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The Paviland burin, the burin busqué and Aurignacian
occupation of Britain

Rob DINNIS

Abstract

Aurignacian material in British collections has previously been described as typologically uniform, and this
uniformity used to suggest that Aurignacian occupation of Britain may have been a single and potentially very brief
event. The two defining artefact types of the British Aurignacian are the burin busqué and the Paviland burin: both
bladelet cores which apparently produced bladelets of comparable morphology. The presence of these two types
could therefore be seen to contradict this perceived typological uniformity. Here, the burin busqué and Paviland
burin are described and discussed, and their technological independence assessed. Importantly, the techno-
morphological differences between the two core types cannot be explained with reference to differential stages of
core reduction and/or raw material factors alone. Instead, they represent two different technological approaches
to bladelet production. Their presence in British collections can be seen as evidence for more than one Aurignacian
occupation of British terrain, or at least that occupation was sufficiently prolonged that it encompassed the time
when one technique was replaced by the other.
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Résumé

Le matériel aurignacien de Grande-Bretagne a été auparavant décrit comme étant typologiquement uniforme, accréditant
l'idée d'une occupation aurignacienne des iles Britanniques correspondant & un épisode probablement unique et sans doute de
courte durée. Les deux types d'artefacts caractéristiques de I’ Aurignacien britannique sont le burin busqué et le Paviland burin,
qui correspondent tous deux a des nucléus a lamelles qui produisent des supports de morphologie apparemment similaire. La
présence de ces deux modalités de débitage lamellaire pourrait donc contredire 'unité supposée de I’ Aurignacien britannique.
Les burins busqués et les Paviland burins sont ici décrits et discutés en vue d'évaluer leur indépendance technologique. Il
apparait que les différences techniques et morphologiques de ces deux types de nucléus lamellaire ne pevvent simplement
s'expliquer en tant que stades de réduction d"un méme processus de débitage ni par l'influence des matiéres premiéres utilisées.
Ils correspondent plutét a deux approches différentes de la production lamellaire. La présence de ces modalités de débitage
différentes dans les collections aurignaciennes britanniques suggeére plusieurs phases d'occupation de la Grande-Bretagne ou, &
tout le moins, une période d’occupation suffisamment longue pour englober le passage d'une technique a une autre.

Mots-clés : Aurignacien, Paléolithique supérieur, technologie lithique, Grande-Bretagne, Europe du Nord-Ouest

1. THE BRITISH AURIGNACIAN: CUR- artefacts that can safely be assumed to be Au-

RENT UNDERSTANDING

Ever since Dorothy Garrod (1926: 191) de-
scribed Britain as the “Ultima Thule of Upper
Palaeolithic Europe”, the paucity of Upper Pal-
aeolithic assemblages and artefacts has been
seen to reflect Britain’s peripheral position dur-
ing the Late Pleistocene and a limited amount of
Upper Palaeolithic activity. Particularly when
the Earlier Upper Palaeolithic is considered,
there can be little doubt that this interpreta-
tion is broadly correct. In totality, British col-
lections contain fewer than 100 lithic and bone

rignacian (Swainston, 2000; Jacobi, 2007; Dinnis,
2009). Those that can be confidently assigned to
the Gravettian are fewer than 20 (Jacobi, 2007).
The only possible exception is the Initial Upper
Palaeolithic Lincombian-Ranisian-Jerzmanowi-
cian, where a large number of smaller findspots
are supplemented by several bigger assemblag-
es, for example those from Beedings and from
Kent’s Cavern (Jacobi, 2007; Flas, 2008).

In an attempt to make sense of this general
paucity of material, it has been suggested that
Britain was completely devoid of human pres-
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ence for long periods of the Late Pleistocene,
with brief, punctuated occupation events inter-
rupting this background human absence (e.g.
Pettitt, 2008; Jacobi & Higham, 2011). The Brit-
ish Aurignacian has in recent years come to be
viewed in this way. It is well-documented that
known Aurignacian material in British collec-
tions is of Aurignacien évolué type only (Jacobi &
Pettitt, 2000; Swainston, 2000; Jacobi, 2007; Din-
nis, 2009), and reliable chronometric data are
entirely consistent with a late Aurignacian age
(32,000 C BP: Jacobi et al., 2006). Furthermore,
the typological similarity of Aurignacian lithic
artefacts in British collections has been noted,
leading to the suggestion that the Aurignacian
of Britain was a single and potentially extreme-
ly short occupation event (Jacobi, 1999, 2007;
Pettitt, 2008).

2. STUDYING THE BRITISH AURIGNA-
CIAN

With very few exceptions, occupation of
Britain between 45,000 and 25,000 years ago
is inferred from the contents of poorly- or un-

stratified lithic collections. The Aurignacian is
no exception. British Aurignacian lithic material
is summarised below, but here it suffices to say
that all known Aurignacian findspots were ex-
cavated prior to the advent of modern archaeo-
logical methods. Any stratigraphy present at
the point of excavation — if any coherent stratig-
raphy existed at all - is now lost. As a result,
archaeological collections must be approached
as demonstrably or potentially mixed, and al-
location of material to archaeological culture
must be made via careful typological selection
of characteristic artefact types.

The collection from Goat’s Hole at Paviland
(Gower, south Wales) (Fig. 1), here referred to
simply as “Paviland”, is a case in point: no
stratigraphy was observed during excavation
(Sollas, 1913), and no attempt was made to
record the spatial distribution of excavated ma-
terial. Typological separation of material was
then, as now, the method used to identify dif-
ferent phases of occupation of the cave.

When William Sollas wrote a description
of his excavations at Paviland (Sollas, 1913),

Fig.1 — British Aurignacian sites discussed: 1. Paviland; 2. Kent’s Cavern; 3. Ffynnon Beuno; 4. Hoyle’s Mouth.
Sea level is shown c.75metres below present day level, corresponding broadly to its position during the Aurignacian.
The inferred position of major river systems during the Aurignacian is also given.
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he made it clear that this typological separa-
tion of lithic material was carried out under the
guidance of the Abbé Henri Breuil. Sollas, with
Breuil, interpreted material as coming from nu-
merous Late Pleistocene occupations, of both
Middle and Upper Palaeolithic type, but with
a majority part of the material being Aurigna-
cian. It is a testament to Breuil that the differ-
ent opinions of later researchers relate mainly
to broader changes in our understanding of the
European Upper Palaeolithic. With the excep-
tion of disagreements over the possible pres-
ence of a Middle Palaeolithic (see Swainston,
2000 vs. Jacobi & Higham, 2008), the overall
cultural contents of the assemblage are gener-
ally still seen as close to that described by Sollas
and Breuil. Supplemented by a small number of
artefacts from other mixed or poorly-stratified
cave assemblages, Paviland remains the main
route through which the Aurignacian of Britain
can be understood.

3. A MINOR PALAEOLITHIC MYSTERY
SOLVED: THE PAVILAND BURIN

One peculiarity of the Paviland collec-
tion is a series of artefacts with regular and

oblique inverse retouch facets, now under-
stood as discarded bladelet cores and defined
as ‘Paviland burins’ (Dinnis, 2008; Fig. 2). All
known examples of Paviland burin from Pa-
viland come from the excavations of Sollas,
and he appears to have been unsure as to how
they should be classified (Sollas, 1913: 344-
348). All are seemingly assigned to the ‘Mid-
dle Aurignacian’ (= Aurignacian), and allocat-
ed to three typological categories: two ‘scrap-
er’ categories (“Rostrate grattoir with inverse
terminal retouches” [p.344] and “Flakes with
terminal inverse oblique retouch” [p.347]);
and one ‘burin’ category (“Lateral burins
with inverse retouch” [p.348]). The fact that
Sollas quotes the Abbé Breuil directly in his
description of two of these three artefact
types — an honour not awarded to any of Sol-
las’s other 15 Middle Aurignacian typologi-
cal forms - is telling. There can be no doubt
that he was aware of their idiosyncratic and
therefore typologically troublesome nature.
This typological confusion is somewhat in-
evitable given the burin/scraper positioning
of their retouch facets (Fig. 2). Clearly, Sol-
las classified those with retouch facets more
‘scraper’ or ‘burin’ in nature respectively into
these groups.

Fig.2 — Paviland burins from Paviland..
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It was Stephanie Swainston (1999, 2000)
who first conveyed explicitly the potential
importance of these artefacts. Despite be-
ing unsure as to their Aurignacian attri-
bution - and as a result omitting many of
them from her quantitative analyses of the
Paviland collection published in 2000 - she
still devoted a section of this analysis to
them (Swainston, 2000: 109-110). Those in-
versely retouched artefacts she did include
in her quantitative analysis were the ex-
amples that she felt could be classified as
“shouldered scrapers” (grattoirs a épaule-
ments), and thus as Aurignacian. In the
same analysis she (correctly) suggested that
these artefacts were all likely to be Aurig-

nacian. Elsewhere, believing the artefacts to
be unique to the Aurignacian of Paviland,
and therefore to the Aurignacian of Britain,
Swainston (1999: 50-51) explained this re-
touch as a possible example of an idiosyn-
cratic “style” applied to generalised stone
tool forms. This “style”, she suggested, may
reflect a passive cultural representation of
a group that had become separated from its
region and group of origin, or alternatively
as a deliberate cultural accentuation of this
separation. What was clear to Swainston
was that these artefacts contained within
them considerable information that could
shed light on the Aurignacian of Paviland,
and thus of Britain.

Fig.3 — Paviland burin (1) and “grattoirs 4 épaulements”(2 & 3) from Kent's Cavern.
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4, BLADELET PRODUCTION IN THE
AURIGNACIAN OF BRITAIN

With their technological reassessment, and
with their discovery in other Aurignacian as-
semblages, Swainston’s suspicions have been
confirmed (Dinnis, 2008, 2009). Like other Au-
rignacian carinated artefacts, Paviland burins
can now be understood as cores discarded after
the production of micro-lithic bladelets. Twen-
ty-three Paviland burins are known from the
Sollas collection from Paviland and a techno-
logically comparable example has been identi-
fied in the Aurignacian collection from Kent's
Cavern (Devon, southwest England; Fig. 1 &
Fig. 3, 1). In addition, several Paviland burins
are known from Aurignacian assemblages else-
where in western Europe (see Dinnis, 2008, and
2009: 219-226 for an up-to-date list). However,
away from Britain they are only found in abun-
dance in Belgium, and chiefly at the cave site
of Trou Magrite (Province de Namur). There,
at least 13 examples were present within the
mixed Aurignacian assemblage.

The other artefact particularly character-
istic of the British Aurignacian is the bladelet
core burin busqué. Single examples of entirely
typical burin busqué have been identified in the
mixed cave assemblages from Ffynnon Beuno
Cave (Denbighshire, north Wales) and Hoyle's
Mouth (Pembrokeshire, south Wales; Fig. 1

& Fig. 4). Three typical burins busqués are also
present in the collection from Paviland. Plausi-
bly technologically related to the burins busqués
are seven burins carénés from Paviland.

Also from Paviland are seven grattoirs a mu-
seaux plat and eight grattoirs @ museaux épais. The
grattoirs @ museaux épais are mostly atypical and
thus are difficult to interpret, although some are
obviously discarded bladelet cores comparable
to those found in, for example, the Aurignacien
évolué levels of Abri Pataud (Dordogne, France)
(Chiotti, 2003). Unlike the Paviland burins and
burin busqués, these grattoirs & museaux épais are
made from poor quality, locally sourced raw
materials available only in nodules of small
size. They are certainly best understood as ad
hoc uses of a relatively simple bladelet produc-
tion method, and are unquestionably less char-
acteristic of technological preference than the
burins busqués and Paviland burins.

Numerous artefacts present in both the
Kent’s Cavern collection and the Paviland col-
lection have previously been described as Au-
rignacian grattoirs a épaulements (Swainston,
2000; Jacobi, 2007). These artefacts are actually
extremely difficult to classify typologically, as
a result of their technological variability. Most
of them provide little indication that they are
discarded bladelet cores, and “grattoirs a épaule-
ments” may now be considered a somewhat

Fig.4 — Burins busqués from Ffynnon Beuno (1) and from Hoyle’s Mouth (2).
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misleading classification. Their shared charac-
teristic is the general concavity and obliqueness
of their “scraper” edge, which is the result of
one or a few wide retouch removals (e.g. Fig. 3,
2 & 3). Feasibly these artefacts are bladelet cores
discarded after the removal of éclats d’entretien,
which have removed obvious signs of their
former bladelet core form, although this is pres-
ently unclear. Whatever the function that un-
derlies their form, their shared presence in the
Paviland and Kent's Cavern collections, as well
as the shared presence of Paviland burins in
both collections, strengthens the assertion that
these two assemblages are culturally compara-
ble. It also strengthens the assumption that the
“grattoirs a épaulements” at both sites are, in fact,
Aurignacian.

Overall, the most characteristic bladelet
cores of the British Aurignacian are the Pavi-
land burin and the burin busqué. In the previ-
ous publication on Paviland burins, discussion
focussed on their relative abundances in Brit-
ain and in Belgium (Dinnis, 2008). There can be
little doubt that this artefact reflects some form
of cultural link between the two regions dur-
ing the Aurignacian, and they are apparently
good evidence that the source of the British
Aurignacian lies to the east. In that publica-
tion the technological relationship between the
Paviland burin and the burin busqué was con-
sidered only briefly (Dinnis, 2008: 29-30). The
possibility that the Paviland burin resulted
from a particularly intensive reduction of the
burin busqué was proposed as one possible, if
unsatisfactory, explanation for the form of the
Paviland burin.

5.THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BURINS
BUSQUES AND PAVILAND BURINS

In Dinnis (2008), techno-morphological
similarities and differences between burins
busqués and Paviland burins were explained.
These are summarised here in table 1. The re-
duction sequence of the burin busqué is shown
in fig. 5. The lack of refitting pieces makes it im-
possible to reconstruct the entire reduction se-
quence of the Paviland burin, but its final stages
as inferred from the core artefacts are shown in
the schematic in fig. 6. Broadly speaking, blade-
lets produced from both cores would have been
morphologically comparable: short and curved,
with a variable degree of anticlockwise torsion

and a pronounced marginal curvature distally
on their left side (Table 1).

Following the description of the entire cor-
pus of British Aurignacian lithic artefacts as
typologically uniform (e.g. Jacobi, 1999, 2007),
the relationship between burins busqués and Pa-
viland burins requires exploration. One ques-
tion in particular is important: do differences
between burins busqués and Paviland burins
simply reflect differences in the intensity of core
reduction, or differences in the blanks available
or selected for use; or are burins busqués and
Paviland burins representative of two separate
and independent technological procedures?

5.1. A desperate measure? The case for Pa-
viland burins and burins busqués as the
same technique

With reference to technological features
shared by Paviland burins and burins busqués,
it is feasible to conceive of them as occupying
different points along one technological proce-
dure. In this scenario, both core types would
begin their life as burin busqué cores, with
bladelets detached from a burin scar platform,
across the width of the blank, and with a stop-
notch used to determine their length (Fig. 4).
Once bladelets had been detached and the core
reduced, exhausted core artefacts would have
been discarded. These discarded cores would
be in a form we would recognise today as burins
busqués, resembling those in fig. 4.

However, it is conceivable that burins
busqués could have been reduced even further,
perhaps when suitable material to create new
bladelet cores was scarce, and that the produc-
tion of these final few bladelets altered the mor-
phology of the core. If, for whatever reason, the
small size of these cores resulted in a need to
change the axis through which bladelets were
removed, this axis could have been shifted
from across the width of the blank (as in bur-
ins busqués) to across the width/thickness of the
blank, directed obliquely towards the ventral
surface. The end result of this intensive reduc-
tion may therefore have resembled a Paviland
burin.

Two technological characteristics of Pavi-
land burins would support this interpretation.
The first — visible on some, but not all, Paviland
burins - is the presence of a burin scar platform



Core preparation and reduction Bladelet morphology
Blanks exploited | Platform creation and Débitage area Mean length Curvature Curvature Torsion End product
maintenance restriction of bladelets of margins
produced (as
determined
from negative
scars)
Burin Wide blades/ Burin removal scar Retouched 15mm Variable but Left side, Anti- Small Dufour
busqué laminar flakes positioned 90° to the stop-notch always present | most clockwise | bladelets (Roc-
with regular ventral and dorsal surfaces, | limits bladelet pronounced de-Combe
dorsal scars. positioned on the right side | débitage surface distally subtype)
Fine quality and | in ¢.90% of cases. This is distally
often exogenous | renewed with further burin
material removals iffwhen bladelet
favoured débitage detachment
becomes problematic
Paviland | Wide blades/ Burin-type removal scar Sometimes 12mm Variable Left side, Anti- 7
burin laminar flakes orientated towards the retouched to but always most clockwise
with regular dorsal surface, always limit bladelet present. Less pronounced
dorsal scars. positioned on the left side. | débitage surface pronounced distally
Fine quality and | Sometimes no evidence laterally than for
often exogenous | for any platform creation, bladelets from

material
favoured

and therefore the unaltered
dorsal surface possibly
sufficed for bladelet
detachment

burins busqués

Table 1 — Comparison of technological characteristics of burins busqués and Paviland burins and their bladelet
débitage. Observations are based upon a sample of 205 burins busqués from French, Belgian and British collections

and a sample of 40 Paviland burins from Belgian and British collections (see Dinnis, 2008, 2009 for details).
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Fig. 5 — Schematic of platform creation and bladelet
detachment from a burin busquébladelet core.

from which bladelets have been detached (ta-
ble 1; fig 2, 3 [marked with an asterisk]). This,
of course, is a feature of burin busqué bladelet
production (table 1; fig. 4), and may therefore
hint at continuity between the two core types.
The second is the presence of a retouched “stop-
notch” on some examples of Paviland burin
(table 1; fig. 2, 1 [area marked with an aster-
isk]). This is the defining characteristic of burin
busqués (fig. 4). Its presence on Paviland burins
could therefore be viewed as a remnant feature
of a former burin busqué form, and thus as evi-
dence for a direct relationship between the two
core types.

In addition to these technological charac-
teristics, the relative abundance of Paviland
burins at Trou Magrite and at Paviland - two
assemblages distant from sources of good qual-
ity raw material (Miller, 2001, Swainston, 2000)
- would accord with the notion that Paviland
burins arise where burins busqués require partic-
ularly intensive reduction. Likewise, the small-
er size at the point of discard of Paviland burins
in comparison to burins busqués (Dinnis, 2009),
would also accord with this interpretation.

Fig.6 — Schematic of platform creation and bladelet detachment from a Paviland burin bladelet core.
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5.2. Different techniques: the independ-
ence of Paviland burin and burin busqué
reduction

The hypothesis that Paviland burins are the
final stage of a burin busqué reduction, however,
meets difficulty when these technological fea-
tures are considered more deeply. First, the use
of a burin scar as the platform for detachment
of bladelets is common to several Aurignacian
bladelet cores (e.g. burins carénés, burins des Va-
chons), and its shared presence on these two
core types is therefore perhaps of only limited
significance. Furthermore, the presence and
position of overlapping burin removal scars on
the Paviland burin in fig. 2 (3 [area marked with
an asterisk]) suggests that bladelets have been
detached obliquely through its width/thickness
for some time prior to discard. There is there-
fore no clue on this artefact, or on any Paviland
burin, that the axis of bladelet production ‘mi-
grated’ towards the ventral surface towards the
end of its life, as would be expected in the sce-
nario described above.

Likewise, the presence of a “stop-notch”
on examples of Paviland burin is far from con-
vincing evidence for a direct relationship be-
tween the two core types. Positioned to regu-
late the length of detached bladelets on burins
busqués, its purpose is apparently subtly differ-
ent on Paviland burins. Instead of restricting
the length of bladelets, the stop-notch on a Pa-
viland burin apparently restricts the width of
the bladelet débitage surface more than it does
the length: it is the thickness of the blank that
largely determines the length of bladelets (see
Fig. 2, 3). Again, the relevance of this shared
feature is questionable, given its apparent
functional difference.

Other technological features contradict the
hypothesis that Paviland burins are the end
result of particularly thorough burin busqué re-
duction. Perhaps the most striking difference
between the two core types is the position of
the bladelet débitage striking platform. On Pa-
viland burins, bladelets are struck from the left
side of the blank, either from a dorsally orien-
tated burin removal or from the dorsal surface
itself (table 1; fig. 2). For burins busqués, blade-
lets are ordinarily struck from the right side of
the blank (table 1, fig. 4). As noted previously
(Dinnis, 2008), the switch from a burin busqué to
a Paviland burin would thus apparently require

the removal of a large amount of material, in
order that a new working area could be created
on the opposite side of the blank. This is incon-
gruous with their interpretation as a technique
through which the life of a burin busqué could
be extended, and through which more bladelets
could be extracted from scarce raw material.

Aspects of raw material use are also incon-
sistent with the explanation that Paviland burin
cores are discarded where raw material is in
particularly short supply. Although found in
abundance at Trou Magrite and Paviland, at
least four Paviland burins are present in the
assemblage from Spy (Province de Namur).
There are numerous typical burins busqués at
Spy (Otte, 1979; Flas et al., in press), and there
are no obvious reasons to believe that raw ma-
terial availability was an issue for Aurignacian
hunter-gatherers there. The single Paviland
burin from Kent's Cavern is also difficult to
explain, being in an assemblage where flint
was readily available (Jacobi, 2007), and being
created on a blank entirely suitable for burin
busqué bladelet production. (Compare the
blanks of the Paviland burin from Kent's Cav-
ern and the burin busqué from Ffynnon Beuno
[fig. 3, 1 and fig. 4, 1]: both are made on wide
blades or laminar flakes of good quality ma-
terial, with characteristic central dorsal scars
and triangular cross-section.)

Furthermore, at other sites distant from
raw material sources and where technological
features demonstrate that burins busqués have
clearly been worked until totally exhausted,
Paviland burins are absent. The assemblage
from Gohaud (Loire-Atlantique, France) dem-
onstrates this well: efforts to prolong the life
of burins busqués include the delicate and sub-
tle modification of the bladelet débitage plat-
form once the core was too small to create an
entirely new platform (Dinnis, 2008, 2009; see
also Allard, 1978). As would be expected for a
typical burin busqué assemblage, on 20 of the
21 burins busqués from Gohaud bladelets have
been struck from the right side of the blank. The
techno-morphology of none of these 21 arte-
facts approaches that of a Paviland burin. Even
more prescient is the burin busqué/burin caréné
assemblage from Trou du Renard (Province de
Namur), situated close to the site of Trou Ma-
grite where numerous Paviland burins were
recovered. At Trou du Renard, small nodules
of flint have been utilised for the production of
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bladelets using burin busquéfburin caréné meth-
ods. Despite an unusually high number of these
core artefacts showing that bladelets were de-
tached from left to right (36%; 5 of 14 artefacts),
none displays the key features which are used
to define a Paviland burin (Otte, 1976; Dinnis
& Flas, in prep.). A paucity of preferable raw
material and a particularly thorough reduction
of bladelet cores has at neither site led to a Pavi-
land burin-type form of burin busqué.

Taken together, these observations are
certainly sufficient to conclude that Paviland
burins did not simply arise when burin busqué
creators were distant from a good source of
raw material. Assuming that bladelets from
burins busqués and from Paviland burins were
morphologically and functionally comparable,
the most reasonable explanation for the pres-
ence of burins busqués and Paviland burins in
British collections would therefore be that they
are representative of two, independent meth-
ods used during the Aurignacian to create the
same end product. This has implications when
the nature of British Aurignacian occupation is
considered.

6. DISCUSSION: THE NATURE OF AURIG-
NACIAN OCCUPATION OF BRITAIN

The re-reading and new interpretation of
British Aurignacian lithic material presented
here and previously (Dinnis, 2008) is based
upon the increased technological understand-
ing of Aurignacian carinated lithic artefacts
formulated over the past decade and more (e.g.
Lucas, 1997; Chiotti, 2000, 2003; Hays & Lucas,
2001; Le Brun-Ricalens et al., 2005, 2006; Pesesse
& Michel, 2006; Flas et al., 2006). One observa-
tion arising directly from this improved un-
derstanding is that the carinated component of
unmixed and truly homogeneous Aurignacian
lithic assemblages shows a remarkable con-
sistency in the method of bladelet production
used, and in the morphology of the resulting
bladelets. Often, the extent of this consistency
has been masked by the (necessary) typological
classification of artefacts.

The Aurignacien évolué assemblage from
level 7 (lower) of Abri Pataud (Dordogne,
France) illustrates this well. In this level are sev-
eral bladelet core artefact types. The most nu-
merous typological category is the burin busqué,

with 78 examples. The second most numerous
typological category is the burin caréné, with 20
examples present. These are likely to represent
the stage of the busqué reduction sequence at
which successive bladelet removals have oblit-
erated the busqué-defining stop-notch (Dinnis,
2009). These two artefact types are therefore
one technological continuum.

However, present in lower numbers are
other artefact types which would also now be
viewed as discarded bladelet cores, most no-
tably burins des Vachons and grattoirs a museaux
épais (Dinnis, 2009; see also Chiotti, 2005). It is
noteworthy that, despite there being an unu-
sually elevated amount of non-local material
present in the level 7 assemblage, all four grat-
toirs @ museaux épais and 12 of the 13 burins des
Vachons are made on local material, poorer in
quality and found in smaller nodules than flint
imported to the site. In contrast, almost half of
the burins busqués/burins carénés are made on
imported material (43%; 44 of 98 artefacts).
Furthermore, the artefacts classified as burins
des Vachons (for example by Chiotti, 2005) are
technologically much closer to burins busqués
than they are to true burins des Vachons (sensu
Pesesse & Michel 2006). A better typological
classification for these artefacts would be bur-
ins busqués a tendance Vachons (Pesesse & Michel
2006): the imperfect blanks used for these par-
ticular bladelet cores have been ventrally mod-
ified so that they are suitable for bladelet pro-
duction using the dominant busqué technique.
It is this expedient modification which has led
to their typological classification as burins des
Vachons.

Overall, then, the assemblage from Abri
Pataud level 7 shows a strict adherence to the
burin busqué bladelet production method, and
deviations from this are explicable as ad hoc
uses of local and non-preferential raw material
(i.e. for the grattoirs @ museaux épais) or as tech-
nological techniques applied to bring problem-
atic blanks in line with the busqué norm (i.e. for
the “burins des Vachons”). In all cases, the mor-
phology of bladelets produced is consistent.
This uniformity of carinated artefact bladelet
production can also be seen within other, ho-
mogeneous Aurignacien évolué assemblages, for
example those from Maisiéres-Canal (Province
du Hainaut), Gohaud and Abri Pataud level
8 (Allard, 1978; Chiotti, 2005; Flas et al., 2006;
Dinnis, 2009): the morphology of bladelets
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produced is consistent, and deviations from
the one technical norm used for their produc-
tion are easily explicable with reference to ex-
pedient uses of non-preferential raw material
or problematic blanks.

Previous descriptions of the typological
uniformity of British Aurignacian lithic mate-
rial were likely the result of the overall pau-
city of assemblages and artefacts, but were
probably also the result of an incomplete un-
derstanding of the function and technology
of characteristic Aurignacian bladelet core ar-
tefacts. Indeed, it is certainly the case that the
two largest British Aurignacian assemblages —
Paviland and Kent’s Cavern — do show a level
of techno-typological similarity which can be
considered as strong evidence for their com-
mon cultural source. However, the presence
of entirely typical burins busqués and Paviland
burins at British sites contradicts the notion
of typological uniformity across the entire
British Aurignacian. Given the consistency of
carinated artefact bladelet production within
demonstrably homogeneous Aurignacian as-
semblages elsewhere, the presence of these
two artefact types is good evidence that Britain
was the subject of more than one Aurignacian
occupation, or, alternatively, was the subject of
a prolonged occupation which encompassed a
time during which traditions of bladelet man-
ufacture changed.

A prolonged but very low-density occupa-
tion of Britain, possibly incorporating a large
degree of seasonality, is not implausible. For
the Aurignacian in particular, the corpus of
material currently known from British collec-
tions may be particularly poorly representa-
tive of actual human occupation. The known
geographical range of the Aurignacian in Brit-
ain will have been subjected to huge geologi-
cal alteration into and out of the Last Glacial
Maximum (LGM: ¢.22,000 years ago), and this
will no doubt have skewed the archaeological
record of the pre-LGM Aurignacian to a sig-
nificant but, unfortunately, largely unquantifi-
able degree. If the known range of the British
Aurignacian is a reasonably fair reflection of
the actual areas occupied — already a very big
‘if ~ then ¢.75% of Aurignacian territory has
subsequently been scoured by LGM ice sheets
or has been submerged by Holocene sea level
rises (Dinnis, 2009). In fact, this is a conserva-
tive estimate: this figure excludes the Channel

River area from “British terrain”, despite the
possibility that this area was a particular focus
of Aurignacian activity (Dinnis, 2008, 2009).
Any comparison of the number of Aurignacian
sites and findspots in Britain with the number
in neighbouring regions which have not been
subjected to these geological processes (for ex-
ample, Belgium) is clearly inherently prob-
lematic. With so little Aurignacian material
likely to have survived the rigours of the
late Pleistocene and early Holocene, it is un-
clear whether prolonged occupation would
now be archaeologically visible at all. With-
out doubt, the construction of interpretative
core-periphery models such as that proposed
by Campbell (1977) cannot be justified for the
British Aurignacian.

Despite this sizeable caveat, known British
assemblages do currently suggest a less dense
and more sporadic Aurignacian occupation
than in regions such as Belgium. Most notable
is the complete absence of any lithic or osseous
artefact which would fit better in the Aurignac-
ien ancien (or Protoaurignacien), despite such ar-
tefacts being present in neighbouring Belgium
(Otte, 1979; Dinnis, 2009; Flas et al., in press).
In this regard, the record of Aurignacian ma-
terial does nothing to contradict the image of
Late Pleistocene Britain as frequently empty of
humans (Jacobi, 1999, 2007; Pettitt, 2008; Jacobi
& Higham, 2011). Occupation of Britain seem-
ingly only occurred during the later stages of
the Aurignacian.

A better interpretation of the presence of
Paviland burins and burins busqués in Britain
may be that they are the sparse surviving rem-
nants of several brief occupation events. In-
deed, I would favour a chronological separa-
tion of these two artefact types, with the Pavi-
land burin technique as a development of the
burin busqué technique, and therefore younger
than the burin busqué (Dinnis, 2009), although
more data are needed to test this supposi-
tion. It is possible that more Aurignacian burin
busqué and Paviland burin assemblages lie un-
discovered in British museum collections, but
it is extremely unlikely that a substantial col-
lection comparable to that from Paviland has
gone unnoticed until now. To further charac-
terise the nature of the Aurignacian occupation
of Britain will require new fieldwork at known
sites, or, preferably, the location and excava-
tion of new sites.
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