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INTRODUCTION

= apart from human-made retouch, stone artifacts can
exhibit traces of damage due to post depositional
processes
= animal, human or natural in origin

= can be interpreted as human-made retouch! pseudo-retouch

McBrearty et al. 1998 - Pseudo-tools can be classified

according to Bordes typology.
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HYPOTHESIS

= We should be able to recognize human-made retouch
from continuous edge damage (pseudo-retouch) made

by trampling.

McBrearty et al. 1998.



2016 TRAMPLING

EXPERIMENT (ET1)




TRAMPLING EXPERIMENT 1
(ET. 1) 2015/2016

Authors/ Sample size
Methodology

5 different
Sprem, Karavani, dry soil types of N ,
Sosi¢ Klindzi¢ 15cm debris silliceous (20 +20) 7 months -

rocks



— o BN

2 November 2015












2018 TRAMPLING

EXPERIMENT (ET2)




TRAMPLING EXPERIMENT 2
(E.T. 2) 2018
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,,"Fo avoid flake initiation f'romlthe shoes themselves, the
participants wore soft-soled shoes.” McPherron etal.
2014
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2018 TRAMPLING

EXPERIMENT (ET3)




TRAMPLING EXPERIMENT 3
(E.T. 3) 2018

Authors/ Sample size
Methodology
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rocks
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METHODOLOGY




EDGE DAMAGE

=P, Villa i M. Soressi 2000:
1. MARGINAL - <1.5 mm 'r

2. MEDIUM - 1.5 - 4.5 mm

3. MICROFRACTURES - (edge break
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ADDED VALUES

4. CHIPPED - severely affects artifact morphology

5. BREAKAGE - broke in half



MCBREARTY ET AL. 1998

Pseudo-tools show one or more large scars
(>3mm); in most cases these scars are
contiguous.



RESULTS
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EXPERIMENTAL EDGE DAMAGE

100

20

80

70

60

% 50

40

30

20

10

0

57,5 SeT
49,4 50,6
| | I
ET1 ET2 ET3
yes ®no




EDGE DAMAGE - MUJINA PECINA

100 97

90 85,9

83,4
’ 81,4

80 75,5
70
60
% 50
40

30 24,5

1
20 16,6 8,6
14,1

BiC D1iD2 E1l E2 E3

yes HMno



EXPERIMENTAL EDGE DAMAGE TYPES
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EDGE DAMAGE TYPES - MUJINA PECINA
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QUANTITY OF EXPERIMENTAL EDGE DAMAGE
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EXPERIMENTAL PSEUDO-RETOUCH
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PSEUDO-RETOUCH - MUJINA PECINA
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NUMBERS, NUMBERS...

damage type | ETA (outof40) | ET2 (outofs2) | ET3 (outof81)

edge damage 23 (57,5%) 46 (56,1%) 40 (49,4%)

pseudo-retouch 6 (15%) 13 (15,9%) 9 (11,1%)



SOIL MICROMORPHOLOGY
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OIL MICROMORPHOLOGY
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CONCLUSION

=" ET1 and ET2 have some similar results regardless of

different methodologies.

= 30min of trampling on debris produced 13 pseudo-tools;

60 minutes on soil produced 9.

= taphonomy as a need-to-know process.



CONCLUSION

= direct trampling on debris
(ET2) produced more edge-
damage

similar to upper layers (B - D,
E1) of Mujina pecina
associated with the quantity of

stone debris in the sediment?
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