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Abstract. The discovery of 8 Temate figurine near Kroms, Austris, |8 re-
ported,  Carved lrem Serpentine or schist and eoming from o dated occo=
pution deposity 1his find @ among e eerliost seulptives known, The fipure
is briefly described, its early Upper Palncelithic eultural context is consi-
Uered wnd other representutives of Lhis escly tradition of sculptod art sre
disenzsed in order lo eslablish their compten choracteristios. The now find
provides further evidence Lhatl oo fadvanced' art terdition existod iz contral
Eurape well hefore the Sraveitian, and before the nppoarance of iconic art

in western Eurape,

fntroduction

On 23 September 1488, two ragments of green
stone (serpentline or schist, perhaps chlorite=schist)
were lacated al the base of an "Aurignacian’ occu=-
pation layer near Krems, Austria. Bearing engraved
marks, ihe pieces were clearly fashioned by human
hand. A thorough search produced a further five
large and many small fragments of the same, obvi-
ausly extrancous stone on the {ollowing day. When
fitted together, the large fragments formed a com-
plete, 72 mm long and 7 mun thick, flattish figurine
depicling a4 woman in an animated pose, welighing
.8 g, Bix charcoal samples from the same occu-
pution horizon vielded radiocarbon dates ol about
Jit 000 years B, sugzesting that the carving is per-
haps 5000 yvears older than the 'Venus of Willen-
dorf", found 80 years earlier, almost exactly to the
day, and just 20 km away. The new lind is among
the oldest sculplures known in the werld. In con-
trast to some af the other art finds {rom the early
Upper Palacolithic (such as the first of the Willen-
dorf figures) this sculpture was recovered under
immaculate conditions of stratizraphic decumenta-
tion, by the excavation director hersell, from appa-
rently undisturbed deposits.

The "Wenus of the Galgenberg', as it has already
come 1o be known, provides an impertant link in
reconstrucling the circumstances surrounding the
beginnings of Upper Palaeolithic art. Porhaps more
signilicanily, the artistic sophistication of the new
Austrian find raises once again the subject of pre-
Upper Palaeolithic art production. 1 shall briefly
describe the Galpenberg figurine and its context,
and then discuss its significance.

Geographical and Archoeological Setting
In spite of Austria's central location in Europe
and the proximity of the important concentrations

of Palaeclithic sites in neighbouring countries, ithe
Palueolithic peried is only poorly represented in
Austria. Much of the country is mountainous and
would have heen inhospitable during long periods
af the Pleistocene {see Schmid 1963 for snow limits
during cryocratic peaks). Nevertheless, intergla-
cials provided optimal climatic and bicenvironmen-
tal conditions (Segota 1967), and the almost com-
plete lack of Lower mnd Middle Palaeolithic re-
mains in Austria is conspicuous. It must be at least
partly atiributeble to the destruction of occupation
deposits by various agenis {lfor instance inundation,
ho doubl often caused by solifluction, has destroyed
many sites in valleys)

The Galgenberg is located 3.2 km due north af
Krems, Lower Austria, a picluresgue small town
oh the northern shore of the Danube (Fig. 1} The
hill offers sweeping views over the surrounding
country, rising to 374 m above sea level, i.c. about
188 m above the river. Immediately upstream of
Krems the Danube has had to cut its way throwgh
the southern fringes of the metamorphic rock
Bohemian massif, thus separating the Dunkelsteiner
Wald from the Waldviertel. The 15 km long, narraw
valley from Krems to Melk is the Wachau (Fig. 2),
which Tarms a natueal gateway that may well have
influenced the movements of migratory herds in
the Pleistocene. Several castles or ruins on the val-
ley's steep hills suggesl its strategic role in the
mote recent past, and include Diirnstein, where
Richard the Lionheart was held to ransom in ALl
1192-43, Geomorphologically the Wachau is charac-
terised by remnants of locss deposits nestled among
the steep slopes that are now covered by Lerraced
vinevards. The loesses of {he Wachau and of the
surrounding part of Lower Austria have provided
the geochronological basis of the European Wiirm
glaciation {HBrandtner 1931, 1954, 195%6; Fink 1954,
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1956, [%61; Zeuner 14954; Woldstedt 1856; Felgen-
hauer, Fink and De Vries 1959; H. Gross 1960a)l
This region also produced the only readily definable
cluster of Palopeolithie sites found in Austria. Thoy
are uswally attributed to just two lithic industries,
the Aurignacian and the Graveltian (Easl Gravet-
tian, Klima's 'Paviovian’], but it has been arpgued
that these few domen sites have been lumped toge-
ther primarily because they oceour in Wirmion loess
and share a "eold” fnuna, often dominated by mam-
moth, horse andfor reindeer {e.g. Priifer 1958).

Mast of the Palaeolithic occupation evidence
of the Krems region is traditionally thought to
derive fram Wiirm 1l locsses, some {(e.g. the lower
four levels of Willendorf 11, or Senftenberg) fre-
quently ascribed to the Gotiwelg interstadial.
Howewver, many aspects of the published reporls
gnd of the remaining evidence, in collections and
in the ficld, prompl one's seepticism. The chronolo-
grical placement af almost every Austrien Palaeoli-
thic site remains controversial, and most typologi-
cal desipnations are open to debate. The situation
is not helped by the tendeneies of local archacolo-
pists on the one hand to emulate the western Euro-
pean sequence, and on the other to perpetunte
Penck's error of confusing Gottweig deposits with
those of the last interglacial (and hence Rissinn
with Y.L. [ loesses; see Socrgel 1819; Lais 1941;
Brandtnor 1950 Zeuner 1954). Pittioni's {1938,
1954) Palaeolithic echronology of Austria, which
is erroneous in slmost every detail (Zotz 18567 Prii-
fer 1058; Narr 1966: 451; Hednarik in prep.), conti-
nues to serve as a standard reflerence (e.g. Neuge—
bauver and Simperl 1879), although the plecement
of the alpine cove stations {Olschewian) inlo the
Eem (e.g. Ehrenberg 18958) has been refuted time
and again {for cxemple by Bayer 1928; J. C. Gross
192%9; Soergel 1940; Zotz 1944: 21, 1951; H. Gross
14955; Schmid 19a7: 534, 1963). Yet this outdated
model continues o be folowed with the 'sectrrian
zealotry? 1. Gross (1960b: 379) has already noted.

It Is also evidenl that most of the Lower Aus-
trian loess sites have been incorrectly identified
{Pittioni 1954: 84). For instance some of the
Wachau sites earlier thought to be of the Wirm
Il cannot possibly predate the Paudorf oscillation,
while at least one (Senftenberg) iz Gidltweig, if
not final Wiirm I {Felgenhauer et al. 1959). Aggs-
bach cannot be from a Y.L, I, at 22 4304100 or
25 001 {depending on  whether we accepl
Sehmid's [1963] or Movius's [1960] date of the same
sample, GRO 1327}, The Paudorf Bodenbildung
most certainly underlios the Graveitian of Still-
fried {cf. Franz 1925; and Bayer's 1927 reprimand),
for which we have a series of radiocarbon dates
centring on 26 000 to 27 000 years BP (Felgen-
hauer 1980}, It is clear that some or many of the
open air loess sites belong to Paudorf or Y.L. I
{ef. Bayer's 1927 and 1528 comments; and Felgen-
hauer 1851). Priifer {1958) noted that a younger,
overlying loess is often lacking at the Lower Aus-
trian sites, and it has even been suggested that
some of these loess sites are Magdalenian (e.g.
Gobelsburg, by Obermaier 1908}

Magdalenoid industries do occur in a few cave
sites of the region, notably the Gudenus Cave
{Hacker 1884) and others near the ecanflluence of
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Figure 1.
Map of eastern Austrig, showing locations of
Palaeolithic sites mentioned in (he lext. They are:

I - Stilifried

Z = Teufelslucken

3 - Frauenlucken

4 - Promenadenstein Cave
3 - Drachen Cave

fi = Repalust Cave
7 - Badl Cave

8 = Griffener Cave
9 - Salzofen Cave

Figure 2.
Map of Wachau and Krems region, Lower Ausiria.
Polagniithic sites mentioned in the text are:

1 -GALGENBERG
2 - Krems—Hundsteig
3 = Cobelsburg

4 - Senftenberg

2 — Gudenus Cave
g - Willendorf
7 - Aggsbach
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the Grosse and Kleine Krems rivers; the Frauen-
lucken {Wichmann and Bayer 1924); and 80 km to
the south-east, in the Promenadensteig Cave (Bed-
narik 1970. At the other end of the chronological
spectrum, the Gudenus Cave—within two hours'
walk of the Wachau valley—also conteins Austria's
only indispulable pre-Upper Palaeolithic strata.
This small cave in the Kleine Kroms valley yielded
bMousterian levels (Breuwil and Obermaier 1%08;
Haver 1924), and well below them an acheuloid
handaxe assemblage {Bednarik in prep.).

Only one of the loess stations near Krems hus
boen generally accepled as typologically comper—
able to a stage of the French sequence: there is
an Aurignacian level at Krems-Hundsteig, but the
site was destroved before it could be studied {Pit-
tioni 1954: 67) und may have comprised more than
ane pecupation phase (perhaps Lhis is why Pittioni
describes the site as Aurignacian, but lists it in
his table [p. 121] as Gravettian!?). During the
Géttweig, the Upper Palaeolithic industries of the
region from southern Germany to Hungary differed
significantly from the typologically better-under-
stood sequence west of the Rhine and Alps. 1t may
therefore be sensible to clarify the 'cultural® affi-
liations that the loess sites may have with the
roughly contemporary or slishtly earlier central
Luropean cave site indusiries of the 3Szeletian
{Kadic 1916) and Olsehewian (Bayer 15924), and
those of Bwabia, scuthern Gormany.

The first Palaeoclithic [inds reported from the
Galgenberg at Krems were made in the spring and
summer of 1441, Emil Weinfurier collected remains
of Pleistocene mammals, including mammoth and
reindeer, recarded ample charcoal in the Wiirmian
loess, and collected numerous silica flekes, mostly
débitage. Among the implement types he records
a cone scraper and other forms associated with
the early Upper Palaeolithic {Weinfurter 189350),

Sinece the construetion of the Krems water
supply lacilities on the Galgenberg, i.e. since 1985,
the Osterreichisches Bundesdenkmalamt has been
excavating in & nearby vineyvard owned by a clois-
ter, Kremsminster. The project is directed by Dr
Christine Neugebauer-Maresch, 1t resulted in the
recovery of the female figurine just before the end
of last year's field season.

The Galgenberg Figurine

In contrast to most of the Gravettian statuel-
tes, which are sculpted in the round, the Galgen—
berg figurine is lat, and of fairly uniform thick-
ness. This may have been influenced by the original
shapo of the stone it was fashioned from: the mine-
ral has been alternatively described as serpentine
and =schist, both of which occur frequently in tabu-
lar or shaly form. Neither has been recorded before
in Palacclithic art, although it is to he noted that
the "Wenus of SBavignane' has been alternatively des-
eribed as steatite (by Graziosi and Aloisi) and ser-
pentine (by Antonielli and Millosevich) {Bahn, pors.
comm.). Sorpentino and steatite are petrographic-
ally and chemically similar.

Besides the pieces forming the ligurine itself,
a number of small fragments of the same green
stone were found in close vicinity. They are noet
part of the sculpture, and may well represent

parings or earving residue from manufacture. While
it is of course possible that they originate from
the production of another object, it seems more
likely that the figurine was found In Lhe lecation
of its manulecture; perhaps it was discarded afler
it fractured during production.

The Galgenberg figurine bears several cul
marks, especially dorsally, which need to be subjec-
ted to detailed 'internal analysis' {Marshack 1972,
[485; of. D'Errico 1988). Carbonate encrustation,
tool and ercsion marks cover its surface, producing
a mottled effect. Al least some ol the carbonate
precipitate has been removed by the researchers;
it could have been subjected to radiecarbon, ura-
nium-series andfor oxygen isotope analysis, thus
providing valuable data for other projects. Techno-
logically the production of the seulpture is signifi-
cantly mere advanced than that of any Gravettian
fund thus more recent) figurine. The soft stone can
be readily Tashioned with [lint teols bul in this case
the ohject is rather brittle and delicate. While the
limestone of the larger and considerably more ro-
bust Willendarf | figurine {Szombathy 1910) may
have been & demanding medium (Eppel 19%30), a
groater technolopical capability is manifested in
the Galgenberpg figurine. The several salient paris
(left arm and breast, head) could all easily fracture
gt their bose, and to carve or bore the two apenings
(botween lorso and right arm, and between legs)
invelved & very delicate production process.

The stone's physical properties would not permit
the lashioning of a [ree-standing limb, especially
an arm. To overcome this limitation the artist uti-
lised lwo dilferenl conventions siill being used by
contemporary sculptors: the right arm and the legs
are structurally supported {and thus braced) at both
ends, while the left arm is shortened te hall the
anatomicsl lenglh by being depicted in a folded-
back position. This alone shows that the artist was
well versed in the technigues of producing human
figures with 'free' limbs, an art that was apparently
not masiered by the Gravettian artists. Such nd-
vancod skills demand an accumulated store of arti-
san's know=how and cannot be explained as anything
but the product of & lengthy tradition in which
people had experimented for thousands, and pro-
bably tens of thousands, of years {perhaps with
porishable media?).

The extraordinary skill of the Galgenberg artist
is also shown by his or her ability to maintain a
definite and vivid visualisation of the intended
form throughout manufacture, despite the various
technological challenpes involved in producing the
ligurine. This is evident from the internally cohe-
renl attitude of the ligure: the posiure of all body
parts is correctly balanced with the whole, The
body's weighl is depicled as being supported mostly
on the left leg; the right leg is angled and resting
on a slightly higher support than the lelt. This faci-
litates the casual placement of the right hand on
the upper thigh. The upper torso is therefore turned
to the left, u position also demanded by the steeply
raised left arm. This attitede brings the left breast
almost into prefile, showing it to be large and con-
sistent with that of a vounp woman., The second
breast is in low relief, due to the stone's flatness.
Facial detail is lacking, and while the wide upper
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piart of the head sppears o be so shaped intentio=
nally, we cannot know whether it represents a coif-
fure or i= merely incidental. The vulva is depicled
naturalistically, and the figurine lacks any sug-
gostion of abesity, steatopygin or emphasis of fe-
male charactleristics. With the exception of the
Limbs, which are rendered only as thin as the artist
dared to, the fligure s of analomically correct di-
mensions and leatures an apparently young woman
standing on a pedestal-like support.

The torsa, head and left arm survived in a single
piece, while the two legs and the support wore
found in threc separaic sections. The right arm
had suffered the most damapge; it wes recovered
braken in three. The various fragments come from
the same occupation horizen as a series of white-
patinated lithic implements, including burins and
broad scrapers. Silica nodules and cobbles ocour
in the highest part of the Galgenberg, which con-
sists of Tertiary gravels that may have provided
some of the raw material. The pelvie bone of a
woolly rhinoceros (Coelodontn antiquitatis), o Lypi-
cal Wirm species (Kurtén 1968: 144), was also re-
covered. Six radiocarbon samples {rom the occu-
pation stratum  have provided dates clustered
around a mean of slightly more than 30 000 years
BP. This places the site at the onset of the secon
Wiirm stadial. Charcoal sample GRO 16135 was
callected [rom the immediate vicinity and the
same laver as the figurine's [ragments; and pro-
duced a date of 31 THO£280 vears BP.

Discuszsion

The [ull signilicance of the Galgenberg find
does not, howewver, rest upon the figurine itself,
but on how it [its into what is known about very
carly art, and how it can affect our concepts about
cultural evolulion around the beginning of the Up-
per Palacolithic and during the preceding period.
Rather than being another "Venus figurine'; this
find adds considerable weight to the hypolhesis
that the sculpted arl preceding the Gravettian fi-
gurines, which are characterised by varying degrees
of stylisation, was cne of sophisticaled realism.
What the [ew 'Aurignacian' sculplures of central
Curope have in common seems adequate to diffe-
rentinte between them and the more recent Gra-
vettian Tigures, which occur from western Curope
te the U.S.5. K. The latter, while maintaining much
of the earlier naturalism, nevertheless are typically
static and stylised, although such troatment takes
various forms.

Perhaps the best-known series of Upper Palaco-
lithie sculptures is that of the so-called 'Wenuses':
made of ivory, bone, steatite, burnt clay or lime-
stone, they may be characteristically corpulent
fe.p. Willendorf 1, Gagarine, Balzi Rossi-Grimaldi;
cf. bas—reliefs of Laussel, probably Iate Grovettian)
or somewhat slestopygous {e.g. Savignano, Dolni
Véstonica, Sireuil, Tursac, Lespugue), or they may
be slender (Mal'ta, Buret, Laugerie-Haute, two of
the Brassempouy figures). Some of the stetuettes
included in this series are only vapucly anthropo-
morphous {c.g. Willendorf [, which offers little
more detail than the Vogelherd anthmpnmur‘ph}.
and to be consistent with the tendency to apply
the lerm "Venus' we would have to name any

The Galgenberg figurine froam Krems, Austria,

apparently female sculpture so, irrespective of its
provenance within the world.

The mare 'typicul' "Wenus' statuettes appear in
the Gravettian (late Gravettinn or Gravetio-Solu-
trean in western Euwrope), and the tradition scems
lo continue in the figurines of some Magdalenian
sites (e.g. Pekarna Cave, Petersfels) and the later
Upper Palacalithic sites of the U.S.8.R. The Gal-
genberg=Krems figurine has alzo boen designatod
a 'Venus', while clearly predating the series by a
considerable margin and sharing none of its stylis-
tic (raits. Boring techniques were not employed
in the manulacture of "Venus' sculptures, and their
compact overall form may well account for some
af their stylistic aspeets: the usually stunted arms
{in about a quarter of all specimens these are alto-
gether missing; Duhard 1984) may have less to do
with stylistic conventions and more with technolo-
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gical aspects or conventions of production. This
i5 sugwested by several of the bas-relief Fipures
on rock which are shown holding their arms in very
'natural' poses, clearly extending away from the
body: the four Laussel specimens {Lalanne 1%12;
Lerol~Gourhan 1971; Duhard 1988; Huyge 1988)
and the twoe 'reclining Venuses' of La Mapdelaine
{Breuil 1954; Duhard 1989: Figs 7 and 8).

Another fundamental difference betwecn the
Hrems lind and the "Wenus' statuettes is that the
latter are generally symmetrical, the exceptions
being minor variations, such as the position of an
arm or hand. The Calgenberg image is totally
asymmetrical; not one body part is in a bilaterally
coiresponding positian relative to the mediansagit-
tal plane—which is ilself slightly distorted because
the upper torso is turned to the left. Such & profli-
clent method of sculpling reappears In the late
Magdalenian, but even then it does not quite match
the simple harmony exemplified in this tiny figu-
rine—which is, after all, at least twice as old.

[Mowewver, the most Tundamental diflference
between the Galpenberp discovery and "Venus' figu-
rines iz that the latter are without exception static
figures, lacking even the slightest hint of motion.
Their inertia provides a stark contrast to the ani-
mation and vivacity of the Galgenberg specimaen.

The 'Aurignacian’ figurines [rom the Vopelherd
Cave {(near Stetten, Swabian Alb, south-western
Germany} come [rom Layers 4 and 5 of that site
{Rick 1#34), the lithics of which differ from those
of the French Aurignacian (de Sonneville-Bordes
I465). The lack of other sculptures from the Gott-
weir encouraged Miller=Beck {1957a, b, 1865) to
question Riek's dating and to attribute the site to
the Stillfried {Paudorf). The ligures are no longer
unique, however: the therienthropic figure from
the Stadel im Hohlen S5tein, north of Ulm (Hahn
1871; Marshack in press) is also "Auwrignacian’ It
i5 of mammoth ivory, 281 mm long, and depicts
a naturalistically propartioned human with a lion's
leed. This 1s one ol the most sophisticated images
known from any Palacolithic period, in expressive—
ness, level of eraftsmanship #nd the cosmelogical
constructs it implies; yet it is also one of the oldest
Pulaeolithic images known. There are five parallel
notches on its upper left arm, and Marshaek {in
press) has noled that a similar pattern occurs on
the tiny anthropomorphous relief carving from the
Geiszenkldsterle near Blaubeursn, 20 km west of
Ulm. This roughly rectangular ivory plaque mea-
sures enly 38 mim. One side bears a crudely
fashioned, but realistically proportioned, human
figure with raised armms, while the other has been
decorated with over 50 marks arranged in four dis-
tinet rows. Twelve more notches have beon oot
into one longitudinal side of this object, which has
also been attributed to the Aurignacion.

Vogelherd, Hohlenstein-Stadel and Geissenklds-
tarle are &1l located in the Swabian Alb, within a
hundred kilemetres of each other, and they appear
lo be roughly conlemporary. The sculptures are
associated with lithic assemblages of a very early
Upper DPalaeclithic typology looking like early
Auripnacian, and they share certain traits with the
Galgenberg lind. The subjects are depicted in dis-
tinctive and highly expressive attitudes. TFor in-

stanee the Heohlenstein therinnthrope, while simply
standing upright, seems to have something mens-
cing about its stance; perhaps it is the slightly for-
ward-flexed lorso, the posture of the lion head,
or the backward-bent, anticipatory attitude of the
arm. The latler is modelled separsted from the
body and may well represent the foreleg of & lion
rather than an arm—the ambiguily seems almost
intentional. However, legs, fect {which are elmost
never detailed in Gravettian ligures) and lorso,
especially the shoulders, are unmistakably human.
The legs are Tully sepuraled—ancther fenture that
is not found in Gravellian or other '"Wenus' figu-
rines. Conversely, the posture of the head, the
location of the lion's ears in relation io the back
of the head, and the lack of space between the
head and the lion's face all indicate that the figure
does not depict & human with an animal mask, but
g true therianthrope.

The expressive potency of this figurc's pose is
reflected in some of the finds [rem the Yopelherd
Cave: the horse figure, again very tiny (Marshack
1976, 14985), is particularly sophisticated, as Mar-
shack observes. It communicates much more than
mere form; il captures elegant movement and live-
liness, especially the graceful way a horse moves
its head. The Vogelherd feline (Marshack B985,
in press) 'was carved with the same skill and sophis-
tication as the horse, catching the characleristic
species posture of watchful attention, with the
head low and far forward' (Marshack 1985: 96).

With the Krems-Galgenberg statuette we can
add anocther anthropomorphous image Lo this series,
sharing ils characteristics. This art object belongs
to a highly evolved tradition of producing such
works, & tradition contemporary with the early
Aurignacian of western Europe, such as the Aurig-
nacian I of La Quina (30 7602490 and 31 170£350
BP; Movius 1960), which is apparently devoid of
iconic gri. The earliest ligurative motifs there
appear in the next millennia in the form of a very
few incomplete and very crude animal figures, to-
gether with motifs considercd lo depict vulvae
{Dellue and Dellue 1978; but of. Bahn 1986 on the
wulvae'); at La Ferrassie, Abri Cellier, Abri Blan-
chard and Abri du Renne. (It is to be noted, how-
ever, lhat Breuil, who visited Piette's dig in 1897,
maintained that the Brassempouy figurines came
from the early Aurignacian, perhaps even from the
Chételperroniang ef. Bahn and Vertut 1988.) These
rudimentary beginnings were preceded by a sophis-
ticated central Buropean tradition from which,
also, only a few objects have so far come to light,
It follows that the long-standing status of western
Europe as the 'eradle af art' can no longer be up-
held—especially in view of recent evidence [rom
several countries (Bednarik 1988) As I noted above,
the early central European ligurines can only be
explained as the product of a long antecedent art
tradition. Copgnitive or art=historical speculation
has, I must emphasise, no bearing on this postulate;
I refer to purely technological sspects. We have
no reason whatsoever to assume that nonutilitarian
technologies could have evolved faster than uwtilita-
rian ones did during the WMiddle Palaeolithie. In
their speculations about art eorigins, cultural ar-
chaenlogists need o distinguish between the 'cogni=



Rouk Art Ressarch I089 = Velume §, Number 2 @, G. BEDNAFIR 123

tive® aspects of early 'art evolution’, and the tech-
nological ones: while one may reasonably argue
for a comparatively sudden development, a kind
of quantum jump, in the former, that would be un-
acceptable For the latter.

Conclusions

It was probably the animated pose of the Gal-
genberg figurine thal prompted the Austeian Ar-
chaeologists to name their find '"Fanny, the dancing
Venus of the Galgenberg!, under which name it has
been introduced to the local mass media {Melehart
1988: the name Fanny derives from an Austrian
ballerina of the 19th century, Fanny Elssler). To
interpret the figure's attitude ws 'daneing’ is obvi-
ously subjeclive and lacks any supporting evidence.
No human depictions of the Upper Palaeclithic can
be shown to be dancing, vet apparently dancing
anthrapomorphs {depicted in frequently repcated,
distinetively dynamic postures) have been reported
from all continents. Mareover, contemporary West-
ern observers tend to interpret the attitudes of
prehistoric {(gnd ethnographic} human figures quite
subjectively, as 'praying’, 'edoring’, 'flying', 'wor-
shipping® ete., when in Fact we usually lack any
knowledge of the cultural or semantic content ol
the relevant iconographies, or of the artistie or
communiculive processes gaverning their depictive
processes. By applying contemporary standards,
gestural intent or body language we could—more
convineingly, [ dare say—attribute to the Galgen-
berg figure a deliberate and provecative pose (Kur-
Lén 1986). Certainly, if a well-endowed voung [e-
male were depicted in an identical pose in contem-
porary imagery, some of the semantic connotations
could be said to be unequivocal, but it does not fol-
low that a similar interpretation can be postulated
for a carving that is apparently thirly millennia
old (cf. Bahn 1986).

The elated Austrian archacologists have also
claimed that their Galgenberg sculpture Is the ol-
dest female [igurine in the warld, This, too, needs
lo be qualified, and placed in a global perspective.
Acecording to Goren-Inbar {1986}, the scoria pebble
from Berekhat Ham bears artificial grooves around
the neck and arms {Goren-Inbar intends to submit
a detailed description of this and a second object
to RAR)L It comes from a levalloid Acheulian hori-
zon that was scaled under a basalt flow about
233 000 vears ago. I have myself (Bednarik 1988)
called for independent suthentication of 1he
claimed modification traces on this figurine (they
have also been questioned by Davidson, al the First
AURA Congress in Darwin), bul on reflection this
is not the crucial aspect of the Israeli find. The
object does have the shape of a4 woman, and whe=
ther this is its netural form or has been emphasised
by meodification is not the central issue from the
cognitive epistemologist’s poinl of view—{or whom
the change from proto-sculpture (Gallus 1977) to
sonlpture is far from fundamental. For him the
capacity o recognise iconicity {Davis 1486) is more
important than the ability to emphasise, and even-
tually create, iconicily. The mere stratigraphical
provenance of the Berekhat Ram object sugpests
that those respeonsible for ils deposition were oware
of its iconic properties {assuming that the pebble

s indeed extraneous), and those questioning its re=
levance will necd to address this aspect rather than
the subject of artificiality.

What are the circumstances that precipitated
the profound cultural and technological develop-
ments in central Europe during the Géllweig inler-
stadial, and where are the precursors of the figu-
rines from the Swabian Alb and the Kremser Gal-
genberg? It seems that a most sophisticated tradi-
tion of producing sculpted art was well established
as the intorstadial drew to s close. [f the Willen-
darf{ Il radiocarbon dates (De Vries 1938) were reli-
able, the lowest of the nine occupation levels might
be roughly conlemporancous with the Galgenberg
horizon. They sre not, judging by the inversions
{the Willendorl samples were collected in 15908}
Levael 4 (Felgenhauer 193%) is thought to be of
Middle Auripnacian age (Kromer 1950: 76) and is
followed by five Gravettian lavers {the 'Venus' is
reputed to belong to the uppermost of them). Dis-
tinctive central European industries such as the
Sipkian, Szeletian and Otschewian provide typologi-
cal links between the mousteroid and the Upper
Palaeolithic occupations, and occur from the early
Wiirm glacial through to the end of Gdttweip. Some
ol these siles have been described as Prolo-Aurig-
nacian, some as Proto-Solutrean; they provide
pmple proof that there is no clear typological divi-
sion between the Middle and Upper Palaeclithic
in central Eurepe. Rather, mousteroid stonc tool-
making technigues survive {c.g. in Salzolen, Repo-
lust and Griffener Caves, Teufelslucken) in these
early blade and bone artefact industries {cf. Dra-
chen, Badl, Potofks, Spehovka, Lovke, Miadeé and
Istdllgskss Caves), The Olschewian is olten com-
pared to the Aurignacian I, and is of aboul the
same antiquily as Galgenberg (e.g. at Istdllésks
Cave), or some millennia earlier. Perhaps it is
ameong these 'cultures' that we should expoct to
find the contempararies or predecessors of the
Galrenberg artist.

One {inal commenti: in reck art we olien distin-
guish between dynamic and static art. The former
tends to be regarded as artistically the mare so—
phisticated, yet oddly it is eften seen amang Lhe
earliest forms of a regional sequence, as shown
by superimposition patterns (e.g. the 'Dynamic Fi-
gures’ of Arnhem Land, Australia = Chaloupka 1984;
Lthe green dynamic paintings of Mirzapur, India -
Wakunkar 14983). I we were to classify Upper
Palmpeolithic sculptures by the same criterion, those
ol 1the Gravettian would be static, those of the pro-
ceding central Duropean period deseribed here,
dynamic. While this does not indicate a universal
trend, it does confirm that art development does
not conform to the biological concept of evolution:
it evolves, il develops, but not necessarily in a di-
rection of what we might view as increasing sophis-
tication. Art works communicate world views and
it would be scif-contradictory to pronounce any
ari as more developed than any other (leaving aside
purcly technological aspects) because all world
yviews are anthropocentric by definition rnd cannot
be ecxpected to correctly define reslity {Bednarik
1985). Therefore it would be more correct to say
that contemporary art works, for instance, are an
aggravation of anthropocentricity, than to say that
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they are maore developed than the art of the Nean-
derthals.

Rohert G, Dedsorik

Auvstralian Rock Art Kescarch Assaciation
PO, Box 216

Caulfield South, Vie. 3163
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Réeumé, Cet arlicle concerme o ¢
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deaiverte dune figurine [Uminine pris

de Krems en Autriche, Cot objet, taillé an serpenline ou schiste, provict
ding cowche dhabitation dotde, et cst pormi les plus vieilles scllplires
cornies.  Liguteuwr prisente une brdve dascription de fa figure, considére

0N centexte cullural dans o porlic oncienae du Paidolithique Suprieur,
et discute diaulres obfels qui représentent celte ancienme traditian o'art
sculpte afin didtablir leurs convnuns cornetires Coette nouvelie trowvailie
fourmit we prewve supplémentaire quive Lrodition ertistique ‘ovancde'

extstd on Europe certrale bien aovant le Gravettien, of avant o parution e

art fconigiee en Furope oecidentals,

Zusammenfasmng, Dic Entdociung einer weiblichon Stotugite nohe
Krems, Guterreich, wind berichtet, Dicser aus Serpentin wder Schiefer herga=

stellle und gus einey doti

arten Jiedingsablogermg stemmende Furd isf ojne

der ditesten Mostiteen dor Welt, Der Verfossar legt eing Azirze Beschroibung
der Figur var, eriirtert ffire frif-fungpnliol{thischen Rulturellen duscrmon=
hifge, und bespricht gaders Vertreter dlgser frithen Lrscheinungsform pilos-
Hochar Kunst, um hee gemelnsamen Moricmale festzulegan, Der neus Fung
Bringt weitere Beweise, doss eine fortgeschrittena Kunstform in Mitlelouro-
#n berelts lange vor desm Grovetiion exizstierte, und vir dem Erechieinemn bild-

licteer Kunst in Westeurapi,
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