adzes, scrapers and chopping tools

(ibid: 137). There was another site in the southem Rohri Hills which also yielded

Middle and Upper Palaeolithic artefacts made on darker kind of chert similar to those

found in the northem Rohri hills (ibid: 138)

Recently, intensive surveys and excavations have been undertaken by a team of

archaeologists from the University of Khairpur, Sind, in collaboration with the Italian  



   

                          

researchers. These surveys and excavations resulted in the discoveries of some new

Palacolithic sites with artefacts of the Lower, Middle and Upper Palaeolithic (Biagi

and Cresmaschi, 1988; Biagiet al., 1994-96; Negrino and Cresmaschi, 1996: 7-38).

3. 7. 4. The Upper Palaeolithic in Afghanistan:a transitional phase from the

Middle Palaeolithic to the Upper Palaeolithic in Afghanistan is not easily traceable.

Asstratified sites with cultural deposits have not been found that may posses both the

Middle and Upper Palaeolithic (Srivastava, 1982: 199-204). In the early fifties Coon

had placed Kara Kamar cultural sequence in the range of Middle and Upper

Paleolithic (ibid: 248-250). However, recent researches on the Afghan Palaeolithic

have excluded Kara Kamar II and IV as being Middle Palaeolithic in character. Other

sites claimed to have Upper Palaeolithic do not have Middle Palacolithic with them.

Similarly, Aq Kupruk Il, IIA, IIB, and Darra-i-Kalon did not yield material of the

Middle Palaeolithic. Although a transitional phase is missing from the Palacolithic

profile in Afghanistan, but it has definite Upper Palacolithic as evidenced at Kara

KamarIII (Coon, 1957: 217-254).

Coon has identified certain Aurignacian or Aurignacian elements in the retouched

artefacts of Kara Kamar III. Thebasis forthis attribution is the resemblance between

the carinated end scrapers from Kara Kamar III and those from the Levantine

Aurignacian (Solecki, 1955: 425). However, Davis doubts the attribution because

carinated end scrapers have wide distribution in time and space and that Afghanistan

got the tradition from west Asia. ‘It is reasonable to suggest that Kara Kamar Upper

Palacolithic is a unique find because nothinglike that has been discovered so far from

Soviet central Asia, India and Pakistan (Davis, 1978: 37-70). The closeness between

Xara Kamar and Baradostian Upper Palaeolithic appears to be due to the similarity in

environment and economies of both the areas. It is suggested that there may have

been various centers for the origin of the Upper Palaeolithic ; west Asia and

Afghanistan may be twosuch centers closely allied to each other due to similarities in

environment and economies of these areas.

Kara Kamar Upper Palaeolithic economy continued to be hunting and gathering

as in the Middle Palaeolithic but there was a trend towards the specialized hunting of

large games such as the wild sheep and goat and these animals were subsequently

domesticated in Afghanistan. Horse bone and tortoise shell have also been found from   



Kara Kamar III. It appears that tortoise also formed part of the diet besides horse,

sheep and goat (Duprec, 1978: 261, 262). A few samples from Kara ‘Kamar have

given dates older than 30,000 B.P. (Coon and Ralph, 1955: 921-922; Srivastava, ibid:
79)
==t)

3. 7. 5. The Upper Palacolithic of Central Asia: The Upper Palaeolithic of

Central Asia, as compared to Lower and Middle Palaeolithic, has not well

documented. The Upper Palaeolithic, primarily a blade and end scraper industry that

developed in the second half of the Wurm, is represented by excavations at two

stratified sites in Shugnou, in the Yaksha river valley of Tajikistan and Samar- kand

in Uzbekistan. Both are openair sites and have several distinct occupation horizons.

More than 30 othersurface sites are scattered over much of Central Asia where small

collections have been made, the tools rather conditionally assigned to the Upper

Palacolithic (Ranov and Davis, 1979: 257; Gupta, 1979). On the transition from

Mousterian (Middle Palaeolithic), the authors opined, “In general there was no great

technological leap forward to the upper Palaeolithic. Many Mousterian elements

remain such as points, denticulates, side scrapers, and Levallois technique.” However,

they noted thatat the very end of the Upper Palacolithic the prismatic blade technique

made its appearance at Khodza-Gor and Shugnou horizon (Dais and Ranov,1999:

191-192). The Upper Palacolithic site of Samarkand site also yielded choppers and

chopping tools. Shugnou with five layers of cultural deposit, the uppermostlayer is

considered Epi-palaeolithic while the lower four are Upper Palaeolithic. The Epi-

palacolithic layer has a number of longitudinally curved blades, micro blades, tongue

shaped end scrapers and a large number ofcarinated core tools or nucleoform scrapers

with similar parallels at Samarkand. It has been dated to about 10,700 B.P. by C14

determination (Davis and Ranoy, 1999: 192; Fig. 6). Horizon 2 is represented by a

large number ofprismatic blades struck from the cores by the crested blade technique.

Ranovhas provisionally dated this site to 25,000 B.P but Davis favours a date of

15,000 B.P. Faunal remains include horse, aurochs, sheep, goat and marmot. Horizons

4 and 5 were also assigned to Upper Palacolithic. The Samarkand site is located in the

centre of Samarkand city. Three occupational layers yiclded over 7000 artefacts,

which most probably belong to Upper Palaeolithic. There is a considerable similarity

im the artefacts assemblages. The stone industries is characterized by the presence of

Mousterian type tools- flakes, points, and notched tools with a high percentage ofcore  



   

 

  

           

  

 

  

   

  
  

  

sools and coppers and chopping tools. The Upper Palaeolithic type includes bladelets

and micro blades, and end scrapers. A large number of carinated scrapers, nosed

shape scrapers and notchedtools are also present. The age of the Samarkand site has

eenerally attributed to between 20,000 and 15.000 years before now. Based on the

smal! amount of Upper Palaeolithic material Ranoy has concluded that there is no

evidence to suggest that the Upper Palaeolithic sites reflect any significant diffusion

fom outside of Central Asia and can be understood as continuation of the Mousterian

cultures. The Central Asian UpperPaleolithic sites are notin stratified caves or rock

shelters but they are in open air, which is difficult to explain. According to some

scholars there was generally a decrease or decline or total absence of Upper

Palacolithic sites during the main Wurm in many areas of southern Western Asia and

Central Asia; they include Davis (1978), Copeland (1975) and Solecki (1963). But

Ranov did not agree with them but opined that he believed that many late Wurm

deposits either buried or eroded and that future work will demonstrate continuity of

occupation throughoutthe Wurm (Ranov and Davis, 1979: 257-259).

3. 7. 6. The Upper Palaeolithic of India: The Upper Paleolithic, as compared to

Lower and Middle Palaeolithic, is the most little known phase of Indian prehistory.

Over the last few decades, a good number of upper palacolithic localities with the

endustries of this phase have been foundin stratified deposits in different parts of the

country. Notable are the Andhra Pradesh group with sites such as Renigunta

(Murty, 1968;1970), Erragondpalem and Vemula (Reddy,1970), Gundlakamma valley

Isa2ac,1960) and the limestone caves in the Kumool, (Murty, 1974; 1975; 1979;

Murty and Reddy 1976; Raju,1978), the Gambheeran valley in Visakhapatnam

" (Reddy and Prakash, 1978) and Paleru valley in Prakasam district (Rao, 1979). The

Upper Paleolithic sites in Kamataka include Shorapur Doab (Paddya, 1979) and

Salvadgi (Seshadri, 1962). The Maharashtra group includes Inamgaon in Punedistrict

(Sali, 1979), Bhokar in Nanded district (Joshi and Pappu, 1979), and Patne in Jalgaon

district (Sali, 1978). Other sites are the caves and rock shelters of Bhimbectka in the

Raisen district of Madhya Pradesh (Misra et al., 1979). The Belan valicy south of

Allahabad in Uttar Pradesh (Sharma, 1973), Singhbhum in Bihar (Gosh, 1970) and

few sand dunes sites in Gujarat and Rajistan (Allchin et al., 1978). The Palaeolithic

smdustries of the Thar and surrounding arid regions belongto the same humid phase as

” sie Middle Palaeolithic. There were separate working floors ofthe Upper Palaeolithic

 

  



 

8s

at Hokra and Pushkar. The Upper Palacolithic Industries are based upon the

production ofparallel-sided blades from unidirectional cores whichare also knownas

cylindrical (platform) or pyramidal cores. Middle Palacolithic industries, as well as

techniques, were persisted into the Upper Paleolithic. The Vishadi industry is another

example of the overlap of Middle and Upper Palaeolithic techniques in a single

industry. In the Thar region, B.Allchin discovered the site of Vishadi with a

considerable quantity of Upper Palaeolithic material exposed by agricultural activities

within a fossil sand dune. Theartefacts and factory debris on the surface are all sand

blasted suggesting a period ofactive building of the dune and assigned to the arid

phase in the region (see Table 2.2). From the point of view of the above facts, the

Vishadi dune was a factory site and a camping place of the Stone Age man

corresponded to the Pleistocene arid phase. The stone industry comprises scrapers,

burins, blade cores and flakes made on milky quartz (Allchin, et al., 1978: 223-231).

The UpperPaleolithic industry of Pushkar is characterized by the presence ofscrapers

of the carinated variety, blades and blade cores, flakes and burins (ibid: Figs. 4. 8 and

3. 7. 7. Upper Palaeolithic Southwestern Asia: the period of innovation marked

by the appearance of various blade-tool industries following the Mousterian has

traditionally been called the Upper Palaeolithic. It is representing food-collecting

horizon (Braidwood and Howe, 1960). The Upper Paleolithic of Wester Asia is

characterized by the presence of kecled scrapers, nose scrapers, microlithic goineeand

a special type of beaked burins (Garrod, 1938: 1-26). A single very important

occurrence of such a blade-tool industry is Shanidar layer C. The Shanidar C industry

is marked especially by a high proportion of burins and by perforators, fabricators,

scrapers, points, notched blades and used blades and flakes. It is essentially a blade

industry but is of comparatively poor quality; it has been named as Baradostian

(Solecki, 1955: 415). The Baradostian has been dated to about 34,000.B.P by the C14

determination (Braidwood and Howe, 1960: 154; Fig. 8).

From the above review of some Palacolithic sites, it is evident that the Upper

Paleolithic of Western Asia shows a marked resemblance with that of the Bajaur-

Mohmand area. Almostall principal tool types particularly blade and blades tools of

this phase are present in both regions. Contrary to the European Upper Palaeolithic,  



there are no subdivisions of this phase in South Asia. The distinctive Upper

Palacolithic tools of this region are comprised the carinated scrapers ofthe round and

variety usually made on cores with lamellar retouch up to the top ofthe artefacts,

clongated end scrapers, retouch on the distal ends, awls, burins, fabricators,

microliths, points, a variety of burins which includes a special type of beaked form

and oblique scrapers. The presence ofthelatter forms is the most dominantfeature of

this area. Similar tools have been found by Coon at Kara Kamar in Afghanistan,

which were made on cores (Coon, 1957: 248; Srivastava, 1978: 58-63; Figs. 2-4). By

contrast, the UpperPaleolithic in the Bajaur-Mohmandarea is defined as the period in

which the blade element is predominately associated with scrapers and flake tools of

different kinds. In Pakistan, the initial Upper Palaeolithic made its appearance about

45,000 years ago as dated by the TL (Rendell ct al., 1989: 151). The period is

sometimeis overlapping by the Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian lithic industries as

in the case of mostofthe Asian Palaeolithic industries.

  
  

        

  

   



  
   

                    

  

  

Chapter Four

Mesolithic Cultures.

4. 1. Introduction

The Mesolithic (post-Pleistocene) industries are characterized by the presence of

Microlithic tools. This period of the Stone Age is labelled variously in the Indo-Pak

subcontinent as Late Stone Age, Mesolithic and Microlithic. However, Mesolithic is

generally preferred and favoured for geometric and non-geometriclithic industries of

this period. Microliths with the length of 1 to 8 cm are the main industry ofthe period.

To judge from the size ofthe tools, it is obvious that such tools must have been used

2s composite tools hafted in wood, boneorantler.

The Mesolithic was generally the period when the glaciers were withdrawing to

the higher altitudes in the north. The rest of the region in this period probably

coincided with rise in temperature and precipitation. The pollen evidence from

Rajistan also shows that around 8000 B.C. precipitation was much higher than today

(Agrawal 198: 57). During this period, the artefacts of the stone industries markedly

reduced in size and assumed the form of microlithic tools in Africa, Asia and Europe

as cultures approached the Mesolithic phase. The food gatherers were migrating and

adapting themselves to a changing environment of the Holocene period (Oakley,

1964).

4. 2. Survey of Mesolithic Period Sites in Pakistan

The Mesolithic period is poorly known in Pakistan, since no systematic study has

been madeso far to define clearly the characteristic features ofthe period -

4. 2. 1. Marwat Kundi and Sheikh Budin: Morris was the first to report some

microlithic artefacts from the Marwat Kundi range and Sheikh Budin area (Morris

1938: 41-100). A second discovery was made by Gordon atthe site of Jamalgarhi

cave in Mardan district. The presence of microlithic tools implies that the site was

used by Mesolithic people (Gordon, 1938 a).

4. 2. 2. Soan Valley: Microlithic artefacts were reported by De Terra and

Paterson from Rawalpindi, Soan Valley. The microliths were made on brown jasper

 



or Mint. These artefacts were collected from the surface ofthe loess in the Soan Valley

(de Terra and Paterson, 1939: 277).

4. 2. 3. Sanghao Cave: the excavation at the Sanghao Cave also yielded

microlithic tools, which Dani assigned to the Mesolithic based on comparison. Thus,

period III of the Sanghao Cave contained Mesolithic period artefacts. In the stratified

sequence layers 3 and 4 belong to the post-glacial or post- Pleistocene era or the

Holocene period. Dani has found some geometrical tools in the stone industry of the

Sanghao Cave (Dani, 1964: 15, 47). Tusa conducted excavation at the Sanghao Cave;

be found two periods of Stone Age-Palaeolithic and Neolithic. He observed some

microlithic tools at the late/upper levels, which he, on the basis of comparison,

assigned to Mesolithic or Neolithic periods (Tusa, 1988: 76).

4. 2. 4. Jamalgarhi: Dr. Salim in 1974 investigated the site of Jamalgarhi cave

and made a smallcollection of 45 artefacts. The artefacts were notinside the cave but

lying in front of the site. For the lithic industry of this site milky quartz has been

employed for all types of tools manufacturing. The collection comprised blades,

retouched blades and blade cores (Salim, 1986: 33-34; Fig. 3). The blades show plain

striking platforms and parallel ridges on the dorsal surface while the bulb of

percussion is not prominent.

4. 2. 5 Khanpur caves: Elden Johnson discovered several caves and zock

shelters near Khanpur village. He conducted a small-scale excavation in one of the

rock shelters. It revealed a cultural deposit containing pottery of the historic period in

association with microliths made on chalcedony. He could not continue the

excavation and left a two meters cultural deposit untouched. There was another cave

with stratified cultural material, which was not examined. However, he suggested that

the second cave was nottested but it also contained depositional material on the floor

(Johnson, 1972: 64)

Farid Khan from the Department of Archaeology University of Peshawar

excavated Elden Johnson's Khanpur cave No. 1, but there is very scanty information

sbout it. The only published information comes from 2 newspaper report 1974. The

artefacts he recovered comprised small blades or retouched blades. As compared to  
 



 

jJamalgarhi cave, the stone artefacts of Khanpur cave are made on chert and they are

smaller in size (1974).

4. 2. 6. Chilas: more recently, Dani has reported microlithic tools at Chilas VII

site near Gilgit. The stone tools included microlithic tools comprising fake cores,

points and triangles made on quartz (Dani, 1983: 16-18). Farid Khan has tentatively

dated these findings to post-glacial time or less than 10,000 B.P.It is curious that no

Mesolithic tools have so far been reported from the Rohri Hills. As Allchin et al.,

reported “Lower, Middle and Upper palaeolithic working floors have been found in

two of the three main groups of limestone hills outcropping from the main plains,

which provide rich sources of chert for tool making, and the Harappans had large

factory areas in the northern most groupofthe Rohri Hills but no Mesolithic material

has been found” (Allchinct al., 1978: 270).

4. 2. 7. Las Bella: Mesolithic sites have been recorded in Las Bella on the

northeast, where silt accumulation is more localized and in the Tharto the south-west

om both sides of the valley (Khan, 1968).

4. 2. 8. Thar Desert: in 1995 a Mesolithic site (Sli) was discovered east of the

town of Thari, in the Thar Desert. It is located in the western most sand dune system

of the Thar Desert. It was described by Biagi and Kazi (1995). A total collection of

462 artefacts was made. It comprised both geometrical and non-geometrical

microlithic implements. The raw material used is flint (Biagi and Kazi (1995: 7-12;

Fig. 40).

Another Mesolithic site Duhbi was discovered by Qasid Mallah in 1983 in the

Thar Desert (Sind, Pakistan). It is located within sand dunes ofthe Thar Desert system

south of the Rohri Hills. The surface collection from the site comprises borers,

triangles, notched bladelets, and isosceles trapeze, retouched blades and backed

bladelets (Shar et al., 1996: 29-47; Fig. 5). Besides, a number of Mesolithic period

sites have been recorded by Shaikh etal. along lake shores in the Thar Desert (Shaikh

et al.,2002-2003: 36-37)

4. 2. 9. Takhti Khel area, Bannu: the Mesolithic in Bannu is represented by a

number of sites discovered in the Kot Kashmir / Takhti Khel area: Gul Shah Top in

the former region and Yarak/ Nekumshak and Tup Takhti Khelin the latter. All these  



sites are found on dunes in areas where sand movement and formation ofnew dunes

«s active (Khan et al., 1991: 21-23). Numerous chert microliths and cores were found

eroding out of the surface of the dunes and lying on deflated surfaces. The raw

material of this industry is mainly cryptocrystalline silica — chert but also includes

flint and chalcedony. These are the first reported Mesolithic sites of sand dunes in

Pakistan and may be compared with dunesites well- known in Rajistan (Allchin et al.,

1978; Misra and Rajaguru, 1989). The precise dates of these sites are notclear as all

the material is from surface collections. These Mesolithic industries have tentatively

been dated to less than 10,000 B.P (Khan et al., 1991: 21).

Amongthese sites, Gul Shah Tupis the largest sand duneandit is about 300m in

length by 180 m wide and some 6 m high. It is located on the right bank of the

Gambila River. The site is a natural mound of wind blown sand. Thelargest site has

nowbeen affected by deflation and washed down, the principal agency of erosion at

Gul Shah Tup being wind. Microliths were found all over the site, especially in the

vicinity of a group of modem graves dug on the mound, suggesting that these stone

tools included wastes, flakes and cores had been exhumed at the time of the graves

were being dug. They were also found on leveled surfaces in the area of the motind,

suggesting that they had beenleft lying on deflated surfaces. They are of the view that

most likely the microliths are stratified in the dune deposit. The rough and gritty

pottery onthis site according to them most probably belongs to these modem graves.

However, the presence of potsherds within the site makes its true character doubtful

as a Mesolithic site. Tup Takhti Khelis a scatter of stone tools on the surface of an

old sand dune some 130 m long and 80 m wide and about 10m high. It is located 2 km

south of Takhti Khel village. The surface ofthe site is sandy, with few stones. The

archacological material consists of microliths, including flake tools and waste flakes.

The presence ofpottery sherds at site makes a close examination ofthe site necessary

to establish its true character.

To the north east ofTup Takhti Khel are two further sand dunes bearing deposits

of microlithic stone tools. These two sites are called locally as Yarak and Nekumshak;

they yielded small quantities of microliths entirely reminiscent of the larger site

nearby. The artefacts from all these sites are characterized by the presence of

retouched and unretouched microliths. The lithic assemblages comprise scrapers of  
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different kinds, blades and bladelets, burins, awls and petit tranchets, lunates and

cores (Farid khan et al., 1991: 21-23). The stone assemblages from all these

Mesolithic sites are microliths made on blades. Both blades and flake tools are found

un the collections in which bladelets predominate; small flakes tools are also present.

Most of the blades and bladelets are snapped in the middle, at the tip, and at the

bulbar end. Such blades have been snapped deliberately so that they could be made

into tools. The assemblage from Gul Shah Tup contains many micro-burins

suggestive of the notched technique of making microliths. The Gul shah Tup

collections also contain lunates and petit tranchets; at Tup Takhti Khel there are no

geometric microliths. All the blades and flakes are very small in size and contrast

markedly with the larger blade and flakes from the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods

assemblages in the region.

4. 2. 10. Soan Camp PS-24 Rawalpindi: here Salim found traces of huts,

hearths, microliths, axes and anvils (Salim, 1992: 45-56).

4. 3. Mesolithic sites in the Bajaur-Mohmand Area

4.3. 1. Musa Kamar (Fig. 33, No.14): the site ofMusa Kamar is located about 3

; km in the south from the main Bajaur highway. It can be approached by a paved

road that diverts from the main road at Bagorai. It is on the eastern side of the spur,

which projects in northeastern direction from the hill and demarcates Sherghato and

Ghondo where the rock shelter is located. It faces east. The site measures 25 m in

orth south direction. The entire site is intact with remains of walls of modern

construction on the surface in front ofit. Here we collected microlithic tools with a

few large scrapers and flakes. Thesite is commanding the main Bajaur valley. It has

great potential as the pre-historic archaeology of the area is concerned. For thorough

investigation ofthe site, excavation may be conducted to expose the cultural sequence

in a systematic manner.

The Mesolithic industry ofMusa Kamar is characterized by the use ofmicrolithic

tools. These tools include geometrical and non-geometrical implements. The non-

geometrical microlithic predominate. There is evidence of the use of pressure

technique, as small slivers have been removed from some tiny tools. We have

snicrolithic bladelet cores and microlithic flake cores. Chert has been employed for  
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the manufacture of these tiny tools. It is found in a variety of forms, but blackish,

brown, red, grey, light brown and deep dark is the principal colours of the chert raw

material. Quartz has also been used on a small scale in the tool manufacturing. The

technique of flaking seems to have been well-prepared core technique. Retouch or

secondary trimming has also been applied to the tools. The stone tools include

lunates, blades, bladelets, points, burins, saw, awls and a variety of different scrapers

in which the more distinctive scarpers are carinated or core tools. The blades and

bladelets show only single ridges on their dorsal surfaces. A big Levallois flake is also

present in the assemblage with a number offlaking scars onits surface. Similarly, the

site of Chinar also yielded various microlithic tools they include small end scrapers,

carinated scrapers, thumbnail scrapers, burins, points, micro burin, here we found

very few or no blades. Bladelet and flake cores are present. One large lunate is present

in the collection. Raw material used is chert, brown, grey, and milky quartz. A total

number of 48 tools include the following tools types: scrapers-13 (26%), points-2

(4%), blades and bladelets-18 (36%), tranchets-2(4%) and bores-2 (4%), burins-2

(4%), flakes-4 (8%), lunates-3(6%), core - 1(2%), burins-2 (4%) and awl-1(2%).

4. 3. 2. Kamar upper Chinarai Smast(Fig. 33, No.11):thesite is located about

1 km to the west of Chinar Smast an upper palaeolithic site in the upper Chinarai

locality. It is a small cave facing north. The stone artefacts were collected from the

slope below the cave; there are no cultural remains within the cave as suggested by

the bedrock. The roof of the cave is thickly coated with carbon or soot suggesting

long occupation. Microlithic tools include blades, points, scraper, burins, beaked or

flat nosed scrapers; raw material employed is quartz andchert in a variety of forms.

Total tools are 44. They include scrapers-21 (47.72 %); burins-3 (6.81 %), flakes-5

(11.36 %); blades and bladelets-10 (22.72%)and points -8 (18 %).

4. 3. 3. Warsak Smast(Fig. 33, No.17): the site is located 1 km from Nawa pass

road to the east in the Alingar valley. It can be approach through a kachha road that

leads from Gongat Johar through

a

hill torrent. It is a small rock shelter, which also

yielded stone tools but few in numbers. Tools types include points, bladelets, and

junate of geometrical and non-geometric microlithic forms. Quartz, chert and green

stone have been employed for the manufacturing ofthese tools. Many flake and blade

cores are present. Thesite yielded 45 artefacts, which include the following groups:  
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serapers-12 (12.66%), points-3 (6.66%), flakes-11 (24.44%), burins-7 (15.55%),

blades -5 (11.11%) lunates-3 (6.66%), trapezes-4 (8.88%), triangles-2 (4.44%) and

fake cores-2 (4.44%).

4. 3. 4. Sara Smast (Fig. 33, No. 10): it is a factory or workshopsite. The stone

industry is comprised some microlithic tools, however, the collection is basically

Upper Palacolithic as far as the main industry is concerned. Microlithic tools include

small-nosed scrapers, awls, burins, and points — a tendency towards microlithic or

Mesolithic industries. There are also some microlithic burins and tanged points, and

micro burins.

Since most of the collection forms tools of the Upper Palacolithic. it has been

described in the relevant chapter ofthe Upper Palaeolithic.

4. 3. 5. Tora Smast(Fig. 33, No. 9):it is located 50 m to the west of Sara Smast

and is of the samesize as the above. It also yielded a great number ofartefacts found

on the surface. The tools were collected from the terraced fields below the cave. The

roof of the rock shelter shows a thick layer of carbon or soot suggesting long

occupation. The site seems to be intact. Tools include lunate, microlithic tools,

bladelets points, small burins, bladelet cores, awls. Green, brown, red and dark color

chert and quartz have been used for the manufacture ofthese tools. The collected

artefacts (141) from the site include the following principal types: scrapers-34

(24.11%), flakes-17 (12.05%), miscellaneous- 24 (17%), blade like flakes-8 (5.67%),

Blades-32 (22.69%), point-1 (0.07%), trapezoidal-3 (2.12%), Knives-5 (3.54%), and

burins-17 (12.05%).

4. 3. 6. Thapalkan (Fig. 33, No.16): the site is located about 200m to the east of

the Lar Chamar Kand bazaar. There are several rock shelters and caves;it is not a

single period site but a cluster of different sites ranging from Middle Paleolithic to

Mesolithic. The westem rock shelter has yielded many microlithic tools. A small rock

shelter above the scout post produced many microlithic tools. There are a number of

caves and rock shelters in the Lar Chamarkand. All the caves and rock shelters

yielded microlithic tools. Main types of tools include points, burins, blades and

bladelets, all are microlithic in character. Chert in brown, black and red color is used

?  



 

for the tools. 26 collected artefacts include: points-6 (23 %), triangle-1 (3.84 %),

tunate-1 (3.84 %); scrapers-5(19.23 %), burins-1 (3.84 %), and cores-6 (23 %). *

4. 3. 7. Nawagai Thanga (Fig. 33, No.15): this site is located just opposite the

Mousterian site of Hisar Kot on the right bank of the Nawagai kAwar (hill torrent).16

artefacts from the site comprise scrapers-5 (31.25 %), points-2 (12.5 %), burins-3

(18.75 %), triangle-1 (6.25 %), and cores-3 (18.75 %). :

4. 3. 8. Guloono Kamargai Kamangara Ambar (Fig. 33, No. 18): this site also

yielded microlithic tools of geometrical form. It is just in the west of the Mousterian

site of Guloono Kamar Kamangara. 12 artefacts from the site comprise scrapers -4

(33.33 %),trapezes -2 (16.66 %), points-3 (25 %) and lunates 3 (25 %).

4. 4. Mesolithic Cultures in the Light ofRecent Research

While commenting upon the Mesolithic period of the subcontinent Allchin and

Allchin (1982: 62) write, “ In the Indian subcontinent distinct, self contained social

groups at different levels of cultural and technological developed and survived right

into this century; they include hunting and collecting tribes, pastoral nomads, shifting

cultivators, traditional settled agriculturists, modem developed agriculturists and

several levels of urban industrial society, all coexisting and economically

interdependent”. On the distribution pattem of these Mesolithic people in various

parts of the subcontinent they write: “Already in almost every region there was

existing population of hunters, fishers and collectors, among whomadaptation of

local food growing orother plants or domestication oflocal species of birds or animal

must have taken place, or less independently of movement of people without help

from outside” (ibid: 62).

The Mesolithic of India shows a broad overlap in time range from region to

region of this period. Mesolithic or microlithic industries are found throughout the

subcontinent.

A considerable amount of microlithic material has been recorded from the arid

Thar region of western India and Pakistan to the southeast ofthe Indus, particularly in

the dry zone on the southeastem margins of the Desert. Almost all Mesolithic or

microlithic material has been found on surface. However, the Mesolithic site of Bagor  



on the Indian side is of greater importance. It was discovered by Misra in 1967 and

later on was subjected to excavation. It is the most completely investigated and best

studied Mesolithic site in the whole subcontinent so far.

Thetotal thickness of the habitation deposit in various trenches is 1.5m. It

revealed a regular occupation ofthe site over a period of five millennia immediately

before the Christian era. To summarize V.N. Misra: during this period a culture based

on stone technology hunting pastoral economy underwent continuous evolution as

evidence by the appearance ofnew material traits and the decline or disappearance of

others. The most abundant material, which continued throughout the occupation, was

the very distinctive microlithic industry. No stratigraphical break was seen at any

stage in the occupation, but on the basis ofchanges in material culture three phasesof

Bagorculture can be recognized. Phase I is characterized by the presence of extensive

paved floors occurred with alignment of stone. Numerous bones many of them

charred and split open, also stone pebbles used to break the bones and make

mucroliths. Querns and rubbers indicate the use ofplant food.

Stone industry is based on chert, chalcedony and quartz almost mainly geometric

in mature, the main types being triangles, trapeze, and petit tranchets the last type is

quite characteristic of Bagor. The Mesolithic industry shows a gradual decline from

period I to III.

4. 5. Geographical Distribution: Mesolithic sites are now known from almost

ail over Indian subcontinent though their density is greater in some areas than others.

However their presence or absence or sparseness of Mesolithic sites are in the region

is mainly due to the ecological reasons or factors or environmental conditions that

prevailed in the Holocene geological era. The absence or lack of Mesolithic in any

region is merely due to the lack of raw material for their tools as well weapons and

the insufficient availability of flora and fauna upon which their existence or survival

depended. The Mesolithic people settled in very different kinds of environment and

exploited a great variety of foods resources. They settled on the Bannu sand dunes

(Khan et al., 1991); they occupied rock shelters and caves (Ali and Rahman, 2005)

and the banks ofrivers in the Thar region of Sind, Pakistan (Biagi and Kazi, 1995).

Mesolithic industries of India present considerable regional diversity in terms of

typology component and raw material and techniques used in the manufacturing of 
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tools. The major componentofthis cultural stage consisted of microliths- tiny tools

from less than 1 to 5 cm in length. Coon (1957: 247) identified a Mesolithic at Kara

Kamar which yielded 58 tools primarily microlithic cores, blades, but no geometric

tools. According to Davis (1970), industries ofKara Kamar were manufactured using

different techniques from those of the Upper Palaeolithic Kuprukian. The fauna

included gazelle, wild sheep and mole vole, which were dietary favourite in the

Mesolithic times (Dupree, 1978: 255).

4. 6. The SettlementPattern

The Mesolithic people have occupied rock shelters and caves in the mountainous

region such as the Bajaur- Mohmandarea, the Sanghao Cave and Jamalgarhi rock

shelter in Mardan district and the Khanpur caves in district Haripur. Similar sites are

also found in the plain regions like the Mesolithic sites in the Bannu basin where the

sites are located on elevated sand dunes and on high mounds. Mesolithic sites have

also been reported from the Soan Valley in the Potwar region. Thelatter site is Idcated

on the surface of the Potwarloess (see Figs. 33 and 41). Similarly, the Mesolithic site

of Duhbiis located within the sand dunes of the Thar Desert south of the Rohri Hills.

The site is located on large sand dune facing a backwater lake. From the location of

these sites, it can be assumed that the sites were occupied for short period of times

mainly during high rains whenthe lakes fed by flood water or the fresh water ensured

supplyeasy for long times (Shar,et al., 1996: 39-47).

4. 7. Summary

During the terminal Pleistocene and early Holocene, there occurred a

considerable change in the global climate. The Palaeolithic cultures were approaching

the Mesolithic phase; the stone industries were becoming microlithic in most parts of

the world. As a result the food gatherers of the Paleolithic period started migrating

and adapting themselves to changing environment. As the last glaciation withdrew to

the high altitudes, it left behind lush green valleys to accommodate new fauna and

flora that were the principal resources for subsistence of the Mesolithic peoples. To

snake a better use of the new environmental conditions, Mesolithic people began

making blades and blade tools of considerably small size. The tools as suggested by

these small artefacts people also introduced a new technique as generally known as 
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pressure technique. The stone tools of this period are characterized by both

geometrical and non-geometrical tools. Often the geometrical tools include triangles,

lunates and trapezes. Other non-geometrical tools comprise scrapers ofvarious kinds,

borers/ awls and burins. The small size ofthe tools suggests that they must have set in

wood, boneorantler handles orshafts to form composite tools and weapons.

   



  

Chapter Five

Neolithic culture

5. 1. Introduction.

The last period of the Stone Age is generally known as Neolithic. The term

Neolithic literally means 'new Stone Age’. It succeeded the Mesolithic period that in

tur began after the considerably long Palaeolithic period. With the inception of this

new era, there occurred marked changes in stone technology and typology. Hunting

based economypartially changed to food production based economy. The pre-ceramic

Neolithic economy depended upon hunting and food collecting and the habitats were

still rock shelters and caves as the present evidence suggests. Man exploited both

animal and plant food resources. Some 10,000 B.P., there occurred some marked
changes in the stone technology and economy. In terms ofnot only stone technology

and typology butthere also occurred some basic changes in the economy and climate.

Along with this, man also changed his previous living pattern that had been confined

to caves and rock shelters. All these fundamental changes in man’s living virtually led

to well-urbanized centres. Owing to these dramatic changes, V.G. Childe called the

new period as ‘Neolithic revolution’ as he writes, “The first revolution that

transformed human economy gave man control over his own food supply. Man began

to plant, cultivate and improve by selective edible grasses, roots and trees. And he

succeeded in taming and firmly attached to his person certain species of animals in

retum for fodder he was able to offer, the protection he could afford, and the

forethought he could exercise”(Childe, 1941: 66). Climatic changes in the very

beginning of the Holocene period produced warmer, moister and almost similar

conditions to those of the present day in western and south Asia. As a result, different

ecological conditions provided prehistoric man with more reliable food supplies and

led to population increase. Similarly, the regular collection of wild cereals led to the

domestication of certain types of plants that might be grown artificially. Certain

species of animals were also domesticated but the latter seems to be a subsequent

phenomenon.The abovetwo basic changes in man’s economyand congenial climatic

conditions provided the setting for man to make a numberof important advances in

his control of the environment. With the inception of new economyand technology,
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the Neolithic people also occupied spacious settlements to accommodate the new way

of life. Prior to this, he lived in small caves and rock shelters and perhaps in small

huts in the open air (Ali and Rahman, 2005).

With the beginning of permanentsettlements in the plain areas, there occurred

some innovation in the technology like the advent and mass productionofterra-cotta

ceramics, which were used for a number ofpurposes by the Neolithic people (Allchin

and Allchin, 1986; Seriandi, 1999: 109-126). In the early phase of the change to a

production-based economy, it was essential that wild plants suitable for

domestication should necessarily be available. In this context, Western Asia seems to

have been the original place of such phenomenon. N. Valinov (1949-50) identified

Western Asia as a main source ofcultivation of plants where the adventofproduction

based economyhadtakenplace. The technique ofthe economyoffood production did

not exclude the gathering, hunting and fishing though their role became secondary to

that of land and animal husbandry. This process heralded a crucial shift in the

development of human beings. Several camps, caves rock shelters and grottos gave

way to permanentsettlement with human helmet of sun baked bricks or lumps is the

first triumph of sedentary life style. There were several centres in Western Asia when

the transition to a Neolithic economyis traceable and primarily in northem Iraq and

westemIran where elements ofthe production based economy may be traced back to

the Mesolithic cultures ofthe tenth and eighth millennium B.C. Parallel contemporary

cultures have been identified in Asia mainly in Palestine and Jordan. The earliest

evidence of these changes in South Asia comes from the site of Mehrgarh in

Baluchistan. Aboutthe primary Neolithic Jarrige writes’ at Mehrgarh all the evidence

suggests a primary Neolithic, whether it is a question of the domestication of plants

and animals or of the evolution oflife ways and craft activities. No element suggests

the influence of technologically more advanced groups on the first Neolithic

population at Mehrgarh neither in the craft sphere norin agriculture’. The Neolithic at

Mchrgarh has been dated to by C14 to ca. 7000-4000 B.C.(Jarrige, 1995: 52).

&. 2. Surveyof the Neolithic Sites in Pakistan

§. 2.1. Kili Gul Muhammad: the mound of Kili Gul Muhammadis located

about 3 km in the north cast of Quetta city. It measures approximately 90 meter long

and 55 m wide.It is about 8m high. Most of the mound is now occupied by graves of

 



the latest residents of the area. Here in 1950-51 Fairservis carried out a small scale

excavation, only 3.5 m square reaching virgin soil at the depth of 11.14m. Four

periods have been located; we are only concerned with period |. The lower levels of

the four cultural phases revealed at the site produced radio carbon samples from a

hearth in the upper mostlevels. These have given dates of4400 and 4000 B.C. Below

these is a further deposit of nearly 4 m in thickness. The earliest date indicates that the

inhabitants had domesticated sheep goats and cattle . However, by the end ofthe

period they had constructed houses of mudbricks or hard packed clay of wattle and

daub. The stone industry includes blades of chert, jasper, chalcedony and rubbing and

granite grinding stones. Awls or points of bone were also found. No potsherds were

encountered. On this ground, the excavatorcalled period I as aceramic or pre- pottery

Neolithic (Fairservis, 1956: 169-402).

5. 2. 2. Gumla: the main moundis almost square, measuring 60, 49 m eachside,

with a 9.14 m extension on the south, and a further 11.-34 m extension on the north.

Thus, the north-south axis actually measures 91.44 m. Today, the moundis cut up by

the rain and the gullies at the four diagonal comers where much ofthe cultural deposit

has been washed away. The excavation was conducted under the supervision of Dani

by a team from the Department of archaeology University of Peshawar (Dani, 1970-

71). The excavation has yielded a stratigraphical sequence of 6 main periods. But we

are only concemed with period I which is, according to the excavator, aceramic or

pre-pottery Neolithic. Period I is the earliest occupation, which is about two meter

thick and directly lies on the virgin soil. This occupation is on a sandy clay deposit ,

most probably made bya stream which must have flowed in the neighborhood ofthe

mound. No traces of structures or regular habitation have been found in this period.

No potsherds were encountered in this period. The only evidence of human

occupation was twolargepits dug into the virgin soil and filled with charcoal and ash.

These pits were called by Dani as community ovens in which unknown materials

were roasted. Stone tools were very significant. These throw light on thelife pattern

of the Neolithic people. The stone industry is predominately microlithic. The

microliths include parallel-sided blades, awls, burin, scrapers of different kinds,

burins and one tranchet. Other unstruck stone implements comprise saddle quem,

rubbing stones, stone balls and pestles. Animal bones were also reported. All this

suggests that these people of the Neolithic period were primarily dependent on  



 

101

tunting and they had noagricultural tools for cultivation ofcereal foods. Commenting

wpon the period I Durrani writes “it is possible that the limited excavation area at

Gumila has biased ourability to understand this initial occupation" (Durrani 1988: 15).

5. 2. 3. Mehrgarh:the site of Mehrgarh is located in the northern region of the

Kachi plain at the foot of the Bolan Pass. There the Bolan Riverenters the plain and

now cuts the ancient settlements. A French archacological Mission has started

excavations in 1974 and the work still continues (Jarrige, 1995: 51-67). The

excavations were conducted at four different places, labelled as MRI, MRII, MRIII

and MRIV. These diggings have brought to light a certain sequence of occupation

ranging from seventh millennium B.C. to the middle of the 3rd millennium B.C.

Period I is the oldest settlement which represents the pre-ceramic or aceramic

Neolithic culture. It has been discovered in area MR3. The excavation has revealed

that the area was occupied by permanent farming community who did not make use of

pottery. The sameperiod is labelled as pre-ceramic Neolithic stage. The radiocarbon

dates allowed a date slightly prior to the seventh millennium B.C. for the beginning of

this period. More than 70 sq m area has been exposed and this has shown that the

settlement contained multiform units separated from one another by open spaces that

held numerous human burials. Some ofthe structures were divided into small square

compartments apparently used for storage purposes. The main building material was

rectangular mud brick. A numberof oven andcircular hearths have been found in the

excavation area. Somestonetools included grinding stones and smallflint blades and

flakes. Agriculture was practiced as evidenced from several sources first by the

presence of or use of flint blades showing shin produced from cutting plants.

Secondly, the finding of the impression of various cereal grains in the mud debris ,

like two rowbarley, six row barley, emmer bread wheat charred seeds of the plum

like jujube fruit and stone of dates have equally been uncovered in these levels

indicated that both plant or trees were food resources in the Neolithic times. ‘The

fauna and flora are another important source of information about the development of

Neolithic phase at Mehrgarh. In the later assemblages, the remains of wild animals

like gazelle, wild sheep, wild goat, swampdeer, large antelope and wild cattle could

be seen in large numbers. However, in later periods, they are gradually replaced by

the domesticated varieties, that also include goats and cattle. A few remains in the

upper levels of period I show wild characteristic gazelles, wild pigs, onager, it is thus
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clear that the Neolithic period at Mehrgarh witnessed domestication of animals and

plants as early as it did in Westem Asia (Meadow, 1981: 143-179, Meadow, 1884;

34-40).

There are some Bronze Age sites in the Bannu basin and the Gomal valley i.e.,

Sheri Khan Trakai, Jandi Babar and Gulkai Kot with characteristic features of the

developed Bronze Age cultures. Following Farid Khan etal. the latter sites have also

been attributed to Late Neolithic on the grounds that there occur stone artefacts

especially blades and blade tools. By contrast, we are of the view that these sites

apparently belong to Early and advanced Bronze Age cultures that emerged

indigenously in this region (Khan et al., 1986: 13-34; Ali and Khan, 2001: 173-217;

Zakirullah, 2004: 97-95). Thus the adopted term “Late Neolithic’ may be dropped in

favour of developed Bronze Age culture or Chalcolithic culture. :

§. 3. Neolithic in the Bajaur-Mohmand Area

The Neolithic period in the Bajaur- Mohmand area is represented by the

palacolithic rock shelter of Ango Gatkai (see Fig. 33, No.2). This is the single

Neolithic site in the area. The excavation conducted here in 2004 has revealed 7

cultural layers of three different periods of the Stone Age. The excavation exposed a

two-meter (1.9m) thick cultural deposit containing seven stratified layers of which the

three upper layers 1-3 in the profile are Neolithic or pre- pottery or aceramic. Hence,

the excavation has broughtto light three main period of the Stone Age. Period Ill

directly succeeds period II that is Upper Palaeolithic. It should be mentioned here that

the Mesolithic period that must have occupied space between period II and period III

is missing by one reason orthe other. For this we have no reason or explanation to

why the Neolithic occupants took over the site without any apparent gap after the

Palacolithic. It should be noted that the Ango Gatkai is the only Neolithic site known

so far in the area.It is found in a rock shelter previously inhabited by the Palacolithic

man. On the contrary, the Neolithic sites or settlements of this period are found in the

plain areas. The period is Neolithic because it yielded characteristic type tools that are

the criteria of the Neolithic period.

The principal raw material for tools manufacturing is chert in a variety of colours

foundin the area. Quartz and flint have also been employed by the Neolithic people of  
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Ango Gatkaiin a limited quantity. The raw material used is numerous, however, chert

ts the principal material employed by the Neolithic people at the site. Apart from

chert, other stone used by the peopleis granite, sand stone, limestone and green stone.

In period ILI, we have found heavy duty tools like ground stone tools, pounders,

rubbers hammers stone of various types, saddle quer, flat grinding stone and a great

eumber of anvils with marks of use known as dimple scars either on one or both

surfaces. All the material seems to have been collected from the nearbyhill torrent or

Xhwar. The lithic industry at Ango Gatkai Neolithic period is comprised blades,

burins, points, scrapers awls, flakes and numerous other tools were employed by the

Neolithic people to accommodate the new way oflife. Choppers and chopping tools

are the characteristic of this site since they were first reported by Ranov from Central

Asia (Ranov and Davis, 1979: 260). Several charcoal samples from different layers

for C14 determination have been collected. They have yet to be processed for dating

purposes. Having a very scanty record of the Neolithic period in adjacent areas, we

cannot place our Neolithic Period III in a firm chronological order; however, a

tentative date of 6000 B.C seems to be plausible for this period in the area.

5. 4. Analysis of the Stone Industry of the Neolithic Period of Ango Gatkai

(layers 1, 2 and 3).

The stone industry of Ango Gatkai Neolithic period, particularly the chipped

stones, includes scrapers, burins, points, awls, high-ridged blades, choppers and

chopping tools. Flakes and flake cores, prismatic blades and blade cores, backed

blades and tongue shaped scrapers. The technique employed for the manufacturing of

tools by the Neolithic people is not much different from the preceding periods;

however, here most of the tools are crude with less retouch or trimming on the

working edges. Here the discoidal core technique can be observed but Levallois

technique is also used by the people. There are a few Levallois points, which may be

compared with those from the Middle palacolithic tools despite very long time

difference between them. We also observed that most of the tools show some ofthe

original cortex on their surfaces. The evidence offered by the presence of Levallois

technique gives the Neolithic of Ango Gatkai unique position as compared to the

Neolithic sites elsewhere but here the tools are not microlithic in character. Here we

may put forward the hypothesis that most ofthe Palaeolithic artefacts mentioned by  



 

De Terra and Paterson fall in this category, they include Levallois flakes and some

chopping tools assigned by themto Palacolithic period. It may be noted that one of

the excavated sites of the Soan Valley Riwat 55 has not yielded Levallois cores and

tools.. Most ofthe uncoveredtools are cortical (Rendell et al., 1989).

The stone industry is mainly comprises struck and unstruck stone tools which

forms Period III of the Neolithic Age at Ango Gatkai rock shelter. The two main types

are described as follow.

5. 4. 1, Struck Stone or Chipped Stone Tools

5. 4. 2 Points: there are few points, which have been made onthe Levallois

technique. The presence of such type of tools suggests that the Levallois technique

was not the only feature of the Middle Palaeolithic industries but artefacts made on

Levallois or prepared core technique are also found in the Neolithic industries. At the

strength of the evidence found in this area, we may propose that someofthe flakes

and points from the Soan Valley attributed to the Paleolithic periods most probably

fall in this category (Pls. 84, 86, 87 and 88). Apart from these points, there are other

examples, which are thick at the bases and tapering towards thetips ofthe tools. They

are crude as comparedto the aforementioned points. (Fig. 8, Nos. 25, 26, 27)

5. 4. 3. Choppers and Choppingtools: there are a good numberofchoppers and

chopping tools in the lithic industry of Ango Gatkai. All these tools are made on

blackish chert nodules. The presence of such types of tools in the Neolithic period

again casts doubts on those pebble tools that have been collected from surface without

secure geological contexts in the Soan Valley (Fig. 5, Nos. 6, 8-12).

5. 4. 4. Scrapers: scrapers of various types are present in the Neolithic period III

of Ango Gatkai. They are crude and show very marked difference to the preceding

period of the area. A medium size tongue shaped scraper is the characteristic among

the scrapers ofthe Neolithic period (Fig. 65, Nos. 10, 11 12, 13).

5. 4. 5. Flakes: amongthe flakes large Clactonian type flakes occur. Some show

cortex on their surfaces as well. Parallel examples are found in the Samangan

province of Afghanistan (Puglisi, 1963: Figs, 1-8). It should be mentioned here that
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these tools are technologically resemble to the flakes from Clacton on sea rather than

fromthe point of view ofage-depth.

5. 4. 6. Blades: there are three kinds ofblades; they are as backed blades, blades

with curved working edges and parallel sides blades, their number is very small

Fig.6, No.15 and Pl. 89). A very well made example comesfrom layer 2. One unique

blade made on blackish chert is foundin layer2.

5. 4. 7. Ground stonetools: the ground stone industry of the Neolithic period is

characterized by the use of ground stone tools. They include hammer stone of

different kinds, anvils with single and double dimples on their surfaces. The anvils

with dimples made appearance in the Upper Palaeolithic layer 4 and continued

through layer 2 (Fig. 4, Nos.7, 8, 10). These hammers or anvils are also reportedfrom

Sanghao Cave and from the Mesolithic sites of South Africa (Clark, 1959: 173). Plain

and saddle querns with groundpestles are present in the Neolithic period, which made

its appearancein layer 3 (Fig. 14, Nos. 1-4).

5. 5. 8. Bone tools: There are few worked bone and bonetools; they include

anvils, chisels and polished awls along with a great number ofunworked bonepieces.

5. 4. 9. Faunal remains: from almostall layers of the Ango Gatkai rock shelter a

good numberofbones have been collected. However, they have not been subjected to

analytical study so far. In this context, we refer to the already identified animal

remains from Afghanistan and Baluchistan as the climatic conditions seems to have

been similar in both the regions during the Neolithic times.

Comparison

The Neolithic in the Bajaur-Mohmand area is completely aceramic; there are

almost no microlithic tools as found in other Neolithic sites of the period in the

region. The location ofthesite is different because it is found in a rock shelter as

comparedto the sites of the Bronze Age and Neolithic period, which are found in the

plain areas.
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Chapter Six

Conclusion

From the point of view of prehistory, the Bajaur-Mohmandarea was a terra

incognita until a decade ago. Just a few years ago, the Directorate of Archacology and

Museums Governmentof N.W.F.P. has conducted survey and exploration in the area

under the supervision ofthe present author. An excavation at the rock shelter ofAngo

Gatkai was also a part of the exploratory work in the area. As result ofit, we

discovered a large number of new archaeological sites. Most of them belong to the

historic period ranging from the Bronze Ageto thesites ofthelatter historic period,

which throw light on the recent archaeological phases of Pakistan archaeology.

Among these discoveries, the most significant was the finding ofthe prehistoric sites

of the Pleistocene and Holoceneperiods. Most ofthese sites are located in caves and

rock shelters of the limestone formation of the northwestem Bajaur-Mohmand area

near the Pak-Afghan border. No open-air sites have been recorded except the

Mesolithic huts of Kausar. We cannot apply the term Palaeolithic to all the sites

because we have also sites of the Holocene period containing both Mesolithic and

Neolithic sites. For the whole range of the Pleistocene and Holocene,the term ‘The

Stone Age’ will be used to encompass both the periods. The Stone Age sites comprise

the relics of the ancient people. Of the relics, we mean the crude stone artefacts

manufactured in the sites by the Stone Age man for the daily use as weapons for

hunting and implements for butchering large animals. The artefacts are buried in

stratified caves deposits except those, which have been exposed by natural or human

agencics. Almostall rock shelters are intact since no valuable antiquity can be

obtained from them. Therefore, they are not attractive for the antique seekers in the

area, who vandalized one ofthe world’s famous arts of the Gandhara region,since the

Gandhara sculptures are sold on high prices and sent abroadto be displayed in various

museums of the world. The artefacts were collected from the surfaces ofthe sites. The

rock shelter of Ango Gatkai was excavated among them. It has produced a two-meter

deep stratified cultural deposit encompassing the Middle, Upper and Neolithic periods

of the Stone Age. Keeping in view the richness of the cultural material of the

prehistoric times at the sites, we have selected them for the Ph.D dissertation. The

study and analysis of these artefacts formed the topic of my Ph.D dissertation. The
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first problem was which terminology should be adopted for the Palacolithic of

Pakistan. For a long time, all the leading pre-historians of India and Pakistan adhered

to the old African terminology of the ‘Early, Middle and Late Stone Age’ used for the

prehistoric archaeology. Dueto lack ofsufficient evidence for the Upper Palaeolithic

all the prehistorians were perplexed to which terminology should be adopted for the

Palaeolithic of India and Pakistan. As far as India was concerned, the problem was

resolved because a number of Upper Palaeolithic sites were discovered and excavated

over a half century ago. The Upper Palacolithic in Pakistan remained a question to be

solved by introducing definite material of the Upper Palaeolithic. In this context

Salim (1986), a researcher on prehistory or Stone Age carried outa lot of research on

the Palaeolithic of Pakistan. However, he could not report Upper Palaeolithic

industries in the rich collection he made from the Soan Valley. He could nottrace the

Upper Palaeolithic material. Instead, he used the term Middle Stone Age forall

assemblages from the Soan Valley and from the Sanghao Cave. He argued thatthere

are not sufficient blade and blade tools to warrant the use of Upper Palaeolithic.

Reference may be made to the Sanghao tool assemblages where an Upper Palaeolithic

blade and flake industry dominates the Palaeolithic period. Dani (1964) used the old

terminology of the African Stone Age.

Of the Upper Palacolithic, the carliest reference was given by De Terra and

Paterson (1939) to artefacts in the Soan Valley where they found someartefacts,

which they assigned to a localized industry, but later on Paterson namedit as ‘Final

Soan’. However, Movius used the term ‘Evolved Soan’ and Upper Palaeolithic.

Similar Upper Palaeolithic surface collections were made by B. Alichin (1976) who

conducted survey in the Rohri Hill and Milestone 101 near Hyderabad in Sind,

Pakistan.

As the UpperPalaeolithic of the Bajaur-Mohmandarea is concerned, we have

collected large numberoftools of the same phase from various sites. In addition, we

have also ample evidence ofthis phase in the stratified deposit of the Ango Gatkai

rock shelter. In this well-recognized sequence, the Upper Palacolithic occupies its

specific position. Having recognized the upper Palaeolithic at the site ofAngo Gatkai,

we are now on firm footing to use the European terminology ofthe Palaeolithic—

Lower, Middle and UpperPalaeolithic for the lithic assemblages at our disposal. All

 

 





Fromtypological study and analysis of the stone collection made in our research

area, one can sce almost all variants found in the Western Europe and the Levallois-

Mousterian of Western Asia. The Russian archacologists also formed a four-fold

sequence for the Middle Paleolithic industries in Central Asia. However, recent

researches have cast doubts on the existence of four facies or variants in Central Asia.

The presence of Mousterianartefacts in the Bajaur-Mohmand area added a new

chapter to the existing Palaeolithic archacology of the region. It also extended the

Mousterian domain from the Western Europe to the southern slopes of the Hindu

Kush. The presence of Mousterian culture in Afghanistan and Central Asia seems to

be a later manifestation. As mentioned earlier, that the ancestral place of the

Mousterian industries is most probably located in the Bajaur-Mohmandarea. Then in

due time,they diffused to other region of the world. It should be remembered that the

Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian industry is primarily flake industry without hand

axes or late Acheulian that occur with some Mousterian industries elsewhere. A few

bifaces or hand axes are found in the Mousterian tool kit but such type of tools

predominates the Middle Palaeolithic industries in the region particularly Indian and

the Soan Valley of northern Pakistan.

Based on the presence of formal type Middle Palacolithic tools we chose to use

the term ‘Mousterian’ for all Middle Palaeolithic industries in the area. All the

Palacolithic sites yielded the formal type tools- side scrapers with scaliriform retouch,

Mousterian points both bifacial and unifacial, and certain Levallois oval shaped flakes

characterizing the Mousterian industries. Besides, we see a considerable amount of

variability in the tool kit of the Mousterian in this region. But the Middle Palaeolithic

(Mousterian) of Afghanistan and Central Asia shows uniformity as in the case ofthe

Teshik Tash in Uzbekistan. The Mousterian artefacts from Afghanistan (Darra-i-Kur)

showlittle formal type tools. The rest of the Middle Paleolithic sites in Afghanistan

have been dropped from thelist of being Middle Palaeolithic. The European Middle

Palacolithic cultural links with northem Pakistan seems to be stronger than the

neighboring regions of Afghanistan, Soan Valley, Iran and Central Asia and even

Wester Asia. In this context, Iran and Afghanistan seem to have been used as

passages for the diffusion of Palaeolithic cultures. Having these facts in view, we put

forward the hypothesis that the southem slopes of the Hindu Kush including the  



 

Peshawar valley, ancient Gandhara was the home of the Mousterian cultures and

within it the original birthplace was the Bajaur-Mohmand area. Weare again of the

wiew that the Mousterian cultures containing distinct variants are autochthonous in

character without any dominant influences from abroad. The Mousterian cultures

seem to have diffused to other regions of the world in due time. The nearest region

was the Peshawar valley with the Mousterian cave site of Sanghao. The next region

that was influenced by the Mousterian cultures had been Afghanistan and Central

Asia. The environmental conditions, as suggested by the meager presence of the

Middle Paleolithic sites, were not congenial for the habitation of the Mousterian

population. The same argument was also made by Davis when he remarked that the

Middle Palaeolithic of Afghanistan lacked the dominant Mousterian type tools (1978).

The same is true of the Potwar region where formal type Mousterian tools are

almost completely absent from the stone assemblages. Although attempts have been

made by Dr. Salim to compare the artefacts from the Soan Valley for which he used

the terms first applied by Francoise Bordes for Mousterian industries elsewhere. By

contrast, there exists a considerable difference in the tool types between the two

regions. Besides, comparison between the industries from the Soan Valley and our

research is impossible since Dr. Salim has described all the assemblages under the

“arly and Middle Stone Age. His chronological order does not provide place for the

industries of the Upper Palaeolithic (Salim, 1986; 1997). He described all the

Palacolithic surface collections underthe terms ‘Early and Middle Palaeolithic’.

At the present state of our knowledge the true Mousterian industries or formal

type Mousterian /industries /cultures cannot be found beyond the Indus River orto its

cast, which provided a natural boundary between the two technologically different

Middle Palacolithic cultures. Middle Palacolithic industries have becn reported from

warious parts of the subcontinent with no true Mousterian type tools, though some

prehistorians have made efforts to link the Middle Palaeolithic of India with

Mousterian of Europe and Western Asia (Sankalia, 1970).

In this connection, the Sanghao Caveat the present state of our knowledge seems

to be the eastern terminal point of true Mousterian cultures right from Westem

Europe. Future research may expose the hidden Mousterian industries further east of

the Bajaur-Mohmand area. Thus, the river Indus seems to have been a natural  



boundary that could not allow the Mousterian to penetrate the inner India. The

Mousterian adapted themselves to severe environmental conditions and often

inhabited the mountainous regions. To face the severe climatic conditions ofthe last

glaciation they most probably made some necessary arrangements to protect

themselves from cold conditions. The area most probably remained peripheral to the

advancing glacial. The Mousterian industries of the Sanghao Cave seem to be later

than those to the north-west or the Bajaur-Mohmandarea. The artefacts of the lower

ievels at the Sanghao are comparable to layer 6 of the Ango Gatkai industry. The

Sanghao lithic industries are characterized by the flake tools, which also inelude

parallel-sided blades. At the Sanghao Cave, almostall formal types of the Mousterian

artefacts are present in which scrapers of various kinds predominate. To judge from

the presence of developed formal type Mousterian the lithic industries must have

reached there in very advanced stage ofits form. Favourable climatic conditions

remained a dominant factor for the evolutions of the Mousterian cultures. The

availability of raw material is also significant as there is abundance of raw material

close to all Palaeolithic sites in the region. The principal raw material is

eryptocrystalline silica in the form of chert, Mint and quartz. All these raw materials

are locally available. It should be noted that it was the Middle Palaeolithic man who

first used the crypt-crystalline material such as chert and flint for his implements.

During the preceding period of the Lower Palaeolithic, man used material

different from the Middle and Upper Palaeolithic. A few tools, all Acheulian and

Abbevillian hand axes are made of different material like limestone and other local

type of rocks for their tool kit. It is not easy to explain why the Lower Palaeolithic

man used the latter rocks for the manufacturing of stone artefacts. However,it is

significant that the Middle and Upper Palaeolithic man almost absolutely used chert

of different colours. Theprincipal sources of chert have been the beds ofhill torrents

and veins exposed in the hillsides. As far the author of these Middle Palaeolithic

industries is concerned, nothing can be said with certainty and confidence that who

was the maker of these stone industries. The author, of the Middle Palacolithic or

Mousterian industries does not appear to be much different from the modem man

(Homosapiens). We are of the view that there has been a considerable evolutionary

trend in thetools rather than man’s physical form. Again,it can be ruled out that the

¢o-called Neanderthal was replaced by a more advanced human generally referred to  
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Homo sapiens sapiens. A few physical features are not the only criteria to class the

human beings and link them with the animals’ world. Low or high eye ridges cannot

fix human groups. Instead, it was the knowledge oftrial and error gained by the

Palacolithic man over thousands of years, which eventually led to the urban

civilization. It was during the upper Pleistocene or last glaciation which caused

fundamental changes in the stone technology and parallel development was also seen

in other material like antler , bone and wood. Thus, increased progress in artefacts,

technology and typology suggest man’s mental maturity and skill; and not all these

changes can be applied to his physical form only. That he was tailed creature and

became tailless in the course of thousands of years. Also the remains of some

primitive people when exposedin stratified deposits, whennot relevant; they areoften

disowned by the excavators claiming that they do not belong to this or that period as

ibe same are not fitting into their established framework. Their presence is attributed

to intrusion into the older deposits. Thus it was man’s experience that he gained by

continuous trial and error. That he virtually emerged as a civilized being. A few

scattered discoveries of the so-called Neanderthal are not logical criteria to draw a

line between archaic and modem. As compared to a wide range of Mousterian culture,

the faunal remains are very scanty or fragmentary.

For dating the Middle stone assemblages from the area, we depend on both

relative and absolute chronology. Most ofthe stoneindustries of the region have been

assigned to different periods by studying and analyzing the typological and

technological features of different artefact types. Generally,all the Stone Age cultures

of different periods have characteristics of their own that distinguish them from each

other. The true Mousterian industries include some artefact types, which present a

considerable difference between the preceding period of Lower Palaeolithic with hand

axes, pebble tools, and cleavers andflake tools; and the succeeding Upper Palaeolithic

with blades and blade tools associated by the presence ofbone tools. Similarly, the

Mesolithic people had often manufactured and used microlithic implements of

geometrical and non- geometrical forms. They were often hafted to wooden and bone

isandies suitable for hunting the Holocene fauna. We have compared the stone

assemblages from Bajaur-Mohmand area with the Stone Age cultures of the

surrounding regions and worked out a chronological framework for this region. As

mentioned earlier, a good collection of samples of organic materials is at our disposal
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to be processed for C14 determinations. For absolute dating, we have referred to

Sanghao Cave in the Peshawarvalley, Riwat 55 in the Soan Valley and Kara Kamar

in Afghanistan. The lowest layer 13 has been dated to 42,500 + 4000 B.P by C14

(M6, Oxa-1068) determination. The same date may be applied to some of the

Mousterian industries in the Bajaur-Mohmand area. Similarly, the Middle

Palacolithic site of Riwat has been dated by TL to ca.45, 000 B.P. The latter date is

also helpful for the dating of Palaeolithic cultures in the region. The nearest Upper

Palacolithic site is Kara Kamar in Afghanistan; it has a C14 date of ca.34, 000 + 3000

B.P. Since, we haveattributed layers 4 and 5 at the rock shelter of Ango Gatkai to the

Aurignacian, and arguedthatthelatter has its birthplace in the same area. Thus, a date

of 35,000 B.P. is reasonable to be proposed for the Upper Palaeolithic industries of

the Bajaur-Mohmandarea.

The presence of the Upper Palaeolithic in Pakistan has been a question of

discussion until recently. The main problem for this has been the insufficient proofof

the Upper Palaeolithic tool types due to limited research. Although there were some

indications of the Upper Palaeolithic such as the ‘Final or Evolved Soan’ which has

later on been assigned to Upper Palaeolithic. Also some stone tool collections from

Rohri Hills were graded into Upper Palaeolithic on the basis of typology and physical

conditions ofthe artefacts. But all those evidences were rejected by some Palaeolithic

experts (Salim, 1997) who argued thatthe evidence is not sufficient to warrantthe use

of the Upper Palaeolithic. Similarly, to include the term Upper Palaeolithic ip the

Palacolithic history of Pakistan remained a problem. The recent researches in the

Bajaur-Mohmand area have broughtto light clear indication of the Upper Palaeolithic

which was almost unknown so far.

The rock shelter of Ango Gatkai has yielded twostratified layers of the Upper

Palacolithic. Layer 6 shows both Mousterian and Upper Palaeolithic characteristic

tools in which the former types predominate. Apart from the Upper Palacolithic at

Ango Gatkai, othersites have also produced a good number ofthe UpperPalacolithic

artefacts. For the same reason as mentioned above we used the terminology used for

the Palacolithic of Europe, Western and Central Asia, that is lower, Middle and Upper

Palacolithic. Similarly, this Palaeolithic sequence has provided space for Upper
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Palacolithic in the prehistory of Pakistan. Besides, the Upper Palaeolithic in this area

is very close to the Aurignacian phase of Europe and Western Asia. For the same

purpose we used the term Aurignacian for the Upper Palacolithic in the Bajaur-

Mohmand area. The Upper Paleolithic of the Bajaur-Mohmand shows all the

characteristic features of the Aurignacian found elsewhere. The dominant tool types

are carinated scrapers of round and end variety; particular blade types with thinned or

narrow bases and widedistal ends.

The first Aurignacian type tool were recognized by Coon (1957) at the site of

Kara Kamar in Afghanistan, the keeled shaped scrapers are the characteristic or the

index or marker of the Upper Palaeolithic sites in the region. The Upper Palaeolithic

of Central Asia does not exhibit the same features as known from this region. The

necessary element of the blade tools such as burins are absent from Kara Kamar.

However,it is suggested that the Kara Kamarlithic industry must have comprised the

burins but the excavator seems to have not identified them in the first place. The

identification of burins among different types of tools is perhaps the most difficult

task to recognize. The same must have happened to Coon during the excavation ofthe

site of Kara Kamar. Another Palaeolithic site is the Sanghao Cave, which lies very

close to the Bajaur-Mohmandarea. Previous researchers could not identify the Upper

Palacolithic in the sequence there. The excavated material now lies in Sir Sahibzada

Abdul Qayyum Khan Museum of Archaeology and ethnology, University of

Peshawar. The presentauthorstudied these materials and has come to the conclusion

that there exists a definite Upper Palaeolithic industry in the Sanghao assemblages.

Most prominent for our interest are the core tools, which Dani called fan shaped

scrapers (Dani, 1964, Fig.11, No.2). For us these tools are marker of the Upper

Palaeolithic industry particularly for the Aurignacian type tools. These tools are also

used as index in other regions ofthe world.

Attempts have been madeto trace the transitional phase between the Middle and

Upper Palaeolithic. From technological point ofview,there is considerable uniformity

in the toolkit. It should be mentioned here that all basic Mousterian type tools also

persisted into the Upper Palacolithic of the region. A number of crescent type

unretouched knives with almost curved cutting edges and humped and blunted backs

which most probably mark the transitional phase as these knives are absent from the
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preceeding and succeeding periods. Secondly, there are a large numberofpoints with

trimmed bases. The secondary trimming is only confined to the bases ofthetools;

both unifacial and bifacial thinning of the butts are found. Small and large points are

found in equal proportion. Sometimes the points are trimmed obliquely at the bases

and made them into burins. Most of these types of points are from layer 6. A single

example is from layer 5. Such types oftool or shouldered point are known amongthe

French prehistorians as naviform or oval shaped points. Parallel examples from

Western Asia are the Emiran points in the Levant, which mark the transitional phase

between the Mousterian and the Upper Palaeolithic. The Western Asia examples are

wery symmetrical while those from our region are irregular in outlines and crude in

shapes.

A few points show lateral projections in the central points of the tools with

thinned bases; this is another characteristic feature of these points. These points have

been manufactured by both Levallois and non-Levallois techniques. From typological

and technological point of view, these points show close resemblance to each other.

However, it cannot be fixed with certainty to which region the Upper Palaeolithic

owesits origin or birthplace. Nevertheless, we have already mentioned that the Upper

Palacolithic industries in the area are purely autochthonous in character and they are

not simply the result of any diffusionary mechanism. We have argued earlier that the

occurrence of all Mousterian and Upper Palaeolithic tool types in this region and

makes it the birthplace of Middle and Upper Palaeolithic industries. Besides, it must

have played a significant role in the regional and extra-regional diffusionary

mechanism. Another characteristic feature of the Upper Palaeolithic ofthis area is the

co-occurrence of microlithic tools. This characteristic feature had already made its

appearance in the Middle Palaeolithic (Mousterian), and persisted into layer 5 too.

The presence ofthis elementis also significant and attests to the skill and efficiency

of the Palaeolithic man in the manufacturing of these microliths. The tiny tools or

Micromousterian tools are the characteristic of this area. Parallel artefacts have also

been reported from the Sanghao Cave where small tools in the later periods

predominate. The continuation of these tiny tools also suggests that there seems no

replacement of one human group bythe other as proposed by anthropologists. We

noticed little change in the stone industries of Middle and Upper Palaeolithic ofthis

area. The occurrence of small and large tools in similar archaeological contexts  
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suggests enormous activities on the part of the Palaeolithic people in the field as well

at home. These microliths were apparently hafted to woodenor bone hafts and used as

composite tools. Similar existence of the small tools or microliths also implies that the

Palacolithic man had already used them before they could constitute an essential part

of the Mesolithic cultures. It is now clear that even geometrical tools were shaped by

the Palacolithic man. Thus, microliths constituted a considerable part of the

Palacolithic culture in the area. It is obvious; that the prevailing environmental

conditions or climatic changes pressed the Palaeolithic man to devise the typological

innovation in the form of small tools, for one form of tools was notsufficient to cope

with the prevailing circumstances. Again, the neighboring countries of Central Asia

lack this particular feature of the Middle Palaeolithic. This lends support to the

hypothesis proposed byus thatthe original home of the Mousterian culture have been

in the southern slopes ofhe Hindu Kush- that is the Bajaur -Mohmand area.

The Upper Palaeolithic succeeded by the Mesolithic cultures of the Holocene

period. The Palaeolithic cultures of the Pleistocene were followed by the Mesolithic

cultures of the Holocene. There occurred marked changes in the climate of the world

and the earth assumed the presentstate. There are somesites, which have yielded

microlithic tools of both geometric and non-geometric forms. Musa Kamar is the

important site of this period. Comparable sites are Kara Kamar in Afghanistan and

Jamalgarhi in Mardan district and the Khanpur caves in the Haripur District.

Mesolithic sites are also present in Bannubasin. By contrast, the Mesolithic tools are

absent from the excavated site of Ango Gatkai where the Palacolithic period is

directly succeeded by the Neolithic or accramic Neolithic. The absence of the

Mesolithic from the chronological sequence of Ango Gatkai is surprising. At the

presentstate of our knowledge, no plausible answer can be given to the question as to

why the Mesolithic tools are absent from the site. The Mesolithic people used the

chert for their tool kit. They occupied the caves and rock shelters for theirliving. The

presence ofserrated bladelets in thelithic assemblages ofthe Mesolithic culture in the

area suggests that the Mesolithic people exploited both animal and plant resources to

serve their daily needs.

The last phase of the Stone Age in the Bajaur-Mohmandarea is the Neolithic.

The same period has been described by Gordon (1951) as Neolithic revolution. This  
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attribution is mainly based on somecertain changes that occurred during the Holocene

sn global climate and altered man’s living. The Neolithic in the area is characterized

by the use of struck and groundstone tools. Here again we found large ground stone

tools with the parallel existence of chipped or struck stone tools. The former tools

were picked up from the riverbeds and used with little modification. The struck stones

are associated with bone tools like awls and chisels. The ground stone industry of the

Neolithic is characterized by the use of ground stone tools of various forms. The

economy remained dependant on animals and plants food resources. The Neolithic

people of Ango Gatkai do not seem to have domesticated animals and plants” No

evidence of domesticated species of animals and plants is available from the

excavation. The Neolithic phase of Ango Gatkai is purely pre-pottery or aceramic in

character. The faunal remains at the site suggest that the Neolithic people exploited

the same fauna of the Palaeolithic times. The Neolithic people used querr-s to process

vegetal food and to augment it with meat obtained from hunting. In brief, the

cconomyof the Neolithic people at Ango Gatkai was based on hunting and food

collecting. Due to the non-availability of absolute dating in the area, our dating of the

site is based on cross references to other contemporary dated sites in the region.  
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Appendix 1: List of figures showing details of the illustrated artefact types.

(All figures have scale in centimeters)

Figure 1 Tango Nao (Mousterian cavesite).

1. A single concavo-convex side scraper with blunted back, utilized (6.2 x 4.3 x 2.9).

2. A side scraper with slightly prepared platform, bulb of percussion has been

removed. A notch onthe right margin makes it a double scraper with concavo-convex

cutting edge. Cortex is presenton theleft side ofthe tool (6.6 x 3.9 x 1.5).

3. A very thick single side scraper, the thick backside bears some original cortex (7 x

4.9 x 2.7).
2

4. A convex side scraper retaining most ofthe cortex on the dorsal surface,it shows a

small tiny striking platform but prominent bulb ofpercussion (7 x 4.4 x 1.8).

§. A thick side scraper, it shows a few fake scars on the dorsal surface while the

ventral surface shows only single flake scar.

6. A lunate type transversal convex scraper (6.8 x 4.1 x 1.7).

7. A concavo-convexsingle side scraper (6.4 x 3.4 x 1.4).

8. A thick tool with beaked distal end; it resembles a pointed hand axe, such type of

tools is also found in layer 6 ofAngo Gatkai (8.3 x 6.9 x 3.2).

9. As above but shows a few scars on the dorsal surface (7.3 x 6 x 3.6).

10. A Levallois flake struck from prepared core (9.2 x 7 x 3.8).

11. A Levallois flake struck from previously prepared core; its cutting edge is on the

distal end and on the right side of the artefact, its parallel examples are found in

Western Europe (10.1 x 5.2 x 2.3).

12. A Mousterian convex side scraper with scaled retouch, it has prepared striking

platform.It is the best example ofthis type oftool (5.7x5.9 x 2.9).
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13. A good example ofthe canted type of convex side scraper, it is like the previous

one. It is encrusted with lime and clay (5.2 x 4.4 x 1.2).

14. A limace or double ended point with very sharp margins. It has been struck from

prepared core; the shallow scars suggest the use ofsoft hammer. Also, the thinning of

the base by the removal of two flakes suggest to make home for thumb. It is a rare

example (7.5 x 3.1 x 1.4).

15. A blade struck from prepared core. It is heavily encrusted with lime and clay on

the rightside. It seems to have been resulted from bipolar technique (5.4 x 2.6 x 1.1).

16. A blade with a flake removed near the distal end, utilized. (6.6 x 2.7 x 1.7).

17. A blade with high central ridge (5.2 x 2.7 x 1.2).

18. A comparatively high ridged blade with broad distal end. It is also the result of

bipolar technique as two bulbar scars can be seen on the butt and distal ends (4.8 x 2.3

x 0.6).

19. A flat flake blade struck from prepared core, the retouch is carried out on the

ventral surface. Six flakes have been removed from the dorsal surface (4.8 x 2.3 x

0.6).

20. A backed blade with faceted striking platform, the bulb of percussion has been

removed, utilized (5 x 2.8 x 1.3).

21. A Levallois type triangular flake,it is like a beaked point (6.4 x 3.4 x 1.3).

22. A side struck flake,it is like a point as both ends show working edges (6.1 x 4.8 x

23. Ventral surface ofNo.22.

24a. A Mousterian point, it retains a large portion ofthe original cortex on the dorsal

surface (6.3 x 4x 1).

24b. A naviform type offlake blade (6.4 x 3.2 x 2).

25. A triangular flake struck from prepared core (4.7 x 3.7 x 1.2).  
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26. A naviform type end-cum-side scraper.It is biconvex in section (5.4 x 2.9 x 1.4).

27. A short flake blade on prepared core (2.8 x 1.8 x 0.6).

28. A Mousterian point.

29. A Mousterian point with thinned base; very fine retouch on the left shoulder near

the distal end (3.6 x 2.7 x 1.2).

30. A Mousterian point with retouch on the right side and distal end, it is slightly

beaked at the tip (5.4 x 3.3 x 0.5).

31. Mousterian point struck from prepared core with faceted striking platform, with

sharp cutting edges (3.9 x 2.5 x 1.3).

32. A single convex side scraper struck from prepared core (4.3 x 2.8 x 0.8).

33. A thin Mousterian point with slightly retouch on the cutting edge at the right side

(4.9 x 3.1 x 1.6).

34. A double burin struck from prepared core with prominent bulbar scar, the basal

end has been thinned by the removalofflakes,utilized (3.7 x 1.9 x 0.4).

35.A backed knife; the back is blunted by the removaloftiny flakes; it resembles the

Mousterian pointas nos. 27, 28, 29 and 20 butit has blunted tip(.9 x 1.9 x 0.6).

36. A very thin bladeon flake with very sharp edges now broken (4.8 x 2.6 x 1.4).

37. A single convex side scraper, the back of which is shaped by the removal of two

flakes, partially retouch along the cutting edge, two large notches in the margins (5.5

x 3.1 x 1.8).

38. A convex side scraper with inverse retouch (4.9 x 3.2 x 0.9).

39. A single convex scraper with partial retouch, it has very thick back, the ventral

surface shows very shallow flake scar removed by soft hammer (3.9 x 2.7 x 1.5).

40. A thick convex side scraper with minor retouch on the ventral surface near the

distal end (4.3 x 2.3 x 2.1).  
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41. A Limace broken at the tip; struck from prepared core, it resembles a prismatic

blade (4.9 x 2.3 x 1.2).

42. A fine knife with faceted striking platform and broader step-retouch (4.2 x 3.2 x

1.1).

43. I is micro form of Figure 18, No.11; it is retouched on the dorsal surface with

oblique cutting edge (3.5 x 1.8 x 0.6)

44. A prismatic blade which is called by Ranov as proto-Levallois blade (Ranov,

1995: Fig.5.2, No.3). It is truncated at both ends, and triangular in section. It shows

very minute retouch along the margins (6.7 x 2.2 x 2.2).

45. A typical burin (4.6 x 2.5 x 0.8).

46. Double convex side scraper with retouch. It shows double platforms and has been

made by bipolar technique; the dorsal surface retains the original cortex (2.7 x 2.5 x

1.3).

47. It is like the above butin this case the cutting edgeis formed by the converging of

the two beveled edges (2.5 x 2.5 x 2).

48. It is a burin dejet (3.7 x1 .4 x 0.7).

49. A side scraper with thick back while the side is beveling to the cutting edge (3.6 x

2.1 x15)

$0. A double convex scraper (3 x2.4x 1).

$1. A side struck double ended scraper, it shows raised bulbar scar on the ventral

surface (3.8 x 3.2 x 1.6).

$2. A triangular flake with plain striking platform and the bulbar scar has been

removed (4.8 x 4x 1.7).

§3. A burin (5.3 x 4.2 x 1.2).

$4. A well made burin (5.3 x 4 x 1.7).  



Figure 2 Tango Nao (Mousterian cave site)

1
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13.

14.

15.

16.

A Mousterian point; it has snapped striking platform. It retains the original cortex

on the dorsal surface. The bulb ofpercussion has been removed (6.7 x 4.1 x 2.2).

A side scraper struck from prepared core. The bulb of percussion has been

removed by taking a burin spall from the opposite of the bulb ofpercussion (7.7 x

4.5 x 1.3).

A broken blade flake with prominent bulb of percussion and sharp cutting edges

(5.5 x 4x 1.5).

A thick convex side scraper; it shows a plain striking platform (6x 6. x 3.4).

End-cum-convex side scraper; it has plain striking platform; the butt end has been

thinned down bythe removal ofa few smallflakes;it is utilized (6.2 x 4.7 x .4).

A concavo-convex side scraper with the tip retouched which seems to have been

used as a burin-cum-scraper; the bulb ofpercussion ontheleft side has completely

been removed (5.8 x 4.3 x 2.1).

A flake blade with dihedral platform. It is encrusted with lime and clay (4.2 x 2.1

¥1);

A limace like tool with bifacial flaking (6.4 x 2.9 x.3).

A double burin-cum-scraper; the burin is on the butt end andit is utilized (6.6 x

3.6 x 1.5). Z

_ A Levallois triangular flake what is called by the French authors as denticulate

(4.8 x 3.8 x 1).

A double convex side scraper; retouched on the dorsal surface along the margins;

very shallowflake scars on thetool suggest the use ofsoft hammer (5.1 x 4x 1.4).

12. A short flake blade with broad retouch onthe right edge and two thin slivers have

been removed from the dorsal surface; the striking platform is faceted. It

resembles a prismatic core butit is a blade (3.7 x 3.9 x 1.1).

A transversal convex scraper with fine retouch along the working edge (4.6 x 3.5

x 1.3).

A short blade with the distal end broken (3.9 x 3.7 x 1.4).

A transverse end scraper followed by a convex side cutting edge. The beveled

surface near thetip retains the original cortex; the butt end on the dorsal surface is

thinned by taking three flakes (3.9 x 4.1 x 1.2).

A double burin-scraper; it is a complex tool; the butt end has been thinned (4.5 x

4.5 x 1.1).

 



30.

31.

33.

34.

35.

4}

. A naturally backed blade; most of the back side retains the cortex; utilized (4.7

x2.9 x 1.5).

A broken convex side scraper retouched along both sides (3.9 x 3.2 x 1).

A convergentscraper; retouched along the margins,utilized (4.2 x 2.7 x 1.1).

. A short thick transversal scraper (3.4 x 2.2 x 1.5).

. A Levallois flake with transversal cutting edge at the distal end (3.3 x 3.2 x 0.9).

A D-shaped small convex side scraper, retouched on the dorsal surface; plain wide

straight striking platform, heavily encrusted on the ventral surface (8 x 2.8 x 1.4).

A complete round scraper (3.2 x 3.2 x 0.8).

. A very fine blade with convex sides; the working edges are very sharp, slightly

damaged at the distal end, such pieces are also found in layer 5 of Ango Gatkai

(4.3 x 2.6 x 1.2).

. An oblique side scraper like a Mousterian point with blunted back (5.2 x 3.x 1.1).

. A burin produced on a Levallois flake (3.5 x 2.4 x 0.7).

. A double convex side scraper damaged at the cutting edge, retouched or used (3.9

x2 .8 x 0.9).

_ A very thin transversal scraper struck from prepared core, very fresh, the faceted

striking platform is bulging out, the bulb is removed by takinga sliver, and it must

have resulted by using a punch (3.5 x 2.6 x 0.6).

_ A small triangular Levallois flake struck from a prepared core, about 8 flakes have

been removed from the dorsal surface, it shows prepared striking platform (2.9 x 2

x 0.8).

A convex side scraper, the working edge curves up to the top ofthe tool, shaped

by bipolar technique (3.8 x 2.4 x 1).

A lunate like convex side scraper with irregular retouch along the margins,

utilized (3.4 x 2.2 x 0.9).

_ A Levallois flake; it exhibits partial retouch along the working edge (2.8 x 2.4 x

1.2).

A backed blade (3.2 x 1.7 x 0.9).

A knife blade madeon a flake with one side is blunted by taking slivers from the

right side while theleft one is the working edge (3.6 x 1.9 x 0.7).

A blade flake with a flat minute striking platform; utilized (3.4 x 1.8 x 0.5).  
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36. A double convergent scraper broken at the shoulder near the distal end; the butt

end is thinned by taking a flake from the upper surface with raised bulbar scar (2.9

x1.1 x 0.5).

37. A triangular pointed tool with plain striking platform (3 x 1.5 x 0.7).

38. A point struck from prepared core, the bulb of percussion has been thinned down

for a wooden haft (3 x 2 x 0.8).

39. A convex side scraper or thumbnail scraper detached from prepared core,

retouched along the margins. It shows plain striking platform with bulging bulbar

scar (2.9 x 2.1 x 0.5).

40. A thin flake struck from prepared core, faceted dihedral striking platform, utilized

(9 x 2.1 x 0.5).

41. A microlithic lunate with faceted striking platform inversely retouched (2.2 x 1.5

x 0.4).

42. A backed blade (2.5 x 1.1 x 0.5).

43. A small point retouched onthe right side (2.4 x 1.5 x 0.7).

44. A transversal scraper-cum-burin dejet (3.2 x 2.1 x 0.7).

45. A small convex side scraper (2.1 x 1.1 x 0.6).

Figure 3 Guloono Kamar(Mousterianrockshelter ).

A point (6.3x5x1.6.).

. A Mousterian type point(5 x 3.7 x 1.9).

h
a
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. A burin-cum-side scraper (5 x 2.5 x 1.4).

w

6. Double burin (4.8 x 1.7 x 1.4).

7. A retouched point(4.4 x 2 x 1.5).

§. An awl (3.9 x 1.4.x 1.1).

9. A burin (4.3 x 2.4 x 1.3).

10. A retouched point(2.7 x 2.5 x 0.9).

11. A Levallois blade (4.2 x 3.4 x 1).

12. A bifacial point (3.8 x 2.4 x 1.1).

13. A short convex side scraper (4.13.2x1.2).

14. A pointed flake (4.4 x 3.2 x 1.4).

15. A point (2.5 x 1.6 x 0.6).

. A bifacial point with marginal retouch (6.2 x 4.8 x 2.1).

A Mousterian scraper-point (3.9 x 2.8 x 1.2).
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A Mousterian point(4.3 x 3.1 x 1.3).

17, A broken blade (6.1 x 4.3 x 1.5).

i8

26.

Broken blade (4.2 x 2.7x1.3).

. A side scraper (4.8 x 3.1 x 1.4).

. A utilized backed knife (5.5 x 2.8 x 1.7).

. A naturally backed blade/ knife (4.8 x 2.9 x 1.8).

. A convex side scraper (4.4 x 2.3 x 1.5).

. A Levallois flake (4.7 x 2.8 x 1.3).

. Levallois flake (4 x 3 x 0.8).

. A bladeflake (4 .1 x 2x 0.8)

A burin (3.8 x 2.2 x 0.5).

27. A burin (3.8 x 2.7 x 1.2).

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Sai

36

An awl (3.3 x 1.8 x 0.6).

A rectangular flake blade with the base truncated by retouch (2.7 x 2.2 x 0.7).

A short flake blade (2.9 x 2.9 x 0.8).

A double sided scraper, truncated at both ends (3 x 2.7 x 1.2).

A thick backed blade (4 x 4.x 1.8).

A retouched end scraper ofthe canted type (2.7 x 2 x 1.9).

A Levallois blade like flake (3.1 x 1.5 x 0.9).

A triangular flake (2.3 x 2 x 1).

A bladelike flake (3.4 x 1.8 x 0.7).

7. A cleaver with zigzag cutting edge (8.3 x 7 x 4).

. A typical Levallois flake (7.3 x 6 x 1.8).

39. End scraper (4.4 x 3.4 x 1.8).

40. A transversal convex scraper with step regular retouch (4.8 x 4.1 x 2).

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

A cleaver (8.6 x 5 x 3).

A Mousterian convex side scraper with scaliriform retouch.

A convex side scraper (5 x 3.7 x 2.1).

A concavo-convex scraper.

A tranchet retouched (2.8 x 2.3 x 0.9).

A knife with thinned base (2.9 x 2.2 x 0.7).

A triangular double convex side scraper (2.6 x 2.2 x 0.6).

An elongated tranchet (3.9 x 2 x 0.9).  



Figure. 25

A:
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10.

il.

13.

14.

1S

16.

17.

18.

Hisar Kot (Mousterian rock shelter).

A core tool.

A Levallois flake struck from prepared core. The striking platform is faceted; it is

encrusted on the ventral surface; utilized (7.1 x 4.9 x 1.1).

A thick convex side scraper with prominent bulbar scar; retouched on the dorsal

surface along the margins.It is utilized (6.4 x 5 x 2.6).

An oval shaped round scraper struck from prepared core showing several flaking

scars; it shows irregular marginal retouch; the bulb of percussion is very smooth

and evenly diffused on the ventral surface (4.5 x 2.7 x 1.2).

A blade with sharp transversal distal end; the proximal end has been thinned down

by taking out 8 flakes from the dorsal surface (4.7 x2 .3 x 0.6).

A side struck transversal convex scraper with irregular marginal retouch. It is

utilized (4.2 x 3.8 x 0.9)

A point broken at thetip; it recalls the point Soyons of the French authors. It is

also found in layer 7 ofAngo Gatkai (3.4 x 3 x 0.8).

A convexside scraper (5.1x 2.9 x 1.1).

A pointed bifacial tool with prepared platform and inverse retouch (7.6 x 4.9 x

1.9).

A Mousterian point with prepared striking platform and diffused tiny bulbar scar

(5.8 x 3.4 x1.2).

A burin like pointed tool (6.2 x 4.1 1.5).

_ A Levallois flake with convex distal end; faceted striking platform; with very tiny

bulbar scar; the proximal end has thinned down by taking minute flake slivers

from the dorsal surface, with inverse retouch (7.4 x 5.2 x 0.6).

A shouldered point/awl struck from prepared core, retouched on the right edge; a

sliver has been taken across the bulb ofpercussion (5.5 x 3.2 x 1.4).

A straight convex side scraper. struck from prepared core (5.2 x 3.2 1.2)

A double convex side scraper struck from prepared core the butt end is thinned

down byslightly bifacial working (4.3 x 2.8 x 0.6).

A retouch point (7.1 x 3.7 x 1.5).

A Levallois flake-blade (6 x 3.8 x 2.1).

A concavo-convex side scraper; it resembles the canted type scraper (2.4 x 3.8 x

1.1)

 

 



 

135

19. A convex side scraper (3.8 x 2.7 x 1.1)

B: Smasto Arkhai (Mousterian caves and rock shelters)

1. A large carinated beaked scraper (7.6 x 6.3 x 2.8).

2. A concavo-convex side scraper made on a triangular flake struck from prepared

core, notched at the proximal end, utilized (6.5 x 4.5 x 2.6).

3. A single concaveside scraper, the platform is slightly faceted; the back retains the

originalcortex, utilized (7.5 x 4.6 x 2.5).

4. A denticulate tool, with a prominent notch (6.2 x 3.7 x 1.5).

§. A double convex side scraper; utilized (5.1 x 3.9 x 1.7).

6. A thick double convex side scraper retouched on the margins; utilized (4.9x4x 1.6).

7. A convergentscraper; it is retouched along the margins, utilized (4.3 x 3.4 x 1.5).

8. A retouched side struck convex scraper (5 x 3.2 x 1.2).

9. A concavo-convex side scraper with very wide faceted striking platform; utilized

($.2x3.5 x 1.9)

10. A typical Mousterian convex side scraper with inverse retouch.

ll. A triangular oblique scraper or convex scraper with dihedral proximal end (4.4 x

3.6 x 1.1).

12. A double convex scraper or thick convex scraper or core with bifacial extensive

flaking (3.8 x 3.2 x 1.8).

13. A single convex side scraper (4.5 x 2.7 x 1.3).

i4. A small Mousterian point (3.1x 2.4 x 0.7).

15. A small point with thestriking platform and bulb of percussion has been removed,

very thin at the butt end.

16. A convex side scraper.

17. An elongated Mousterian point but its right side is blunted; with a notch on the

dorsal surface (7.1 x 3.2 x 1.2).

18. A retouched flake point, utilized (3.3 x 1.8 x 0.5).

19. An oval type single convex side scraper,it is side struck (5.1 x 3 x 1.2).

20. A transversal convex side scraper made on a river pebble as the dorsal surface still

retains the original cortex (4.2 x 4.4 x 1.3).

21. A straighto-convex side scraper (4.6 x 2.6 x 0.9).

22. A transverse convex scraper; struck from prepared core (4.2 x 3.9 x 0.9).

2
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23. A naturally backed knife with convex cutting edge such examples are also

reported by the French authors (4.1 x 3.2 x 1.7).

24. A blade struck from a Levallois core;it is oval, the bulbar scar at the proximal end

has been removed (5.7 x 3.5 x 1.2).

25. A burin made on triangular flake (5.5 x 2.5 x 1.5).

26. A thick tool like Mousterian tranchet of which the distal end is formed by two

beveled sides (4.4 x 2.7 x 2.1).

27. A single convex side scraper with backed side (4.8 x 3.1 x 1.10).

28. A notched end scraper (4.9 x 3.4 x 0.8).

29. A short convex side scraper with the proximal keel partially retouched. The

striking platform is snapped bytaking sliver along the width ofthe tool (2.6 x 2.9 x

1S}

30. A borer or awl with retouched sides; used (3.4 x 2.4 x 0.5).

31. A convergent scraper,it is very flat along the margins (3.2 x 2.2 x 0.5).

32. A small backed blade, the back is blunted by the removing offlakes along the

sides (3 x1.4 x1.1). 2

33. A thin convex side scraper (2.8 x 2.3 x 0.6).

34. A burin-cum-scraper (4.3 x 2.3 x 1.6).

35. Irregular backed blade (3.3 x 1.5 x 0.7).

Figure 4 (Ango Gatkai: layer 7).

1. A discoidal core with multidirectional flaking scars, it seems to be a biface. Deep

flaking scars on both surfaces suggest the use ofhard hammer (8.8 x 6.5 x 4.2).

A choppingtool; the dorsal surface retains the original cortex; the ventral surface

is completely flaked; used as chopper (9.5 x 7 x 3.9).

A cleaver like tool with irregular cutting edge (10.2 x 5.7 x 4.3).

A convex canted scraper with marginal retouch (5.6 x 4.7 x 1.3).

Discoidal bifacial core (5.3 x 5.2 x 1.7).

A pyramidal type core with irregular flakes struck from different directions (5.7 x

4.3 x 3.2).

A disc shaped core.

$. typical point or Levallois flake with edge trimming (6.2 x 5.3 x 1.4)

9. An oblique scraper.

10. A side blow cleaver with thick butt end and beveled cutting edge (7.7 x 6.9 x 4.2).
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13.

14.

15.
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A concave convex end scraper struck from prepared core (4.2 x 1.8 x 1.6).

A cleaver like flake with convex end (7.2 x 5.4 x 2.6).

A flake with convex cutting edge and backed side (5.6 x 2.9 x 1.3).

A Mousterian point or point Soyons, it is Levallois with prepared striking

platform. Rare example (4.8 x 3.4 x 1.3).

A tanged shape double convex side scraper, the bulb of percussion has been

removed (4.6 x 3.4 x 1.3).

. A carinated end scraper.(5.7 x 3.6 x 2.4)

17.

18.

19.

A hammer stone with worn ends (6.1 x 4.4 x 2.7).

A large convex scraper (8.8 x 8.6 x 2).

A transversal convex end scraper with retouch on the dorsal surface, it shows

thinned base (7.6 x 4.7 x 2.5).

. End-cum-side scraper with high crest on the dorsal surface; with thinned butt (6 x

3.2 x 2.4).

. A side struck transversal scraper (4.9 x 3.5 x 1.2).

. Unstuck prepared tortoise core (6 x 4.3 x 3 x 2).

An end scraper with cortical portion onthe right side (6.8 x 2.9 x 2.3).

. A side scraper (6.7 x 5.6 x 2.4).

. A domical Levallois flake.

26. A side scraper with straight cutting edge and beaked end (7.5 x 4.6 x 1.4).

Figure 5 (Ango Gatkai: layer 7)

1.
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A convex side scraper retouched on the dorsal surface, it is comparable to canted

type scraper (3.7 x 3.6 x 1.8).

A convex scraper made on quartz (2.3 x 2 x 2).

A round scraper struck from prepared core (4.6 x 4.1 x 1.2).

A typical Levallois point with dihedral proximal end (5 x 1.2).

End-cum-side scraper with the butt end thinned and trimmed along the margins

(4.6x3x6x 1.1).

An umbrella type carinated core scraper with partial retouch; cortex on the side,

with upward retouch (3.7 x 3.6 x 1.3).

A convex side scraper with snapped retouch; with a deep negative flake scar on

the dorsal surface (4.4 x 3 x 1.1).  



8. A convex side scraper with upward retouch, it is a core tool and retains cortex (5.1

x4x 1.1).

9. A transversal convex side scraper (4 x 3.5 x 2.2).

10. a. A carinated end scraper made on core; finely retouched (4.4 x 2.3 x 0.8)

b. A convex side scraper with double edges (3.3 x 2.2 x 2.2).

11. A keel shaped end scraper, retouched on the dorsal surface (5.7 x 4.6 x 2.1).

12. End-cum-side scraper with hollow ventral surface (4.2 x 3.2 x 1.3).

13. A knife with transversal convex cutting edge and prepared striking platform (3.1 x

2.1 x 0.8).

14. A burin (4.9 x 1.3 x 1.3).

1S. A burin (4.3 x 2.7 x 2.1).

16. A primary blade or lame a ccrete (5.1 x 1.9 x 2.2).

17. A blade (3.6 x 2 x 0.8).

18. A blade (3.6 x 2.1x 0.6).

19. End scraper with convex cutting edge (5.7 x 3 x 2.9).

20. A blade with minute bulb ofpercussion, trimmed at both sides (5 x 1.6 x 0.4).

21. A blade (3.2 x 1.5 x 0.4).

22. Tranchet with beveled cutting edge and snapped side, thick butt end (4.2 x 3.4 x

1.7).

23. An awl (5.1 x 2.9 x 1.6).

24. A convex scraper.

25. A double convex side scraper with trimmed retouch along the margin on the

dorsal surface (3.7 x 3.2 x 0.8).

26. A canted scraper (3.8 x 3.7 x 1.5).

27. A burin on oblique flake (4 x 2 x 0.8).

28. A microlithic transversal convex side scraper with prepared dihedral striking

platform (2.5 x 1.7 x 0.6).

29. A tranchet with snapped oblique cutting edge.

30. A nosed shape endscraper or proto nose shaped scraper (4.3 x 2.3 x 1.3).

Figure 6 (Ango Gatkai: layer 7)

i. A point on core; the proximalend has been reduced tothe left side (7.3 x 5.9 x .8).

2. A triangular flake with beveled cutting edge at the distal end and retouched on the

ventral surface (8 x 6.1 x 1.8).
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A triangular Levallois flake (8.3 x 4.4 x 0.8).

A limace type double ended convex scraper; one side is naturally backed (7.9 x

24x 1.4).

A beaked biface, the only example ofbacked side hand axe (5.8 x 4.9 x 3.1).

A characteristic Middle Palaeolithic or Mousterian flake of the area struck from

prepared core with concavo-convex working edge (7.7 x 4.9 x 2).

A cleaver like transversal convex end scraper with blunted sides; the bulbar end is

snapped; perfect formal type tool (6.3 x 4.9 x 2.8).

A denticulate tool with little cortical portion on the dorsal surface (7.3 x 5.5 x

2.2).

A Levallois flake with double working edges (5 x 2.21.3).

End-cum-side scraper with partial retouch; the side is blunted by retouch; cortical

platform (5 x 3.1 x 1.3).

_ A side scraper with low platform shows cortex on the distal end (6.1 x 3.6 x 1.8).

A thick nosed scraper or Levallois flake (5 x 4.9 x 2.2) 2

.A Mousterian point with bone fragment on the ventral surface suggesting the

working ofboneatthesite (5.4 x 4.9 x 1.6).

. A traditional Mousterian convex scraper, retouched on both sides (5.1 x 4.2 x 1.8).

. A Mousterian point struck from prepared core with pointed ends; it bears the

original cortex on theside ofthe tool (7.3 x 3.7 x 1.8).

. A Mousterian point struck from prepared core, the proximal end is upwardly

snapped, both edges are very sharp (5.2 x 2.9 x 1.7).

. A spoke shave-cum-burin (4 x 4x 1.2).

An endstruck canted scraper, retouched on the dorsal surface (4.7 x 3.4 x 1.7).

. A well made awl-cum-side scraper (5.3 x 2.3 x 1.3).

. End-cum-double convex side scraper (4.3 x 3 x 0.9).

. A well made backed knife, the cutting edge is curving to the tip ofthe tool.

. A cortical flake, the base is thinned down (4.1 x 2.6 x 0.9)

. A convex side Mousterian scraper comparable to canted scraper (3.4 x 2 .7 x 1.4).

_ A retouched convex side scraper (3.7 x 2.8 0.8).

. End-cum-convex side scraper with straight trimmed sides (4.3 x 2.7 x 1.3).

A shouldered awl(4.7 x 3.9 x 2).

7. A double scraper (4.1 x .4 x 2).

. An oblique scraper with thinned base (3.8 x 2 x 1).

 



 

29. A small convex side scraper, retouched on the dorsal surface (3.1 x .5 x 1.2).

30. A scraper.

31. 34, A burin on flake (3.9 x 2.6 x 1.9).

32. 35. A pointed scraper (3.8 x .3 x 0.8).

Figure 7 (Ango Gatkai:layer 7).

A point(3.8 x 2.2 x 0.8).

A Levallois point (3.6 x 2.5 x 0.6).

A point (1.7 x 1.5 x 0.4).

A thin point (3.1 x 1.8 x 0.4).

A point (1.5 x 1.3 x 0.3).

 

A point.

A thick point (3 x 2 x 0.9).

A very thin point (2.4 x 1.3 x 0.2).

10. A point (1.8 x 1.5 x 0.3).

11. A smallpointed tool (2.2 x 1.2 x 0.3).

12. A side scraper (1.4 x 1 x 0.3).

13. A small pointed tool (1.7 x 1.1 x 0.3).

14. A pointed tool with right side truncated near the base (2.8 x 1.5 x 0.5).

15. A crescent like side scraper made on fragmentofa pebble (3.1 x 1.8 x 0.3).

16. A pointed tool made on quartz (3.8 x 2 x 0.7).

17. A very small burin made on milky quartz (1-7 x 1.5 x 1.5).

O
0
0

Se
B
e
e
e
e

ee

18. A burin made on quartz (1.6.x 1.7 x 0.8).

19. A thick dihedral burin made on thick flake (3.8 x 2.8 x 1.2).

20. A micro burin made on quartz (2 x 1.3 x 0.6).

21. A double scraper with intermediary end scraper (3 x 2.7 x 0.5).

22. A multiple burin made on flake (3.7 x 3.2 x 0.9).

23. A smallthick oblique burin (2.6 x 1.7 x 1).

24. A short burin with dihedral cutting edge (2. 4 x 1.8 x 0.4).

25. A burin with pointed cutting edge and scraper edge on the proximal end (3.3 x 1.6

x 0.5).

26. Burin made onflake (2.8 x 2.2 x 0.5).

27. A burin with oblique cutting edge (2.7 x 1.5 x 0.7).  



29

30.

31

32.

33

34.

35.

36.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42

43.
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46.

47

48.

49.

. A short burin with broad transversal cutting edge (1.1 x 1.7 x 1).

A burin with slenderical oblique cutting edge (2.8 x 1.5 x 0.8).

Burin made on quartz (2.1 x 1.8 x 0.5).

A burin with burin spall extended to a notch (2.4 x 1.5 x 0.7).

Burin-cum-end scraper.

A best exampleofthe canted type scraper (3.4 x 2.7 x 1.4).

It is like the previous one but it is trimmed at the base tiny bulb of percussion

these are like points (3.3 x 2.9 x 0.6)

A side scraper made on flake.

A convex side scraper with bold retouch, it shows cortex on the dorsal surface

with straight convex side.

Double convex side scraper; the striking platform has been removed by oblique

truncation with bulging bulbar scar (2.3 x 1.9 x 0.7).

As no. 41 but in this case it shows high central ridge, faceted striking platform

with bulb ofpercussion has been removed (4 x 1.9 x 0.6)

A convex side scraper, the retouch is extended by taking slivers from the cutting

edge upward to the top ofthe dorsal surface (1.9 x 2.3 x 1.3).

A flat nosed scraper struck from prepared core (2.6 x 2.1 x 0.6).

A characteristic Mousterian tool (scraper) of the Middle Palaeolithic with

transversal convex cutting edge (2.7 x 2 x 0.9).

As no .45, but it is retouched along the whole circumference of the tool,

unprepared striking platform, domical on the dorsal surface (2.2 x 2 x 0.9).

. The smallest canted scraper in layer 7 with partial retouch on the dorsal surface.

The striking platform has been thinned by oblique truncation. It is the smallest

tool in the wholeseries of the Middle Palaeolithic (1.3 x 1.2 x 0.5)

_A rectangular convex side scraper struck from prepared core, a characteristic

Mousterian scraper made on milky quartz (1.7 x 1.7 x 0.4).

A convergent scraper, the bulb of percussion and striking platform have been

removed byoblique truncation, it shows fine inverse retouch (2.3 x 1.7 x 0.9).. °

A very fine transversal convex side scraper (1.9 x 1.2 x 0.5).

A convex side scraper (1.8 x 1.2 x 0.7).

A small side scraper (2.1x1.4 x 0.3).

 



50

31.

$2.

33:

54.

56.

57.

$8.

59

61.

62.

63.

65.

67.
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A typical awlretouched on either side ofthe distal end (2.7 x 2.3 x 0.8).

A convex side micro lithic transversal scraper (1.3 x 1.3 x 0.5).

An awl on a previously prepared core,it is also formed by taking burin sliver from

theleft side parallel to the main axis(3.5 x 2.1 x 0.7)

A borer on flake (3.3 x 8 x 0.7).

A small pointed flake.

Very fine microlithic awl (2.8 x 1.3 x 0.8).

An awl-cum-burin made on blade, the distal end has tiny transverse cutting edge

as a burin (3 x 1.1 x 0.6).

A point with most ofthe original cortex on the dorsal surface (3 x 1.9 x 0.7).

A blade of which the bulb of percussion and bulbar scar have been removed (3.4 x

1.7x 0.6).

A shouldered bladelet with very delicate retouch on both edges of the tool and

with straight convex truncationat the base (2.9 x 1.3 x 0.3). 7

. An elongated blade with irregular outline (4 x 2 x 0.5).

A blade with oblique truncation at the distal end and trimmed along the edges (3.4

x2x 0.8).

A flat blade with faceted striking platform, it is retouched on the distal end (3.8 x

1.5 x 0.4).

A blade with irregular inverse retouch, the dorsal surface exhibits trimming

retouch (4.1 x 2 x 0.5).

A blade with straight convex sides (3.7 x 2.2 x 0.6).

A flake like blade trimmed on the margins (2.3 x 1.5 x 1.2).

. A multipurpose microlithic’ tool-convex side scraper, spoke shave and a burin

edge onthe distal end, the base has been thinned by fine retouch (1.7 x 1.2 x 0.3).

A specialized tool on a blade with retouch at the cutting edge and double burin at

the distal end (2 x 0.7 x 0.3).68.Athin bladelet.

. A micro bladelet with angular outline, retouched at the left side randomly (2.8 x

1.7 x 0.4).

._ A micro bladelet with angular outline, retouched atthe lef side.

. A backed blade with notched cutting edge (2.2 x 1.3 x 0.4).

. A micro bladelet made on milky quartz (1.5 x 1 x 0.2).

. A blade flake (3.4 x 1.9 x 0.5).

. A flake struck from prepared core (2.8 x 2.6 0.5).
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Ventral surface ofno.74.

A short flake blade with retouched margins;utilized (2 x 1.8 x 0 .6).

. A complex tool (8 x 2.1 x 0.7).

7. A T-shaped scraper with concave convex sides and trimmed at the base (3 x 2 x

1).

. An elongated blade with both sides randomly retouched (3.8 x 1.6 x 0.5)

A convex side scraper with nose shaped beak at the distal end and finely

retouched onthe dorsal surface (3.8 x 1 x 0.38)

A flake struck from prepared core (2.4 x 1.6 x 0.4).

A thin blade obliqucly truncated at the base; utilized (3 x 1.4 x 0.3).

. An obliquely transverse burin on elongated flake (3.7 x 1.1 x 0.8).

A micro backed bladeict made on milky quartz with convex cutting edge (1.7 x

0.6 x 0.5).

. A flake with broad distal end (4.1 x 2.1 x 0.9).

._ An elongated blade with almost straight cutting edge; the back side has been

blunted by secondary retouch (4.4 x 1.9 x1).

A micro backed knife with straight cutting edge (2 x 1 x 0.5).

_ A thick backed knife with retouch cutting it has sharp curve cutting edge (6 x 1.5

x 1).

A complete crescent /lunate knife with straight blunted back side: retouched and

with curved cutting edge (4.1 x 1.8 x 0.7).

A very thin flake knife with curved cutting edge with running retouch on the

dorsal surface; it is called by the French writers as raclette (3.2 x 1.7 x 0.4).

91. A backed knife the backside is retouched on the dorsal surface/ (3.3 x 1.9 x

1.1).

Figure 8 (Ango Gatkai:layer 6).
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A carinated scraper made on core with lamellar retouch (5.7 x 3.6 x 2.5).

A flake (5.1 x 3.6 x 2.5).

A denticulate tool with bifacial work (6.8 x 4.3 x 2.2).

Unstruck prepared core (5.2 x 5 x 1.6).

A thick side blow scraper also found in layer 7 with dented cutting edge; the butt

is thinned down and snapped (6.3 x 6.2 x 5).

A double convex side scraper (5.8 x 3.9 x 1.3).
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16.

17.

18.

28.
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A convex side scraper retouched on the ventral surface; snapped at the striking

platform, with trimmed retouch on the dorsal surface (7.1 x 5.4 x 2 .5).

A convex side scraper with beak at the centre ofthe cutting edge (6.8 x 5.2 x 2).

A round scraper alreadyillustrated in layer? (4.5 x 4.1 x 1.2).

. Ketouched round scraper (2.9 x 2.5 x 0.6).

. A Levallois blade (3.6 x 2.2 x 0.8).

. A Levallois point, the base is thinned for hafting (8.2 x 5.5 x 2).

_ A Levallois point with faceted striking platform, with snapped bulb of percussion

(6.1 x 4.3 x 0.8).

A Levallois point (5.9 x 3.9 x 0.9).

A side struck Levallois Nake with trimmed irregular concavo-convex cutting edge

(9.7 x 6.3 x 1.7).

A hammer stone.

An awlwith tip broken (5.4 x 3.3 x 1.8).

An elongated pointed tool with straight cutting edge, curved at the tip (7.2 x 4.2 x

17).

. An awl (3.7 x 2.3 x 1.1).

20. A Levallois point (7 x 4.1 x 4.1).

. A flake with convex cutting edge (6.5 x 2.5 x 2.1).

_ A beautiful Levallois flake with faceted striking platform; utilized (8.2 x 5.6 x

1.5).

. End seraper on core (7.2 x 5.2 x 2.8).

_A heavy convex side scraper with snapped striking platform; it may be termed as

chopping tool with wide retouch on the dorsal surface, the butt end has been

thinned (8.7 x 6.6 x 4.2).

A double end-cum-convex scraper with snapped distal end (6.9 x 4.6 x 3.5).

. End scraper (7.2 x 4.8 x 2.1).

7. A flake chopper or heavy side scraper retouch on the dorsal surface made on core,

the butt end has been removed (6.9 x 5.9 x 2.6).

_ Side blow scraper like no.24 as above (8.2 x 6.2 x 4.1).

29. An end scraper with transversal cutting edge, thinned at the base on the dorsal

surface (5.4 x 3.5 x 1.2).

Figure 9 (Ango Gatkai: layer 6).   
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8. A Levallois flake (5.5 x 3.6 x 1).
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. A thick short nose shaped core tool or hand axe with retouched on either sides of

the beak; a deep flake scar on the dorsal surface (6.4 x 5.2 x 3.1).

Transversal end scraper struck from prepared core (5.5 x 4.4 x 2).

A convex side scraper.

A discoidal core with centrally directed flaking scars (5.9 x 4.8 x 2.3).

A pointwith thinned base (4.4 x 2.4 x 1.2.).

Non-Levallois point with bifacially thinned butt, it retains some of the original

cortex, and a bonesplinter is also attached to the ventral surface suggesting bone

workingat thesite.

. A Levallois point (5.8 x 4.7 x 1.5).

. A Levallois flake (5.5 x 3.6 x 1).

. A point with unifacial working ofthe butt, it is like the Emiran point ( 5.2 x 2.6 x

0.8)

. A leafshaped point (5 x 2 x 1).

. A Levallois point now broken (5.4 x 2.7 x 0.9).

. A Levallois point with tinned ofthe butt, retouched by trimming (4.3 x 3.5x 0.7).

. A beaked end scraper.

. A point with a basal thinning ofthe butt like the Emiran, edge trimmed (4.8 x 3.1

y3|

. A flake struck from prepared core.

. A triangular beaked core scraper, retouched (5.7 x 3.4 x 1.4).

. A point. :

. A Mousterian point with thinned base; retouched on the left side, it retains some

ofthe cortex on the rightside. (6.4 x 3 x 1.6).

. A backed blade made on a core; the back is blunted by snapping, it has curved

cutting edge extending to the tip, entirely cortical on the ventral surface, used but

not retouched (6.2 x 2.4 x 1.3).

. Backed blade/ knife with blunted back by irregular flaking (5.2 x 3 x 2.4).

Backed knife (5.6 x 2.9 x 1.2).

_ A thin backed blade with curved cutting edge, with trimmed retouch (5 x 2 x 1.4)

A backed knife with curved edge (5.3 x 3 x 0.8).

25. A high ridged blade (4.2 x 1.6 x 0.6).
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26. A flake blade (3.4 x.7 x 0.7)

27. End-cum-double convex side scraper struck from prepared core (4.3 x29 x 0.7).

28. Double burin-cum-angle blade (3.7 x 8 x 0.6).

29. A round scraper with marginal retouch bulging bulbar of percussion (2.9 x 2.5 x

0.6)

30. A carinated scraper (4.2 x 3.1 x 1.4)

31. A burin (4.5 x 3.3 x 2.2.).

32. A burin.

33. A blade with (3 x 1.7 x 1.5).

34. A convergentscraper struck from prepared (3.8 x 2.2 x 0.7).

35. A very fine beaked burin (4 x 3.3 x 1.3).

36. A backed blade with cutting edge curving to the tip, notched at the base (6 x 2.2 x

0.9). ;

37. A carinated scraper with steep keel; a bone splinter still adheres to the ventral

surface suggesting bone workingat the site.

38. A carinated round scraper with retouch to the top ofthe tool (4.1 x 3.7 x 1.7).

39. it is a carinated end scraper with denticulate retouch on the frontal portion of the

tool.

40. A canted end scraper (2.7 x 2.8 x 2.2).

41. A nosed shaped end scraper on core (6 x 2.8 x 2.3).

42. A burin scraper.

43. A convex side scraper intensively retouched on the dorsal surface (4 x 3 x 1)

44. A canted scraper (3.4 x 2.7 x 1.7).

45. A small convex side scraper.

46. An oval shaped scraper with bulb ofpercussion removed; partially retouched

47. A Levallois flake (3 x 2 x 0.5).

48. A typical discoidal core, bifacially worked. This is the largest core in the

Mousterian industry ofthe area.

49. A triangular multiple burin. (7.4 x 6.3 x 1.7).

Figure 10 (Ango Gatkai: layer 6).

i. A large oblique Levallois flake struck from prepared core; it has prepared

unfaceted striking platform, the butt end has been thinned above the bulb of
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14.

15.

16.
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percussion, it has trimmed retouch along the margins, the bulbar scar is intact (

11.8 x 8.3 x 1.9).

A single convex side scraper struck from prepared core; it has dihedral back side

with partial retouch on the ventral surface along the working edge (8.9 x 6.4 x

2.1).

A single convex side scraper made on core with the removal of two large flakes

from the dorsal surface; the ventral surface retains the original cortex, it shows

retouch along the margins ((8.6 x 5.5 x 1.9).

A single convex side scraper struck from prepared core; the platform along the

bulb of percussion have been snapped by taking en elongated flake across the

main axis ofthe artefact, it is partially retouched (10.1 x 5.7 x 1.8).

A side scraper with straight and oblique cutting edge; it has very thick back. the

bulb ofpercussion andthe striking platform have been removed (8.1 x 3.9 x 2.7).

A convex side scraper struck from prepared core; the bulb of percussion on the

back has been removed, the back is snapped (7.4 x 5.4 x 1.9)

A thick end scraper made on core; it is like the carinated scraper with beaked

working edge, retouched on the beaked front, the keel has been blunted by taking

a large spall from the distal end (9 x 5.9 x 3.5).

A beaked / backed hand axe type tool; it must have been used as a hand axe as

well as awl;it retains the original cortex on the ventral surface (6.7 x 8 x 3.2).

Same as above butin this case the back retains the original cortex (5.2 x 6.6 x

32):

A burin like large tool with transversal cutting edge (6.9 x 5.4 x 2.2).

A convex side scraper ( 6.4x5.4 2.2)

_ A transversal end scraper with beaked sides;it is like the Clactonian tool whichis

also reported from Tango Nao (7 x 5.5 x1.8).

A convex side scraper made on thick core; it is retouched, it is like the D- shaped

Mousterian scraper ofthe Westem Europe (6.5 x 4.2 x 3.4).

A convex side scraper made on a bifacial core; it shows bold retouch on the

ventral surface (7.2 x 5 x 2.5).

Nosed scraper made on core (4.5 x 5.3 x 2.1).

A convergent scraper with marginal retouch; it retains major portion of the

original cortex (6.4 x 4.4 x 1.7).
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

36.

. A transversal end scraper.

A double convex side scraper with plain striking; snapped prepared striking

platform bifacially worked; it is rather a thick example but very flat type is also

found in this variety (2.5 x 3 x 1.4).

End-cum-convex side scraper struck from prepared core (7.6 x 3.8 x 1.5).

A canted scraper with beaked cutting edge, bifacially worked, found in most

Western Asia Middle palaeolithic industries (4.7 x 4 x 2.1).

A fine convex end scraper (5.2 x 4 x 1.3).

A convex side scraper (5.3 x 3.6 x 2.1).

A convex side scraper made on core, the ventral surface is cortical.

A canted type scraper with snapped beak; secondary retouch on the dorsal surface

(3.2 x 3.1 x 1).
-

. End-cum-side scraper with transversal convex cutting edge; struck from prepared

core with irregular platform (3.2 x 2.7 1.4).

. A very fine flake with concavo-convex sides struck, from prepared core with plain

striking platform (4.9 x 4.6 x1).

_A backed hand axe / chopping tool the cutting edge is formed by bifacially

working; milky quartz (6.8 x 5.5 x 3.8).

_ A convex scraper with partial retouch; struck from prepared core (6.2 x 4 x 3.9).

A convex side scraper with fine retouch on the dorsal surface: it has snapped

platform.

. A convex side scraper.

_ A Levallois flake struck from prepared core, it may be termed flake blade (5.3 x

3.4x 1.1).

_ A transversal convex scraper; the dorsal surface retains cortex (3.7 x 3.5 x 1.1)

. A carinated end scraper (4.9 x 3.4 x 1.4).

. A carinated scraper with retouch, made on core (3.7 x 3.5 x 2.1).

_ A carinated nosed scraper made on core, the retouch is on the left side (5.7 x 4.3 x

2.5).

A canted scraper with bifacial working; shows very lowstriking platform G.7 x

3.2 x 1.4).

_ A complete transversal scraper struck from prepared core (4 x 3.2 x 1.2).

A fine transversal scraper struck from prepared core with prepared striking

platform (3.5 x 2.9 x 1).
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44.

45

46.

47.

48.

49.

A fine exampleoftransversal convex side scraper, it may be termed as a Levallois

flake (4 x 3.1 x 0.9).

A double convex side scraper.

. A convex side scraper, it seems like backed knife (3.9 x 2.9 x 0.9).

42.

43.

Side scraper with retouch onthe dorsal surface (3.5 x 3.1 x 1.5)

A double convex side scraper with marginal retouch or convergent scraper. (4.4 x

3.0x 2).

Double convex side scraper struck from prepared core (5 x 2.8 x 0.9).

A convex side scraper (5.7 x 3.4 x 2.2).

A triangular multiple burin (3.4 x 3. 4 x 0.4).

A Gravettian type borer with thinned base (5.9 x 2.4 x 1.1).

End scraper with shoulder (5.6 x 3.1 x 1.4).

A carinated end scraper (4.9 x 3.7 x 2).

Figure 11 (Ango Gatkai:layer 6).
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12.

A blade with trimmed cutting edges. The striking platform and bulb of percussion

have been removed by oblique truncation from the base (7.3 x 3.2 x 1.1).

A triangular thick backed blade (6.9 x 2.7 x 1.2).

A flake blade (4.6 x 2.6 x 1.3).

An elongated and high ridged prismatic blade (5.1 x 1.2 x 1.3).

A characteristic Middle Palaeolithic flake struck from prepared core; the butt end

has been blunted by retouch;it has incurved cutting edge (6.4 x 3 x 1.6).

A transversal convex end scraper. The bulb ofpercussion has been removed; the

butt end has been thinned down (6 x 5.5 x 1.4).

A side notched tool or spoke-shave, it has curved back (5.8 x 2.1 x 1.8).

A backed blade (4.8 x 2.2 x 0.8).

A convex side scraper with central notch at the cutting edge; partially retouched,

the back has been blunted by faceted flaking (4.5 x 3.2 x 1.3).

A pointed convex side scraper with broken distal end (4 x 4.7 x 0.6).

A backed bladeor knife with cutting edge curvingto thetip ofthe tool, blunted by

retouch (4 x 2.5 x 0.8).

A canted type scraper with the striking platform snapped and the dorsal surface

thinned down;retouched on both sides (4.4 x 3.2 x 1).
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A burin-cum-side scraper made on a Levallois flake (5.5 x 4.1 x 1.6).

Burin made on prepared core;it retains most ofthe cortex (5 x 3.4 x 0.6).

A side scraper struck from prepared core with prepared faceted striking platform;

it has irregular cutting edges (4.9 x 3.2 x 0.6).

A convex side scraper (3.5 x 2.1 x 0.9).

A fine convex side scraper with pronounced basal notch orit is a spoke shave

retouched onthe dorsal surface (3.4 x 3.1 x 0.8).

. A tongue shaped end-cum- side scraper (4.5 x 3.2 x 1.2).

. A convex side scraper retouched with prominent bulb ofpercussion.

. A side struck scraper (4.2 x 3.1 x 1.9).

. A burin dejet (3.5 x 2 x 0.9).

. A flake struck from prepared core.

. A canted type tool (3.5 x 3.5 x 1.3).

. A fine backed knife (4.1 x 2.8 x 0.9).

. A bifacial tanged point (2.7 x2 x 0.8)

. A tanged pointor special burin (4.6 x 2.7 x 2).

_ A convex side scraper with burin edge at the base ofthe striking platform (2 x 2.9

x 0.6).

. A side scraper with broken end (4.5 x 1.3 x 1.3).

. A transversalend scraper like tranchet (4.2 x 3 x 1.5).

A backed knife already found in layer 5 (4.8 x 2.7 x 0.7).

. A multiple tool or awl-burin (5.4 x 5.2 x 1.7).

_A side scraper with thick end, retouched on the dorsal surface (5.5 x 3.5 x 2.2).

A steep retouched convex side scraper (4.3 x 3.3 x 1.5).

._ A Levallois flake (4.5 x 3 x 1.1).

_ A roundscraper struck from prepared core (3.9 x 3.5 x 1.1). ;

. A pointed tool (9 x .3.5 x 0.6)

End-cum-side scraper (4.3 x 2.6 x 1.5).

. A convex side scraper (3.5 x 2.3 x 0.7).

. A single convex side scraper (3.3 x 1.8 x 0.9).

. A double convex side scraper.

. A convergent scraper

. A transversal convex side scraper.

 

  



Figure 12 (Ango Gatkailayer 6: microliths).

Levallois point struck from prepared core with prominent bulb of percussion,

trimmed roughly along the margins (2.4 x 3 x 0.5).

A leaf shaped point ‘struck from prepared core; it shows prepared striking

platform and small bulb ofpercussion, the central ridge on the dorsal surface is

snapped to makeit flatter, well made ( 2.9 x 1.6 x 0.5). :

It is also a point but the left side has been removed, the butt end is thinned for

hafting (2.7 x 1.6 x 0.5).

A small or micro point with prepared striking platform, partially retouched on the

dorsal surface (1.9 x 1.4.x 0.4). :
A Levallois point, the bulb of percussion has been snapped horizontally across the

axis; trimmed on the dorsal surface (2.5 x 2.2 x 0.5).

A tiny tool with the working edge on the distal end making it almost a burin,

retouched on the ventral surface near the tip; central ridge snapped. (1.8 x 0.9 x

0.5).

Microlithic point, end struck it is burin cum-point.(1.7 x 1 x 0.4)

Ventral surface of the above.

A small blade (2.3 x 1.1 x 0.5).

10. A point with low striking platform, utilized (2.5 x 1.7 x 0.7).

. A short flake blade partially retouch ontheleft edge (2.2 x 1.8 x 0.5).

12. A blade with naturally oblique truncationat the distal end, plain striking platform,

the bulb ofpercussionhas slightly been removed (3.4 x 1.9 x 0.5).

A blade with trimmed edge and thinned base (4.3 x 1.5 x 0.5).

14. A micro blade with thin basal end and wide distal end, obliquely truncated at the

base (2.4 x 0.9 x 0.2).

A microlithic convex scraper.

. A blade with pointed proximal end and one of the sides has been notched at the

waist of the tool; retouched on the working edge (3.3 x 1.1 x 0.7).

A Mat blade.

A flake blade struck from prepared core; trimmed along the edges, obliquely

truncated on the proximal end, plain striking platform (3.2 x 1.7 x 0.5).

. A small backed blade (2.2 x 0.8 x 0.3).

A small pointed flake blade.  
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30.

31.

32.

33.
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35

40.

41.

42.

43.

A pointed flake blade (2.1 x 0.9 x 0.2).

. A triangular blade (2.8 x 1.4 x 0.5).

. A blade madeoncrystal quartz (3 x 1.8 x 0.7).

A flake blade (2.9 x 1.7 x 2.6).

. A flake (2.4 x 1.5.x 0.5).

. A backed blade; the butt end has been thinned on the dorsal surface (2.6 x 1.5 x

0.5)

. A triangular backed knife made on milky quartz (3 x 2.2 x 0.7).

. A short backed blade with concave convex cutting edge, with straight truncation

at the proximal end, made on milky quartz (.2.2 x 1.5 x 0.7).

An angular blade (3 x 1.2 x 0.5).

A side struck naturally backed blade;it retains the original cortex, the right side is

snapped to reduce the thickness ofthe tool (3.4 x 1.7 x 0.9).

A backed blade (3.3 x 0.9 x 0.5).

A trapezoidal artefact made on milky quartz. (1.6 x 2.2 x 0.7).

A short blade on milky quartz. (2 x 1.6 x 0.6).

A thin pointed flake struck from prepared core; it resembles the point Soyons (2.8

x 2x 0.5).

A tranchetlike tool with working edge obliquely to the axis of the artefact (3 x 1.8

x 0.7).

_ A blade like tool with concave working edge and burin edgeat the other end (3.1

x 1.9 x 0.6).

A blade like tool with convex cutting edge (2.4 x 1.5 x 0.6).

. A round scraper (2.6 x 2.7 x 0.6).

_ A blade with dihedral prepared striking platform and thin dorsal surface above,it

shows high ridge on the dorsal surface (3.2 x 1.8 x 0.3).

A blade struck from prepared core (3 x 1.7 x 0.5).

A knife with convex side cutting edge and slightly blunted back, it may be called a

bifacial tool because ofthe flaked dorsal surface (4.2 x 2.6 x 1.1).

A pointlike tool with prepared striking platform; it shows very short working

edge on the rightside (2.6 x 1.4 x 0.7).

A double convex side scraper with cortical dorsal surface and the ventral surface

is flaked (2.6 x 1.7 x 0.5).

_ A broken blade (1.9 x 0.8 x 0.3).
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A double convex side scraper with trimmed retouch (2.8 x 1.1 x 0.9).

A short blade (1.9 x 1.6 x 0.6).

A backed blade with notch in the working edge (2.5 x 1.5 x 0.4).

A pointstruck from prepared core with delicate edge trimming(2.4 x 2 x 0.5).

End-cum-single convex side scraper made on triangular Nake, the non-cutting

edgeat the right side shows cortex (3.2 x 1.9 x 0.5).

Oblique-cum-side scraper 2.3 x 1.8 x 0.7 (2.6 x 1.5 x 0.4).

Obliquely truncated blade (2.6 x 1.5 x 0.5).

A double convex side scraper trimmed along the edges (2.9 x 1.9 x 0.4)

 

An oblique end scraper; retouched on the dorsal surface with a burin spall

trimmed onthe left side. It can be compared with no. 30 as above (3.3 x 1.9 x 0.8).

A denticulate flake struck from prepared core (2.6 x 1.9 x 0.2).

A point on milky quartz (2.6 x 1 x 0.7).

_ A convex side scraper with steeply blunted back (4.1 x 2.5 x 1.7).

. A convex side scraper (5.1 x 2.3 x 1.7).

_ A tranchet made on flake, it shows two-beveled cutting edge oblique to the main

axis (3.1 x 2.3 x 0.8).

A tranchet (2.2 x 1.4 x 0.5).

An elongated bore/ awl (3.6 x 0.9 x 0.7).

_ An elongated tool with oblique cutting edge at the distal end (3.7 x 2 x 1.9).

An angular burin made on ablade like flake (3.4 x 1.6 x 1.1).

A side struck end-cum-side scraper (4 x 2.3 x 0.9).

A fine backed knife (4 x 2.1 x 1.3)

A flake tool (3.9 x 2.4 x 0.7).

A very fine tranchet(2.7 x 2.3 x 0.7).

A humped burin on the proximal end (3.3 x 1.4 x 1.4).

A burin-cum-side scraper on a Levallois flake (3.1 x 2 x 0.5.

72. A burin made on milky quartz (2.3 x 1.5 x 0.7).

73

74

75

_ A denticulate (3. 1 x 2.6 x 0.8).

. A fine knife (4.2 x 2.6 x 1.9).

A retouched backed knife (1.8 x 2.4 x 1).  
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Figure 13 (Ango Gatkai: layer 5 Upper Palaeolithic).
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Oblique scraper trimmed; the bulb of percussion and striking platform have been

removed (9 x 4x 6x 2).

A concavo-convex scraper retouched along the margins (9.5 x 5.9 x 2).

A cleaver (10.3 x 7.9 x 2).

A retouched burin-cum-end scraper (6.8 x 4.5 x 1.5).

A primary flake scraper.

A leaf shaped point with retouch on both sides. It has thinned base (6.3 x 3.4 x

2.1):

A thick flake struck from prepared core (8.1 x 4.5 x 1.8).

A backed knife with irregular cutting edge (8.8 x 2.7 x 1.8).

A primary flake (5 x 2.7 x 2).

F}

. A bladelet core or double sided scraper (3.3 x 2.5 x 1.2).

. Awl-cum-double sided scraper (2.6 x 2.4 x 1.5).

. A thick convex side scraper.

A concaveside scraper.

A flake struck from prepared core. (5.5 x 4.5 x 1.4).

. A side scraper (6.1 x 4.5 x 2).

_A denticulate side scraper or flake chopping tool with wide retouch (8.5 x 6.4 x

3.5).

_ A concavo-convex side scraper (8.6 x 5 x 2.3).

A round backed chopper (7.5 x 6.8 x 2.9).

A choppingtool with bifacial working, it is a large convex side scraper (7.3 x 6.6

x 3.4).

. A keel shaped end scraper with marginal retouch.

. A pointed flake tool.

_ A roundscraper or discoidal flake scraper (6 x 5.5 x 1.8).

. A Levallois flake (4.4 x 3.7 x 1.6).

. A backed knife (7.1 x 2.5 x 1.5).

. A pointed tool.

An awl-cum-burin.
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30.

A broad knife (5.2 x 3.5 x 1.3).

Burin-cum-awl (3.9 x 3.3 x 0.9).

A convex side scraper (4.6 x 3.3 x 0.8).

A blade.

Figure 14 (Ango Gatkai: layer 5 Upper Palaeolithic).

>
-

i
A

A
he

C
o

&

A retouched flake with straight convex cutting edge (6 x 2.2 x 0.7.)

A burin scraper (8.1 x 3.5 x 1.2).

A scraperstruck from prepared core.

A flake core (6.2 x 4.4 x 2.9).

A canted scraper (6.1 x 5.1 x 3.6).

A beaked scraper.

A denticulate.

A beaked burin-scraper, the largest piece in the whole series (8.4 x 7 x 2.5).

A round Levallois flake scarper (4.7 x 4.3 x 0.9).

. A flake.

A cleaver (12.9 x 9.9 x 4.5).

Unstruck prepared Levallois core (10.9 x 10.2 x 4.7).

A flake blade truncated at the base (6.4 x 2.1 x 0.6).

A Mousterian type point with thinned base (8.6 x 4.6 x 1.9).

A point with thinned butt end (5 9.5 x 5.3 x 2.6).

A blade with retouched on the margins (10.1 x 3.8 x 2.1).

A double convex side scraper (8.5 x 4.6 x 0.7).

18. A blade like Levallois point (6.2 x 2.6 x 1.2).

A blade (6.4 x 2.3 x 1.3).

_ A blade with concavo-convex cutting edges (6.6 x 3.1 x 1-2).

_ A fabricator(8.5 x 3.6 x 2.4).

_A broad flake blade (6.5 x 3.8 x 1.6).

. An awl with broken tip (5 x 3.5 x 1.3).

A tanged point (11.4 x 4.7 x 1.3).

_ A characteristic well-shaped point (Tagarian) with thinned base (5.4 x 1.7 x 0.5).

A blade obliquely truncated at the distal end (7.6 x 2.7 x 1.4).

. The largest blade in the whole series of the Upper Palaeolithic industry (11.4x 5x

2.4).

 

 



Figure 15 (Ango Gatkai: layer 5 Upper Palacolithic).
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a A Levallois flake (9.9 x 5.x 1.3).

A carinated umbrella type scraper (6.1 x 5.9 x 3.1).

A carinated end scraper (4.6 x 3.4 x 2).

A beaked burin characteristic of the Upper Palacolithic tool in this part ofthe

world (6.7 x 4.6 x 1.7).

A carinated end scraper (4.2 x 4.1 x 1.1).

An awl(4.1x 3.4.x 1.1).

End scraper (3.5 x 3.2 x 0.6).

An awl(5.9 x 4.6 x 1.1).

. A Levallois flake (3.7 x 3.1 x 1.1).

An awl(4.8 x 3.9 x 2.7).

. A carinated scraper (5 x 3.2 x 2.4).

. A side scraper with the original cortex on the dorsal surface (3.6 x 2.3 x 0.6).

. A scraper (3.6 x 2.3 x 0.6).

. Apoint (3.8 x 2.8 x 1.1).

. A cortical flake (6 x 3.9 x 1.1).

. End scraper (3.2 x 2.8 x 1.1).

. A burin (2.5 x 2.4 x 1.1).

A blade (4.6 x 1.3 x 0.4).

. A carinated scraper (5.5 x 4.6 x 2.8).

. A pointlike blade (4.1 x 2.1 x 1).

A burin (3.5 x 2.7 x 0.7). é

. Aknife (4.3 x 3.2 x 0.8).

A scraper.

End scraper (5.7 x 3.6 x 1.3).

. A beaked burin (8.9 x 6.9 x 2.5).

. A burin (8 x 3.4 x 1.3).

. A naviform type point.  
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Figure 16 (Ango Gatkai: layer 5 Upper Palaeolithic).
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A large flake struck from prepared core. (8.3 x 7.8 x 1.6).

A thick convex side scraper made on quartz. (8.3 x 7.3 x 3.9).

A bifacially worked flake with irregular outline (10.6 x 7.4 x 2.7).

Chopping tool made on reddish chert stone. It has bifacially worked cutting

edge (6.4 x 7.4 x 3).

A scraper.

A short stout convex side scraper (3.7 x 4.8 x 2.7).

7. A round scraper struck from core by bipolar technique as it shows two bulbar

10.

i.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17;

18.

19.

20.

scars on the distal and butt ends; partially retouched along the margins (3.2 x

2.8 x 1.2). :

A typical burin (4 x 3.2 x 0.9).

A fake struck fromprepared core.

A side struck convex side scraper with partial retouch along the working edge

(7.1 x 4.9 x 1.8).

A backed knife retouched along the working edge (4.8 x 2.5 x 1.5).

A backed knife with longitudinally curved cutting edge, retouched and marks

ofuse are visible (4.2 x 2.1 x 0.8).

A retouched knife or straight side scraper (5.2 x 3.5 x 1.2).

A convex side scraper with step retouch (5.5 x 3.5 x 1.2).

This tool resembles the Mousterian point; it is retouched on the margins (4.5 x

3xa

 

A bifacially worked flake struck from prepared core. It may be called a

denticulate scraper with snapped striking platform (4.7 x 3.5 x 1-1).

A broad end scraper struck from prepared core with bold retouch (3.4 x 3.9 x

0.9).

A triangular flake with rather concave cutting edge (5.7 x 3.8 x 1.4).

A beaked flake struck from prepared core; such type is also found in the

Tango Nao collection. It is side struck with prominent bulb of percussion, it

shows straight and concave cutting edge.

_ A very steep flake with narrowdistal end orit is nosed scraper with retouch

carried out alongthe high ridge ofthe keel (5.1 x 2.8 x 1.3).

 



22. A convex side scraper made on a core ofgreenish chert with a central keel

crossing the centre. The tool is irregularly retouched. The bulb ofpercussion

has been removed by snapping (5 x 5.1 x 1.9).

23. A nosed end-cum-side scraper made on greenish chert (4 x 3.6 x 1.3).

24. End-cum-convex side scraper (4 x 3.4 x 1.2).

25. A thick carinated scraper with convex cutting edge and irregular wide retouch

(4.9 x 4.3 x 2.3).

26. A wide blade with backed side and slightly convex cutting edge;it is struck on

the distal end with prominent bulb ofpercussion.

26b. A flat nosed scraper made onprepared Levallois core (7 x 5.2 x 1.2).

27. A canted type scraper (3.6 x 2.9 x 1.1).

28. A double convex side scraper (3.5 x 2.2 x 0.7).

29. End scraper with irregular cutting edge, struck from prepared core (3.3 x 2.9 x

0.7).

30. A carinated scraper.

31. Nosed scraper made oncore .It is partially retouched by taking burin spalls to

the keel ofthe tool, very fresh (3.3 x 2.7 x 1.6).

32. A round carinated scraper with bold retouch toward the topofthe tool (4.6 x

3.9 x 2.5).

33. A very steep keel shaped carinated tool with upward retouch, umbrella type,

found in the Aurignacian of Western Europe (3.8 x 3.6 x 2.5).

34. A convex side scraper with frontal end retouch by bold technique (4.4 x 4.7 x

22).

35. A thick flake scraper with bold retouch; the striking platform and bulb of

percussion has been removed (4.3 x 3.4 x 1.3).

36. A borer/awl-cum-end scraper on milky quartz.(4.6 x 3.5 x 1.3)

37. A straight-o-convex side scraper struck from a very crude chert with bold

retouch (5.9 x 4.4 x 1.6).

38. A burin (4x 3 x1).

39. A thick scraper with bold retouch (6.2 x 4.7 x 1.7).

40. A characteristic Upper Palaeolithic blade with very tiny bulb of percussion

and striking platform. It shows very smooth ventral surface. It is obliquely

truncated at the distal end (6.3 x 2.5 x 0.5).

41, A lame a crete (7.3 x 3.1 x 1).

 

 



42. A backed blade (S.x.5 x 0.6).

43. A broad transversal burin or end scraper with very sharp cutting edge. It is like

the Mousterian tranchet (3.6 x .2 x 0.7).

44. A burin (4.1 x 3.2 x 1.3).

45. A multiple scraper with straight, concave and convex cutting edge (7 x 4.4 x

1.5).

46. A scraper with straight and convex cutting edge (6.9 x 5.1 x 1.5).

47. An end scraper made onblade like Levallois flake, it has obliquely transversal

cutting edge with retouch on the dorsal surface (4.3 x 2.1 x 0.7).

48. A double ended tranchet (5.8 x 2.7 x 1.5).

49. A carinated beaked scraper (5 x 3.4 x 2.2).

50. A thick backed knife with convex cutting edge and notched at the centre (5 x

3.4.x 2.2).

51. An end-cum-side scraper (4.1 x 2.8 x 1.4).

$2. An oval shaped scraper with prominentbulb of percussion; it seems to have

formed by bipolar technique (4.7 x 3.5 x 0.7).

Figure 17 (Ango Gatkai: layer 5 Upper Palaeolithic).

&
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A burin (5.7 x 2.4 x 1.2).

A specialized form of burin perhaps noted for thefirst time at Ango Gatkai layer

§: the burin is formed by the beveling ofthe two sides to oblique burin edge (4.6 x

2.1 x 1.5).

A typicalburin (5 x 2.6 x 1.5). z

A burin with transversal cutting edge formed by tapering the twosides to the

cutting edge (4.6 x 2 x 1.1).

Anotherburin oblique to the main axis ofthe tool; it is a double burin on the same

distal end (3.7 x 2 x 1.5).

A curved burin with very narrow burin cutting edge at the remote distal end (3.9 x

1.4.x 1.5).

A typical burin with beaked distal end (3.4 x 1.5 x 1.0).

A burin made ona slenderical flake (4.2 x 1.3 x 2.1).

Burin-cum-straightside scraper (4.8 x 1.5 x 1.0).

10. A multiple burin (2.8 x 2.2 x 0.7).

11. A burin (4 .8 x 1.3 x 0.9).  
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13.

14.

A burin simple dihedral (3.5 x 2.2 x 0.6).

Oblique burin (3.6 x 1.8 x 1.6).

A beaked burin like end scraper made on Levallois flake with faceted striking

platform (3.1 x 3.4 x 0.8).

. A double burin (3.2 x 3.6 x 0.8).

. A fine double burin ((4.2 x 3.5 x 0.7).

. A convex side scraper (4.5 x 3.3 x 0.6).

_ A burin broken atthe tip (4.2 x 2.2 x 0.5). ,

. A burin on triangular Levallois flake.

. A'small double straight scraper, dihedral proximal end (2.7 x 1.6 x 0.7).

. An oblique scraper with short cutting edge resembling a burin; it is retouched

inversely.

. A trapezoidal type ofthin flake, utilized (3 x 2.7 x 0.5).

. A side struck end-cum-side scraper retouched along the margins (2.3 x 1.8 x 0.5).

. End-cum-convex side scraper (3.2 x 1.9 x 0.5).

. A tinystraight and transversalscraper (2.1 x 1.5 x 0.4).

. A small retouched side scraper (2.2 x 1.4 x 0.4).

. A knife with straight blunted back; the cutting edge is curving toward the tip at the

distal end, trimmed atthe margin (5.5 x 2.5 x 1.3).

. A transversal end scraper (3.7 x 2.9 x 1.3).

. Busque-cum-scraper (3.2 x 1.7 x 0.9).

. A denticulate flake with an awl end (4.2 x 2.2 x 0.6).

. An awl with broken tip (3.3 x 1.9 x 0.7).

. An awl with thick backed body (2.6 x 1.8 x 1.2).

. An awl-cum-convex side scraper with trimmed retouch at the shoulder (3.3 x 2.2 x

0.7).

. Bifacially worked awl (3.8 x 2.5 x 1.3).

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

An clongated awl(4.7 x 2.4 x 0.7).

A double convex scraper.

Burin on milky quartz (2.3 x 2 x 1.2).

An clongated burin on milky quartz with transverse working edge (4.2 x 3 x 1.2).

An umbrella type round or keeled scraper (2.5 x 2.2 x 0.2).

A specialized type ofblade tool (3.5 x 1.7 x 0.6).

A bifacially worked point, theleft side is very sharp (3.3 x 1.8 x 0.9).

 

 



46.

47.

48.

49.

m1

A multiple burin-cum-convex side scraper (2.8 x 2.4 x 1.2).

no. is not available.

. A beaked blade (4.2 x 2.2 x 1.0).

. A flake struck from prepared core with half of the platform is removed (4 x 3.2 x

0.4).

A knife (4.8 x 2.4 x 0.8).

End struck backed knife prepared by the removal of seven flakes along the side;

small bulbar scar with diffused ripples (3.6 x 2.3 x 0.9).

A pointed backed knife retouched along the working edge (3.4 x 2.3 x 1.1).

A single convex side scraper with a notch on the ventral surface in the working

edge; it resembles the D-shaped Mousterian of the Western Europe (5.8 x 3.5 x

1.9).

. A single convex side scraper with a small concavity in the middle of the working

edge (5.1 x 2.6 x 2).

. Similar to no. 27; it bears trimmed retouch; the back is formed by the removal of

small flakes (5.7 x 2.9 x 1.3).

An end-cum-double convex side scraper, retouched all along the margin (5.5 x 3.6

x 1.8).

A Levallois blade; partially retouched on the margins; broken at the tip, snapped

striking platform (6.8 x 3.7 x 1.2).

. A convex side scraper (5.8 x 4.3 x 2.0).

$$. A convex side scraper struck from prepared core (6.5 x 4.2 x 1.3).

._ A convex side scraper, with a dimple on the dorsal surface or deep negative scar

to hold the thumb, snapped platform a characteristic of the Mousterian scraper (6

x 4.4x1.4).

7. A concaveside scraper with step retouch (4.6 x 3.2 x 0.9).

. A rectangular transversal scraper also found in layers 6 and 7 with sharp cutting

edge (3 x 3.2 x 1.7).

 

_ A point Soyons type broken, with faceted striking platform (4.4 x 3.2 x 1.0).

61 A double convex side scraper, retouched along the margins (4.4 x 2.4 x 0.9).

. Ventral view ofthe above.

Straight side scraper with a notch at the distal end, utilized.  
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64 and 65. A pointed tool with convergent marginal working edge, the proximal end has

thinned down (4.3 x 3.1 x 0.9).

66-67.Acanted scraper struck from discoidal core with snapped dihedral platform (4.9 x

4.1 x 2.2).

69. A canted scraper with convex cutting edge, retouched along the margins (4.5 x 3.8 x

1).

70. A convex side scraper with prepared striking platform. 4.7 x 3.5 x 0.9).

71. A sub-triangular scraper with bold retouch on the distal end (3.8 x 2.8 x 1.0).
72. Almost round scraper/or convex side scraper made on thin blade flake such type of

tools are referred to as raclettes by the French in literature (5.2 x 4.2 x 1.8).

73. A canted scraper broken at the tip, it has thick back with beveled side tapering

towards the edge, marginal retouch (3.2 x 3.4 x 1.7).

74. A blade retouched, obliquely truncated at the distal and proximal ends (5.5 x 2.4 x 1.1).

75. A tanged point, the butt has been thinned down (3.8 x 2.4 x 1.4)

76. A fan shaped or round denticulate scraper (3.8 x 3.3 x 1.0).

Figure. 18 (Ango Gatkai: layer 5 Upper Palaeolithic).

i. A blade with fine retouch along the margins. The central high ridge has been

smooth by taking snapped slivers prepared striking platform, broken at the tip (3.9

x 2.5 x 0.7).

w
e A double convex side scraper with very fine trimming of the margins (4.9 x 24x

1.1).

3. A wide blade with marginal trimming(3.2 x 2.4 x 0.6).

A blade flake with straight and curved cutting edge (3.6 x 1.9 x 0.4).

A blade with broken tip (4.4 x 1.8 x 0.6).

A blade flake with thinned base (3.9 x 2.1 x 0.5).

7. A blade flake with irregular outline and trimmed cutting edge; a small bulbar scar

at the proximal end (3.4 x 1.8 x 0.5).

$. 8 A backed blade with the cutting edge is slightly curving to the tip ofthe tool (3.7

x 1.7x 0.5).

9. A blade flake (3.6 x 2.4 x 0.6).

o
o
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13

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

. A knife (3.5 x 2.2 x 5.2).

2 AEeeee

. A short knife (3.6 x 2.3 x 0.6).

. A convex side scraper (2.9 x 2.7 x 0.7).

23. A short knife (3.2 x 2 x 0.5).

. A convex side scraper (3.2 x 1.6 x 0.8).

. A backed knife with very sharp cutting edge, the back has been blunted by

35.
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A blade;obliquely truncated at the proximal end with the removal ofthe bulbar
sear (4.8 x 1.8 x 0.5).

A scraper with straight and convex sides; the bulb ofpercussion has been removed

(3.8 x 2.2 x 0.9).

A very thin blade with edge trimmed (4.2 x 2.1 x 0.3).

A short T-shaped blade (2.2 x 1.7 x 0.2).

A blade with concavecutting edge (2.7x 2.1 x 0.4). Z

A backed blade with concavo-convex cutting edge, the back is blunted by
trimming(3.9 x 2 x 0.6).

A Levallois bladeflake (3.6 x 2.1 x 1).

A sharp backed blade (4.3 x 2.2 x 0.7).

A knife.

trimming twoflakes.

A blade with trimmed edges; the bulb of percussion has been removed; it shows

ripples on the ventral surface (3.8 x 1.3 x 0.5).

7. A blade with pointed distal end it has steep central ridge on the dorsal surface (2.4

x 1.3 x 0.3).

. A blade (2.3 x 1.7 x 0.8).

. A blade truncated obliquely at the distal end (3.3 x 1.6 x 0.8).

. A blade with concave convex edge (3.3 x1.6 x 0.4)

. A blade (3 x 1.5 x 0.8).

. A blade (2.8 x 2 x 0.4).

. A blade.

. A blade knife the striking platform is obliquely truncated; it resembles the

Mousterian point (3.5 x 2.2 x 0.8).

A blade with broad convex distal end and narrow butt end (3.1 x 1.7 x 0.5).
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Anovate type of double convex side scraper with irregular bold retouch and cdgc

trimmed (2.6 x 1.8 x 0.5).

. A short broad blade with a domical dorsal surface struck from prepared core, the

bulb of percussion has been removed (3.2 x 2.2 x 0.9).

. An elongated blade with straight sides, it can be used an end scraper and burin (4

x 2.1 x 0.8).

. A tranchet like tool with transversal cutting end, both sides of the tool are blunted

by trimming (3.2 x 1.7 x 0.9).

. A burin with notchatthe Ieft side (3.3 x 1.4 x 0.6).

. A concave blade with the back curving to the tip ofthe tool (3.3 x 1.4 x 0.6).

End-cum-double convex side scraper, the butt end is thinned (4.1 x 2.4 x 0.5).

. A thin blade (3.7 x 1.8 x 0.5).

A convex side scraper struck from prepared platform (3.3 x 2.2 x 0.30.

A thick transversal end scraper with fine frontal retouch (3.8 x 2.7 x 0.9).

. A point with round base and trimmed edges (3.5 x 2.6 x 1).

7. A point with thinned base (3 x 2.3 x 0.6).

. A point with thinned butt end (4.2 x 2.3 x 0.8).

It is similar to no.47 (.3.2 x 2.2 x 0.6).

1. A short Levallois flake (3.2 x 2.9 x 0.9).

. A Levallois point with edge trimmed (4.4 x 1.3 x 1).

_ A Levallois point with the butt end thinned down on the dorsal surface (3.7 x 3.5 x

0.9).

. With the same description as the above (4.1 x 2.9 x 0.8).

. A double convex side scraper (4.4 x 2.4 x 0.9).

A characteristic Upper Palaeolithic tool with concavo-convex sides, the tool is

broader at the distal end (4.5 x 2.5 x 0.7).

. A blade with trimmed butt end (4.2 x 2.2 x 0.7).

A- small Mousterian point made on milky quartz with prominent bulb of

percussion (2.7 x 1.7 x 0.8).

. A double narrow ended scraper (4 x 1.8 x 0.8).

. A backed blade (3.1 x 1.8 x 0.9).

. A broken blade (3.6 x 2.9x0.8).

. A small blade with obliquely truncated end (2.7 x 2.1 x 0.7). 
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65.

A small thin flake struck from prepared core (2.3 x 1.6 x 0.4).

As above (2.6 x 1.5 x 0.8).

A point with very sharp sides, thick at the butt end and thin at the tip (4 x 1.8 x

0.6).

A point with thinned base (3.1 x 1.4 x 0.6).

A double convex sided scraper broken at the tip (4.4 x 3 x 1.1).

A pointed tool with basal thinningofthe butt (4 x 2.4 x 0.6).

A tanged point (4.7 x 2.9 x 0.8).

70. A pointed tool with wide beaked narrowdistal end (5 x 2.9 x 0.8).

’1. A concavo-convex side scraper, retains the original cortex on the right side (3 x

2.4 x 0.6)

. A characteristic Upper Palaeolithic knife.

A characteristic Upper Palaeolithic nosed type scraper with marks of use (3.5 x

1.1 x 0.6).

. As above (3.6 x2.9 x 0.7).

A thick flake with notched end scraper and burin ends (4.1 x 2.6 x 1).

A blade flake (3.5 x 2.6 x 0.6).

7. As above (3.3 x 2.4 x 0.8).

A knife (3.4 x 1.8 x 0.8).

End scraper with transversal cutting edge (3.3 x 3.1 x 0.6).

A backed knife (3.7 x 2.2 x 1.2).

Figure 19 (Ango Gatkai: layer 4 Upper Palaeolithic).
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End-cum-side scraper on a blade like flake (9.8 x 3.5 x 2.4).

A flat nosed Levallois flake (8.4 x 4.9 x 1.8).

A convex side scraper (6.7 x 3.7 x 1).

A concaveside backed blade (8.4 x 4.2 x 1.9).

A thick flake (7.7 x 5.6 x 1.7).

A convex side scraper (5.6 x 3.9 x 1.3).

A bifacial naviform type point (6.9 x 3.5 x 2.2).

A thick scraper (6 x 4.6 x 2).

A round type ofscraper (6.6 x 4.8 x 2.1).

End-cum-side scraper (7.5 x 5.1 x 1.9).

A thick scraper (6.7 x 4.8 x 2.6).  



12. A flake (7.3 x 5.8 x 3.2).

13. A cortical side scraper (8.3 x 4.8 x 1.8).

14. A carinated scraper (6.5 x 4.6 x 2.2).

iS. A burin (4.2 x 2.3 x 1.9).

16. An end notched scraper (7.1 x 3.9 x 7).

17. A burin blade (5.7 x 2.7 x 2).

18. A Levallois flake (5.1 x 2.7 x 0.4). 7

19. A fan shaped scraper.

20. A side scraper (6.3 x 4.1 x 2.2).

21. A notched scraper (5.6 x 4.3 x 1.5).

22. A best example ofleafshaped point (7.6 x 3.8 x 1.4).

23. A point (6.2 x 3.7 x 1.4).

24. A point (5.9 x 3.3 x 0.9).

25. A beaked scraper (5.5 x 3.7 x 1.4).

26. A knife (4.2 x 2.4 1.1).

27. A thick tool (6.8 x 5.2 x 2.5).

28. A flat nose shaped scraper (4.1 x 2.9 x 0.8).

29. A blade (6.7 x 2.7 x 1.7).

30. A thick scraper (4.5 x 4.6 x 2).

Figure 20 (Ango Gatkai: layer 4 Upper Palaeolithic).

1. A big chopper made on chert nodule (11.2 x 7.3 x 4.3).

A flake chopper, it means that the tool shows a large flake scar on the ventral

surface. It shows large number of flake scars on the dorsal surface near the

margins,it is like a biface tool or hand axe (11 x 8.2 x 4.9).

A trapezoidal type of hand axe with transversal convex cutting edge. The cutting

edge is formed by converging of the two beveled surfaces with thick back (10.5 x

6.2 x 4.6).

This tool resembles a tortoise core but; it exhibit marks of use; it is plano-convex in

h
e

w
e

oy

cross section (9 x 6.2 x 3.2)

A heavy cleaver with bifacial flaking along the cutting edge; still retains most of

the original cortex (10.2 x 9.7 x 5).
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6a. The largest flake which may be termed as Clactonian flake; the dorsal surface

shows one negative scar with great portion of cortex and the ventral surface is

formed by the removal ofa large flake(12.9 x 6.9 x 3.3).

6b. A canted scraper encrusted with lime and clay (8.2 x 6.7 x 5).

6c. A flake struck from prepared core (8.1 x 5.8 x 1.7).

7. A blade like flake with oblique distal end and left side working edge (3.6 x 2.3 x

0.5).

8. A pointed blade flake with distal tip broken; both sides form the working edge (3.7

x 2.3 x 0.5).

9. A pointed flake blade with prepared striking platform ((7 x 2.6 x 0.9).

10. A backed prismatic type blade with tiny bulb ofpercussion (4.8 x 1.5 x 0.7).

1. A tool resembling a small hand axe with bifacial Making and pointed distal end, it

is encrusted with lime and clay (8.4 x 5.3 x 4.2).

12. A triangular flake struck from unprepared core (8.8 x 6 x 2.6).

13. A large crescent type or lunate type of scraper with convex cutting edge. The

platform is at right angle to the axis of the tool, cortex is found on the dorsal

surface.

14. A triangular flake struck from prepared core (8.5 x 4.2 x 1.9).

15. Oblique triangular scraper (8.2 x 9 x 1.7).

16. A flake struck from prepared core with prepared platform; the basal end has been

thinned by removing or snapping a single flake, it shows irregular margins (6.7 x

5.7 x 1.5).

17. Flake struck from prepared core (6.7 x .7 x 1.5).

18. A convex side scraper struck from prepared (6.5 x 3.9 x 1.3).

19. A naturally straight backed blade or knife (5 x 5.2 x 1.3).

20 A single convex side scraper (6.3 x 3.4 x 2).

21. A convergent scraper (5.4 x 3.6 x 1.1).

22. A sub-triangular transversal convex scraper struck from prepared core; it shows

prepared striking platform (2.8 x 2.7 x 0.8).

24. A prismatic blade with naturally blunted back and concave working edge, the

basal end has been thinned down (5.7 x 2 x 0.9).

25. A convex side scraper struck from prepared core; the back is formed by the

removal oftwoflakes, utilized (4.6 x 2.6 x 1.3).

26. A pointed tool; the butt end has thinned by down, utilized) (4.3 x 1.9 x 1).
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An end-cum-side scraper (4.2 x 4 x 1.5)

A blade flake struck from prepared core (S x 3.8 x 0.7 x 2).

A blade like flake struck from prepared core.

A bladelike flake (3.8 x 1.8 x 1.2).

A small blade flake (2.9 x 2.3 x0.5).

A burin (3.6 x 2.4 x 1.1).

Figure 21 (Qulgai Mitai rock shelters Upper Palaeolithic)
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4.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

A convex side scraper made on primary flake; retains most of the cortex on the

dorsal surface, only the ventral surface is flaked (7.5 x 4.4 x 2.2).

A concavo-convex side scraper (5.4 x 2.6 x 1.3).

A blade flake.

A Levallois flake turned into end-cum-side scraper with snapped striking platform

(5.1.x 4.2 x 2).

A retouched convex side scraper; it resembles the Mousterian side scraper struck

from discoidalcore (4.1 x 3.8 x 1.5).

A nose shaped scraper (5.8 x 3.4 x 1.8).

A carinated scraper with steep retouch culminating on the top of the keel (4.9 x

3.1 x 2.8).

A retouched round scraper, notched at the base (3.5 x 3.5 x 0.9).

A semicircular flat convex side scraper (3.6 x 3 x 0.9).

A canted scrape struck from discoidal core (3.9 x 3.1 x 1.2).

A bifacially worked Mousterian discoidal core with centrally directed flaking

scars; all flakes are chipped towards the centre (6.7 x 5.1 x 2.4)

_ A flat nosed end scraper with keel in the middle across the main axis (4.9 x 2.9 x

1.8).

A flat blade (4.2 x 2.4 x 0.6).

A blade retouched round the distal end (4.7 x 2.5 x 1.0).

End-cum-side scraper with deep flaking scar on the dorsal surface (5.5 x 2.9 x

1.1).

A broken blade, trimmed at the distal end (4 x 2.2 x 0.7).

A flake with domical surface (4.7 x 2.4 x 0.9).

A wide blade (5.3 x 3.6 x 0.6).

A pointed tool.
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20. A prismatic blade with deep notch at the base (6.2 x 2 .8 x 2.5).

21. A retouched flat blade broken at the distal end (4.5 x 2.5 x 0.7).

22. A backed knife (5.7 x 3 x 1.5).

23. A backed knife (4.1 x 3 x 0.7).

24. A flake blade (4.1 x 3 x 0.7).

25. A retouched pointwith the butt end has thinned down (3.9 x 2.2 x 0.6).

26. A high ridged prismatic blade with bevel truncation; used (4.1 x 1.8 x 1).

27. A broken blade (3.3 x 1.7 x 0.8).

28. A blade with thinned base (3.2 x 1.7 x 0.6).

29. A limace with thebutt end has thinned down (6.6 x 1.8 x 1.2).

30. A Levallois point (5.8 x 3.8 x 1.6).

31. A point (5.1 x 4x 1.8).

32. A slightly tanged point (4.7 x 3.5 x 1.4).

33. A point with base thinned down (4.5 x 2 x 1.1).

34. A Mousterian point (4 x 2.6 x 1.2).

35. A retouched point (2.8 x 2.2 x 2.1).

36. A double burin (5.3 x 1.9 x 2).

37. A Mousterian type point(3.7 x 2.8 x 1.3).

38. A backed knife (3.6 x 2.7 x 0.9)

39. A backed retouched knife (3.5 x 1.8 x 1).

40. A retouched convex side scraper (3.5 x 3 x 1).

41. A bladelet core or round scraper (2.6 x 2.6 x 0.8).

42. A lunate (3 x1.9 x 0.8).

43. A triangular geometric Levallois flake.

44. A scraper (2 .7 x 1.4x 0.7)

45. A point (.4 x 1.4.x 0.7).

46. A double burin (5.4 x 2.7 x 1.6).

Figure 22 (Lower Chagai Inzarai Smast: rock shelter Upper Palaeolithic)

A nosed shape scraper on milky quartz (3.9 x 2.2 x 1.7.)  
End scraper on core ofquartz (4.4 x 2.3 x 2).

A carinated end scraper (4.1 x 2.6 x 1.7).

A bifacial end scraper (4.8 x 3 x 2.2).

_ A parrot beak scraper (4.8 x 4 x 1).

A transversal scraper (3.6 x 3.9 x 0.7).
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?. A burin (4.4 x 2.2 x 0.7)

8. A double convex or convergent scraper (3.9 x 3 x 0.6).

9%. A thick scraper (4.5 x 3.2 x 1.9).

10. A point.

11. A broken Levallois flake (6.2 x 5.8 x 1.0).

12. A scraper (5.1 x 3.6 x 1.2).

13. A scraper (3.9 x 2.2 x 1.1).

14. A burin (5.3 x 4.1 x 1.5).

15. A point.2.8 x 2 x 0.4)

16. A tranchet.

17. A blade onflint (3.6 x 1.2 x 0.5).

18. A convex side scraper on quartz also found in layer 5 Ango Gatkai.

19. An exhausted bladelet core.

20. A transversal convex side scraper (4.5 x 3.3 x 1.2).

(Chinar Smast: rock shelter Upper Palaeolithic).

21. End carinated scraper (4.8 x 2.5 x 2.2).

22. A canted scraper (4.3 x 3.4 x 1.3).

23. A burin-cum-scraper (4.5 x 3.4 x 1.3).

24. A burin-cum-side scraper (4.5 x 3 x 1.8).

25. A point (3.5 x 1.9 x 0.8).

26. A beaked flake (4.7 x 2.3 x 1.1).

27. End-cum-convex side scraper (4.5 x 2.4 x 1.6).

28. A Levallois flake (4.1 x 2.9 x 2.5).

29. A point (6 x 2.9 x 2.5).

30. A scraper (2.5 x 2.3 x 1.1).

31. A flake core.

2. A flake (3.2 x 2.7 x 1.2).

33. A side struck flake.

34. A flake scraper (2.9 x 2.3 x 0.8).

35. A blade with burindistal end.

36. A double scraper (2.8 x 1.9 x 0.5).

37. A scraper.

38. A point (3.4 x 2.2 x 0.7).

39. A Levallois flake (3.1 x 2.4.x 1.1).  



 

40

41

42

43

aa

45

46

47

48

49.

$0

$1.

$2

$3.

$4

61

A backed blade trimmed along the working edge (5.2 x 3 .9 x 1).

A Levallois type of Make (6.3 x 5.2 x 1.4).

A notched bladelike tool (4.9 x 2.7 x 1.2).

A flat nosed end scraper (5.9 x 4.4 x 1.2).

A point (3 x 2 x 0.6).

A Levallois type flake scraper (3.2 x 2.9 x 0.6).

As above (3.2 x 2.8 x 0.7).

A side struck scraper (2.2 x 1.7 x 0.5).

A transversal convex scraper (1.8 x 1.9 x 0.6).

End-cum-transversal scraper (4.4 x 2.5 x 1.1).

End-cum-side scraper (3.6 x 2.4 x 1.3).

A Levallois burin broken at the tip (3.2 x 2.8 x 0.9).

A point on quartz (2.9 x 2.4 x 0.9).

A convex scraper (2.7 x 2.1 x 0.7).

A double burin (4.4 x 1.8 x 0.7).

A flake scraper (3.2 x 2.5 x 0.8).

A thick side scraper on quartz (3.4 x 2.5 x 1.3).

7. A burin-cum-side scraper (4.6 x 2.2 x 1.3).

A thin blade (3.9 x 1 x 0.5).

A burin (2.4.x 1.8 x 0.5))

A point (2.6 x 1.2 x 0.7).

A flat blade (2.3 x 1.4.x 0.4).

62. A thin point

63 A short bladelet.

Figure 23 (Sara Smast: rock shelter Upper Palaeolithic)

w
e

A Levallois type flake made into convex sides scraper; trimmed alongthe cutting

edge (5.9 x 3.7 x 1.).

A single convex side scraper trimmed at the cutting edge. The back is blunted by

retouch (4.9 x 3 x 1.5).

A burin pointstruck from prepared core with the butt thinned (3.9 x 2.2 x 0.8).

A point with unifacial trimming at the butt end; retouched along the margins on

the dorsal surface (3.7 x2 .2 x 1).

A backed point finely retouched at the working edge (3.1 x 1.9 x 1).

 

 



A scraper with concave convex cutting edges (3.9 x 2.1 x 0.9).

A small point with retouch on the left side; the base has been thinned (3.1 x 1.6 x

0.9).

A backed knife with convex cutting working edge (3.3 x .1 x 0.5).

Retouched convex side scraper (4.7 x 2.5 x 1.7).

A point with bifacially thinned butt and burin edge at the distal end (5.2 x 3.5 x

LS) i

A multiple tool—burin, spoke shave and side scraper. It is finely retouched (4.4 x

3.6% 1,5);

2. A nosed scraper (5.9 x 4.4 x 2.8).

. A flat nosed scraper (6.3 x 4.7 x 2).

A bifacially worked scraper with irregular cutting edge and naturally backed side

(6.1 x 3.9 x 1.8).

A carinated nosed scraper (3.5 x 2.5 x 2).

. A bifacially worked round or umbrella type scraper (3.2 x 2.9 x 1.7).

A convex side scraper (3 x 3.1 x 1.3).

A carinated end scraper with lamellar retouched to the keel (3.9 x 2.9 x 2.1).

Tongue shaped end scraper (4.1 x 3.8 x 1).

0. Double convex side scraper (3.7 x 2.5 x 0.7).

Double convex scraper (3.3 x 3.5 x 1.5).

Retouched convergent scraper (3.8 x 3 x 1.3).

End scraper on a cortical flake (4.3 x 3.5 x 1.7).

A flake blade with marginal retouched (4 x 2.4 x 1).

A flat flake blade (4.2 x 2.9 x 0.7).

A blade (4.5 x 2.1 x 0.8).

7. Angle burin (2.9 x 1.3 x 1).

Notched tool.

A notched flake.

A thick scraper (3.8 x 3.x 1 .3).

Burin (3.1 x .4.x 0.9).

32. Burin on thedistal end (3.2 x 1.7 x 1.9).

33. Double convex side scraper (3.2 x 2.6 x 0.3).

34. A nosed end scraper (2.1 x 1.5 x 0.7).

35. Double convex side scraper. (2.4 x 1.3 x 0.7).   
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37

38

39.

40.

A point with thin base (2.4 x 1.3 x 0.7).

Lunate side struck (3.1 x 1.5 x 0.7).

A small convex side scraper (2.1 x 1.3 x 0.5)

A-tranchet (1.8 x 1.1 x 1.1).

A side struck lunate (2 x 1.6 x 0.4).

Figure 24 (Musa Kamar: Mesolithic).
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A double oblique scraper (5.6 x 3.4 x 1.4).

An clongated end scraper (5.8 x 3 x 1).

Anoval shaped convergent scraper (4.5 x 2.9 x 1.2).

A carinated scraper (4.5 x 2.4 x 2).

A point retouched on the ventral surface (3.6 x 3.2 x 1.3).

A flake blade broken atthe tip (3.6 x 2.8 x 0.8).

A blade with round distal end and ridged at the centre (3.8 x 1.6 x 1).

As above (2.8 x 1.4 x 0.6).

A blade with double convex sides (3 x 1.4 x 0.6).

A blade (2.5 x 1 x 0.8).

A point with thinned butt (2 x 1.3 x 0.5).

. A blade (2.6 x 1.4 x 0.6).

. A bladelet.

A trapeze (2.5 x 2.6 x 1.1).

A bladelet (2.3 x 1.3 x 0.5).

. End scraper with thick front.

. The smallest nosed scraper (2.1 x 1.3 x 0.8).

_ A rough triangular scraper (1.9 x 1.7 x 0.6).

. A lunate (1.9 x 1.5 x 0.5).

A short blade.

A side scraper

A convex side scraper.

A bladelet truncated at the distal end (1.7 x 1.3 x 0.6).  



. A burin (2.6 x 1.3 x 0.7).

A lunate (2.5 x 1.4x 0.6).

. A tranchet (2.5 x 1.9 x 1.3).

A flake (2 x 1.5 x 1.2)

28. A burin-cum-awl with wide back body (3.3 x 2.5 x 0.9).

. Asmall double scraper (2 x 1.5 x 0.7).

A convex side scraper (1.7 x 1.6 x 0.8).

_A flake with thinned base (3.4 x1 .8 x 0.7).
_ A bladeflake (2.2 x 1.7 x 0.8).
_ A small serrated bladelet (1.6 x 0.7 x 0.5).
_ Obliquely truncated bladelet flake (2 x 1.5 x 1.2).
_ An obliquely truncated blade at the basal end (1.6 x 1.2 x 0.4).
_A bladelet (2.2 x 1 x 0.3).
A thick blade flake burin (2.7 x 2 x 1.1).

. A short bladeflake ofquartz (2.1 x 1.7 x 0.6).

. Anotched bladelet(1.6 x 1.2 x 0.3).

A double convex scraper.

A flake blade (2.1 x 1.5 x 0.6).

A flake with beaked side (2.3 x 1.8 x 0.6).

A double convex side scraper 2.6 x 2 x 0.7).

. Thick end-cum-side scraper with retouch on the working edge.

An awl (1.8 x 1.4.x 0.3).

A lunate (1.8 x 2 x 0.6).

A point (1.8 x 2 x 0.3).

A bladelet (1.6 x 1.3 x 0.4).

A small Levallois point (2.4 x 1.9 x 0.9).

. End scraper (2.3 x 1.8 x 0.7).

A small side scraper.

A broken bladelet.

. A bladelet.

. End-cum-side scraper (2.2 x 1.4 x 0.5).

. Rectangular scraper (2 x 1.4 x 0.6).

. Convergentscraper.

. Retouched side scraper.  
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66
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A convex side double scraper (1.5 x 1.2 x 0.4).

A trapeze (2 x 1.8 x 0.5).

A wide blade (1.9 x 2 x 0.5).

Transversal convex side scraper (3 .9 x 2.2 x 1).

A convex side scraper (2 x 1.5 x 0.4).

A trapeze (1.5 x 1.2 x 0.3).

. A retouched triangular scraper (1.7 x 1.4 x 0.3).

. A side scraper (2.6 x 1.9 x 0.8).

. A point (1.6 x 1 x 0.5).

A small point (1.4 x 1 x 0.3).

Figure 26 (Ango Gatkai: layers 2 and 3).
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A ground stone tool with flat sides and convex ends and edges(15 x 8.5 x 3.5)

A groundstonetool with flat sides, convex ends and notch in the right edge (12.2

x 9.2 x 4.7)

A broken hammer stone (13.7 x 6.9 x 4.7).

An anvil with dimple scar on one of the faces and extensive marks of use (11.6 x

7.2x 4.5)

A. pebble tool with flat and convex sides (11.1 x 7.1 x 7.1 x 2).

A hammerstone with marks ofuse (12.7 x 9.8 x 5.6).

An anvil with dimple scars on both faces (12.2 x 9.4 x 4.8)

A used ground stone tool (11.7 x 11.2 x 11.2).

A grinder with both ends truncated (11.8 x 10.1 x 5.6).

A hammer stone with one side flat and the other convex (12.2 x 7.2 x 5.6).

Figure27 (Ango Gatkai: layer 3 and 4).
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A groundstonetool broken at the broader end with light encrustation (9.2 x 5.8 x

3).

A smooth ground stonc tool made ona flat pebble (7.7 x 6.1 x 3.2).

A. hammer oranvil rectangular in section (8.4 x 4.4 x 3.8).

A chert hammer with both ends used (9.2 x 5.6 x 4.9).

An anvil with three dimple scars one each on the sides and other on the edge (8.2

XIZXS2Z):

Anvil with double dimples on the sides or faces, encrusted (8.6 x 6.8 x 3.9).

 

 



A ground stone with flat convex sides (8.6 x 6.8 x 3.9).

8 A small hammer stone (6.7 x 5.2 x 2.9).

9. A hammer with flat convex sides (6.5 x 5.2 x 3.6).

10. A hammer with dimple scar (7.4 x 6 x 3.1).

11. Dise shaped hammer stone (6.2 x 6.2 x 2.8).

12. A hammerwith sharp edges (6.4 x 6.2 x 2.8.

13. A large hammer with both faces convex, also the ends (15.1 x 12 x 4.6).

14, A hammer (8.7 x 7.2 x 3.4).

1S. A hammer(11.2 x 8.9 x 5.9).

16. A ground stone with flat sides (8.8 x 6.7 x 3).

17. An anvil with double dimple scars (12.4 x 9.1 x 4.8).

Figure 28 (Ango Gatkai: layers 1, 2 and 3).

1. A flaked hammer stone (6.7 x 5.8 x 4.8).

A globular hammer stone (7.4 x 6.6 x 5.7).

A disc shaped hammer stone (7.4 x 6.9 x 3.3).

A discoidal hammeron chert (6.5 x 6.5 x 3.2.).>
W
w

Ww
W

w
a A pointed hand axe with plano-convex sides (8.2 x 7 x 5.2).

6. A thick choppingtool(9.2 x 6.7 x 3.5).

A convex side chopper/choppingtool (9.5 x 8 x 3.1).

8. A chopper with flaked dorsal surface (7.8 x 6.4 x 3.7).

9. Achopper (7.4 x 6.8 x 2.7).

10. A choppingtool.

11. An oval type choppingtool (6.6 x 5 .7 x 3.3).

12. A choppingtool(9.3 x 8 x 3.7).

13. A thick pointed choppingtool (9.3 x 6.4 x 3.2).

14. A hand axe type hammer stone (7.9 x 6.8 x 4.5).

15. A core tool. (6.4 x 6.4 x 3.2).

16. A greenish chert core tumed into a chopper (5.3 x 5.1 x 4.7).

17. A choppingtool.

Figure 29 (Ango Gatkai: layers 1, 2 and 3).

j. End scraper madeoncore with grooves on the ventral surface (7.3 x 4.8 x 2.2).  



~ An end scraper with broad convex working edge, struck from prepared core, bulb of

percussion has been removed, with thinned butt end (7.8 x 6.2 x 1.7).

5. A blade core slenderical in shape (6.5 x 3.4 x 2.3).

4 A side scraper with working edge on the left side, the right side is naturally backed

(6.2 x 3.4x 1.5).

$. A-core with a flake removed from the under side (7.2 x 4.3 x 2.5).

6 A Levallois flake with double working edges (6.9 x 5.6 x 1.3).

7. End scraper with high ridge in the middle (5.9 x 2.9 x 1.5).

& A blade (8.2 x 2.4 x 1.3).

%. A side scraper.

10. End scraper (3.9 x 2.9 x 1.1).

11. A transversal convex scraper.

12. A convex side scraper (5.3 x 4.8 x 1.5).

13. A cleaver type flaketool.

14. A point with prepared platform (3.9 x 3.3 x 1.2).

1S. A blade (7 x 3.3 x 0.9).

16. A knife (6.6 x 4x 1.2).

17. End scraper with transversal working edge (5.1 x 2.7 x 1.3).

18. A burin notched at the distal end (5.4 x 3.9 x 1.5).

(9. A point (4.7 x 2.2 x 1.2).

20. A point (4.4 x 2.6 x 1.3).

21. A point (5.1 x 2.8 x 1.5).

22. End scraper (5.1x1.4 x 0.7).

Figure 30 (Ango Gatkai:layers 1, 2 and 3).

A ground stone tool with both end bevels (18.5 x 10.9 x 5.2).

Anvil with dimples or pitting on both sides (12.2 x 8.6 x 5.6).

3. A ground stonetool(12.2 x 9.7x5.6).

4 A disc shaped anvil (12.7 x 11.7 x 6.1).

$. A ground stone tool(10.4 x 10.1 x 6).

6 Aground stone, biconvex at the cross section (12.2 x 0.1 x 5.1).

7. A ground stone tool with marks ofuse (11.2 x 8 x5)

A hammer stone (7.6 x 6.6 x 3.3).

9. Acelt type tool (11.7 x 6.9 x 3.7).

'

  



 

2. Anvil with dimples scars (7.3 x 6.9 x 3.9).

-”
a

Ovate type hammer stone with round section (6.3 x 3.6 x 3.2).

A small hammer stonein layer 4 (5,7 x 4.4 x 2.2),

A small hammer with butt end crescent (4.9 x 3.1 x 2.4).

A small anvil or hammer stone (4.4 x 3.1x 2.1).

Figure 31 (Ango Gatkai: layers 1, 2 and 3).

A flake core probably used as choppers in thelater periods (7.5 x 6.9 x 4.3).

A dise shaped core with many flakes removed (6.2 x 6.2 x 4.9).

A biface or hand axe (8.8 x 5.3 x 3.1).

A thick end scraper (5 x 4.2 x 2.5).

A double convex scraper (7 x 4.9 x 1.4).

A retouched roundscraper (3.9 x 3.3 x 0.5).

A flake.

A flake.

A double convex scraper (7.4 x 3.8 x 1.9).

A flake blade (6 x 3.3 x 0.7).

1. A flake blade (5.8 x 3.1 x 0.7).

A point (6.3 x 2.9 x 0.9).

End scraper (6.1x 3.9 x 1.6).

A double convex side scraper (3.8 x 2.2 x 0.8).

A, flake with backed side.

Find-cum-side scraper (5.3 x 4.7 x 1.2).

A convex side scraper (4.9 x 2.7-x 1.1).

A thick scraper.

A thick side scraper (6.3 x 4.2 x 2.1).

. A backed scraper (4.3 x 2.7 x 1.3).

1. Double convex side scraper (5.6 x 3.5 x 1.4).

A pointed tool (8.5 x 4.7 x 2.3).

An elongated tool(8 x 5.5 x 1.6).

A double crested blade (7.6 x 4.6 x 1.1).

A pointed tool (6.7 x 3.3 x 1.5).

A point with faceted striking platform (6.3 x 3.6 x 1.6).

A point (5 x 2.9x 1.6).

 

 



28. A pointed tool (6.7 x 1.8 x 1.2).

Pi@ere 32 (Ango Gatkai: layer 3).

1. A saddle quern found in the western section oflayer 3 (32 x 32 x 15).

2. A broken grinding stone (19 x 13 x 6).

3. A Mat grinding stone (17 x 22 x 22).

4 A Mat grinding stone (21 x 18 x 11).

Appendix 2: Plates showing various artefact types.

 



   

{
A
y

  



  

  



 
 

 



  

 

 



  



 



 fecitteihDialbaat
+

i
t
a

.

7

'
i

 

L
ol

y  



 

 



  



 
 

 



      
 

   
~~
(grea ye

3 feaTO % Ae >}
; AgDARPY

é Poneee a

<<    

 

C
e
e

Rt
Se
es

e
S
e
e



 

4

 

9 v

7  $7 &
i, | a
e   

 

by
.
(

Fa
) ze E
X a o
N 3

‘
Z

  
 

 

 



  

Fig. 13

(
t
y

1
Z
L
,

©

|

      

 
 



 

 



  

 
 



 



 

uv,

e
t

h
i
e

b
i
o
a
d

o
d

ie
a

—
—

t
e

‘a
e
c
S

o
y

 



 

 



 



  



 

 

 



 



“- FaM 'meee 5 Noy
&

Ty “ 2 |
NM |

g ?, <n Sg

23 : pw Deg 4 ey 7) OF
A f= As p Ny LE E=7t QR

e 5 4 . » og ri ~¥ z
ad ENG Oi >) o> oI 4 a 7

x . . g os
606

 



        1084
Q
0
3

a
a

36
Q
U
,

38
39

4
6
8

@
e
a
?

®
-

4
U
f

43
a
m
p
s
)

82

d
a
e
e
e
s&

a
p
e
e
r
e
e

1
6
C
M

W
R
T
i
e
a
a
a
G
R
E
E
T

P
e
a
t
a
h
a
h

i
a
N

e
S
a
e
a
h
i
i
l
a
k
t
i
l
l
c
a
a
e
s
i
a

i



 



 



Fig. 27           
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Pi. 11. Ango Gatkai layer 7: various types of scrapers

  
43. Ago Gatkai layer 7: a tanged point, blades both backed and prismatic andflat

nosed end scraper.
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Pi. 16. Ango Gatkai layer 7: Levallois and non-Levallois flake scrapers. 



   
Pl. 17. Ango Gatkai layer 7: microliths

 18. Ango Gatkai layer 6: the largest discoidal core
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Pl. 27. Ango Gatkailayer 6: a special type ofbeaked burin (no.3, middle row) and

 

 
PL 28. Ango Gatkai layer 6: two canted scrapers row I and convex side scrapers row2.  
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Pl. 39. Ango Gatkai layer6: microliths.

 
P1. 40. Ango Gatkailayer 6: microliths w ith a quartz trapeze.
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PL. 41. Ango Gatkailayer 6: @ parrot beak scraper, with thick end scraper. -,
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Pi. 43. Ango Gatkai layer 5: Levallois points.

     
special type ofknife.   Pl. 44. Ango Gatkai layer 5: awls, a burin and  



 

Pl. 45. Ango Gatkailayer 5: a special type UpperPalacolithic point (Tagarianpoint).
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| Pl. 46. Ango Gatkai layer 5: an Acheulian type bifacial hand axe.
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Pl. 47. Ango Gatkai layer 5: an unstruck prepared tortoise core and a cleaver.
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PI. 50. Ango Gatkai layer 5: large scrapers or choppingtools

  



 

 

Pl. 52. Ango Gatkai layer 5: Upper Palacolithic blades and a point8 ) PE Pp
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Pl. 59. Ango Gatkai layer 5: a big Levallois flake with scrapers.

   



 
Pl. 62.
 

- Ango Gatkai layer 4: a tanged bifacial point, a backed blade,flat-nose scraper and  



  

 

 

 
 

 



 

Pi. 66. Ang at I p inn S.ngo Gatkai ayer 4: points with thinned butt end
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Pl. 69. Ango Gatkai layer 4: oblique scrapers with microliths.
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Pl. 72. Ango Gatkai layer 4

 



flakes.

2gad43°a.
22Sss%—T

Ango Gatkai layer

 



t<

s

 



e
e
d
r
e
g
P
o
a

Seh
a
r

ateteat
Ea

o
a
n

C
e
a
.

i
a
l
2S

Otay

e
r

,
p

Se

ff

=<. Crud
>

layer

avc2“aa
t0g“a
nbe

 



 

anvils with dimples

  Pl. 80. Ango Gatkai layer 2  



Pl. 81. Ango Gatkai layer 2: hand axes and disc type hammers.
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PI. 88. Ango Gatkai layer 3: Levallois flake and side scrapers.



Pl. 89. Ango Gatkailayer 2: blade.

 Pi. 90. Ango Gatkailayer 2: Clactonian type flake and chopper
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Pl. 91. Sanghao cave layer12: backed and flat blades.

 PI. 92. Sanghao cave layer10: a hand axe, convex side scraper and 8 backed blades    



 

 

PL. 93. Sanghao cave layer 11: scrapers, points and backed blades.

 
PI. 94. Sanghao cave layer!2: points and scrapers.

 



 

PI. 95. Sanghao cavelayer!2: points. |

 
PL 96. Sanghao cave layer!2: flake tools and canted scrapers  



Pi.

 
98. Sanghao cave layers: a wedge, a flake and flat blades.

  



 

Pl. 99. Sanghao cave layer O3 (114): point, canted scraper, tranchet, special type of

 Pi. 100. Sanghao cave layer] 1: points, transverse scrapers, a point with tinned base.
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Pl. 101. Sanghao cave layer O03 (115): points, backed blades, canted scrapers, very

flat blade (Ranere, 1982)
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Pl. 104. Tango Nao Mousteriansite: a flake chopper, beaked hand axe, and side

  
PI. 105. Acheulian type hand axes surface collection.

   
 

 



 
  

Pl. 106. Baba Kamar: An Acheulian hand axe

 
PI. 107. Tango Nao:a large flake with inverse retouch and cortex onthe dorsal

surface


