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ABSTRACT OF THESIS 

DEVELOPING A FRAMEWORK FOR LATE QUATERNARY HUMAN 

PALEOECOLOGY IN CENTRAL ASIA: 2003-2004 INVESTIGATIONS AT 

ANGHILAK CAVE, UZBEKISTAN 
 

Interdisciplinary archaeological investigations were conducted at Anghilak Cave in 2003 and 

2004.  The proximate goal of this research was to develop a reliable, chronometrically dated 

stratigraphic framework for the site by integrating concepts and methods from archaeology, 

geomorphology, and taphonomy into a single methodological and analytical framework.  The 

ultimate goal was to use the stratigraphic framework to address a series of research questions 

concerning human paleoecology during the Late Quaternary.  Two primary depositional units 

(Units 1 and 2) comprising five stratigraphic layers (Strata I-V) were excavated, identified, 

described, sampled and analyzed.  A total of five AMS radiocarbon dates were obtained from 

charcoal samples ranging from 2,798 to 43,900 BP.  Stratum IV produced three dates ranging 

from 27,310 to 43,900, and contained Mousterian artifacts, hominid skeletal remains, and a faunal 

assemblage dominated by medium ungulates, small animals, and tortoise.  The results of this 

research indicate that Anghilak Cave was occupied during the Last Full Glacial (OIS 3) by 

hominids producing Mousterian stone tool assemblages.  Subsistence ecology is characterized by 

intensive processing of medium ungulates, followed by small-game resources.     

Jeffrey A. Adams 
Anthropology Department 
Colorado State University 

Ft. Collins, CO 80523 
Fall 2006 
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CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION 
 

 

The Uzbek-American Stone Age Project 

(UASAP) discovered Paleolithic artifacts in 

Anghilak Cave during archaeological test 

excavations in the summer of 2002 (Glantz et al. 

2003).  The site is a small east-facing limestone 

cave (Figure 1.1) located in the Kashkadariya 

Province of southeastern Uzbekistan (Figure 

1.2).  It is situated in the Karatube Hills, 

foothills of the Zerafshan Mountains, an 

extension of the western Tien Shan Range.  The 

site represents the first new Paleolithic 

discovery in Central Asia in the last 30 years.  

The cave contains deposits that can contribute 

important information to our understanding of 

human evolution during the Late Quaternary 

period. The research comprising this thesis was 

carried out in conjunction with ongoing excavations at the cave.  The goal of the UASAP is to 

provide further documentation of the Paleolithic settlement of Central Asia by conducting 

interdisciplinary archaeological investigations at Anghilak Cave and other localities in eastern 

Uzbekistan.  

Figure 1.1.  Overview of Anghilak Cave 
looking west.  The depressions on the ridge 
in the mid-foreground are the remains of a 
Medieval Period village site.  Photo by M. 
Glantz, July 2003. 



 2

Figure 1.2.  Political and Physical Relief Map of Central Asia showing the location of Anghilak Cave 
(Map source: http://www.stantours.com/pics/ca_mn_map_top_xl.gif). 

 

PURPOSE AND GOALS 

The primary purpose of this research was to provide further support for the original 

interpretation of Paleolithic occupation and use of Anghilak Cave (Glantz et al. 2003).   This 

interpretation was based on preliminary studies of lithic and faunal materials recovered during 

test excavations conducted in 2002 by the UASAP.  These investigations were limited to test pits, 

but yielded a large lithic assemblage (n=485) with Middle Paleolithic affinities, including typical 

non-Levallois Mousterian points and denticulates, as well as a large but fragmentary faunal 

assemblage (n=>2,200), similar to those recovered from other Middle and Early Upper 

Paleolithic cave sites (e.g., Klein and Cruz-Uribe 2000; Speth and Tchernov 2002; Stiner 1994, 

2005; Vishnyatsky 1999).  At least five natural stratigraphic levels were noted and the potential 

for datable, stratified archaeological deposits appeared to be high. 


