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Sex Determination

To determine sex, I first looked at the cranial features of my assigned skeleton.  Overall, I determined these features as more male in nature; however, my colleagues believed that they were more feminine.  Although we had similar results for the size of the nasals and the size of the mastoid process, we differed on more subjective features such as the size of the parietal eminences, size of the supraorbital ridges, and the overall shape of the palate.  Because this method is anthroposcopic, it is subject to observer error, and without detailed descriptions of each feature and physical reference material, it was difficult to determine what features were masculine and what features were feminine.  Furthermore, I think that inexperience and an overall unfamiliarity played a larger role in the difficulties experienced during our assessments. 
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Like the cranial features, I assessed the pelvic characteristics as mostly male.  Here, my colleagues and I differed slightly but came to the same conclusion, that these traits were more masculine.  Again, some of the straight forward characteristics such as the shape of the subpubic angle and shape of the greater sciatic notch were consistent with that of my colleagues but others such as the shape of the obturator foramen and sacrum differed.  Similarly, I got the same results for the Phenice traits.  Of the three Phenice traits that I observed, all were male.  Oddly, my colleagues had determined quite the opposite and concluded that it was female based on these characteristics alone.  I found this intriguing because there was an accurate description of what to look for when searching for these characteristics, thus reducing observer error.  
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Similar to the conclusions I drew using the anthroposcopic traits, the cranial metric traits yielded the same results: that it was male.  Although this method has considerable observer error associated with inexperience, my colleagues and I were in agreement.  I found this method to be a little less challenging because there were clear directives on where to measure.  When assessing the maximum bone lengths, my colleagues and I had similar results, with only slight differences in precision.  This method seemed to yield a lot of unknowns, making up six of the eleven results.  A method that I found difficult and quite tricky to employ was the ischiopubic index.  Overall, it became quite a challenge to find the exact point where the ilium, ischium and pubis fuse together.  This in apparent in the results that my colleagues and I came to, mine being unknown and my colleagues determining female.          
When compiling all these results, I determined that my skeleton was male.  Aside from yielding a large number of unknown results in bone lengths and the ischiopubic index, my results were consistently male.  On the contrary, my colleagues determined that the skeleton was female, despite the fact that their results for pelvic characteristics suggested male.  Overall, one should keep in mind that the pelvic characteristics are a good indicator of sex, which weighed heavily in my decision to positively determine my skeleton as male.  Overall, I found the cranial features to be the most difficult in determining sex.  Upon doing further reading, I discovered that there can be a lot of variation in the skulls in relation to ethnicity, perhaps explaining some of the softer, more delicate features that my colleagues and I observed.  One interesting phenomenon that I encountered when determining sex was making premature conclusions of sex before assessing all the traits.  For example, when I first looked at the skull and the pelvic bone, I noticed that the mastoid process and the mental eminence were large.  I also noticed that the greater sciatic notch was narrow and that the subpubic angle was V-shaped.  From these four characteristics I had a belief in my head that the skeleton was male.  When observing the other traits, either cranial or pelvic, I noticed myself trying to enforce male features that may not have necessarily been there.  Furthermore, when using the metric methods, if my results yielded female results, I would go back and re-measure, thinking that something must have been incorrect.  Overall, my metric assessment had some bearing on my final conclusion of male.  Although studies have shown that this method is less accurate than observable methods, it still supported my overall conclusion.  Despite my worries of inaccuracy and interobserver error, I am fairly confident that my skeleton is male. Even though the majority of my results conflict with my colleagues, I believe that I took the time to overcome my personal biases and accurately observe and measure the features with lead me to my conclusions.                

Age at Death Estimation
Suchey-Brooks method: phase 5 
Note the rim around the face with the extremities fully formed.  

For males the mean age is 45.6 and ranging 27-66 years of age. 

