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Abstract:

The chronological and territorial expansion of neandertalian societies, their capacities of
adaptation and expansion, show that their brutal extinction, which not only affects their ways of
life but also their biological reality, cannot be rationally imputed to a natural process. As a result,
we here propose that theories addressing these extinctions through these prisms cannot account
for the adaptive ubiquity of these societies, or for the vast territories on which these groups
settled. It appears more than ever essential to look for the processes in question in relation with
thei cultural anthropology of the concerned societies. Neandertal extinction remains a purely
speculative scientific field, but considering the remarkable adaptative abilities revealed by these
populations, we assume on our own that climatic change, modification to environments,
disappearance of traditionally hunted fauna or a subtle combination of all of these causes would
thus be considered as extremely secondary in that extinction process. These factors, whose only
limits are the imagination of researchers, who are distant spectators of this replacement, cannot
account for the primary processes of this hominin disappearance.

The approach angle is considered here as a presupposition, yet research as a discipline does not
require the alignment of concepts developed by researchers but rather the demonstration of their
logical constructs. Should this process be above all, not to say exclusively, approached from the
point of view of the history and the sociology of these past societies? How can we understand
that, after 150 years of archaeology, one of the most recent and most important hominin
extinction remains focused in the Natural Sciences sphere, with no fundamental construction of a
Cultural Anthropology of the last Neanderthals?

More deeply, we must investigate the ethological and anthropological structures of these
populations. Does a Neanderthalian ethology ever existed? The question of the identification of
an ethology of biologically fossil societies cannot be evaluated on the notions of
presence/absence of archaeological realities to which we subjectively confer a discriminating
function (a bone tool, an ornament, a grave, -...-), but by exploring the logical identification of
all the technical and cultural products of these societies. These heuristic paths are promising and
still have to be scientifically explored.
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1. Why we shall, finally, build a Cultural Anthropology of the last Neanderthals ?
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Neanderthalian societies colonized immense teregoil hey even may well be the first humanity
to conquer and exploit most of the environmentakdiity of the planet. The success of these
implantations and their marked dynamism raise timeldmental problem of processes in relation
to their rapid and synchronous eradication througliturasia. Their millennial adaptation to all
biotopes and climatic environments of the Eurasiapercontinent let the scientific community
with no obvious explanations of their sudden disspance. If the Neanderthal expansion is now
identified from the Atlantic coast to Siberia (Ke@met al. 2007), the true expansion of these
populations may well have been much more extengivihe absence of diagnostic fossils, could
we identify Neanderthals on the basis of remaiosftheir Mousterian culture®.g Li et al.
2018)? Can we envision an expansion from the Adawotthe Pacific shores? Data are lacking
and the objects abandoned by Neanderthal poputat@real the existence of a profound socio-
diversity which is still only very partially undec®©d. The chronological and territorial expansion
of these societies, their capacities of adaptadioth expansion, show that this brutal extinction,
which not only affects their ways of life but alfiweir biological reality, cannot be rationally
imputed to a natural process. As a result, we h@opose that theories addressing these
extinctions through these prisms cannot accounthieradaptive ubiquity of these societies, or
for the vast territories on which these groupslextiit appears more than ever essential to look
for the processes in question. Considering the reabée adaptative abilities revealed by these
populations, we assume on our own that climaticngka modification to environments,
disappearance of traditionally hunted fauna orla#leicombination of all of these causes would
thus be considered as extremely secondary in #igicdon process. These factors, whose only
limits are the imagination of researchers, whodistant spectators of this replacement, cannot
account for the primary processes of these extinstiNeandertal extinction remains a purely
speculative scientific field.

The approach angle is considered here as a prestipppyet research as a discipline does not
require the alignment of concepts developed byarebers but rather the demonstration of their
logical constructs. Should this process be abayenal to say exclusively, approached from the
point of view of the history and the sociology bese past societies? How can we understand
that, after 150 years of archaeology, one of thestnmrecent and most important hominin
extinction remains focused in the Natural Sciersgeere, with no fundamental construction of a
Cultural Anthropology of the last Neanderthals?

We can draw a direct parallel between this probkmd that of traditional societies on the
American continents which were not supplanted leydbld, or by a lack of protein, or by any
other far-fetched cause, but, first and foremosttly arrival of dynamic and colonizing
populations. All the rest is history, and sociologynd although from our distant viewpoint, the
processes affecting these societies appear to femical outcomes, the history of the
Atikamekws of Quebec is not the same as that oNgmmabikwaras of Mato Grosso. Approaching
the question of Neanderthal extinction without fiag on the human societies at issue would be
equivalent to addressing the question of the repl@nt of native American populations by
giving a secondary role to the natives and Euromedons in historic processes where they are
the sole actors. According to our presuppositiative American populations did not die from
the cold and did not melt like ice in the sun. Maf Neanderthal.

It is thus necessary to explore 1/ what these fandeanderthal societies are, 2/ what the
“biologically modern” societies that replaced thane from a cultural and structural perspective



and 3/ to envision possible links between each miauveach of the concerned territories. And
just as the Atikamekws are not Nambikwaras, we wilimediately understand that the
Neanderthal/modern question is itself a non-iss@estructured approach based on the
bipolarization of these anthropological realitiesed not in any case enable us to document the
socio-diversity of these populations and the histamteractions that they developed. On the
resolution scale of interest here for assessingethreplacement processes, Neanderthal and
Sapiens are generic concepts which do not enabte teckle the heart of the processes that
brought about the eradication of the populationglamted in Eurasian territories. At first glance,
the only question that should be rationally plaaethe centre of our preoccupations is thus based
on the accurate identification of the social anttuzal organizations of these human groups in
each of the concerned territories. Here, the aalltwharacters are subject to an area of
archaeological visibility. They are thus approachkerbugh our perception of their material
expressions, which represent the technical, sod@@mbolic and hunting skills of these
populations. Secondly, the specific interactiongetlgped by these societies must be defined,
when new modern populations arrived with differgehes and cultures. The identification of
still poorly defined genetic leaks (since Greetnal, 2010) does not shed any light on the
processes at work. We know effectively today howotnectively define whether the tiny
percentage of genes of Neanderthal origin, disber@mong present-day Eurasian populations,
marks a genetic acquisition corresponding to phasewlonization of European territories by
Homo sapiens, or whether this acquisition is carsidly older. Therefore, for now, genetics
cannot reply to our questions. If we conserve ttengle of the Americas, the presence of genes
of Aboriginal origin in many Irish, Portuguese otalian descendants does not provide
information on the specific and fundamentally disti historic processes in which populations
were involved from the Canadian Arctic to the gisatazonian forest.

The main heuristic limit of these American paralebmes from the fact that the divergences
between Europeans and Americans were wholly relatedeir cultural structures. And yet, the
Valladolid controversy reminds us that, in goodifaand for several centuries, the perception of
Indians as humans was far from evideng(Lévi-Strauss 1952). Are the Indians really cresgur
created by God, like us? Without succumbing tositbas of anachronisms preventing us from
understanding societies that we consider closeauts (ithe European populations who colonized
the Americas), it has to be accepted that the repthis question was inextricably linked to the
modes of perception of the world at that time.

Could these world views still be at work in the anscious representations delimiting our
capacities for understanding what Neanderthal vired@ed, a branch of research postulates that
in behavioural terms, Neanderthal populations pres® structural divergence from modern
populations. This Latin branch is mainly composéttadian, Portuguese and French researchers
and is opposed to Anglo-Saxon approaches hightighéi fundamentally archaic character of
these populations. It is possible to suggest tb#t the Latin and Anglo-Saxon approaches are
respectively based on perfectly circular reasomisighe traits described as “modern” and retained
by both schools of thought to distinguish or relbliEanderthal to Sapiens are in fact the same
cooking list unfolding a set of traits supposedetmable them to diagnose an accomplished
humanity; art, burials, ornaments (...). Whateverigaseade of these “behavioural’ cooking lists
(these archaeological “decoders of behavioural mmuiyg), they amount to projecting onto
Neanderthal populations the archaeological peroeptie have of early Homo sapiens, with no
hindsight. In parallel, on the same archaeolodieales, envisioning that Neanderthal populations



were modern is like denying, with no hindsight, thessible ethological singularity of these
populations. The simplification of Neanderthal torselves is intrinsically, and paradoxically,
subject to an unconscious racist expression; weHamaans and in order to join us among
Humans, the other hominids should be like our aocgswere. If we retreat from these
approaches, which aim to be comparatist, but whieh based on superficial similarities and
dissimilarities, the problem should be rationakkgentred on the ethological definition of these
populations. The question is not to determine iahdkerthal was modern (and if he was only our
mirror image, we would have to admit that he waat dess interesting than previously thought),
which would be like reducing Neanderthal to ourse|vbut to objectivise Neanderthal; did a
Neanderthal ethology exist? These lines of thobght been explored since the 1960s and raise
the question of the existence of potentially pregiee processes regarding the emergence of
some of the fundamental characters for defining lrmumanity, and which could be defined as
early as the Mousterian, although their emergeneceldvnot be sudden or transposable from
modern societies to “pre-Sapiens” fossil societfesR. Binford 1962, 1963, 1968). This
exploration of the cognitive and psychological iroations of cultural productions implies that
the function of style, as observed in the Uppeaéalithic industries with modern men, should
be thought like a set of means enabling groups iadd/iduals to identify themselves in
territories with products or sets of cultural proth) and that this property of modern societies
would undergo declensions and variations in otlast pumanities (S. Binford 1968). We would
then have to understand the degrees of this glt@nid their delimitation in our own conceptions
as to the possibility of a continuity in intelleatucapacities, at least over several hundreds of
millennia (Lévi-Strauss 1968).

These lines of thought suggest, with 50 years nd$ight, that the question of the identification
of an ethology of biologically fossil societies cah be evaluated on the notions of
presence/absence of archaeological realities t@hwirve subjectively confer a discriminating
function (a bone tool, an ornament, a grave, -.byt that we must explore the logical
identification of all the technical and culturabplucts of these societies. These proposals, based
on a structural approach of human productions, waieanced at a time when structural
anthropology transformed our understanding of therldv by revealing the existence of
unconscious structures organising human sociei@s,opened the path in prehistory, from the
1960s onwards, to promising approaches which hi@vea been explored.

Should we not consider our attempts at generic thodeto be questionable — in our
unconscious distortions —based on implicit or ppariderstood presuppositions? and refocus our
attention directly on the internal links of the Bsad systems to determine and decrypt the
archaeologically fossilized technical and socialdures.

2. An introduction to the end... Overview of the lat Neanderthals in Europe

The very long time period of the Middle Paleolitisiosed for most of the European territories at
the turn of the 4% and 4% millennia (Highamet al. 2014). In some geographical areas, perhaps
situated at the periphery of the pattern generddgumented on the continent, a few rare
Mousterian groups could have experienced a perpetuaxceeding their continental extinction
by ten millennia. Thus, both extremities of Euroihe southern tip of the Iberian Peninswday(
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Zilhao et al. 2017) and the boreal spaces of the Polar Uradsn de resist the critical analysis of
data. This exceptional persistence of Mousteriam (deanderthal?) groups further illuminates
the eminently complex characteristic of the genpadtern of the Middle Paleolithic societies’
extinction (Slimaket al.2011).

In different parts of Eurasia, this final period thie Middle Paleolithic saw the emergence of
more advanced lithic industries, already engagebdarpper Paleolithic. For Eurasia as a whole,
only two archaeological sequences, one in the Griared the other in Mediterranean France,
document the replacement of this type of lithiceasislages by classical Middle Paleolithic
industries ipfra), making it possible to perceive that we are fgcahistorical process, both
complex and potentially reversible. These earlyresgions of the Upper Paleolithic have been
individualized under various generic names: tramsatl industries, Initial Upper Paleolithic or
intermediate industries. They are covering highixecsified technical realities of regional value,
generally with a rather limited territorial extemsi Northern Europe records a “super-group”, the
“LRJ” -still poorly understood in its geographicahd chronological extension- that groups
together three assemblages originally recognizedraéely: the Lincombian, the Ranisian and
the Jerzmanovician (LRJ), characterized by lamuebitages modified by covering retouches
(Flas 2011). Once considered as the transitiomhlsiny of Western Europe, the Chatelperronian
only has in fact an extension limited to southwesférance. A few rare occurrences stand out
from this geographical space, such as the Grotte Fkes in Chatelperron in the Allier
department or Arcy-sur-Cure in northern Burgundye Bites of Cueva Morin, El Pendo, Labeko
Koba, Ekain and the Aranbaltza open-air site (Abedaga, 2000; Zilhao, 2006; Rios-Garaiar
al., 2012; Ruebenst al, 2015) delimit the southern extension of this eegil group along the
Basque-Cantabrian coast at the Spanish border plobably because of this very slight Spanish
overflow that these Chatelperronian assemblages,vier a time, perceived as properly West-
European. The extension of this group appears dalmited today and its core essentially
circumscribed to a fraction of the French Atlargpace (Bachellerie, 2011; Ruebensl, 2015).
Apart from this Atlantic area that covers less tliéf of present Spain, the vast territory of the
Iberian Peninsula did not experience the developredheit pan-Eurasian, of these so-called
transitional industries. The peninsula then comt&# a singular and particularly interesting case,
isolating itself from the rest of continental Eueopn which the traditionally Mousterian
industries of the Middle Paleolithic endured uritie intrusive arrival of the “true” Upper
Paleolithic in the shape of various Aurignaciansth® scale of the European continent, very few
geographical areas are known in which “transitidbeablving industries are not archaeologically
recorded, and the late characteristic of some dbeMousterian expressions is still being
discussed within the scientific communig.g Highamet al 2014vs Zilhao et al. 2017). It can

be noted that on this vast territory the conjuncti@tween the absence of transitional industries
and a persistence of the Mousterian traditions d/¢erd to reinforce the thesis of the persistence
of Neanderthal societies in these peninsular margmthe extreme northern part of Europe, a
fairly comparable process, on a general levelpsuthented with the Byzovaya deposit.



Located on the Arctic Circle, it represents onahaf three northernmost sites identified to date,
before the great cold of the Last Glacial Maximunlitide more than 20,000 years ago. The
boreal assemblage of Byzovaya is characterizedhbyaccumulation of bones from several
dozens of mammoths. While the associated stons el undoubtedly Mousterian (Slimeak
al., 2011; Slimaket al, 2012), a large corpus of forty radiometric measwents, including tools
made of mammoth bones or cut-marked, makes it lples$d assert that this homogeneous
Mousterian assemblage is not older than thirtyeniiia.

This Mousterian assemblage is precisely situatadinvithe ten to fifteen millennia after the
emergence of the Upper Paleolithic on most of taepgean continent. This isolated case in the
high latitudes presents a singular importance fateustanding the replacement processes of the
Middle Paleolithic societies. A few hundred kilores to the south, still in this Uralian space, the
sites of Zaozer'e and Garchi are showing very rdistiechnical realities in highly similar
chronologies; Zaozer'e illustrates the systematmdyction of perfectly “Upper Paleolithic”
blades and bladelets, obtained by organic peraussiod Garchi the search for thin foliate
projectile points (Slimalet al, 2012). These categories of thin foliate pieceh wiconcave base,
partly obtained by pressure shaping, have a spealaé, since they are found as early as the end
of the Middle Paleolithic on a huge territory ramgifrom the subpolar zone, at Garchi, as far as
the Caucasian shores of the Black Sea, at ByryuBlayiwa; they can be recognized across the
great Russian plain as far as western Ukraine.

This remarkable distribution makes these industkeswn as Streletskian (from the Kostienki
Streletskaya deposit) or Streletsko-Sungirian,léingest “transitional” group documented up to
date in Europe, before which the Chatelperroniapeaps as a regional anecdote. This
environmental and cultural complex discernible awemense geographical areas is certainly not
central enough in the questioning relating to thesesitional issues. Indeed, researchers usually
focus on a few emblematic cultural assemblagesnhgmdich the French Chatelperronian, the
Italian and Hellenic Uluzzian and the Central Ewap Bohunician stand out almost
systematically. In this trio of industries, the @perronian only has a local value, the Uluzzian
remains technically ill-defined and the Bohuniciamy offers lithic industries, without fauna,
commonly without reliable stratigraphy, and it isll poorly delimited in its chronological
realities. Concerning the Uluzzian and the Chatetpgan, Western “Eurocentrism” most
certainly explains the value that is commonly gitenthem in the scientific literature. Their
comparison, even if generic, on the basis of thesqmce of curved backed elements, as has
sometimes been proposed, should be abandonedesssitidustries do not technically have any
common base. The place given to the Bohunicianchvis found mainly in the Czech and
Slovak Republics, can certainly be explained bytdolnical proximities attributed in relation to
the Levantine assemblages, probably sub-contempaoérthe Initial Upper Paleolithic (IUP)
(Tostevin, 2000; Skrdla, 2003). These true proxesijt however, rely exclusively on rather



generic aims of production (lithic points with Léleés characteristic, generally non-retouched)
and not on precise technical similarities; the Bobian is indeed characterized by bipolar
debitages, which do not correspond to the prodastidocumented in the Levantine IUP and,
moreover, which gives the Bohunician points, ataphological level, a very particular shoulder
that is not found in the assemblages from the sadediterranean (Slimak, 2004). On the other
hand, productions that are very similar to thosehef Bohunician can be recognized on the
western side of the Ukraine in the Kremenician iedsages of Kulichivka (Meignen, 2006). The

Bohunician, affiliated to the Kremenician, wouldvieahad then a fairly large extension affecting
a notable part of Central Europe, although itsrithstion can in no way be compared with that of
the Streletskian. We have seen the pan-Europeahtadepof the latter, which, even in notably

more recent phases of the Upper Paleolithic, omlgt few equivalents in the history of the

peopling of Europe.

While the geographical distribution of cultural @sglages, or of technical solutions shared by
different groups, do not make it possible to assleesmportance of these assemblages in the
processes that have influenced the end of the MiBdleolithic period, the existence of cultural
groups covering significantly larger areas in thaitories of Central and Eastern Europe can
nevertheless be pointed out. In Central Europe, tdwhnical convergence between the
Bohunician and the Initial Upper Paleolithic of thevant, even generic, since the technical
systems are diverging in the detall, is indeedlliog; thus we can see in a similar chronology,
from central Europe to the eastern Mediterrandaat, the human groups produced points from
systems showing technical origins indisputably mitkd from the old Mousterian spheres. If the
geometry of the cores and the dynamics of explonabf these debitages, which begin with a
strictly laminar phase, cannot be considered asllas, it is here the notion of predetermination
of the sought-after products - points - that isvging an obvious rooting in the notions proper to
the Levallois debitages. Finally, in the Bohunic&mnin the Initial Upper Paleolithic, these points,
highly predetermined from the debitage, are essntused untreated, very rarely including
secondary modifications affecting their cutting edBut the technical connections stop there and
the direct analysis of the entire archaeologicgusace of Ksar Akil (LS), the main Levantine
sequence with regard to the question of the thamsftom the Middle Paleolithic to the Upper
Paleolithic, does not allow us to propose more thdmghly generic technical convergence with
no obvious possibility of a precise community obledge.

In a more general manner, this idea of producingiri{s” or rather “pointed” objects in this
transitional phase seems to be shared by a lamgefpthese groups (Teyssandgral, 2010),
which usually dissociates them drastically from kbeal technical substrates that are preceding
them locally. In the latter, the production of tpp@nts, especially Levallois, remains particularly
marginal in the European Mousterian if one is sohmwrigorous with the definition and
recognition of such products (Slimak, 2004; Mef21%). Beyond this concept of “point”, which
transcends the transitional industries in Eurasiean be noted that these elements are obtained



from highly diversified technical solutions. Onetb& main issues during this transition phase is
the precise function of these objects; would thesrg@nce of these points correspond to the
development of new armament solutions affecting ordy the technical systems but also the
logistic and social organization of the human gouptheir entirety (Bon, 2005; Metz, 2015) ?
Accurate functional studies are sorely lacking nsveer such questionings, and the question of
the actual place of the armaments, like that of diseuptions they may have induced in the
technical and social organization of the human gsowannot yet be evaluated at their exact
value. It should be noted that in the Mandrin céive precise functional analysis of several
thousand pieces makes it possible to consider tiat question of the transformation of
armaments does indeed play a structural role ia ttansition mechanism. In this site, the
functional analysis of the Neronian, an industryrencecently identified in the Rhéne Valley
(Slimak, 2004, 2008), shows that these assemblagesstructured around the systematic
production of standardized weapons, with very smmadules (Metz, 2015). These microlithic
and standardized points were only able to fundiiotine context of mechanical propulsion, bow
or spear thrower. This is a particularly sophiggdatechnical solution that lies at the heart ef th
articulations between the Middle and Upper Palelit

At the same time, the analysis of the entire secgiefh Mandrin cave and of the assemblages that
are stratigraphically bordering the Neronian shbat,twithin the Mousterian industries of the
sequence, weapons occupy only a marginal placdantéchnical systems. This scarcity of
armaments in the Mousterian levels bordering theian is harmoniously integrated with what
is recorded globally in the Middle European Patéaiin which weapons are rarely identifiable
and somewhat hypothetical, if not debatable (Me&®15). These Mousterian weapons
correspond to heavy hafted points, projected opkirdriven, by hand. Apart from the fact that
the diffusion of mechanical propulsions is pushegkbin time with the Neronian by at least
10,000 years compared to what was previously dontedein Eurasia, it is indeed the whole
organization of these societies, in their techniglmigand hunting potentialities - manner of
procuring game, tenfold capacity for accessing ahiproteins, organization of the global
technical system... -, which makes it possibledostder that on the scale of the Eurasian West,
these technologies of mechanical propulsion co@dehfundamentally distinguished the old
societies of the Middle Paleolithic from all theogps of the Upper Paleolithic (Metz, 2015).

Two other singularities infer a special place @& teronian in the general issue of this transition
towards the Upper Paleolithic. The first one consets stratigraphic position since this industry
does not merely close the Middle Paleolithic, asgenerally the case in Europe, but is
intercalated there in the local sequence of theaértkde Mousterian. The second one concerns its
precise technical structure, based on the systerpaiduction of generally non-retouched points,
which shows a remarkable proximity with the Levaatindustries of the very beginning of the
Initial Upper Paleolithic (Ksar Akil, levels XXV-XK. The direct analysis of these industries
shows that, unlike the Bohunician, the filiatiohattcan be proposed are no longer of the order of



the generic idea of production (producing predeteesh points from technical systems that are
still partially rooted in the old Levallois mode&yt illustrate a strict replication of the systems
the technical systems of the Neronian in the Wastdediterranean are similar to those
documented at the beginning of what is known asitit&al Upper Paleolithic in the Eastern

Mediterranean.

Then, it is the interstratification of the Neronj@ombined with its very short settlement duration
at Mandrin cave and in this geographical spacen@i 2004; Vandevelde et al., 2017, 2018),
which allow to rethink whole sections of this traies process. It is then possible to consider the
existence of historical patterns within which theval of the first societies dfflomo sapiensn
Europe would not happen at the very time of thedifhkerthal extinction” but would precede this
extinction by 7,000 to 10,000 years. This model Midhen be considerably more complex and
potentially rich in interactions between modern &ehnderthal societies than what was hitherto
foreseen. The continuation of excavations at Mandave will be the key to validate or
invalidate this original pattern. It should also beted that this interstratification between a
transitional industry and Middle Paleolithic assésgles, although exceptional, is not a unique
configuration. The Buran Kaya Il deposit in ther@ea shows the same intercalation between a
transitional industry known as the “Eastern Szafétibased on the production of partially foliate
and geometric pieces and an industry that is ¢ldesim the Middle Paleolithic (Chabat al.
2004). Indeed, it is not so much the presence ofi suterstratifications that should astonish us
but their exceptional characteristic. The very dhtes, around the B0millennium, of some
transitional industries - such as the BohuniciamfiBohunice itself - and the very recent dates of
some Mousterians, for example in Byzovaya, makgogsible to consider at the sole scale of
Central and Eastern Europe the coexistence of theseties in related territories for at least
20,000 years. The exceptional nature of any intrStation (two occurrences for the whole of
western Eurasia) suggests particularly marked ge&seof territorial exclusion between societies
already engaged in the Upper Paleolithic universe tae traditional indigenous groups of the
Middle Paleolithic.

These questions are directly raising the issuehef liological authors of these transitional
industries. It has long been suggested, essentmlythe basis of the state of knowledge
concerning the origins of the Chatelperronian, tttety could correspond to the ultimate
Neanderthal productions. It was indeed proposedthieaChatelperronian be technically rooted in
regional substrates, representing the evolving foflocal Mousterian industries (Bordes, 1972).
The precise examination of the technical structweghe Chatelperronian (Pelegrin, 1995;
Bachellerie, 2011; Rousset al, 2016) and of these assemblages from the veryoértie
Middle Paleolithic period (Thiébaut, 2005; Jaulsral., 2011; Gravina, 2016) has weakened this
hypothesis, leaving the Chatelperronian technioaltiiout a direct plausible ancestor within the
native Mousterian industries it replaced. Similariyhe idea of an association between
Chatelperronian and Neanderthal human remains,hwhas thought to have been demonstrated



on the basis of the data of Saint-Césaire and AwyCure, appears scientifically uncertain (Bar-
Yosef and Bordes, 2010; Bachellerie, 2011; Borded &eyssandier, 2010; Gravina, 2016 ;
Gravinaet al. 2018) and is now resting only on data isolategrtaups of proteins, diagnostically
fragile, associated with a single radiometric measient on the Arcy-sur-Cure site (Welledr
al., 2016).

On the other hand, the proposal of a modern humasssciation with the Uluzzian industries
(Benazziet al, 2011) on the basis of the teeth found at Cawlle must for the same reasons be
considered with caution, as these teeth are igbkate their taphonomic context have also been
approached with some circumspection (See Zitaad, 2015). It would be possible to leave this
question relatively open if, by descending in tirthes later data of Ksar Akil and Sungir did not
show a direct and indisputable association with @nogbopulations. This is the case of the layers
XVI/XVIII of Ksar Akil * attributed to the Early Upper Paleolithic (EUP)jigh represent a more
recent form of the Initial Upper Paleolithic. Theedt analysis of these collections by L. Slimak
shows a strict technical continuity between IUP &P, here from layers XXV to XV. These
very precise technical similarities documented saKAkil do not allow doubting that we are
facing the same populations, both culturally analdgically. This suggests that an association
between the Levantine Initial Upper Paleolithic anddern populations appears to be the most
plausible hypothesis for these groups. This sibumakias a direct parallel in Europe, concerning
the burials of Sungir now dated to around 34,000BR (Nalawade-Chavaet al, 2014); they
show an association between modern populationstla@dechnical systems specific of the
transitional phase of Eastern Europe, emphasizeétépresence of concave-based foliate pieces,
whose form and production modes cannot result fadmazardous similarity or from ax nihilo
reinvention. The concave-based foliate points aidgduy unquestionably Streletskian, indicate a
precise continuity of the technical knowledge @< populations.

From Eastern Europe to the Mediterranean Levaetetlwould be indisputable archaeological
indicators between elements technically inheritexnf the traditions of the beginnings of the
transition and from biologically modern individualkhis is an enlightening approach but that is
exclusively considered from the end of a processsshextreme ethnohistorical complexity is
being foreseen. It should be borne in mind thatoalgh until recently the Neanderthals were

1 In most of Ewing's publications the only informatjorovided regarding the stratigraphic locationtbe human
bones is that they came from 11.46 m below datanexamination of the stratigraphic section shovet this is

very close to the boundary between levels XVI avid. Xlowever, the depth of 11.46 m refers to theebaf the
stone heap under which Egbert was found and Ewiigsrthat "most of the skeletal remains lie soméwhaper
than this". Newcomer remarks that 11.46 m belowmais deeper than the maximum depth of 11.25 nm gdrehe
stone artefacts recovered from level XVI and hekales that "thus the burial would appear to béeivel XVII or
XVIII". As regards the archaeological materialsl@vels XVI-XVIII.Bergman Christopher A., Stringer Christopher
B. Fifty years after: Egbert, an early Upper Palilgio juvenile from Ksar Akil, Lebanon. In: Paléent, 1989, vol.
15, n°2. pp. 99-111
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considered as the craftsmen of these transitiondustries, no association between these
assemblages and Neanderthal human remains canenbiinby demonstrated. At the same time,
the increasingly precise characterization of thedestries’ technical systems shows, contrary to
what has hitherto been considered, that these atsges have very little chance of being able to
all correspond to local and progressive evolutioihthe indigenous Mousterian industries. These
data would make it possible to consider from nowtbat the rupture between the Middle
Paleolithic and the Upper Paleolithic could haverbeonsiderably more sudden than what had
been envisaged, the so-called transitional indestthemselves breaking with the locally
documented technical knowledge in each of the aoeceEuropean territories. Such a model
would induce both a biological and cultural replaeat process taking full place not only with
the first Upper Paleolithistricto sensp but also in the transitional phase. It began ugho
western Eurasia not in the2nd 4% millennia, but at least as early as th& Baillennium, as
shown by the chronologies of the Bohunician, theoN&n, and probably also those of the
beginnings of the Initial Levantine Upper Paleatihf one considers for example the reference
sequence of Ksar Akil - whose layer XXIlI would @dy be anterior to the #6millennium
(Boschet al, 2015) even though these industries are visilenftayer XXV. In this general
context of biological replacement and rupture giexise and technical knowledge, the question
of the origin of this process obviously arises. dmmonly considered Levantine origin is far
from being ascertained in view of the diversity tbé cultural expressions of the European
realities. On a continental scale, the assemblajethe Bohunician and even more of the
Neronian are the only ones that can find Levanpiallels at various levels. The question of the
continuity between the local Middle Paleolithic at@ IUP, which is too commonly accepted,
seems far from ascertained when we look preciselytha technical systems involved
(observations by L. Slimak). Would these data saggieat in the Levant, as in Europe, these
transitional industries would also be exotic andulddoreak with the productions and technical
knowledge of the last moments of the Middle Eastdiddle Paleolithic? In this geographical
space, as in Europe, there is no certainty, anddhgnuity processes proposed there remain both
fragile and debatable. In this complex histori@lgle, some paradigms remain too commonly
mistaken for scientific knowledge. The associatetween Neanderthal and Chatelperronian, the
local continuity between Mousterian and “transianndustries and the Levantine origin of the
Upper Paleolithic may be considered as questionaliethe same time, the emergence of
fundamental data that have gone unnoticed, inctuthie late persistence of Middle Paleolithic
forms, the precise determination in each regiontha ultimate Mousterian groups, or the
recognition of transitional industries like the Neian on territories directly related to those of
the Chatelperronian, allow to draw at the end of tfiddle Paleolithic a cultural and
anthropological landscape radically different frtime perceptions accepted for several decades.
These elements should make it possible, in thet ¢bom, for a global revising of this crucial
phase of the history of mankind because of it€@dtion with the extinction of all the hominin
populations then contemporary with our biologiaatestors.
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3. Rhodanian bricks to build a Cultural Anthropology of the last Neanderthals

The vast Rhone corridor currently offers major amstiogical insights into the organization of
Neanderthal societies prior to their extinction the French Mediterranean area. The
archaeological documentation from this region carséen as particularly original in view of the
data commonly referenced concerning the organizaifothe last Neanderthal societies. It has
been demonstrated, a dozen years ago, that theeRiwdridor has a historical structure strictly
differentiated from that of the Atlantic area (S$ikn2004), a region that has focused, for decades,
almost all the attention of the French scientifamenunity, masking large parts of the actual
complexity of the processes in which the ultimasahderthal societies were engaged.

In the Mediterranean area, 29 years of researdhe@sequence of Mandrin cave have recorded,
outstandingly, 8 phases of strictly distinct hunsattlementsfrom the 0o the 439 millennium.
The assemblage documents the organization, knowladd the technical representations of the
human societies at the precise moment when thageplent of the last Neanderthal societies by
modern exotic populations took place.Mandrin casmithates the Rhone 25 kilometers north of
the Ardeche/Rhéne confluence, on the left bankhef river overlooking an ancient inactive
branch. This cave is a rock shelter dug at the o small limestone massif that forms a
promontory about twenty meters halfway up a hdlled Jas des Chévres.

The succession of the hills of Jas des Chévres,ttlamp and Navon blocks the valley, and
forces the Rhéne to pass into the narrow gorge afzBre, south of Viviers. This gorge is
formed by a line of steep cliffs whose feet areediy in the river, geographically marking the
only narrow gully of the Rhdéne valley over its eatcourse, from Lyon to the Mediterranean.

The cave opens up to the north at an altitude &frB2ters and towers one hundred meter over
the valley. Its vault covers a small area that W2sneters wide by 8 meters deep and 2 meters
maximum height before the archaeological excavatitmok place.The rocky promontory
overlooking the site allows to embrace a vast laags widely open on the alluvial plains of the
Rhoéne and as far as the Ardeche. The cave is treraf the crossing of several biotopes and in
almost direct contact with the Maloubret flint, ausce of high quality raw material that was
exploited until the Neolithic.

Beyond the last millennia of the Middle Paleolithihe complete stratigraphic sequence of
Mandrin cave is divided into 9 sedimentary assegesdgtop to bottom, B to J) which record, as
it stands, a minimum of 11 phases of human occopatspotted by the excavation and by the
statistical analysis of vertical distributions.Ttiugr, these archaeological records document
climate changes and the organization of Neandesteiketies from the 180millennium until
their extinction at the turn of the #2millennium. The eight phases of human settlements
recorded at the top of the sequence, in the l|d&¢osF, have been unearthed since 1990 on about
one hundred square meters.These human settlementd ¢he heart of our remarksabout the
processes that have affected Neanderthal societibsir last millennia and until their extinction.
The excavated zone covers the entire surface aw@er the vault of the cave and an equivalent
surface area outside, beyond its porch. This cardiipn makes it possible to consider that,for
once,the archaeological window allows to framenafstvhat must have corresponded to the
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heart of the domestic spaces of these societigagtheir visits to the cave.The sequence has
yielded (excluding several million micro-fragmensgime sixty thousand major lithic objects and
as many faunal remains. Micro faunas, pollens dradlooals allow a complete biostratigraphical
reading of these settlements. Hearths are docuchémtiaie main levels, and layer E, positioned
in the 50" millennium, has yielded the foundations of a Hutvging various constructed spaces
with a hearth at the entrance.In this unit, dongestitivities are clearly organized according to
spacesstructured byseveral circular arrangemeimg asthousand blocks 10 to 50 cm in size.
Human remains have been found in the major unitshef sequence.Based on about forty
radiometric measurements, the chronology of thigueece (Highamet al. 2014) can be
considered robust enough to support the existehcenmarkably distinct traditions between the
Atlantic and Mediterranean areas, synchronies tffigdoth the ultimate Mousterian societies
and the "transition" industries in these relateacss.

These synchronies, and their implications for oonceptions of the territorial and social
organizations of human societies in the last tinoésthe Middle Paleolithic, have been
hithertopartly underestimated because the recdrtisaadrin cave are gradually defining, for the
first time, the biostratigraphical, chronologicahthropological and cultural contexts of the last
moments of these Neanderthal societies at the hafarthe vast Rhéne Valley. These
archaeological recordsare then drawing a remarkathifferentiated context from its

contemporary parallels of the Atlantic area.

During this 8 millennia period,four cultural phasase clearly distinguished; however,this
marked diversity of technical and social expressicloes not have any parallels as to the
associations and paleontological representationth@ffauna hunted by these human groups,
which illustrates rather monotonous exploitationde® in the units of this terminal Middle
Paleolithic.Each of these settlement phases hddegi® parallel a relatively large number of
lithic remains, but which is in line with the rewulof the paleontological analysis suggesting
short-lived and probably seasonal occupations.Th&oehronological analysis, a very high
resolution method developed at Mandrin cavefromatmaysis of soot deposits, makes it possible
to document the durations separating two humatesethts with a resolution of the order of the
year and even of a season (Vandevelda., 2017, 2018).

Within this rich paleontological data, horses ait dominating, followed by deer andbison. A
second group concerns the ibex, roe deer, reinddemois, rhinoceros, megaloceros and
proboscideans. This sequence presents a groupecfesppredominantly cold-adapted (ibex,
reindeer, chamois, bison) but also with a more txele (deer) or drier (European ass)
note.Anthropogenic actions are omnipresent orh&lmaterial whose origin must be essentially
connected to hunting activities. Discernible traoaghe bones indicate skinning, disarticulation
and de-fleshing, but also the breakageof long btmesgtract the marrow and the use of the bone
residues as fuel or as tools. These objects filyfarell into the wider diversity of bone tools
recognized during the Middle Paleolithic, combinpmprly modified elements, technically little
invested and probably engaged in families of gditerseactivities.In this respect, the common
and generic name of retouchers or smoothers ddemale it possible to define precisely either
the diversity of these categories of objects n@ #dinrangements of committed gestures that
potentially mark the exploitation of organic maddsi (leather, hair, tendons, bark...) so badly
documented for these periods (Slimak dir. 2008).fEtleer common presenceon these categories
of rather crude tools of percussions allowing todifyotheir morphology or of wear traces
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resulting from their use, are not only the markiled remarkable capacity of innovation of the
Neanderthals (that they can express in other figfisthe technical processes they are
implementing), but also of vast corpus of actitibat are still poorly documented.

With more than a thousand typological tools andrasy Levallois points, this sequence is
extremely rich and complete in terms of relevantéfmrmation. It is mainly on the basis of

these data that the cultural and historical stmectof the last Neanderthal societies in
Mediterranean France could be defined (Slimak 2(BN8).No other assemblagefrom the
French Mediterranean area, and more broadly, frontharn Italy to Catalonia and up to the
Paris basin to the north, offers such a wealth @rdinuity of archaeological recordsto address
these issues.

3.1 Cultural replacement and taking possession oétritories

The upper part of the sequence documents all theralureorientations currently recognized in
this geographical area over the entire chronoldgiegiod from the 5%' to the 42Ymillennium.
These settlements can be subdivided into four stdgem bottom to top:
- Phase 1 Typically Mousterian assemblages attached to Rténe Quina layer F
(Slimak 1998, 1999);
- Phase Il Evolving group, "transition" industry, layer Eiéronian);
- Phase llI Late groups of Mousterian tradition (two culturphases are clearly
differentiated; layer DRost-Neronian |, layers B2, B3, C1 and CPpst-Neronian ll);
- Phase IV Group of the very first Upper Paleolithic, lay@t (Protoaurignacian, level
1).

This chronocultural succession is interesting frdifferent points of view. The Neronian
industries, which were foreseen 50 years ago by Jeambier (Combier 1967) and then
individualized under the name of "evolving Mousteti (Combier 1967, 1990), were mainly
recognized from old excavations with a low archexigjraphical relevance.When these
industries had been recognized, their stratigrapbsition closed the Mousterian sequences, as
for the Chatelperronian, for example. The strapgra position of the Neronian at Mandrin cave
is of particular interest since these industriebpse technical peculiarities find very precise
echoes in the upper Paleolithic sphere, are hemaaed by classically Mousterian
assemblages.For all of Eurasia, Mandrin cave isain@e only two archaeological sequences
showing a stratigraphic intercalation between an$ition" group and late assemblages of
Mousterian tradition (see above). This singularficumation is here to be compared with the
chronology of the Neronian at Mandrin at the tufthe 50" millennium, that is to say in a phase
particularly remote in time when compared with tbattransition” industries in the neighboring
territories of Burgundy, south-western France aodhern Italy, in which Chatelperronian and
Uluzzian chronologies hardly exceed the™4&" millennium (Highamet al, 2014).The
Neronian then falls into an unquestionably antesi@ge, corresponding perhaps to one of the
most initially recognized phases of this vast Barasprocess. It is precisely in this same
chronology that we recognize industries that shaset of very precise technical characteristicson
some sites in Central Europe and Eastern Meditearacountries.
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At the end of the sequence, the chronological osdf the first Protoaurignacian with regard to
the last local societies of Mousterian traditiompasticularly illuminating. This Protoaurignacian,
positioned towards the 22 millennium, settles in the cave, without real gt in time
regardingthe ultimate Neanderthal societies.Thisrblogy of the Protoaurignacian at Mandrin
cave is among the oldestcurrently recorded in Eeiroyhich may well be contemporary with
some Chatelperronians such as the one found iherorBurgundy for example (Highaet al.
2014; Hublinet al.,2012).

The development of very high resolution microchiogaal analyzes based on the reading of the
progressive deposits of soot on the walls of Mandmave in the various phases of human
settlements show that the time span separatindiriae Neanderthal settlement from the first
Protoaurignacian one represents, at most, a fewsydanot a few seasons (Vandevelkleal.
2017, 2018).This demonstrates a direct physicab@mer between Neanderthal populations and
Homo sapien®n this territory: this encounter, often suggestad on the basis of radiometric
corpus,whose still uncertain resolution, at besaféew centuries or millennia for this period, has
never been able to fix scientifically the concredality of contacts between these populations, at
the scale of a site, or even of a given territory.

Such temporal resolution makes it possible, in timgue configuration, to approach time scales
much lower than that of a human life and to propbsee, parsimoniously, a process of
replacement of societies, in the strict meaninghaf term.Such an approach, based on very
concrete elements of demonstration, had never fesly supported in Eurasia, neither on the
basis of stratigraphic recordings nor on the bakteo vague a chronological record. Thus, there
is every reason to believe, and to lay down oniguenempirical basis, that we are registering, in
Mandrin cave, the taking of possession of a Nedhdkterritory by biologically modern groups.

This demonstration opens up on interpretative loosavhere it can be foreseen that interactions
between societies play a central role in this regi@ent process. If such temporal precisions, and
the interpretive windows that they allow to raisee to this day unique, this diagram reflects
back to Mandrin cave a feeling of déja vu. Indeadirochronological analysis makes it possible
to document, eight millennia before the arrivaltoé Protoaurignacian, a strictly comparable
pattern, this time concerning the interaction betweome Mousterian groups at the turn of the
50" millennium and the Neronian, the first settlemesft¢his group being recorded a few years,
if not a few seasons, after the last Mousteriait fdayer F (Vandeveldetal., 2017, 2018).

These groups of the Neronian at Mandrin stand aettd a particularly original industry in the
European context. On about 50 square meters, ¢8@0 boints, technically highly invested and
illustrating various degrees of metric standardigtare recorded. These points are fairly light,
with a maximum length of 4 to 5 cm and a thicknessieen 4 and 5 mm.One third of the points
of this vast corpus is strictly microlithic, with maximum length of less than 30 mm, and
thicknesses of 2 to 3 mm. Within this corpus, weogmize a group of points whose maximum
length is of the order of one centimeter (nanomibetween 8 and 15 mm).These systematic
productions are not without a certain number ofstjoes, since the small surface of layer E,
which has been slowly excavated over the lastefiftgears, has yielded more Levallois points
than the cumulated assemblages of all the Middiefgan Paleolithic sites. More remarkably,
these points, much lighter than the assemblageowitp of the Middle Paleolithic of Eurasia
(Metz, 2015), diverge from the classical technsydtems documented during this period.These
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productions appear here as laminar and lamellartadgsinitiated from blades and crested
bladelets. Laminar, lamellar products and poingsesent more than 75% of the lithic industry of
this archaeological layer, whereas these produsti@rdly reach between 4 and 6% in all the
other 11 archaeological units of the sequence,gtioms that are more common in the classical
recordings of the Middle European Paleolithic.Oh¢éhe questions raised when unearthing such
objects concerns the activities in which they wesed. The complete functional analysis of this
corpus shows that the main technical categoriedbpcts respond in a remarkable way to neatly
distinct families of activities.Blades and bladslétave been used in domestic activities (skin
removal, leather working, meat cutting...), while g@nts depend to a large extent on the sphere
of armaments, the function as a weapon being ewwtusave for the lighter, micro and
nanopoints (Metz, 2015). This raises the questioth® precise operating mode of these light
weapons.The very numerous breakages on these ¢teméicate they were fitted at the end, and
not laterally, making it possible to deduce a maximinfra-centimeter diameter concerning their
shafts, a basic rule of efficient penetration ofap@ns being the existence of a binding
relationship between the size of a shaft and thdthwof the point arming it at the end (Metz,
2015).

These data allow us to shed light on the remarkédbbnical structure of these Neronian
industries: the profusion of points, as well asirthmicrolithic, technically overinvested and
metrically normed features, is related to the dewelent of composite weapons, mechanically
propelled, by bow or spear thrower, the nanopdaaisig, for their part, strictly limited to the
sphere of archery (Metz, 2015).The techniques usebe lithic system, their systematization,
their standardization are echoing considerably nwmmplex technological realities, and are
radicallyextracting these Neronian productions fritre Middle Paleolithic sphere, such as it is
documented in the other units of this vast sequeoncean the other archaeological records
recognized in Europe.

Microchronological analyzes suggest that these latipns, for whom the overall balance of
their techniques seems to be largely limited byéhweapon technologies, arrived in a territory
occupied by classically Mousterian populations, séhtechnologies were structured around the
production of massive flakes.The ultimate settleimesf these very classic Middle
Paleolithicgroups is only separated in time bywa years, if not a few seasons. There is then no
possibility of technical or cultural continuity keten these groups, however strictly
contemporary, the durations of time separating tfenlinking them) in this same cave being
highly inferior to a human life.On the basis ofhiatcal, technological and temporal indications,
the most plausible interpretation is certainly thlése archaeological records document a
replacement of the population in the precise tawyitof this cave, a pattern that is thus
encountered at both ends of this sequence.

The records of Mandrin cave show the existenceost-Reronian Mousterian traditions until the
arrival of the Protoaurignacian, probably brougktrbodern human populations. These Post-
Neronian industries break with the old systems lid Neronian, as obtaining blades and
pointsbecomes strictly anecdotal in this secone tifinese groups then appearin rupture with the
technical traditions of the Neronian.This phase lsardivided into two stages. The first period -
Post-Neronian4 is known by a unique occupation in layer D in M&an cave. These industries
are microlithic, on flakes, and are organized tigtoshort sequences of flake debitage aimed at
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producing pseudo-Levallois points in series. Thesdustries are characterized by the
development of small pieces with truncated backckvbonstitute the main toolkit.

The second periodPost-Neronian H has been recognized on four archaeological levVdisse
settlements are technically similar to each otmer @e once again in rupture with tReronian

on the one hand and tR®st-Neronian bn the other. The technical systems are oriemedrds
obtaining large flakes for the production of massteols with relatively classic Mousterian
characteristics.The last settlements of Bwast-Neronian Ilcontinue until the arrival of the
Protoaurignacian, which, as we have seen, illegratith the Neronian, the only two moments
of this sequence in which technically highly diffatiated human groups share the same space-
time continuum.

Such archaeological data and readings, which dotlysempirical and based on the most precise
knowledge of a rich archaeological documentatiggernoup vast interpretive potentialities in

terms of social and historical readings.These m&tative horizons are expressed in fields
radically different from the rather repetitive, ot monolithic, patterns commonly used to

address the question of the last Neanderthal segiend which occasionally give the impression
that an area situatedbetween Burgundy and the @gserould allow an European reading, if not
an universal one, about the largest extinctionush&inity recorded in Eurasia.

Here we can identify some structural charactesgstiecd propose different interpretive tracks. At
both ends of the Mandrin cave sequence, 8 milleap&t, Neronian and Protoaurignacian share
a set of very precise technical features that miakgossible to propose the existence of
transmission, or rather here of continuities, betwene and the other, the Neronian possessing
all the precise technical features that one mighkpeet from an ancestor of the
Protoaurignacian.The pointed bladelets of this dZnatignacian are obtained from the same
processes than the slender micropoints typicah@fRrotoaurignacian. The production schemes,
which are among the most technically invested, atectly the same between this
Protoaurignacian and the Neronian. The Protoaucignais here a hyper-lamellar, pointed
universe that responds directly to the hyper-padinteghly-slender microlithic sphere, with the
same lamellar characteristic of the Neronian. Here must exclude the question of
morphological convergences: the technical simisitexpressed between these two industries
correspond to real communities of knowledge andiypecton targets. The swing from a Neronian
type to a Protoaurignacian type industry certagdgresponds, exclusively, to the use of mineral
hammers (hard and soft stones), showing noneth#ieseccasional use of organic percussion
with antler or wood. The whole system correspords to the same sphere of expertise, in its
knowledge and know-how. These similarities showddstrictly interpreted as a reflection of the
structural community of these societies.

If one cross-references these structural commomtg@rith the locally intrusive characteristic of
these two industries, it is reasonable to assurae Mandrin Cave records the visit of exotic
human groups in the vast natural circulation spaficthe Rhone corridor. In these two cases,
these groups would clearly settle on territorids®tcupied by Neanderthal populations.

These intrusions, discontinuous in time but illastrg processes of continuity documented at
Mandrin by both ends of the final Middle Paleolttlsequence, suggest that the transition from a
Neronian industry to a Protoaurignacian industralg& an exotic process for this geographical
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space. The Mediterranean area is here immediatehtga out by the omnipresence of point
productions in the eastern Mediterranean, evengthdiese productions are extremely rare and
technically rather different in the Middle Palebid of continental Europe (Slimak 2004, Metz
2015).

In the Mediterranean Levant, the sequence of Kdat én the slopes of Mount Lebanon
represents one of the best documentation of Euaasia the emergence of the Upper Paleolithic.
The direct analysis of industries contemporaryhef eronian, called Initial Upper Paleolithic in
this area, shows in the early stages of this peoflagers XXV to XXI) a strict replication of the
production systems and targets documented at Mawdre. Neronian of the Levant, or Initial
Upper Paleolithic of the Rhdne region, it does appbkat the Mediterranean area could have
represented, as early as thé"3fillennium, a space uniting human groups shariexy precise
technical knowledge.The expansion processes o€ thepulations towards Europe would have
begun not only in chronologies that are considgrédiher than those considered so far, but
would have been based on several phases of expanam contacts, of which only the most
recent would have resulted in a true colonizatibtihe European territories.

These data, which do not fit into any of the cleaispatterns of the end of the Middle Paleolithic
in Europe, are certainly only touching upon the ptaxity of the continent's overall colonization

pattern and the interactions developed by cultyratid biologically distinct populations, which

succeed or replace each other at different paintisair history on these same areas.

At this stage, research is still limited both b thuality of available archaeological data and by
the patterns structuring our views on processes@/lcomplexity we must accept. It is necessary
to analyze and deconstruct our conceptions thabatie too clean and too stylized to attempt
approaching complex patterns that can account Her historical processes affecting these
populations.
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