CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION

6.1 The Cultural Chronology of Tham Lod Rockshelter

analysed by using the interpretation from

geological and archaeological evi ‘ ham Lod rockshelter excavation.
The relationship among stratiggz [ archaeological data (Figures

This cultural pa i l characterized by the appearance

of cores and flakes assemblages={ia obbles size), including several

b

types both utilized 6'a‘?::'!‘.!?'"f!‘:".‘:'?""“"-"""‘“i" ‘ cores, broken cores,
N |

|
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utilized flakes and wasted “’ 8 cs ate mostly characterized by

unifacial tools which were made by direct percussion with hard hammer stone
¢ a o/

technique. All of ﬁvﬂ@%ﬂ%ﬁWﬂqﬂ ﬁe grained rock that

about 70 % from sdfidstone and 20 % from quartzite. This evidence shows that human in

¢

the past aq:WIDr ﬁﬁ‘nﬁﬂﬁbﬁw ﬁrﬂ vaﬂIea“frEIiver. Most of

stone tools @ssemblages represente e entire production sequence, especially high
density cores and flakes in area 3 indicate that there were the stone tools manufacture

at this site.

Surprisingly, stone tools were discovered extensively in the foot slope of
rockshelter (area 3). These stone tools assemblages represent that human activities not

only use on rockshelter but the activities also extended down slope. Even, limestone roof
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fall occurred, human did not stop their activities by changing the area activities down
slope. Stone tools assemblages are mainly composed of pebble to cobbles, including
utilized cores, wasted cores, broken cores, utilized flakes and wasted flakes that
represent the entire production sequence till finish production. Spatial distribution of

material suggests that this area seems appropriately to be the place as lithic workshops.

The animal remains are characterized by a small fragment of bones (non

of complete long bone), both burned and R¢ burned. A preliminary identified from teeth

samples can be classified from s to 39 si7as@nimals such as bovid, deer, bear,

mountain goat, pig, rhizomys and-Small pimatesTeiC._Shell remains were also found

_ \\\ the stone tools artifacts,
ell‘s. ially
VN

yatterns. The occurrence of

associate with animal b
numerous of fragmentary
animals and collecting s

those animal remains on ndicates human in the past

used the floor of shelter fi ow to fire for cooking (i.e.

butchering animals and burng to the spatial distribution of

mixed of stone tools materia gments in area 2 and animal

remains were possibly removed o 108864 40 he wall and it is suggested that it
' . ——Er' oW ,

may have been used as.a ¢

Based onme result of AMS and TL datin£ in this area, the earliest
cultural layers weperdat ¢ ﬁ ing,t { imately 32,380 .+ 292 years BP. The
dating in the high@mdeia tﬂﬂaﬁo Kﬁﬁﬁe‘iins) based on AMS
dating has.given,t e rangin ﬁf tely fr 190 + 1 P (dated by
shell remiﬁfja ﬁ ﬁei ﬂjﬂ/ﬁjﬂiﬂﬁiﬁgm sediment

in layer 3 of area 3 suggests the age of deposition approximately 14,055 + 47 years BP.

The archaeological remains indicated that the prehistoric people in this time were the
users and makers of stone. This rockshelter was used by them in multi functional
purpose in one place including habitation, processing food, stone tools manufacture
and refuse area. The cultural period can be corresponded to late Paleolithic or late

Pleistocene Period.
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6.1.2 Late Pleistocene Period Il (13,000 - 10,000 years BP)

The cultural pattern in late Pleistocene Phase Il is somewhat similar to the
late Pleistocene Phase | but the use of rockshelter was functionally changed based on
the occurrence of two burials (two human skeletons). Human skeleton | was an
“extended burial” that was found together with stone tools. Human skeleton Il underlying

burial | was a “flexed burial” that was al W gether with stone tools.

Based on the S anic sediment, burial | was

given the age approxima O} years "*' ourial 1l was approximately

13,640 + 80 years BP. » n same level indicate that

prehistoric people in thi g ¢ 0 \- s late Prehistoric Period I.
They were the users a 1 \ ain tools for habitation. This
rockshelter was used conti )Y trﬁ_ﬁ \ « amp and then changing for
burial site during late Pleistocgne eﬁ@; 7

A

74
oEss o
6.1.3 Early to Middle H ne (10,000 — 2,900 years BP)

The cul di6gene is unclear to divide

by the archaeological rﬁ\ains S c to aiddle Holocene because
archaeological remains as fpl&s, potsherds ar@beads were mixed. According to the

interpretation of sﬁt%ﬂ %%cﬂ@ﬂo‘ﬁ wyl}ﬂs‘stigraphic unit B and

unit C representeoq'lhe unconformable‘natural process that was aff%}ed by flooding.

The ﬂoon rw fﬁvae@ W%t%%’k@%«%}'}ﬁaﬁﬁom several

period mlxnb together of flakes associated with potsherd, bead, polish stone.

Based on the dating by TL dating in the upper part of unit B in area 3
(contact boundary between unit B and C), two sediment samples were dated and given
the age approximately 9,980 + 120 years BP and 10,589 + 49 years BP. In the upper

part of this unit C (contact boundary between unit C and unit D) sediment was dated
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and suggested the age approximately 2,933 + 83 years BP. The relative age from dating
suggested that fake was probably made during whereas late Pleistocene, potsherds,

beads and polish stone were possibly produced during early to middle Holocene.

Although, it was not clear about the time span of occupation especially
during this phase, however, the evidence of potsherds, beads and polish stone found

can indicate that Tham Lod rockshelter was occupied by people who use ceramics

Archaeologi€al Onti sly from early to middle

Holocene. Potsherd, beads tigraphic C in area 1. The

q the late Holocene period.

characteristic of all potsherds

s

The deposition of th! able to clarify, because the deposit

was thin layer and mos turbed by 1 hg™present. However, the

distribution of archaroldgical ads) iron tools found on the

floor of this shelter may i :! cate tha /as used fﬁ ntinuously by human from

the middle Holoce?jl t?ﬁtgg%:?iﬂ ‘V] %Jw E] ,_] ﬂ ‘j

PIAATUAMINAE
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Figure 6.1 Total analysis and total number of archaeological remains by component and stratigraphic unit of Area1
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Figure 6.3 Total analysis and total number of archaeological remains by component and stratigraphic unit of Area3
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6.2 Settlement Pattern

According togthg - S ical surveys conducted by
Highland Archaeological , f istoric archaeological site was
found surrounding the area but ; like in this study area. Tham Lod
rockshelter seems to a 60C : place) and land marked for
people in the past to § TS ted in open doline that
contains a small to medilﬁ fla , ary, ﬁll protected from rain. This

shelter is situated on the ritghest position wut&p doline that easy to overlook around

doline and the aﬁ FHrM fdeﬁﬂsﬂs%fﬁ Wﬂy’ivﬁ‘zdance of accessible

natural resource, eﬂ)ecually close to the‘l.ang river, water and lithic raw material sources
o] WIANN TN URIAINYIAY

Based on geographical context, this rockshelter is located within the
transitional zone between karst and non karst areas that suitable to increase the degree
of habitation diversity. The abundance of natural resources in this area could be enough
to support for human activities, especially prehistoric man. Lang River is the main river

passing in the are a very close to Tham Lod rockshelter. The evolution of terrace

2,933 8P

9.980
and
10,582 8P

14,055 8P
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deposits of Lang river indicate that the river was located more closer to Tham Lod
rockshelter than present. As it can be seem today, the Lang river valley supports a
variety of plants and animals and human residents. The significance of the Lang River
for prehistoric man is numerous of gravel deposited along the river. The analysis in type
of gravel from the Lang river comparison with stone tools indicate that gravels from Lang
river were the major raw materials for prehistoric man to make stone tools. It is also
supported that, most of gravels from Lang river is able to be good raw material, because

ﬁ take from the river to rockshelter.

of their several sizes, high of hardnes

p—

The evidenc ‘ n indicated long term used
this rockshelter for habitatiC , ehistoric therers. Gravel deposited in
area 1 represented that s . N r that, this stream changed
flow direction and then . The rockshelter become
suitable to serve as a good placg for seiting up @ ‘ p for people to live a bit
away from river. Archaeologi 2 [ N\ us of stone tools, animal
remains and shells also c@nfig ace had ‘evidence of manufacturing,
‘ suggest the processing of animals
which found numerous of anlmabw;f the manufacturing of stone tools

which found entire sta S L

ols produciion such as utilizes cores,

w.-x Y

wasted cores, broken Cor ondary wasted flakes, the

maintenance of stone to Wthh found reshapening ﬂakeﬂr the trace of retouch on

ﬁe mterpretatuon of settfement patterﬁ din ﬁt prehistoric
people ac‘am namgmu Mre '

addition to that main natural resources were classified into two sources; mountain and

avironment. In

river. The mountainous features in the area comprise cave and rockshelter enabled to
support for human to use and live comfortably. Wild animals were abundant for hunting
and transported them back to the shelter for processing and cooking. The Lang river
was a raw material sources, especially, gravel was the main raw material for making

stone tools at the rockshelter. This evidence and archaeological remains indicated
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long term temporary camp settlement patterns from Late Pleistocene until Late
Holocene. After that, this shelter was functionally changed to burial site but temporary

settlement still went on (Figure 6.5).

6.3 Site Function

The settlement pattern of human at Tham Lod rockshelter was occupied

rockshelter for living during late sPleistocene! ST décation of the rockshelter and its
material cultures suggests tha ' '- : &ed as a temporary camp and

0'archaeological remains, site

as protection from rainy seast

function can be classified
1. Temporary

_ ed his rockshelter for temporary
site since late Pleistocene perio Lod " helter and adjacent sites were mainly
occupied by hunter — gatheré g' : “ 9" by 7high density of archaeological
remains such as stone-4Qol il a2 egpattern of archaeological
remains indicates that iy‘ ,\;(,-' ocessing, cooking and
consumption after anim% and she unt% and collected from their
natural resources around therroc kshelter.

ﬂ‘UEVJVlEWI‘iWUWﬂ‘E

nufacture and malgtenance stone tools site

ammnmum'mmaa

Due to the location of Tham Lod rockshelter close to the Lang
river, it is reasonable for prehistoric people to select and collect the gravels from the
Lang river and carried them back to the rockshelter for making stone tools. This is
confirmed by archaeological remains especially cores and flakes that were found
extensively within 3 areas of excavation. Cores and flakes analyses revealed the stone
tools manufacturing and maintenance activities occurred at the site. Utilized cores,

wasted cores, broken cores, hammer stone, primary wasted flakes, secondary wasted
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flakes were also deemed that the site has been used to produce stone tools since the

beginning until finishing the process.

3. Refuse Site

After prehistoric people finished their activities, numerous of un-
used material were remained. A large number of animals bone fragments, shells, wasted

cores, primary wasted flakes and second wasted flakes was un-used material

remains. The spatial distribution of ther N especially lvarea 1 and area 2 suggested that
Bones fragment in area 1 (level

25-30: 330 -380 cm.Dt.

4. Burial

that this rockshelter has be oy - ite: \o )uman skeletons were found.
Human skeleton | was an “ext “rtiris v stone tools associated with the burial
and indicated the time to approxi 60 years BP by AMS dating. Human

skeleton Il was found “; i izegrby a "flexed burial”, with

4.
e —————— -

stone tools in associa VEnl the age approximately

6.3 Preliminaw%l%gﬁmtﬂﬂriw ¢I1N9
AT RN SHUN A R B R o

paleoenvironr“ental aspect, but the geological and archaeological records from the

13,640 + 80 years BP. E

excavation can preliminary help in interpreting paeoenvironment by the characteristic of

sediment deposited and animal remains.

Beginning of the from late Pleistocene and older, a few evidence for

interpretating paleoenvronment is available. In the lower part of late Pleistocene
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deposited, lateritic soil formed and being graded to be laterite. The deposition during this

time may has been affected by groundwater and alternate wet-dry season.

During the late Pleistocene period, homogenous sediment deposit
made the difficulty to interpret the paleoenviroment. However, the analysis of animal
remains from the excavated area has confirmed that some animals are still exist until today

such as deer, bovid and monkeys. A similar group of animals was found in the other

present.

The sed \ he severe flooding in the area
Ql

mi \\\. ene. The flooding raised

occurred sometimes be

water level up to the high ar an b ed that this period was high
frequently of rain fall making i ‘ v". ne \ 'he rockshelter or upland area
seemed reasonably to be the g@bd,place: 71:., 7 in the past used to live safely. Even
today, the area suffers from high quan ity ra _.{- g and high water level in Lang river

that, sometime, flood coyefthe middie terrace around, particulatly,during rainy season.

This mter tation on paleoenvironment is the first attempt to describe

micro paleoenviro gyiw 5 e full research of
paleoenvironment ﬁ_‘u ﬂﬁﬁ ﬂ Ejﬁ ﬁ)rtant and necessary
to understand t aptation o ro SC research in
the area abg ﬁ’jﬁ ﬂ j miae'jaﬁ ﬁ gi’qj M
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