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The Little Sea (Ol’khon) region of Cis-Baikal contains the best record 
of Bronze Age hunter-gatherer adaptations in the entire Cis-Baikal. A 

recent analysis of the Bronze Age hunter-gatherer cemetery Khuzhir-Nuge 
XIV (KN XIV), located on the western shores of Lake Baikal’s Little Sea, 
revealed that the site was divided into three well-defined spatial clusters that 
were created and maintained through the reproduction of enduring social 
practices over a period of approximately 340–660 years (Weber et al. 2005; 
McKenzie, Weber, and Goriunova 2008). Interestingly, the three clusters did 
not appear to signify a single dimension of variability, but instead encoded 
multiple distinctions, including age at death and at least two different types 
of group affiliation.
 Our efforts to provide more specific interpretations about the nature 
of these groups are hampered by the paucity of comparative regional analy-
ses. In particular, we currently have a poor understanding of the scale of the 
social units that were associated with Little Sea cemeteries. Do individual 
mortuary sites represent entire communities? Did multiple contemporane-
ous communities use the same cemeteries? Or, did individual communities 
use multiple sites to inter smaller social units such as kinship lineages, status 
groups, or individuals?
 When KN XIV is considered as a whole, the fact that it contains both 
males and females, as well as children, adolescents, and adults, implies that 
site membership was not particularly restrictive—at least in terms of age and 
sex—and so may have acted as a community cemetery in which a relatively 
broad cross-section of the population was interred (McKenzie, Weber, and 
Goriunova 2008). Thus, the spatial organization of KN XIV into rows and 
clusters would seem to represent intra-community distinctions such as kin-
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ship or status groups. Without comparison with surrounding cemeteries, 
however, it is difficult to evaluate this suggestion or to know how representa-
tive it might be of Little Sea mortuary practices in general.
 Through a survey of eight additional Little Sea Bronze Age cemeteries, 
including Kurma XI which was also excavated by BAP, this chapter explores 
the extent to which the structure of mortuary variability previously docu-
mented at KN XIV is also evident at contemporaneous mortuary sites in 
the same area (Fig. 4.1). Here, we present detailed information about two 
cemeteries, KN XIV and Kurma XI, with the remaining seven (Uliarba, 
Sarminskii Mys, Khadarta IV, Shamanskii Mys, Shide 1, and Ulan-Khada II 
and IV) being described on the accompanying DVD. However, the findings 
and interpretations for all nine of the sites are also presented in this chap-
ter’s discussion. These results will better contextualize the BAP excavations, 
and should provide the foundation for future studies to better interpret both 
intra-site mortuary variability in Cis-Baikal, as well as the nature of the dy-
namic cultural landscape articulating such sites.
 In this chapter, only those attributes that exhibit relatively substantial 
variation are discussed. Therefore, unless there are unusual specific cases, 
exact details are not provided on such generally uniform variables as paving 
or pit size. However, general information on such attributes for the site as 
a whole is provided when it is available. Given their demonstrated impor-
tance at KN XIV, particular attention is given to the spatial organization 
of each site and to the distribution of mortuary attributes across age and sex 
categories.

Khuzhir-Nuge XIV
 As the largest and most extensively excavated cemetery in the Little Sea 
microregion, KN XIV provides the benchmark against which other Bronze 
Age sites will be compared in this chapter. It is therefore necessary to describe 
the structure of mortuary variability at the site in some detail. Additional de-
tails may be found in works by McKenzie (2006), Weber, Katzenberg, and 
Goriunova (2007), and Weber, Goriunova, and McKenzie (2008.
 KN XIV is located on a south-facing slope 15–30 m above Lake Bai-
kal, in a shallow cove on the northwest coast of the Little Sea, and was ex-
cavated by members of the Baikal Archaeology Project between 1997 and 
2001. The cemetery consists of 79 graves with 89 individuals and extends 
approximately 260 m from west to east between two roughly parallel bed-
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rock ridges—a smaller southern ridge and a much more prominent north-
ern ridge—separated from each other by 80 m in the west and 150 m in the 
east (Fig. 4.2). One spatially distinct grave at the site (Grave No. 7) dates 
to the Late Neolithic (Serovo burial tradition), while 78 graves (containing 
88 individuals) date to the Bronze Age (Glazkovo burial tradition). Weber 
et al. (2005; Weber, Katzenberg, and Goriunova 2007) have demonstrated 
that hunter-gatherers used KN XIV for ~340–660 years, centered around 
4300 yrs BP.1

4.1. The Little Sea microregion and the location of all known Bronze Age mortuary sites.
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 A primary dimension of mortuary variability at KN XIV was the divi-
sion of the cemetery into three well-defined spatial clusters (McKenzie, We-
ber, and Goriunova 2008). The East Cluster is characterized by larger grave 
cairns, a lack of subadults, the presence of more abundant, more diverse, and 
rarer grave inclusions, and extensive grave disturbance. The Center Cluster, 
while generally possessing fewer and less diverse grave inclusions than those 
in the East Cluster, is distinguished by the abundance of cylindrical beads, 
extensive skeletal charring, interment of burials in clearly defined rows, the 
presence of multiple graves, and by the overwhelming majority of subadult 
individuals. The West Cluster, in contrast, is characterized by a general ab-
sence of all attributes common in the other areas of the cemetery, including 
disturbed graves, multiple graves, secondary burials, subadults, use of fire, 
rows, and by comparatively fewer artifacts and artifact classes. It is important 
to note here that all three clusters were used simultaneously and, thus, do not 
represent chronological groupings.
 These spatial clusters also do not appear to reflect a single dimension of 
variability. Age at death was clearly one of the important distinctions encod-
ed at KN XIV, since subadult, adolescent, and adult individuals were treated 
differently in death. Children (neonate–12 years) were interred almost exclu-
sively in rows within the Center Cluster, which, in turn, usually contained 
more than one child grave. Children were also more often interred in mul-

4.2. Site plan of Khuzhir Nuge XIV cemetery, indicating organizational clusters.
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tiple graves than adults. Finally, children were never buried with implements 
(e.g., projectile points, scrapers, knives, axes) of any kind, but they were usu-
ally buried with some form of ornament (e.g., disks, rings, beads).
 In contrast, adults were buried in single graves throughout the entire 
cemetery with both implements and ornaments. In general, younger adults 
(20–35 years of age) were interred with a greater number and variety of ar-
tifacts than old adults (>50 years of age), suggesting that they held different 
social roles. However, the relative sample sizes were small. Adolescent indi-
viduals (13–19 years of age) were afforded mortuary treatments that were 
similar to those of children in some respects, but in other ways resembled the 
treatment of adults. Like children, adolescents of all ages were concentrated 
in the rows and multiple graves of the Center Cluster, but like adults, ado-
lescents older than 15 years of age were often interred with implements in 
addition to ornaments. This finding suggests that the social transition from 
childhood to adulthood occurred somewhere around 15 years of age (McK-
enzie et al. 2008).
 Treatment at death also varied among individuals at KN XIV. The East 
Cluster is characterized by larger grave cairns, the lack of subadults, the pres-
ence of more abundant, more diverse, and rarer grave inclusions (e.g., nephrite 
objects, stone axes, unmodified animal remains, metal goods), and extensive 
disturbance of burials. These variables suggest that these individuals held 
distinct roles in relation to individuals buried in other parts of the cemetery. 
The specific tool kits associated with these individuals (e.g., projectile points, 
nephrite knives and axes, lithic flakes and blades, bone/antler points, un-
modified animal mandibles and teeth) suggest an association with hunting 
activities. Several individuals in other parts of the cemetery also seem to have 
been perceived in similar ways (Burials 2, 4, 9).
 A second form of group affiliation also appears to have been reproduced 
in mortuary treatment at KN XIV. While generally possessing fewer grave 
inclusions than those in the East, individuals in the Center Cluster were dis-
tinguished by the abundance of cylindrical beads, extensive skeletal charring, 
interment of burials in rows, the presence of multiple graves, and by the over-
whelming majority of subadult individuals. Statistically significant associa-
tions were found between subadults, interment in rows, and multiple graves. 
Statistically unrelated to these attributes but still associated with the Center 
Cluster were the use of fire and the presence of cylindrical beads. Thus, in-
dividuals in the Center Cluster seem to have been distinguished not only by 
their age-at-death, but also on some other bases. The nature of this additional 
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distinction is unclear, but Carr (1995:165) notes that worldwide intra-ceme-
tery grave location is most commonly associated with horizontal social posi-
tions, such as kin groupings. Ongoing genetic and stable isotope analysis of 
the KN XIV skeletal remains by BAP team members may also help to evalu-
ate this possibility. At the moment, it seems safe to conclude that the Center 
Cluster was a nexus for the complex interaction of a number of distinctions.
 While it is possible that the three clusters represent three different com-
munities that were using the same burial ground simultaneously, the differ-
ential distribution of adults, adolescents and children across the site suggests 
that the clusters represent intra- rather than inter-group distinctions, and that 
KN XIV might have acted as some sort of community cemetery. In referring 
to KN XIV as a community cemetery, we are not suggesting that every indi-
vidual in the community would have been buried at the site. Rather, this term 
refers to the fact that, in general, the use of the site does not appear to have 
been particularly “restrictive”—at least in terms of age and sex. When consid-
ered as a whole, KN XIV contained a wide range of children, adolescents, and 
adults, suggesting that a broad cross-section of the community was interred 
in this place (McKenzie, Weber, and Goriunova 2008). The one important 
exception to this statement is that infants (<3 years old) appear to have been 
deliberately excluded from interment at the site. Evaluating to what extent 
this pattern might hold more generally requires a regional perspective.

Regional Comparison
 To date, 20 Bronze Age mortuary sites have been documented in the 
Little Sea microregion. Only two of these sites (Uliarba, Shamanskii Mys) 
have been excavated and published in a manner that allows for direct com-
parison with KN XIV. Sample sizes at these two cemeteries are too small 
to allow for this kind of analysis. While not fully published, six additional 
sites (Kurma XI, Sarminskii Mys, Khadarta IV, Shide I, Ulan-Khada II, 
Ulan-Khada IV) do have sufficient information available to conduct partial 
analyses, including site plans. The remaining 11 Bronze Age cemeteries in 
the area (Kharansin I, Ulan-Khada V, Ulan-Khada VI, Sagan-Nuge I, On-
tokhoi, Guroo-Ushoon IV, Sokhter VIII, Sokhter IX, Khalurinskii Mys I, 
Shrakshura II, Shide VIII) have seen limited or no excavation, with results 
that have either never been published or have been presented only in summa-
ry form without site plans, often in conference proceedings that have small 
print runs and only local circulation.
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 Goriunova and Svinin (1995, 1996, 2000) have performed a valuable 
service to the Baikal research community by presenting a catalogue of all 
known archaeological sites in the Little Sea microregion, including material 
only available from unpublished reports. However, the level of detail they 
could provide in such a format was necessarily limited, and the accounts 
range from only a few sentences to a few pages. As a result, these 11 sites are 
not discussed in this chapter, although their locations are presented on the 
map in Figure 4.1. Fifty-eight radiocarbon dates are available from six of the 
Bronze Age cemeteries examined here, including KN XIV, and they demon-
strate that, for the most part, the sites were used between ~5000 and 4000 
yrs BP (Fig. 4.3; see also Weber et al. Chapter 2 this volume, for extensive 
discussion of radiocarbon dating).

4.3. Radiocarbon dates (uncalibrated 1 s.d.) from Bronze Age cemeteries in the Little 
Sea microregion (all dates derived from human bone).
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 Given that little of this material has been published in English, and that 
the source literature is generally unavailable outside of Siberia, each site is de-
scribed in detail. In the case of small cemeteries, this was best accomplished 
by describing each grave individually in the text, while for larger sites with 
more complete information it was most efficient to collate the data in tables 
and only discuss general relationships or particularly unusual cases in the 
text. The intent of this survey is not simply to translate or duplicate existing 
descriptions, but to compare variability at these sites with that observed at 
KN XIV. As such, I use the same categories of variation previously employed 
in the analysis of KN XIV (McKenzie, Weber, and Goriunova 2008). Specif-
ically, data were collected within the BAP’s database of Cis-Baikal mortuary 
practices (Weber and Bazaliiskii 1996), which describes variability in mortu-
ary practices at four nested scales of analysis: the mortuary site, the feature, 
the burial, and grave inclusions.
 The Site Level of analysis contains data on the regional and topographic 
location of the site, the number of graves, and their relative chronological po-
sition. The Feature Level describes variation relating to the grave as a recepta-
cle for the deceased individual, and it includes descriptions of grave type (e.g., 
number of individuals, number of burial layers), topographic location rela-
tive to rivers, lakes, and terraces, and grave architecture (e.g., length, width, 
depth, orientation, construction materials). The Burial Level describes the 
remains of the individuals interred within the grave, including their age, sex, 
skeletal inventory, body position, and body treatment. The Grave Inclusions 
Level consists of information relating to the artifacts and ecofacts found in 
association with the features and burials. An important distinction is thus 
made between graves, by which is meant the physical structure, and burials, 
by which is meant the remains of the interred individual.

Kurma XI

 Kurma XI is located around 15 km northeast of KN XIV on three ter-
races along a southeastern and eastern slope of the Primorskii foothills (Fig. 
4.1). The graves are found around 300–400 m from the Baikal shoreline and 
7–32 m above the level of Lake Baikal (Fig. 4.4).
 Twenty-six graves have been documented at the site, one of which was 
excavated in 1994 by A. V. Kharinskii (Sosnovskaia 1996), and 25 that were 
excavated by BAP in 2002 and 2003 (Goriunova and Weber 2002, 2003a; 
Metcalf 2007). Unfortunately, grave specific information is not yet published 
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for this site. However, Weber and Goriunova (2005) have presented a brief 
summary of mortuary variability at Kurma XI in the context of evaluating 
the site’s radiocarbon chronology (see also Goriunova and Pavlova 2003).
 In addition to 6 Early Neolithic graves, Weber and Goriunova (2005) 
identified two traditions of Bronze Age graves. First, 3 graves were identified 
as sitting burials based on their small pit size and compact arrangement of 
skeletal remains. Grave inclusions included an axe/adze and disk made from 
green nephrite, as well as bone spoons and points. Interestingly, two of these 
sitting burials (Nos. 25, 26) were placed relatively near the much older Early 
Neolithic Grave 20–24. The third sitting burial (No. 19) constituted the 
easternmost grave in a 200-m-long file of 19 graves—the remaining 18 of 
which constitute the second group of Bronze Age Glazkovo graves.
 The 18 graves spread across a ~200-m-long row along the base of the hill 
were determined to be Bronze Age Glazkovo based on both archaeological 
and radiocarbon data, although as a whole the site dates slightly older than 

4.4. Site plan of the mortuary site Kurma XI.
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KN XIV and Uliarba (Fig. 4.2). One grave (unnumbered) was not excavated, 
but it is assumed to date to the same period based on surface architecture. 
Fifteen of the 17 excavated graves contained a single individual, 1 grave was 
a double side-by-side interment (No. 7), and 1 grave contained no skeletal 
remains at all (No. 2). All 18 individuals were placed in extended-supine po-
sition with the heads oriented to the southwest, or generally parallel to the 
shoreline. Three burials were completely covered in ochre (Nos. 14, 16, 17), 
which, as discussed above, Goriunova et al. (2004) associated with the Late 
Glazkovo tradition. However, radiocarbon dates for these 3 burials indicated 
they were contemporary with the remaining Glazkovo graves at the site (We-
ber and Goriunova 2005).
 Of the 17 graves, only 2 were undisturbed. Despite this finding, a num-
ber of grave inclusions were recovered, including axes/adzes and knives made 
from green nephrite, disks of white nephrite and calcite, lithic arrowheads of 
various forms, bifaces, red deer canine pendants, bone needles, spoons, bone 
points, harpoons, and metal knives and needles. As Weber and Goriunova 
(2005:188) noted, it is again interesting that only a single grave at Kurma 
XI contained cylindrical beads (No. 16). They also observed that 8 of the 17 
Glazkovo graves at Kurma XI contained metal goods, which is considerably 
more than at KN XIV (Goriunova and Pavlova 2003).
 In addition to these typical Bronze Age goods, Glazkovo graves at the 
site also contained a large number of items that have no or few previous ana-
logues in the Cis-Baikal. These included an anthropomorphic bronze medal-
lion (Grave No. 1; Goriunova and Weber 2002, 2003a), an inscribed juvenile 
human femur, a fishing line–sinker with an inscribed anthropomorphic face, 
four deliberately broken half rings of white nephrite, a silver ring, and a green 
nephrite lunar pendant of the type described above at Sarminskii Mys and be-
low at Shamanskii Mys. As mentioned above, these latter lunar pendants were 
both found in association with female individuals; unfortunately, Burial No. 
12 at Kurma XI was not well enough preserved to obtain an estimate of sex.
 Overall, Kurma XI seems to more closely resemble Uliarba than KN 
XIV. First, like Uliarba, it contains a range of Bronze Age burial protocols 
including typical extended-supine Glazkovo burials, sitting burials, and buri-
als covered in large quantities of ochre. The extensive use of fire within grave 
pits is also entirely absent, and again, only a single grave contained cylindrical 
beads. Unlike any of the sites discussed thus far, however, Kurma XI con-
tained no individuals under the age of 15 years and none over 50 years, and 
there is only one multiple interment.
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 This finding by itself strongly suggests that Kurma XI may represent a 
more “exclusive” cemetery than the community burial grounds of KN XIV 
and Uliarba. The fact that there is little indication of the types of obvious 
rows or clusters observed at either KN XIV or Uliarba also seems to suggest 
that the site is less internally segregated, and the radiocarbon dates indicate 
that the cemetery may have simply grown accretionally from the northeast to 
the southwest (Metcalf 2007). While the potential criteria used to exclude 
individuals from Kurma XI will be discussed in more detail below, it is worth 
noting that the site’s large graves, extensive disturbance, and the abundant, 
diverse, high quality, and rare grave goods resemble the “exceptional” clusters 
at KN XIV (East Cluster) and Uliarba (southern and northeastern cluster).

Discussion
 While previous examinations of mortuary variability in the Little Sea 
microregion have emphasized the similarities between mortuary sites in 
order to assign them to various culture-historical periods (e.g., Khlobystin 
1992; Goriunova 1997, 2002; Kharinskii and Sosnovskaia 2000; Goriunova 
et al. 2004; Turkin and Kharinskii 2004), the survey presented in this study 
(see Appendix on DVD) reveals considerable variability both within and be-
tween sites in such important areas as size, demography, spatial organization, 
body position, burial treatment, and the types and quantities of grave inclu-
sions (see Table 4.1 on DVD and Table 4.2). In this discussion, I will focus 
primarily on cemetery size, demographic structure, and intrasite spatial orga-
nization. (See also Tables 4.3–4.10 included on the accompanying DVD.)
 First, the nine examined cemeteries varied considerably in size. KN XIV 
was, by far, the largest of all the sites, having 78 Bronze Age graves containing 
88 individuals. At the other end of the spectrum, Shamanskii Mys contained 
only 7 graves (7 individuals) and Ulan-Khada II contained 6 graves with 5 
burials. Given that graves in this region are generally visible on the surface 
and that three of the next largest sites (Kurma XI, Uliarba, Sarminskii Mys) 
were completely excavated, the large size of KN XIV is probably not a prod-
uct of excavation bias. In addition, while the lack of chronological data for 
most sites makes it impossible to estimate the duration over which each cem-
etery was used, the 13 radiocarbon dates available from Kurma XI and the 
5 dates from Sarminskii Mys suggest that both of these sites were used for 
similar lengths of time as KN XIV. Clearly, then, cemetery size is not entirely 
a function of duration.
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Table 4.2. Number (%) of Bronze Age Graves Containing Artifact Types.

Artifact Class

implements

Lithics
 Abrader 5 (6%) 3 (11%) – – 1 (14%) – – –
 Arrowheads 24 (31%) 6 (22%) 1 (8%) 1 (20%) 6 (86%) 2? (14%) 2 (33%) 1 (13%)
 Biface/knife 6 (8%) 8 (30%) 1 (8%) 1 (20%) 1 (14%) 1? (7%) 1 (17%) –
 Borer/awl/drill 3 (4%) 5 (19%) – – 2 (29%) – 1 (17%) –
 Burin 2 (3%) –  – – – – –
 Chert axe/adze – – – – 1 (14%) – – –
 Flake/blade 21 (27%) 10 (37%) 3 (23%) 2 (40%) 3 (43%) 2 (14%) 1 (17%) 2 (25%)
 Hammerstone – – 1 (8%) – – – – –
 Microlith inserts 2 (3%) 2 (7%) – – – – – –
 Nephrite axe/adze 8 (10%) 4 (15%) 2 (15%) 2 (40%) 3 (43%) – 1 (17%) –
 Nephrite knife 6 (8%) 7 (26%) 2 (15%) 1 (20%) 1 (14%) – 1 (17%) –
 Raw material – – – – – – 1 (17%) 1 (13%)
 Scraper 10 (13%) 8 (30%) 2 (15%) 1 (20%) 2 (29%) – – 1 (13%)
 Slate axe/adze – 2 (7%) – – – – – –
 Spearpoint – 4 (15%) – – – – – –
 Spokeshave – – – 1 (20%) – – – –
Organic

 Arrowheads 2 (3%) 1 (4%) 2 (15%) – 1 (14%) – – –
 Borer/awl – 2 (7%) – 1 (20%) 2 (29%) – – 1 (13%)
 Fish lure – – 1 (8%) – – – – –
 Fishhook – – 1 (8%) – – – – 1 (13%)
 Flesher – 4 (15%) – 1 (20%) – – – –
 Harpoon 3 (4%) 4 (15%) 1 (8%) – 2 (29%) – 1 (17%) 1 (13%)
 Insert tool shaft – 1 (4%) – – – – – –
 Knife – – – – 2 (29%) – 1 (17%) –
 Needle/needle case 1 (1%) 6 (22%) 1 (8%) – 2 (29%) 1 (7%) 1 (17%) –
 Point 10 (13%) 13 (48%) 2 (15%) 1 (20%) 5 (71%) – 1 (17%) 1 (13%)
 Rod  – 1 (4%) – – – – – –
 Spoon/shovel 3 (4%) 3 (11%) 1 (8%) 1 (20%) 2 (29%) – 1 (17%) –
Metal

 Fishhook 2 (3%) 2 (7%) – – – – – –
 Knife 2 (3%) 1 (4%) 1 (8%) – 1 (14%) – 1 (17%) 1 (13%)
 Needle  2 (3%) 1 (4%) – – 1 (14%) – – –
 Rivets – 2 (7%) – – – – – –
 Tube 1 (1%) 2 (7%) – – – – – –
Ceramics

 Sherds – 3 (11%) – – – – – –

ornaments 

 Lithics
 Calcite disks 9 (12%) 1 (4%) – 1 (20%) – – – –
 Calcite rings 1 (1%) 1 (4%) – – – – – –
 Cylindrical beads 39 (50%) 1 (4%) – – – – – –
 Disk beads – 1 (4%) – – – – – –
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Artifact Class 

ornaments (cont’d.)

 Nephrite axe pendant – – – – – – – 1 (13%)
 Nephrite disks 10 (13%) 8 (30%) 1 (8%) 1 (20%) 3 (43%) – 1 (17%) –
 Nephrite lunar pendant – – 1 (8%) – 1 (14%) – – –
 Nephrite rings 2 (3%) 1 (4%) – – 3 (43%) – – 1 (13%)
 Pebbles 1 (1%) 2 (7%) – – – – 1 (17%) –
 Animal claw pendants – – – – 1 (14%) – – –
 Bear tooth pendant – – – – 1 (14%) – – –
 Boar tusk pendant/ 
   blade – – – – – – – 6 (75%)
 Moose head figurine – – – – – – – 1 (13%)
Organic

 Red deer/roe deer
   canine pendant 17 (22%) 12 (44%) 1 (8%) 1 (20%) 3 (43%) 2 (14%) 3 (50%) 2 (25%)
 Red deer hyoid  
   pendant 1 (1%) – – – – – – –
 Rodent incisors  
   pendant – 2 (7%) – – – – – –
 Roe deer phalange 
   pendants 1 (1%) – – – – – – –
Metal

 Half ring – 1 (4%) – – – – – –
 Medallion – – – – – – – –
 Rings 3 (4%) – – – – – – –
Animal Remains        

 Bird talons 2 (3%) – – – – – – –
 Carnivore/rodent 
 mandibles 4 (5%) 1 (4%) – – 1 (14%) – 1 (17%) –
 Dog remains – 2 (7%) – – – – – –
 Fish remains 1 (1%) 1 (4%) 1 (8%) – – – – –
 Hare paw 2 (3%) 1 (4%) 1 (8%) – – – – –
 Scapula 2 (3%) – – 1 (20%) 2 (29%) – – –
 Unmodified animal  
   teeth 4 (5%) 3 (11%) – – 2 (29%) – 1 (17%) 1 (13%)
 Unmodified animal 
 vertebrae 1 (1%) – – – – – – –
 Unmodified bird  
   bones – 2 (7%) 1 (8%) – – – 1 (17%) –
 Total implement  
   classes 19 26 15 11 18 2 13 9
 Total ornament  
   classes 10 10 3 3 6 1 3 5
 Total animal remains 
   classes 7 6 3 1 3 0 3 1
 Total overall classes 36 42 21 15 27 3 19 15
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 Second, the demographic structure of the sites also varied. McKenzie, 
Weber, and Goriunova (2008) suggest that the broad demographic distri-
bution of individuals at KN XIV implies that it may have functioned as a 
community cemetery. Given that the proportion of adults, adolescents, 
and children at Uliarba is not statistically different from that at KN XIV 
(χ2=2.24, p=0.327), it would appear that this site may also represent a com-
munity cemetery. As noted above, there are also a number of other similari-
ties between the two sites, including internal spatial organization, treatment 
of children, and the existence of spatially segregated clusters containing what 
appear to be individuals of distinct status, perhaps relating to their role as 
hunters. This was not the case for all sites.
 In particular, Kurma XI contained no individuals older than 50 or 
younger than 15 years of age. Similarly, Shamanskii Mys on Ol’khon Island 
contained only adults, with the exception of a single child who may have 
been killed for the occasion as evidenced by the arrowhead embedded in his/
her scapula. In some sense, then, membership at Kurma XI and Shaman-
skii Mys was more exclusive than at Uliarba or KN XIV, implying that they 
may have functioned as more specialized cemeteries rather than community 
burial grounds. Interestingly, while age appears to have been important in 
evaluating who would be buried at these specialized sites, sex was less im-
portant. Of the individuals for whom sex could be estimated at Shamanskii 
Mys, the sex ratio was 50:50. At Kurma XI, there was a male to female ratio 
of around 70:30. Although estimates of sex at this site were not possible for 
almost 40% of the individuals, a binomial test indicates that the difference is 
not statistically significant (binomial [13]; p=0.267).
 Yet another demographic profile is found at Shide I, where over half of 
the individuals for which age could be estimated were children. It should be 
recalled that all of the graves at this site were also determined to be sitting 
burials, making this cemetery entirely atypical for the region. Unfortunately, 
demographic patterns are difficult to assess at other sites either because of a 
small sample size or missing data. For example, Ulan-Khada IV contained 
only two children, although the researchers noted that a number of small 
surface pavings could represent the graves of infants in which skeletal re-
mains did not preserve. The same situation exists at Sarminskii Mys, where 
several features are variously referred to as infant graves, cenotaphs, or ritual 
structures, depending on the publication.
 Although a number of sites contained general clusters of graves, only KN 
XIV and Uliarba exhibited multiple unambiguous rows. Shamanskii Mys 
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contained a single row, and Khadarta IV contained several pairs of graves that 
might be considered incipient rows, but it is difficult to see how such a model 
could be tested. While it could be argued that KN XIV and Uliarba feature 
multiple rows simply because of their relatively larger number of graves, there 
also appears to be a structural difference between those sites with rows and 
those without, regardless of site size. This is most clearly demonstrated by 
comparing the site plans of Uliarba (Fig. 4.5 on DVD) and Kurma XI (Fig. 
4.4), both of which contain a roughly equivalent numbers of Bronze Age 
graves (27 and 24, respectively).
 At Uliarba, as at KN XIV, there is an obvious center to the cemetery in 
which the bulk of the graves are densely packed within several rows and files. 
At Kurma XI, in contrast, no obvious center can be identified, and graves are 
instead distributed within just a single file following the contour of the slope. 
The different spatial patterns strongly suggest that these sites developed in 
fundamentally different ways. At Uliarba and KN XIV, a large proportion 
of graves were placed in direct association with specific existing interments, 
thus producing distinct rows. This seems to agree with the suggestion made 
above that these sites may represent community cemeteries, in which case 
rows could define kinship or other intra-community affiliations. Likewise, 
the lack of such rows at Kurma XI, along with the exclusionary demographic 
profile, suggests that this site manifests different social distinctions. At the 
moment, the nature of these distinctions is unclear; however, as discussed 
above, preliminary examination of the artifact assemblages from each site 
may provide some clues.
 In general terms, graves at Kurma XI possessed larger, more diverse, and 
more unique grave goods than burials from other sites in the region. Similar-
ly, Shamanskii Mys exhibited a much larger proportion of graves containing 
arrowheads, nephrite axes/adzes, nephrite disks, and nephrite rings than any 
of the other sites (Table 4.11 on DVD). It should be recalled that Okladnikov 
and Konopatskii (1974–75:304) previously interpreted this site as a special-
ized burial ground for high-status individuals distinguished on the basis of 
their exceptional hunting and sealing abilities. Further support for this thesis 
is provided by the demonstration that the seal remains found at Shamanskii 
Mys were almost certainly caught in the main body of Lake Baikal on the 
other side of Ol’khon Island, and so must have been transported overland to 
the cemetery, probably for ritual or symbolic reasons (Weber, Konopatskii, 
and Goriunova 1993; Weber et al. 1998). Given the numerous similarities 
between the two sites, it might be the case that Kurma XI also represents a 
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specialized cemetery for individuals of a distinct status, perhaps relating to 
their role as hunters.
 While this proposed distinction between community and specialized 
cemeteries is intriguing, it does not explain why some “specialized” individu-
als were apparently interred at community cemeteries (e.g., East Cluster at 
KN XIV, northeast cluster at Uliarba), while others were interred in their 
own exclusive cemeteries. To a certain extent, the differences might simply 
reflect changing practices through time. Examination of the radiocarbon 
dates (Fig. 4.3) reveals that all of the dates from Kurma XI and Shamanskii 
Mys are older than ~4500 yrs BP, while the bulk of the dates from KN XIV, 
Uliarba, and Khadarta are younger. These dates imply that we might be see-
ing evidence of a shift in Bronze Age mortuary customs away from a practice 
of interring only certain types of individuals (i.e., exceptional hunters) to a 
practice of interring a broader component of the community, including chil-
dren and elderly individuals.
 Interestingly, such a shift is not reflected in the types of attributes tra-
ditionally used to define Little Sea mortuary traditions (e.g., body position, 
grave architecture, grave orientation), but rather in demographic profile and 
spatial organization of sites. While it is premature to draw any firm conclu-
sions, we can speculate that this shift towards greater community represen-
tation in mortuary practices might represent a response to the trends of in-
creasing sedentism and growing regional populations beginning in the Late 
Neolithic and intensifying during the Early Bronze Age.
 From a broader spatial perspective, it is important to consider that mor-
tuary sites along Lake Baikal’s western coast were placed almost exclusively 
on the shores of Little Sea. More specifically, sites were placed in highly con-
spicuous locations on the slopes of bays and peninsulas that would have been 
clearly visible whether approaching the area by land or water. The association 
between increased sedentism, introduction of highly visible burial grounds, 
and the restricted nature of the Little Sea’s fishing resources, which would 
not have required the deep water technology necessary elsewhere on the lake, 
seems to fit well with the expectations of Saxe’s (1970) Hypothesis 8.
 Briefly, as modified by Goldstein (1981:61), this hypothesis links the use 
of a “permanent, specialized, bounded area for the exclusive disposal of the 
group’s dead” with the ancestral legitimation of corporate group control over 
“crucial but restricted resources.” While this proposition has been strong-
ly criticized as overly functional by post-processual archaeologists, notably 
Hodder (1982:53), it does seem to maintain broad ethnographic support (e.g., 
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Goldstein 1980, 1981; Carr 1995) and has been successfully applied in other 
instances of hunter-gatherer cemetery use (e.g., Charles and Buikstra 1983). 
Goldstein further notes that, “[T]he evidence supporting the hypothesis sug-
gests that if there is a formal bounded disposal area, used exclusively for the 
dead, then the culture is probably one which has a corporate group structure 
in the form of a lineal descent system. The more organized and formal a dis-
posal area is, the more conclusive this interpretation” (1981:61; emphasis in 
original). Thus increasing organization and formalization of mortuary sites 
should be reflective of increasing corporate activities.
 When Bronze Age graves appeared in the Little Sea area between ~5200 
and 5000 yrs BP, they would have been placed within a landscape that was 
already filled with visible mortuary remains. In many cases, these new graves 
were placed in the same general locations as the existing Late Neolithic Se-
rovo graves. In some cases, such as Uliarba, existing Serovo graves were ac-
tually incorporated within Bronze Age cemeteries, suggesting an appropria-
tion of existing ancestral relationships. At the same time, the heterogeneity 
of Bronze Age sites implies that these hunter-gatherers did not simply re-
capitulate earlier mortuary practices. Instead, such variability appears to at 
least partly reflect changes in social relationships both among the living and 
between the living and the dead.
 In particular, the increasing formalization and community involvement 
may have been a response to an increasingly contested landscape in the con-
text of growing regional populations and sedentism. From this perspective, 
the small, specialized cemeteries associated with Late Neolithic and Early 
Bronze Age groups may have been insufficient to maintain or enforce cor-
porate relationships with outside groups. In other words, the meaning and 
authority of such small sites may not have been sustainable beyond the local 
scale and, thus, were increasingly irrelevant in the face of changing social, 
political, and economic circumstances.
 One means of addressing this problem would be to formalize the use 
of ancestors to create and maintain collective relationships, as well as to in-
crease the social and political scale for which such ancestors would be rel-
evant (Cannon 2002). In this context, the rows and clusters at the large sites 
of KN XIV and Uliarba clearly demonstrate the representation of broader 
scales of social distinctions. The nature of these distinctions is not entirely 
obvious, but it seems likely that rows may represent kinship lineages, which 
suggests that these sites would have been meaningful for multi-family collec-
tives rather than only local individual groups.
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 These large community cemeteries probably constituted areas where sev-
eral family units would have congregated on a regular—probably seasonal—
basis to bury their dead, exchange information and raw materials, arrange 
marriages, and to establish, reaffirm, and negotiate intercommunity rela-
tions. The proximity and visibility of such mortuary sites, which presumably 
overlooked the habitation sites, further suggests that ancestors were likely ac-
tive participants in these interactions. Overall, the larger scale of relevance 
of community cemeteries and the demarcation of formally defined lineages 
would have provided a more secure basis for corporate claims over local re-
sources.

Conclusions
 It is abundantly clear that the structure of mortuary variability previous-
ly documented at KN XIV (McKenzie, Weber, and Goriunova 2008) is not 
replicated in any direct or straightforward way at other sites in the region. 
To the contrary, in many respects KN XIV seems unique. It is, for example, 
by far the largest of all the sites, and it exhibits the most conspicuous and 
consistent spatial organization. KN XIV also seems to include in abundance 
at least two features that are only rarely found at other Bronze Age sites in 
the area, namely, cylindrical beads and the extensive use of fire. However, the 
same kinds of individuality can also be seen at virtually every other Bronze 
Age mortuary site examined: Kurma XI contained no children or old adults; 
Shide I is comprised of only sitting burials; Shamanskii Mys contained rela-
tively few individuals, but they were all well furnished with grave inclusions; 
and Ulan-Khada IV exhibits considerable variability in grave type and burial 
treatment, but individuals were relatively poorly furnished with artifacts.
 At the same time, there is also a broad range of similarities that unite all 
of the sites within a coherent whole. For example, grave orientation seems to 
be broadly consistent between sites. Children at most sites tend to be associ-
ated with multiple graves and ornaments. The vast majority of grave inclu-
sions are also not exclusive to any one cemetery, although they are variably 
distributed both within and between sites. In addition, certain unique items 
such as the nephrite lunar pendant were found at multiple cemeteries and in 
similar contexts (i.e., well furnished female graves). Furthermore, at many 
sites, individuals distinguished by particularly large and diverse grave inclu-
sions were also distinguished through spatial separation from other graves.
 It is obvious, then, that the Little Sea mortuary record does not reflect 
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a situation in which each individual cemetery represents a separate commu-
nity. Instead, the picture appears to be rather more complicated, with Bronze 
Age hunter-gatherers maintaining a range of different types of mortuary 
sites. How and in what contexts such sites were used would have depended 
upon a wide range of social, political, economic and philosophical consider-
ations. For the moment such considerations remain opaque. Yet, it is possible 
that at least part of the variability might be explained by distinguishing be-
tween community sites such as KN XIV and Uliarba, and more specialized 
exclusionary cemeteries such as Kurma XI and Shamanskii Mys.
 Unfortunately, it also remains an open question as to why some special-
ized individuals were interred in exclusive cemeteries while other apparently 
equivalent individuals were distinguished by spatial separation within com-
munity cemeteries (i.e., East Cluster at KN XIV, northeast cluster at Uliar-
ba). One intriguing possibility is that community cemeteries were a later de-
velopment in response to an increasingly contested landscape as the result of 
growing regional populations and group sedentism. Clearly, however, more 
work is required to explore this suggestion further.
 While this study has identified a distinction between community cem-
eteries and specialized sites, there is no reason to believe that these were the 
only important distinctions. Furthermore, both the specialized and commu-
nity distinctions identified here require refinement. With respect to special-
ized groups, for example, it is still uncertain on what basis this status was de-
rived. Dedicated research into this phenomenon may also be able to identify 
finer-resolution distinctions. In addition, the interpretation that some sites 
represent community cemeteries depends largely on the assumption that the 
rows of graves observed at these sites manifest kinship lineages.
 Moreover, in order to gain a comprehensive understanding of Bronze 
Age mortuary practices in Cis-Baikal, it is necessary to integrate data from 
the preceding Late Neolithic. As the first widespread mortuary tradition in 
the Little Sea area, the Late Neolithic Serovo established the basic pattern 
on which later groups would build for at least the next 2,000 years and prob-
ably longer. One particularly intriguing phenomenon that was only briefly 
touched upon in this chapter is the referencing of Late Neolithic Serovo 
graves by later Bronze Age peoples. While I suggested that this might rep-
resent an appropriation of ancestral or corporate relationships, this interpre-
tation requires more comprehensive analysis. For example, later groups did 
not incorporate every Serovo cemetery, and evidence indicates that not every 
Bronze Age site was constructed around existing Serovo graves. Therefore, 
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establishing the particular social and political contexts under which Bronze 
Age peoples referenced Serovo graves would seem to be an important new 
research goal.
 Lastly, it is important that the results presented here be integrated with 
data from habitation sites. Currently, we know next to nothing about the 
scale, duration, or seasonality of hunter-gatherer occupation in the Little Sea 
area. As such, it is unclear how mortuary sites would have been integrated 
within the daily lives or yearly cycle of these foragers. This would seem to 
be particularly important for evaluating the suggestion that at least some 
cemeteries represent territorial corporate groups in the context of bounded 
and restricted resources. In this chapter, the definition of those resources was 
rather vague, but it is now necessary to establish in more detail the mate-
rial and non-material resource exploitation patterns of these ancient forag-
ers. BAP is currently beginning such a project, and we are optimistic that it 
will produce significant results that will enable us to reevaluate the mortuary 
remains in a more comprehensive fashion.

note
1. All ages in this chapter, except individual radiocarbon dates, are given in calendar 
(calibrated) years before present.




