THE'LITHIC ASSEMBI AGE

RECORDING THE LITHIC INDUSTRY - THE DATABASE

The excavator of the greater part of the Hummerich site, K. Kroger, had recorded many attributes of the
finds (excavation co-ordinates, lithic raw material determinations etc.) during the course of a doctoral
thesis (K. Kroger 1995) and these data were available to the present author in the form of lists compiled
for the transfer of the material to the responsible archaeological authority, the Landesamt fiir Denk-
malpflege, Abt. Archiologische Denkmalpflege, Amt Koblenz.

Nevertheless, all material of the lithic assemblage was re-examined by the author for this study, leading
in a number of cases to a different determination or interpretation of lithic specimens. A small amount
of material (44 specimens) recorded in the original inventory lists could no longer be located and is the-
refore absent from the database which forms the basis of this study. It is possible that some specimens
originally regarded as »single finds« were subsequently downgraded to the category of »general find«
and for this reason are not present as labelled specimens. This certainly happened in the case of a num-
ber of faunal specimens (e. g. unidentifiable small bone splinters) and small, unmodified quartz pebbles
may similarly have been removed from the category »single find«.

A few of the examined specimens (82) were not present in the original lists. The majority (55) compri-
ses stray finds with no contextual information. Another 20 finds recovered by excavation can be plot-
ted in two dimensions but have no information on their stratigraphic context. Only in the case of seven
further excavated finds is it possible to reconstruct the stratigraphic context accurately; six are from Ni-
veau D1 and one from Niveau E. A total of 2,015 lithic specimens (including artefacts and unmodified
pieces, but excluding two fragments of pottery) was thus finally examined for this study (Fig. 61).

LITHIC RAW MATERIAL

The raw materials of the Plaidter Hummerich lithic assemblage have been analysed and described in pre-
vious studies by Harald Floss (1994) and Karl Kroger (1995) and their results are taken into account by
the present study (Fig. 61). All artefacts were, however, re-examined and, except where noted, the raw
material determinations are those of this author.

In some cases, it is difficult or impossible to recognise the artificial character of lithic finds, particularly
those of quartz and Devonian slate and graywacke. The context of the assemblage, within aeolian sedi-
ments on top of a high scoria cone of volcanic material, might suggest that most pieces of non-volcanic
origin can be confidently assigned to the archaeological assemblage(s) and K. Kroger (1995) interprets
all non-pyroclastic rocks as having been transported to the summit of the volcano by hominids.

The present author believes that a number of small unmodified pebbles and heat-altered fragments of
quartz, graywacke and slate probably represents material caught up in the eruption (gravel deposits,
bedrock, etc.) and subsequently incorporated into the covering sediments by processes such as erosion,
solifluction and bioturbation.

This is clearly the case for numerous fragments of scoria present throughout the stratigraphic sequence
since the steep slope of the crater interior (Fig. 3) will clearly have been conducive to continued and re-
peated downslope movement from the crater wall.
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It was noted that many specimens of graywacke and slate from the Plaidter Hummerich show abrading
and battering of their edges for which exact analogies can be found on material derived from the De-
vonian bedrock found in pumice deposits erupted by the late Pleistocene Laacher See volcano.

The previous analysts of the raw materials used different approaches in their studies, H. Floss being mo-
re interested in a global classification of the composition of Rhineland Palaeolithic assemblages through
time (H. Floss 1994), and K. Kroger in technological and typological variations within the Hummerich
assemblage and their implications for the interpretation of the site (K. Kroger 1995, 47). As a result, the
quantitative data of the two authors are not identical (Fig. 61).

K. Kréger (1995, Fig. 15) gives no quantitative data for artefacts recovered as stray finds or lacking a
stratigraphic position, neither does he quantify the small number of artefacts from Niveau B in his ana-
lysis. However, based on his premise that all lithic material recovered from the Plaidter Hummerich de-
rives from human activity (K. Kroger 1995, 47), he does quantify all lithic material recovered from Ni-
veaux C, D1-D3 and E, irrespective of whether this has been artificially modified or not (K. Kréger
1995, Fig. 15). The counts for Niveaux C, D1-D3 and E can therefore be directly compared with counts
for the equivalent stratigraphic units carried out for this study.

H. Floss does not give values for different contexts (since he had no access to detailed stratigraphic da-
ta; H. Floss 1994, 146), but instead presents overall counts for all the artefacts of each raw material.

He bases his analysis on Niveaux C, D1-D3 and E, but also includes unprovenanced material (stray and
unstratified finds). Since H. Floss (1994) quantifies the artefacts from all sedimentological units together,
the results of his analysis can only be compared with the counts of this study for the total assemblage
(Fig. 61). His counts show that he did not have access to all artefacts.

A number of the more important differences between the total of raw materials identified by the pre-
sent author and the determinations of H. Floss (1994) and K. Kroger (1995) are to be explained by Floss’
selection of artefacts only (»geschlagene Steinartefakte«), whereas the present study includes all finds.
This applies particularly to Devonian graywacke and slate (Fig. 61, GRW = 197; SLT = 77), neither of
which was included by H. Floss, and also to finds unidentified to raw material by the present author
(Fig. 61, IND = 40), which, almost without exception, are either unmodified material of volcanic origin
or the smallest category of pebbles recovered during excavation (»Kieselsteine«).

In K. Kroger’s (1995) definition the category »Quarzit« includes not only dense Devonian quartzite in
the form of river cobbles, material which is almost all clearly artificially modified, but extends to mate-
rial defined by the present author as graywacke and slate.

Some of these materials are also in cobble form and may have been modified but the artefact status of
most of the material is doubtful. Due to the different definitions of this material it is not possible to di-
rectly compare the counts for Devonian quartzite in this study with K. Kroger’s data.

The present study lists over 200 pieces of quartz more than Floss. 170 of these can be accounted for by
very small, mainly unmodified pebbles. Over 30 quartz fragments, whose artificial character is not certain,
each weigh less than 10grams, and it is possible that H. Floss also excluded this material from the analysis.
The counts for quartz given by K. Kroger and by this study are very similar for the different Niveaux
and, in the case of Niveaux C, D1 and D3, almost identical.

Single finds of fragments of unmodified scoria (which certainly originate from the eruption of the Hum-
merich) are listed by the present author (Fig. 61, BAS = 36), but H. Floss (1994) only lists one clearly
artificial flake, which is probably made of a different type of basalt to that found naturally at the site (H.
Floss 1994, 149).

A transverse scraper from Niveau E, is described by Kroger as a variety of porphyry but the present
author identifies it as a fine-grained Devonian quartzite.

In summary, the present study lists the raw material of all lithic finds recovered at the Plaidter Hum-
merich, irrespective of their artificial character (the interpretation of the assemblage with regard to its
artificial character is dealt with later in this study), but including and distinguishing between the diffe-
rent contexts.

The number of specimens listed by this study is therefore higher than those of either H. Floss or K. Kro-
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ger (Fig. 61), providing the definitive quantification of the assemblage equivalent to the inventory list
submitted to the final repository of the material, the Landesamt fiir Denkmalpflege, Koblenz.

Lithic Raw Material Sources and Availability

A major distinction can be made between locally available raw materials and those obtained from grea-
ter distances, either within the Central Rhineland or, exceptionally, from other regions.

Quartz

The most common raw material in all layers at the Hummerich is quartz (Fig. 61, QZ), which occurs in
primary context as veins in the Devonian bedrock of the Central Rhineland. The material is normally
white to off-white and macrocrystalline and is inhomogeneous due to the presence of numerous fractu-
re planes.

Primary vein quartz was not an important source of raw material during the Rhineland Palaeolithic but,
in a secondary context, quartz cobbles obtained from river terraces form an important element of the li-
thic assemblage at many Middle Palaeolithic sites in the Neuwied Basin, being the most common raw
material at several of them (Fig. 70).

Quartz cobbles are the major component of Pleistocene and Pliocene terrace deposits in the region (H.
Floss 1994, 73). The older terraces contain a higher proportion of quartz relative to other, softer mate-
rials and the degree of rounding of the quartz cobbles is also greater in older terraces. H. Floss believes
that the size and degree of rounding of the cobbles found at the Plaidter Hummerich indicate that they
originate in terrace deposits of the Rhine and were not collected from the gravels of the nearby Nette
river (H. Floss 1994, 150).

The closest terraces are some 2km to the South of the Hummerich, but Floss does not rule out a source
closer to the site for this raw material. The quartz used at the Hummerich is generally of poor quality and
is represented by all stages of artefact manufacture — unmodified cobbles, smashed chunks, recognisable
cores and flakes and retouched tools. This is probably to be interpreted as a reflection of its abundance
and of the short distance of transport from the raw material source to the Plaidter Hummerich.

Devonian quartzite

Devonian quartzite occurs in the Lower Devonian strata of the Rhenish Slate Massif, but primary quart-
zite and material from block fields were not normally selected for artefact production. Instead, as in the
case of quartz, dense river-rolled cobbles of quartzite from terrace deposits were preferred. They are a
common raw material on Central Rhineland Middle Palaeolithic sites and Devonian quartzite is well re-
presented at the Plaidter Hummerich.

Tertiary quartzite

Another raw material characteristic of the Central Rhineland is Tertiary quartzite, also called limno-
quartzite, a material formed by cementation of beds of sand by movement of free silica in the ground-
water and thus genetically quite distinct from metamorphic Devonian and other Palaeozoic quartzites.
The material is fine- to very fine-grained and has a conchoidal fracture similar to that of flint.

A common variety in the Central Rhineland is grey-green with pronounced yellow mottling, sometimes
referred to as »Blimchenquarzit«, and is the type of quartzite predominantly found at the Plaidter
Hummerich. This quartzite occurs at primary outcrops, in block fields and in river terrace deposits as
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cobbles. On the evidence of cortex types material from the Hummerich is identified by H. Floss as
coming from both river gravels (30%, probably from terraces of the nearby Nette river) and from block
fields (15%). The nearest known block fields of Tertiary quartzite are found within a radius of 3-6km
around the Hummerich, but the presence at the site of 3 very large blocks with a total weight of 25kg
suggests to H. Floss that there was probably a raw material source even closer.

Siliceous slate

The term siliceous slate (German Kieselschiefer) is restricted (following H. Floss, 1994, 62) to a group of
siliceous rocks of Palaeozoic origin, including lydite, Radiolarit (radiolarian chert) and Tonschiefer
(which can be regarded as a less silicified variety of Kieselschiefer). In the region of the Rhenish Slate
Massif these materials are found as Silurian, Devonian and, most commonly, Carboniferous formations
in primary contexts located mainly east of the Rhine. However, almost all artefacts of siliceous slate
found at archaeological sites are made from cobbles obtained from river gravels, which are locally
readily available.

Flint

In accordance with H. Floss (1994, 80) the use of the term »flint« is restricted in this study to fine-
grained siliceous rocks from formations of the Upper Cretaceous period. This material is almost pure
cryptocrystalline silica and has optimal qualities for the manufacture of flaked stone artefacts. Various
sources of flint are possible in the context of the Plaidter Hummerich.

Primary flint sources

A major source of the flint found in the Rhineland Palaeolithic are Upper Cretaceous chalk formations
near Aachen and Maastricht and further to the West into Belgium. Several primary sources have been
described and characterised — Rijkholt, Valkenburg and Simpelveld (Dutch South Limburg); Lousberg
and Vetschau (Aachen region), all at least 100km from the Neuwied Basin. A number of artefacts from
the Hummerich is made of a material closely resembling Rijkholt flint (H. Floss 1994, 150). Another
potential primary source of raw material found at the Hummerich are eluvial deposits with residual flint
(cf. southern English »clay-with-flints«). Several sources of eluvial flint are known south and east of
surviving primary chalk formations of the western border of Germany, South Limburg and eastern
Belgium, the most easterly being some 60km from the Neuwied Basin.

Secondary flint sources

A major source of secondary flint are gravels of the River Meuse, which cut through primary Upper
Cretaceous chalk formations, the closest source to the Neuwied Basin being Meuse gravels some 90km
away in the Niederrheinische Bucht. Meuse gravel flint shows alteration of the cortex by rolling and
staining due to infiltration by iron oxides. It can be difficult to identify Meuse gravel flint when cortex
is not preserved and the flint is only slightly or not at all altered by staining or transport, creating a po-
tential problem in the case of several Hummerich artefacts. In fact, the distinction between primary flint
and secondary gravel flint is largely academic in the case of the Hummerich. Primary outcrops and re-
latively unaltered secondary flint sources will have been, at most, some few tens of kilometres apart, an
unimportant factor in the estimation of the distance that lithic materials were transported by hominids
to the Central Rhineland.

Flint can also be found in other Pleistocene river terraces (Rur, Kyll, Priim, Ahr, Nette, Moselle, Rhi-
ne), where it is derived from Tertiary eluvial deposits. It differs from Meuse gravel flint in being more
heavily rolled and weathered. It is usually heavily stained and brown to brown-green in colour and is
opaque. Nodules are usually quite small and with many cracks and fissures, and are of only poor quali-
ty for artefact manufacture. A number of flint artefacts at the Hummerich (Fig. 61 FL) are probably
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made from material of this type and may therefore be regarded as »local« (Rhine/Moselle [and Nette?]
terraces) in origin.

Tertiary marine sediments (sands) contain beds of flint nodules eroded from primary chalk deposits by
transgressions of the Tertiary sea. Pebbles of this material (e. g. Maasei flint) have a typical scarred cor-
tex and are very rounded due to prolonged pounding and rolling in the Tertiary sea, and reworking of
Tertiary deposits by Pleistocene river erosion often incorporates the nodules into Quaternary gravel de-
posits. This material is quite commonly found at Rhineland Palaeolithic sites and one Hummerich arte-
fact is possibly made of Maase: flint.

Another type of flint found in the Rhineland is derived from Pleistocene moraine deposits which are
found as far south as a line running from Krefeld - Neuss - Diisseldorf - Ruhr valley. Reworking by Plei-
stocene river erosion subsequently incorporated flint of this type into gravel deposits, particularly those
of the Rhine. Distinction of this material from Meuse gravel flint is often difficult when cortex is not
preserved and an artefact from the Hummerich previously described as moraine flint and cited as an ex-
ample of long range mobility to the Northeast might equally well be made of beach pebble or river ter-
race flint from Tertiary deposits (H. Floss 1994, 152).

Other fine-grained siliceous materials

Chalcedony

Chalcedony is here defined (following H. Floss 1994) as cryptocrystalline silica formed during the Ter-
tiary. It is known in a range of varieties from several primary sources both in the Central Rhineland and
at greater distances. Floss (1994, 151) suggests that the Hummerich chalcedony was obtained in the Cen-
tral Rhineland and that 70% may be from primary outcrops and 30% from river terrace deposits, al-
though two artefacts from Hummerich Niveaux D1 and E are macroscopically indistinguishable from
artefacts from the Final Palaeolithic assemblage at Andernach-Martinsberg determined by H. Floss
(1994, 280) as »Kieseloolith« (= siliceous oolite, A. Watznauer 1982b, 177) for which an origin in Terti-
ary deposits in the Mainz Basin is proposed.

Chert

The term chert is used here in translation of »Hornstein« and, following H. Floss (1994, 104), is
restricted to siliceous rocks formed during the Triassic and Jurassic periods. Primary outcrops are found
both in southern German and Swiss Jura formations and to the Southwest of the Neuwied Basin in the
region of Luxembourg/Lorraine, but the only specimens recovered from the Plaidter Hummerich are
three artefacts of secondary pebble chert which are stained and cannot be more accurately identified (H.
Floss 1994, 150). The author of the present study did not positively identify the chert artefacts recog-
nised by H. Floss but it is probable that they are present among the 23 specimens of heterogeneous ma-
terial classed as CH/CH (Fig. 61).

Tuff

H. Floss identifies two flakes of a volcanic tuff, which he believes could be a trachyte. He suggests that
they may have been transported as cobbles by the Nette river from an East Eifel source and were the-
refore available close to the site.

A large core made on a cobble of a volcanic rock of a different type was not seen by Floss. A large cob-
ble of identical rock found at the nearby Final Palaeolithic site Kettig (M. Baales 1994, 1995) had been
used, not for the manufacture of artefacts, but as a hearth or cooking stone. It is unlikely that a stone
used for this purpose would be transported over a very great distance, suggesting that cobbles of this
material were accessible in the gravels of the Neuwied Basin.

Subsequently, the author recognised a large unmodified pebble of the same material in the geological
collection of the Catholic University of Louvain, Belgium. It is described as a porphyry from the Nahe
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region found in the Rhine gravels at Sinzig, some 30km to the North of the Neuwied Basin. This pure-
ly geological specimen confirms that large cobbles of dense lithic materials of southern origin could cer-
tainly have been transported as far as the Neuwied Basin.

Devonian slate and graywacke

These rocks are a major component of the Devonian bedrock of the Rhenish Slate Massif and can be re-
garded as universally available in the region. Neither material is well suited for the manufacture of sto-
ne tools, although river cobbles of these materials were certainly transported to the summit of the Plaid-
ter Hummerich by man and, in some cases, unequivocally modified by flaking into coarse tools. Uses
other than artefact production can be envisaged for rocks of these types, but a large number of small and
unworked specimens can be legitimately excluded from the archaeological assemblage, in particular tho-
se showing signs of alteration which can be better explained by their having been caught up in the vol-
canic eruption (see above).

Other rocks

Various other types of rocks are represented by small numbers of specimens. In some cases surface finds
collected from spoil heaps left by machinery proved on closer examination to be spurious (two frag-
ments of pottery!).

Two fragments of conglomerate are without context and possibly unrelated to the archaeological hori-
zon. By contrast, two pieces of red sandstone recorded from Niveau E might reflect material intentio-
nally brought to the site.

A potential source are Moselle terrace gravels which contain large amounts of sandstone derived from
the central Moselle valley.

Raw material spectrum and spatial analysis

Absolute counts of all lithic finds recorded by this study are shown by raw material and layer in figure
61, where they are, as far as possible, compared with results of the previous analyses of the Hummerich
assemblage. A second figure, showing the number of specimens identified by the present author as hu-
manly modified (i. e. the true artefact count) is also given.

Niveau B

In Niveau B only 18 of 21 finds of quartz (spaced over a large area, Fig. 62) are regarded as certain or po-
tential artefacts. This small assemblage is hardly likely to constitute an independent episode of activity,
and refitting of one artefact to others from Niveaux D1 (Fig. 13) allows their interpretation as merely the
deepest-lying elements of the lithic assemblage found in the oldest last glacial humus soil (Niveau D1) and
they are not regarded as material deposited during the preceding interglacial. There is equally no reason
to suggest that material assigned to Niveau B are artefacts deposited in sediments of the penultimate Cold
Stage which were subsequently altered by interglacial weathering, as has been suggested for the assembl-
ages from Rheindahlen »Westwand« (H. Thieme 1983) and Tonchesberg 2a (N. J. Conard 1992).

Niveau C

Niveau C is only found around the central part of the slope of the crater and is not present either higher
up on the eroded crater rim or in a deeper position towards the centre of the crater to the Northeast.
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Fig. 62 Niveau B. Spatial distribution of recorded single finds of lithic materials.

There is evidence that Niveaux D1 and C may be either mixed or that material in Niveau D1 is derived
from Niveau C. The relatively small lithic assemblage from Niveau C shows no clearly recognisable spa-
tial patterning. The commonest material, quartz, is found across the entire area of occurrence of this se-
diment unit. The small number of artefacts of fine-grained materials precludes spatial analysis, although
it can be noted that four of the seven modified fine-grained artefacts are found within a relatively small
area of the north-western extension of the site. The distribution of unmodified Devonian rocks and ba-
salt shows no patterning.

Niveau D1

Spatial patterning in Niveau D1 is not immediately apparent. The commonest raw material, quartz, is
distributed across most of the investigated area of this sedimentological unit, including the north-we-
stern and southern extensions to the excavation (Fig. 63).

A decrease in the density of finds of this material to the West of the main excavation area and a comple-
te absence of finds in several m? are the only anomalous features. This distribution pattern is possibly
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Fig. 63 Niveau D1. Spatial distribution of recorded single finds of lithic materials; quartz.

due to eastward downslope erosion of material from a restricted area of the site. Four of five refits bet-
ween artefacts in Niveau D1 and others located in Niveau E are over relatively long distances and fol-
low the line of the main slope (Fig. 13).

Lithic materials other than quartz are also widely distributed across the site. Devonian and Tertiary
quartzite, in particular, mirror the distribution of quartz in the main excavation area, being less well re-
presented to the West and more common to the East (Fig. 64). By contrast, the southern extension of
the excavation contains only an unmodified Devonian quartzite cobble, a Meuse flint flake and a frag-
ment of Tertiary quartzite, possibly suggesting that these materials were rarely worked or used in this
area. The few specimens of siliceous slate in Niveau D1 do not allow the recognition of spatial patter-
ning in their distribution (Fig. 64). Although only few specimens of flint and chalcedony/chert are pre-
sent, they occur widely across the site, although there is a clear absence of specimens of these materials
too in the north-western part of the main excavation area.

The spatial patterning of Devonian slate and graywacke closely reflects that of the artefacts of finer-grai-
ned materials and quartz. It is unclear whether this implies that most of the Devonian rocks can be re-
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ceous slate.

garded as also deposited by hominids or whether the distribution patterns of all lithic materials merely
reflect differential accumulation by geological processes, notably the secondary reworking of sediments
due to the steep slope.

The distribution of quartz, flint and chalcedony/chert and of the Devonian rocks is especially similar in
the eastern part of the main excavation, showing a more dense concentration of finds running across the
centre of this area in a line from Southwest to Northeast. At first this linear pattern suggests a shallow
channel, running downslope from the Southwest, within which lithic material was concentrated. How-
ever, another explanation is more plausible. This is that the sediment of Niveau D1 to the Southeast of
the site was, to a large extent, disturbed and eroded so that many artefacts were here incorporated into
the solifluction layer Niveau E. By contrast, material lying originally to the West may either have been
eroded downslope (eastwards) into the topographically lower-lying Niveau D1 sediments or have re-
mained 7 situ but have become incorporated into the younger phase of humus soil development repre-
sented by Niveau D2. It is noticeable that the spatial distribution of artefacts in this layer, particularly
of quartz (Fig. 65) complements that of Niveau D1. On balance, the spatial distribution of lithic finds
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Fig. 65 Niveau D2. Spatial distribution of recorded single finds of lithic materials; quartz.

in Niveau D1 can be described as random, with no evidence for the survival of humanly determined con-
centrations of artefacts. Indeed, within the main area of the excavation, there are clear indications of se-
condary movement of material, leading to an under-representation of finds to the West and East and an
accumulation of finds at the centre of this area.

Niveau D2

It was already noted that the spatial distribution of lithic material in Niveau D2 (Fig. 65) is comple-
mentary to that of finds in Niveau D1 (e. g. Fig. 63) and an explanation, in the form of erosional and soil
formation processes, was offered for this phenomenon.

The sedimentological unit D2 was restricted to a mid-slope position in the crater and its limit up-slope
(in the southern and north-western extensions of the excavation) and downslope (in the eastern part of
the main excavated area) is clearly shown by the distribution of the quartz artefacts (Fig. 65).
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Niveau D3

With only 43 single finds, Niveau D3 has the second poorest lithic assemblage after Niveau B. As in the
case of this material, it is difficult to interpret the finds in Niveau D3 as anything more than one of the
extremes of the vertical dispersal of a continuum of finds in the early glacial humus soil complex.
Spatial distribution says little of interest about the lithic assemblage from Niveau D3. The occurrence of
this sedimentological unit was even more restricted than that of Niveau D2, particularly to the East
where Niveau D3 was often visibly removed completely by solifluction and the eastern boundary of
Niveau D3 lies further to the West than does that of Niveau D2.

It can be assumed that artefacts originally present in Niveau D3 to the East of its recorded limit were
incorporated into the sediments of Niveau E. By contrast, in an up-slope position (to the West and
South), the lithic assemblage of Niveau D3 may have been »supplied« with material eroding out of older
humus deposits in topographically higher positions.

82



20

10 :
90 4
0 <>
% 0 nY
§° 8 W0 %

80 —

70— AN
<
=)

60 — %

% Quartz core §
4 Quartz flake g
O Quartz chunk
O Quartz fragment &
50 — -0 Quartz cobble
40 \ T T T T ] =
20 30 40 50 60 70 80 S o

Fig. 67 Niveau E. Spatial distribution of recorded single finds of lithic materials; quartz.

Niveau E

Niveau E provided the second largest lithic assemblage (after Niveau D1) from the Plaidter Hummerich
(Fig. 61) and, as in all layers, the single finds are dominated by quartz. It is nevertheless noticeable that
Niveau E contains a higher proportion of non-quartz artefacts than most other layers. Ignoring modi-
fied basalt and graywacke, 84 (20.7%) of the total of 406 artefacts are made of either quartzite or finer-
grained materials (flint, chalcedony/chert, lydite or tuff).

Only the very small assemblage assigned to Niveau D3 has a similar proportion of non-quartz artefacts,
the other assemblages containing from between 0% (Niveau B) to 12.1% (Niveau D1) of these materials.
The higher proportion of finer-grained lithics in Niveau E offers one of the better arguments for the exi-
stence of several different occupations of the Hummerich over a period of time and can possibly be in-
terpreted as showing a more discriminating selection for »better« raw materials than was carried out in
the older layers. However, this does not necessarily imply a fundamentally different (e. g. better-
organised) strategy of raw material procurement since several of the materials may have been as readily
available in local gravels as quartz. Truly long distance procurement only seems probable in the case of
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artefacts of Meuse flint which, with 11 specimens, forms only 2.7% of the total of cores, flakes and
chunks from Niveau E. This compares with 2.9% of the assemblage in Niveau C and 1.7% of that in
Niveau D1.

The most apparent feature of spatial patterning in Niveau E is the presence of a denser concentration of
material to the East of the site. This is particularly clear in the case of quartz (Fig. 67) but can also be re-
cognised for other materials such as quartzite (Fig. 68) or Devonian rocks. This concentration of mate-
rial is interpreted as a result of a combination of downslope movement of artefacts from the West of the
site and the probable incorporation of older lithic material from the humus soils (Niveaux D1-D3) due
to the deflation of these layers by solifluction and other geological processes.

It was already suggested that refits between artefacts in Niveau E and Niveau D1 provide evidence for
these non-anthropogenic influences, and the complementary distribution of quartz artefacts in Niveau
D1 (Fig. 63) and Niveau E was noted.

No clear patterning can be recognised in the case of less common materials (Fig. 69) and it is most im-
probable that spatial patterning due to hominid activity can be recognised.
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Stray and unstratified finds

The category »stray find« is here understood to mean material collected from the immediate area of the
archaeological investigation but out of context and takes into account all finds which were originally as-
signed a single-find number (Fig. 61).

This group includes both valid finds of clearly Middle Palaeolithic tools (including some of the more ca-
refully worked specimens of finer-grained materials), non-specific lithic artefacts and objects which
clearly do not belong to the Middle Palaeolithic assemblage such as fragments of pottery.

It is perhaps self-evident that this group of finds contains a high proportion of non-quartz artefacts (co-
res, flakes, chunks) which will have been more easily recognised or thought »worth« collecting. A small
group of finds recovered during excavation but not subsequently assigned to a sedimentological unit is
classed together as unstratified finds. Only 15 specimens are artificially modified. Both stray and un-
stratified finds are included in this report for the sake of completeness but their information value is
clearly limited.
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Comparison of raw materials with other sites and discussion

The raw materials of the lithic assemblages from the Plaidter Hummerich can most readily be compa-
red with those of other Middle Palaeolithic industries in the Central Rhineland. Particularly relevant are
those of other sites excavated in recent years in the East Eifel volcanic field — the Saalian sites Schweins-
kopf-Karmelenberg (J. Schifer 1990a) and Wannen (A. Justus 1988) and the Saalian and early Weichse-
lian site Tonchesberg (N. J. Conard 1992). H. Floss (1994) has also examined synthetically the question
of raw material procurement strategy for this region during the Palaeolithic. His analysis was partly car-
ried out prior to the publication of final results from the above sites so that his data and those of the site
analysts are not identical. Both sets of data are presented in Fig. 70. In view of the evidence for mixing
of layers at the Hummerich and since all archaeological horizons can be attributed to the early Last Gla-
cial, all raw material data are presented together.

The size of the assemblages from the different sites varies considerably, ranging from 1,661 specimens at
the Hummerich to as few as 120 pieces at the younger Weichselian site Tonchesberg 1B (Fig. 70). All
other sites have less than half the number of artefacts found at the Hummerich, which might possibly
affect the comparability of the sites.

A relatively high proportion of non-quartz artefacts is claimed by H. Floss for the Hummerich (H.
Floss 1994, 151) but, in fact, certain other sites in the region have similar proportions of quartz to non-
quartz artefacts calculated on the number of specimens (Fig. 70). At the early Weichselian site Ténches-
berg 2b the proportion of quartz to non-quartz in the lithic assemblage (82.8% following N. J. Conard
1992) is almost identical to that of the Hummerich assemblage. In two assemblages, Ténchesberg 2A and
Tonchesberg 1B, dating to the penultimate and the last glaciation respectively, quartz is almost the only
material present (Fig. 70). These may possibly represent short duration activities or »ad hoc« responses
to immediate needs.

At two sites dated to the Saalian Cold Phase the importance of materials other than quartz is either si-
milar to (Wannen) or even more pronounced (Schweinskopf-Karmelenberg) than in the younger Hum-
merich assemblage (Fig. 70). At another Central Rhineland site, Ariendorf (E. Turner 1986), the early
Middle Palaeolithic lithic assemblage Ariendorf 1, recovered from the loess Cover Layer 1 and dated by
biostratigraphy to the early »Saalian complex«, contains a total of 151 finds (including manuports and
»dubious« specimens), of which only 57 (45.2%) artefacts are made of quartz (pers. comm., E. Turner).
Evidently, assemblages of varying composition are found at sites dating to both of the last two Cold Sta-
ges and may plausibly be interpreted as time-factored accumulations resulting from several occupations
and/or phases of activity. While it is true that no other assemblage is as heterogeneous as that from the
Hummerich this may merely reflect the overall greater number of artefacts present, the large area of the
excavation (which probably recovered lithic material from different and unrelated events) and the
probability that the assemblage was accumulated over an appreciable depth of time.

The composition of the non-quartz component of the assemblage differs appreciably from site to site.
Devonian quartzite is particularly well represented at the Schweinskopf site, whereas a large number
of artefacts of Tertiary quartzite is present at Ténchesberg 2B. The Wannen assemblage is reasonably
well balanced and Cretaceous flint is also relatively well represented here. In summary there is no im-
mediately recognisable chronological pattern in the representation of raw materials at the East Eifel
sites.

The presence of exogenous raw materials is interpreted as showing that the Middle Palaeolithic groups
which occupied the Central Rhineland must at other times have visited different regions with these lithic
resources. Nevertheless, the most commonly used raw materials remain those available in the immedia-
te vicinity of the site. Another early Weichselian Rhineland site, Wallertheim to the South of the Mainz
Basin (N. J. Conard, D. S. Adler, D. T. Forrest & P. J. Kaszas 1994, 1995), provides a further illustration
of this typically Middle Palacolithic phenomenon. The lithic assemblages of six distinct sedimentologi-
cal units dated to the last interglacial and the beginning of the last Cold Phase contain a large propor-
tion of artefacts made of volcanic rocks. These commonly occur in the local river terraces and in their
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suitability for artefact manufacture are the equivalent of the Devonian quartzites found at the East Ei-
fel sites. All materials at these latter sites other than Cretaceous flint probably occurred in river terraces
or block-fields within a narrow radius and can therefore be regarded as locally available.

A slightly different question is the interpretation of the true exogenous materials which were brought
to the site from a long distance. H. Floss calculates the importance of Meuse flint (32 artefacts) relative
to the remaining artefacts of materials other than quartz (H. Floss 1994, 147) and suggests that this ma-
terial, which makes up 13.7% of the non-quartz assemblage, is unusually well represented at the Hum-
merich. The present study arrives at a similar figure (15.2%) for the total of 38 artefacts (all Cretaceous
flint) relative to the remaining 212 artefacts of materials other than quartz. In fact this proportion of
Cretaceous flint can also be matched at other sites. The very small non-quartz assemblage at the Weich-
selian site Tonchesberg 1B contains four flint artefacts (ca. 36% of the total calculated on the data of N.
J. Conard or 33% on the data of H. Floss respectively). At the Saalian Wannen site Cretaceous flint ma-
kes up as much as 19.3% (after A. Justus 1988) or even 25.5% (after H. Floss 1994) of the non-quartz
assemblage. The importance of flint here can also be calculated as 4.0% of the total assemblage, a figu-
re appreciably higher than that (2.29%/2.57%) for the Hummerich (Fig. 70).

The artefacts of exogenous raw materials cannot be uncritically interpreted as evidence for long range/
long term logistical procurement, since it is probable that artefacts were routinely carried between sites
as finished (usually retouched) tools and thus simply transported as part of the everyday equipment of
the group. This interpretation can, however, possibly be qualified by evidence for specialized artefact
manufacture at other localities with highly suitable raw materials (ateliers). At a number of such sites in
neighbouring regions quartzite of good quality was worked intensively and the finished products are be-
lieved to have been removed for use elsewhere (Ravensberg: L. Fiedler & S. Veil, 1974; Reutersruh: A.
Luttropp & G. Bosinski, 1971; Ratingen: R.-W. Schmitz 1995). While such ateliers may simply reflect
opportunistic use of resources available in a territory exploited by a group, it is certainly possible that
artefacts were produced at these sites with the express intention of transporting them to other regions.
It can be concluded that locally occurring and readily available lithic raw materials dominate not only
at the Hummerich but at all the East Eifel Middle Palaeolithic assemblages. A first indication of a real
change in the strategy of obtaining lithic raw material in the Rhineland is possibly visible at the site of
Remagen-Schwalbenberg (V. App et al. 1995, 43). At this site a find horizon in the Weichselian Lohner
soil dates to between 30 and 40 ky and is regarded as transitional from the Middle to the Upper Palaeo-
lithic. A large proportion of the assemblage, which contains artefacts interpreted as preforms for foliate
tools, consists of exogenous tabular Lousberg flint from the Aachen region, a distance of ca. 90km from
the site.

Both the dominant role of local raw materials and the consistent presence of low frequencies of exoge-
nous materials can be observed throughout the European Middle Palaeolithic.

In a study of lithic raw materials in Belgian Middle Palaeolithic assemblages A.-G. Krupa (1990) obser-
ves similar phenomena. In tables he lists the presence of raw materials at 16 sites, giving the distance of
the raw material source from the site but unfortunately without quantifying the frequency of the reco-
vered artefacts of each material. Nevertheless, the information from each site can be summarised to give
the following synthesis. The sites yielded in different cases as many as 11 and as few as 2 raw material
groups. These can be subdivided into local and exogenous materials, whereby the latter were obtained
from between 20km to more than 50km from the site. At five sites local raw materials were found exclu-
sively, while at 10 sites materials were recovered which had been transported more than 50km. If each
occurrence of a raw material group at a site is counted separately a total of 104 raw material units is esta-
blished. 69 of these material/site-units are local, while only 35 are attributed to exogenous materials. Of
the latter group 14 represent material transported more than 50km. Local materials are almost twice as
well represented as exogenous siliceous rocks, whereby an appreciable proportion of the latter has been
transported over quite long distances.

Syntheses of the treatment of lithic raw materials in north-western Europe have been given by M. Otte
(1991a); E. Rensink, J. Kolen & A. Spieksma (1991) and W. Roebroeks, J. Kolen & E. Rensink (1988).
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Otte (1991a, 162) differentiates between Belgian cave sites located at a distance from sources of good
Cretaceous flint and open air sites close to such sources. During the Mousterian the relative quantity and
the treatment of local and exogenous raw materials are closely linked to distance »Les processus les plus
élaborés sont réservés aux roches éloignées et de bon qualité dont ne sont ramenés que les produits finis.
Les roches locales, moins favorables, montrent des technigues rudimentaires, un outillage grossier (denti-
culés, encoches) et tous les produits de la chaine opératoire«. These are, of course, two ideal extremes and
there also exist more balanced assemblages containing ». . . des matérianx régionaux d’ou Pontillage con-
rant est tiré (racloirs abondants)«, which may be quite relevant for the Hummerich with its scraper-do-
minated assemblage.

E. Rensink, J. Kolen & A. Spieksma (1991) compare data from the north-western and central-eastern
European Late Middle Palaeolithic (dated to the Eemian and early Weichselian) and point out that the
distance of transport of exogenous raw materials is very variable across this area.

Belgian sites routinely contain artefacts of Wommersom quartzite and »phtanite« which have been
transported from 10km-80km and are found in the form of finished tools, a similar situation to the pre-
sence of Cretaceous flint at the Central Rhineland sites. This latter material was also imported ». . . in
large quantities. . .« (E. Rensink, J. Kolen & A. Spieksma 1991, 144) to the Belgian sites which are only
some 30km from outcrops.

By contrast to this pattern, lithic raw materials found at central and eastern European »Taubachian«, Mi-
coquian and Mousterian sites may have been transported from sources more than 150km, and even as
far as 300km distant. E. Rensink, J. Kolen & A. Spieksma (1991, 142) propose that during the Middle
Palaeolithic the procurement of lithic raw materials was embedded in the daily subsistence activities of
the group and that long distance transport from exogenous sources can simply be interpreted as a re-
flection of the overall degree of mobility and territory size of the group. This implies that more easter-
ly groups exploited larger territories than their western contemporaries. In an interesting parallel to the
observations at Remagen-Schwalbenberg long distant transport of exogenous materials becomes parti-
cularly important in the final Middle Palaeolithic leaf point assemblages.

W. Roebroeks, J. Kolen & E. Rensink (1988) had already pointed out the range of ways in which lithic
artefacts can be transported and argued for the existence of »planning depth« and »organisation« as ele-
ments in the transfer mechanisms of Middle Palaeolithic assemblages, in part using the evidence of exo-
genous materials at the Hummerich and other Central Rhineland sites. Studies of evidence for mobility
provided by lithic raw materials carried out for eastern central Europe by J. Feblot-Augustins (1993) al-
so point to the greater distances of transport found in eastern assemblages contrasted with those from
south-west France. The author suggests that environmentally determined greater seasonal mobility on
the eastern European plains could be the reason for the observed differences.

In an analysis of raw material exploitation in eastern German (Thuringian) Lower and Middle Palaeo-
lithic assemblages D. Schifer & T. Weber (1986, 137) write that ». . . no inventories analysed here speak
for any form of raw material transport over long distances«<. However, the dominant role of suitable, lo-
cally available material (Cretaceous flint) may have obscured the evidence for such transport (if impor-
ted and local materials are indistinguishable) or rendered it unnecessary. Interestingly, the authors do
identify long range raw material transport (60-80km) at the late Middle Palaeolithic leaf point site Ra-
nis with one raw material (chert) possibly originating as much as 200km from the site.

Seminal research on the acquisition and use of lithic raw material resources was carried out for south-
west France by J.-M. Geneste (1985, 1988a, 1988b, 1989) and his work has been taken as a standard for
comparison by numerous other authors. He distinguishes between raw materials available within a ra-
dius of 5km of the site and easily obtainable during daily activities (from the ». . . territoire qui semble
avoir été le plus fréquenté. . .<), materials obtained within the immediately surrounding region at di-
stances up to 20km, and materials from the ». . zones les plus périphériques du territoire. . .« at distances
of 30-80km from the site (J.-M. Geneste 1988a, 63).

The first raw material group forms 55%-98% (mean = 88%) of the assemblages examined by Geneste
and has a low index of utilisation (5%). It can be equated with quartz at the Hummerich. Other local
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materials here potentially include several of the finer-grained siliceous materials derived from the Rhi-
ne gravels. Geneste’s second group was generally introduced to the sites as blocs aménagés and forms
2%-20% of the assemblages with an index of utilisation of 10%-20%. This is the most variable group.
At the Hummerich this might be the equivalent of certain specimens of chalcedony and relict flint or
of Tertiary quartzite obtained from block fields/primary sources. The final group defined by Geneste
is always represented by low numbers of artefacts in the form of finished tools or debitage of secon-
dary modification (». . . les chaines opératoires ne sont jamais représentées que par leurs phases termi-
nales . . .<) and consequently shows a very high index of utilisation (74%-100%). The clearest analogy
at the Hummerich is provided by the artefacts of Cretaceous flint derived from primary or quasi-pri-
mary sources.

This behaviour can be observed at many Middle Palaeolithic sites. L. Meignen (1988) describes in detail
the differences in the treatment of different raw materials in two layers at the Mousterian site Marillac
(Charente). Here a local flint of poorer quality is represented by a large amount of primary debitage and
cortical pieces, although cores are not particularly common, whereas a smaller quantity of better quali-
ty flint, the source of which is some 15-20km from the site, is present mainly in the form of retouched
tools, whereas primary debitage, cortical pieces and cores are all very rare.

In an examination of the relationship between raw material and technology at 13 sites of the Quina
Mousterian in the Perigord A. Turq (1992) establishes that from 90 to 98% of the raw material used is
of local origin (< 5km), while the rest was brought to the sites from sources between 10 to 100km di-
stant. A clear difference to the situation at the Hummerich is that the local element is characterised by
». . . the selection of good quality material from local alluvial deposits and outcrops . . .« (A. Turq 1992,
75), a description which certainly cannot be applied to the Hummerich quartz debitage.

Overall, the Quina Mousterian assemblages show an interesting mixture of similarities and differences
to the Hummerich material. The French assemblages are indeed characterised by a ». . . very limited de-
gree of preparation of both the striking platforms and main flaking surfaces of the cores. . ., but also by
an » . .. abundance of small chips and fragments. . .« interpreted as indicating » . . . extensive retouching
and resharpening of retouched tools on the sites. . .« (A. Turq 1992, 76) which cannot be paralleled at the
Hummerich. It may, however, be questioned whether the absence of such material does not merely re-
flect the fact that sediment was not sieved at the German site.

The size distribution of debitage at the neighbouring early Weichselian site Tonchesberg 2b (N. J. Co-
nard 1992, Fig. 41) is very different from that at the Hummerich (Fig. 51) although the excavator of the
former site estimates that wet-sieving the excavated sediment would have further ». .. roughly tripled. . .«
the recovery rate of artefacts < 1.5cm (N. J. Conard 1992, 28). Since the sediment type and the conditi-
ons of excavation were more favourable at the Tonchesberg than at the Hummerich it seems on balan-
ce wiser to treat the absence of very small primary and secondary debitage products at the Hummerich
as a probable artefact of excavation methods. Of more value for comparison is the degree to which fla-
kes were retouched into tools, which is high (55-76%) at the Quina sites (A. Turq, 1992, 76). At the
Hummerich only 190 (11.44%) of the total of 1,661 artefacts of finer siliceous materials are certainly or
possibly retouched. If only the 157 definitely retouched tools are considered then 9.45% of the as-
semblage has been modified, in both cases the figures are appreciably lower than those for the French
sites. Perhaps of more value for comparative purposes, of the 250 artefacts of materials other than quartz
a total of 54 (21.6%) is retouched, double the figure reached for all artefacts including quartz but still
far below that for Quina sites.

At the French Quina sites ». . . morphologically » Levallois« flakes do not occur in association with other
characteristic by products of the Levallois production scheme.« (A. Turq 1992, 76). This is only partly true
at the Hummerich where isolated specimens of prepared cores show that Levallois products were occa-
sionally manufactured at the site from local raw materials, although other exogenous Levallois produc-
ts were indeed more probably brought to the site as finished products.

Summarising the occurrence of raw materials in a study of south-west French Middle Palaeolithic sites
P. B. Pettitt (1995, 38) suggests that local materials routinely make up ca. 90% of the assemblage at en-
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closed sites (caves) and as much as 100% on open sites. The East Eifel sites clearly fit this pattern
although a clear difference is the high proportion of local quartz at the Rhineland sites which is not the
case for the French assemblages, where flint was available locally (P. B. Pettitt 1992, 22).

TECHNOLOGY

All single finds in the lithic assemblage were assigned to one of six technological categories. The cate-
gories »core« and »flake« are self explanatory. The term »chunk« was chosen to represent angular spe-
cimens (particularly of quartz) whose dimensions (thickness) do not allow them to be regarded as fla-
kes but which are not truly cores. Other authors have used the term »angular debitage« for such mate-
rial. This category of find is also regarded as humanly modified on grounds of size, results of refitting
or of context. The term »fragment« is used to describe angular specimens which cannot be certainly in-
terpreted as artefacts. This may be due to their very small size or to the presence of features which sug-
gest they represent »background« material from the Devonian bedrock caught up in the eruption and
mixed with the scoria of the volcanic cone. »Cobble« is used for larger river-rolled specimens, normal-
ly unmodified but potentially including hammerstones or pounders. »Pebble« is used for very small un-
modified water-rolled finds (Kieselsteine) regarded as unconnected with human activity. The six catego-
ries were assigned subjectively and not according to strict metrical criteria. In the case of »flakes« and
»chunks« of quartz, in particular, they form a continuum.

Representation and spatial analysis of technological groups (»Grundformen«)

As done for the raw materials, the various technological classes are listed by stratigraphical unit,
although refitting shows that boundaries between these are not rigidly defined. Equally, the location of
all technological categories of finds was plotted, but only a few of the plots are reproduced here since
spatial patterning was not normally observed.

Niveau B
The only humanly modified lithic finds from Niveau B are 18 cores, flakes and chunks of quartz (Fig. 71).

core flake chunk fragment cobble  pebble total
@7 5 4 9 2 1 21
GRW 2 2 2 6
ST 2 1 3
TOT 5 4 9 6 3 3 30

Fig. 71 Niveau B. Artefact class and raw material of recorded single lithic finds.

It was argued above that material from Niveau B does not represent an independent occupation of the
site, but merely the deepest-lying material of the early Weichselian assemblage. The presence of five co-
res in an assemblage of only 18 artefacts would otherwise be surprising. The large proportion of quartz
chunks is a function of the fracture properties of this material and will be seen to occur in other layers.
The small size of the assemblage does not allow recognition of any spatial patterning (Fig. 62).
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core flake chunk fragment cobble  pebble total
QZ 4 22 35 4 2 5 72
DQT 1 1
TQT 1 1 1 3
LYD 1 1
MFL 1 1 2
FL 1 1
BAS il 1
GRW 3 4 7
ST 2 2
JKONL 4 27 57 10 7 5 90

Fig. 72 Niveau C. Artefact class and raw material of recorded single lithic finds.

Niveau C

Four cores, 35 chunks and 22 flakes of quartz form the largest category of the lithic assemblage of Ni-
veau C (Fig. 72).

Devonian quartzite, lydite and a type of flint are only represented by flakes and no cores are present.
Whether the absence of cores of the less common materials shows that the flakes were manufactured
elsewhere or is merely a reflection of the low quantity of material recovered is unclear.

Working of these materials may also have taken place at the Hummerich but outside the excavation area
or in a location from which material was subsequently eroded into a different layer. Cobbles of Tertiary
quartzite and graywacke (Fig. 82) are probably manuports but show no signs of having been worked.

Niveau D1

The largest number of lithic finds was attributed to the deepest humus soil, Niveau D1 (Fig. 73). 586 of
777 single finds from this layer (75.4%) are interpreted as artefacts. Most specimens are quartz (515) but
almost 25% of the flakes in this layer are of other raw materials. The large number of quartz chunks
(56.7% of the modified quartz) merely reflects the fracture properties of this material.

The five non-quartz cores are nevertheless of materials (Tertiary quartzite and lydite cobbles) which we-
re probably available in the immediate region of the site. Materials such as flint, which were obtained at
greater distances from the site, are represented by flakes only. While it is tempting to interpret this as
showing that flakes of exogenous materials were not produced at the Hummerich but were transported
ready made to the site, this is not certain.

Devonian quartzite is also a locally available raw material and is represented by 29 flakes in Niveau D1.
The absence of cores of this material should at least warn us that production of and selection for flakes
of exogenous materials might also have taken place quite locally, even if evidence for this activity was
not found in the excavated area of the site.

Niveau D2

The artefacts in Niveau D2 are dominated by quartz, with chunks of this material making up almost
60% of the total worked assemblage (Fig. 74).

Only one quartz core is present in Niveau D2 and worked materials other than quartz are only present
as flakes. This should not be over-interpreted in view of the small size of the assemblage.
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core flake chunk fragment cobble  pebble total
QZ 26 197 292 51 10 39 615
DQT 29 1 30
TOT 2 13 1 1 17
LYD 3 6 1 1 11
CH/CH 6 1 7
MFL 10 10
RIE 1 1
BAS 3 3
GRW 32 12 7 51
SIEE 15 3 3 21
IND 1 2 1 7 11
O 31 262 293 106 28 b7 77T

Fig. 73 Niveau D1. Artefact class and raw material of recorded single lithic finds.

core flake chunk fragment cobble  pebble total
QZ 1 29 50 6 7 13 106
DQT 4 1 5
TH@)IE 1 1 2 +
BIC 1 1
BAS 2 1 3
GRW 8 3 2 13
IND 1 2 5}
TOT 1 35 50 22 14 17 139

Fig. 74 Niveau D2. Artefact class and raw material of recorded single lithic finds.

core flake chunk fragment cobble  pebble total
QZ 9 14 5 1 1 30
DQT 2 2
TQT 1 1
LYD 1 1
@CE/GEIN 1
BAS 1 1 2
GRW 4 1 5
IND 1 1
TOI 1 12 16 10 2 2 43

Fig. 75 Niveau D3. Artefact class and raw material of recorded single lithic finds.

Niveau D3

The small lithic assemblage attributed to Niveau D3 contains 29 artificially modified specimens, 6 of
which are of materials other than quartz (Fig. 75). The only core from this layer is a discoid specimen
on a flat pebble of a glassy material, probably chalcedony (Fig. 88, 3). Of the 12 flakes, two are of De-
vonian and one is of Tertiary quartzite, a similar proportion of non-quartz to Niveau D1.
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core flake  chunk fragment cobble  pebble total
QZ 10 123 189 32 17 75 446
DQT 2 23 9 2 2 31
TQT 2 10 6 18
YD 3 4 5 1 1 14
CH/CH 1 9 1 11
MFL 10 1 11
EL 4 4
TUE 1 1
BAS 1 4 4 1 10
GRW 3 56 8 19 86
SIEIE 25 4 12 4
SAND 2 2
IND 19 19
TOT 18 185 207 120 37 127 694

Fig. 76 Niveau E. Artefact class and raw material of recorded single lithic finds.

Niveau E

The second largest lithic assemblage is assigned to Niveau E (Fig. 76). 59% of the 694 single finds are
cores, flakes or chunks, which compares with a figure of 75% for the lithic material from Niveau D1.
The difference in the proportion of artefacts to non-artefacts in the two layers is accounted for by ma-
terials derived from the Devonian bedrock (slate and graywacke) in Niveau E, possibly suggesting that
this assemblage was more heavily influenced by non-anthropogenic formation processes. This could
have taken the form of the concentration of naturally occurring, unmodified lithic elements due to de-
flation and solifluction of sediment and resulting conflation of the heavier rock fragments. For quartz
alone, the proportion of artefacts to non-artefacts is 72% in Niveau E (compared with a proportion of
83. 7% in Niveau D1).

Quartz cores are appreciably less common in Niveau E (10 specimens) than in Niveau D1 (26). By con-
trast, cores of other materials are more common (although no flint cores are present) and provide 44%
of the total. The same tendency can be observed for the flakes, 33.5% of which are of materials other
than quartz (ca. 25% in Niveau D1). The proportion of chunks in the quartz assemblage (58.7%) is very
similar to that of Niveau D1 (56.7%), suggesting that purely mechanical factors of quartz fracture are
responsible for the technological composition of quartz industries.

The spatial distribution of the material in Niveau E is heavily influenced by geological processes, most
clearly seen in the plan of quartz (Fig. 67), the accumulation of which at the deepest, north-eastern part
of the site is certainly due to solifluction processes.

It is uncertain whether any humanly influenced patterning can be expected under these circumstances,
but it is noticeable that both cores of Devonian quartzite are located at the eastern edge of the site
whereas the two cores of Tertiary quartzite are at the North and South of the excavation area (Fig. 68).
Flakes of Devonian quartzite appear to occur predominantly in the northern half of the main excavati-
on area (Fig. 68), a pattern also visible for Meuse flint and chert/chalcedony (Fig. 69), but since lithic
material is generally more common here, this may again only reflect the overall pattern of distribution
due to geological factors. A large proportion of the lydite is found in the southern extension of the ex-
cavation, but Tertiary and Devonian quartzite, Meuse flint and quartz are also present here so that it is
not possible to isolate an exclusively lydite »zone« or »phase« at this part of the site. The distribution of
the assemblage seems rather to be random with a better representation of artefact classes at those parts
of the site with the densest concentration of artefacts.
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core flake chunk fragment cobble  pebble total
Q@7 2 43 29 7 4 36 121
DQT 14 1 1 7 23
T g 5 2 3 2 1 15
LYD 3 4 1 8
CH/CH 4 4
MFL 6 6
EL 2 2
TUE 1 1 2
BAS 1 13 3 17
GRW 3 11 10 5 29
SLT 4 2 6
IND 6 1 7
O 5 78 40 46 28 43 240

Fig. 77 Stray and unstratified finds. Artefact class and raw material of recorded single lithic finds.

Stray and unstratified finds

Just over half of the total of 240 stray and unstratified finds are artefacts. 117 fragments, cobbles and
pebbles make up the balance (Fig. 77), only seven of which are certainly or possibly artificially modi-
fied. Of the finds of quartz only, 61% are artefacts. Unlike in the case of excavated and stratified mate-
rial, flakes of quartz (58%) dominate over chunks (39%), which is certainly simply due to preferential
collection of »better« quartz artefacts. 45% of the flakes are of materials other than quartz, again cer-
tainly due to selection of »better« or more less ambiguous material.

Synthesis of technological aspects for all single finds

A number of general features can be established if the technological groups from all layers (including
stray and unstratified finds) at the Hummerich are considered together (Fig. 78). The first of these is that
almost no formal artefacts are manufactured from basalt and from Devonian slate and graywacke. The

core flake chunk fragment cobble  pebble total
QZ 48 427 618 107 41 170 1,411
DT 2 73 3 4 10 92
TOT 6 31 9 5 5 2 58
YD 6 14 10 3 1 1 35
GH/CH =2 19 1 1 23
MFL 27 2 29
AL 9 9
AR 1 2 3
BAS 1 2 24 8 1 36
GRW 6 116 40 35 197
ST 52 10 1> 77
SAND 2 2
IND 1 8 2 30 41
@I 65 603 652 320 119 254 2,013

Fig. 78 All finds. Artefact class and raw material of recorded single lithic finds.
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rare exceptions are one flake and two chunks of basalt and six chunks of graywacke. No other speci-
mens are regarded as unequivocally worked by flaking, although some cobbles were certainly used as
hammers and pounders. 22.5% of the quartz assemblage (318 of 1,411 specimens) cannot be regarded as
worked (with the exception of hammers etc.). The presence of unworked quartz cobbles as a raw mate-
rial reserve must also be considered.

Of the worked quartz, 56.5% is in the form of chunks, a figure close to that established individually for
Niveaux D1 and E. It has already been suggested that this is purely a function of the fracture mechanics
of quartz. 39.1% of the quartz is in the form of flakes and 4.4% is present as cores.

The cores at the Hummerich are dominated by quartz specimens which form the largest single group of
this artefact class (73.8% of the total of 65 specimens). Cores of other raw materials are much less com-
mon or totally absent, only locally available siliceous slate and Tertiary quartzite being represented by
more than two specimens (each with 6 = 9.2% of the total).

Fine-grained raw materials are relatively well represented at the site by flakes (Fig. 78) where they ac-
count for 29% of the assemblage. Nevertheless, this has to be seen in relation to the figure for the cores
of these materials which amount to 26% of the total. Seen in this light, cores of fine grained rocks are
just as frequent relative to flakes as are those of quartz, which might be interpreted as showing that the
primary debitage of all raw materials took place at the Hummerich to the same degree. The only excep-
tion to this is provided by Cretaceous flint which is not represented by any cores at all.

Morphological and metrical analysis of technological groups

Cores

Morphology of the cores

Cores were classified following the terminology given by M. Brézillon (1977) who draws upon a num-
ber of authors for detailed descriptions of technological attributes of cores (Fig. 79). The majority of the
Hummerich cores are very simple and fall into one of two groups which, paraphrasing Brézillon, are de-
signated as polyhedral (»polyédrigue«) or formless (»informe«).

The first group of polyhedral or globular cores (»nucleus polyédrigue« after A. Leroi-Gourhan, 1964 or
»nuclens globulenx« after A. Cheynier, 1949 and D. de Sonneville-Bordes, 1960 ) is described by M. Bré-
zillon (1977, 90) as follows. »Le débitage pent étre conduit en exploitant tour a tour toutes les faces du
bloc, les surfaces d’enlevement devenant ensuite plans de frappe« A total of 30 specimens was found at
the Hummerich.

The group of formless (»nucleus informe«) cores can be regarded as a variant of the first group and on-
ly differs from this in lacking any regularity of form (». . . nucleus a éclats ne présentant aucune forme
déterminée, d’on les éclats ont été obtenus. . . sans que les enlévements soient faits régulierement«
following D. de Sonneville-Bordes, 1960). 24 finds were designated formless cores.

These two connected groups make up 83% of the total of 65 cores. The 11 cores which do not belong
to these two groups are represented by a range of types. Five of these contain two specimens (3%) each.
Two specimens meet the definition of J. de Heinzelin (1962; quoted in M. Brézillon, 1977, 89) of a
snucleus & enlévements isolés« in which the debitage is limited to the »enlevement de guelques éclats
isolés sur la périphérie d’un bloc ou plus généralement d’un galet«. This type of core could grade into the
class of formless cores and differs from this mainly by the small amount of modification to a relatively
large piece of raw material. Two unifacially worked specimens are designated circular unilateral cores
snucleus circulaire unilatéral« with »éclats enlevés d’un seul coté, Pautre restant la surface originale du
bloc oun du galet« (J. de Heinzelin 1962, quoted in M. Brézillon, 1977, 90).

Another type of core is represented by two specimens worked bifacially into a circular form and desig-
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Formless 4 2 5 1 1 1 6 1 1 1 1
2
Polyhedral 1 2 19 1 1 1 1 2 2
1 1
1 1
1

Prepared 1 1
Chopping tool 1 1

5 4 26 3 2 1 1 10 2 2 3 1 2 2 1

S 4 31 1 1 18 5

Total

65

Fig. 79 Morphology of the cores from the Plaidter Hummerich.

nated as disc cores. Two artefacts can only be described as chopping tools, being bifacially retouched
along one edge. Whether this was the intention and the specimens indeed functioned as tools is unknown.
Two further finds are carefully worked following a formal pattern and can be classed as prepared (Le-
vallois) cores. Finally, one unifacial core has been worked from opposing platforms and is classed as a
bipolar core.

All five cores assigned to Niveau B are of quartz, four of them formless. These use whole or fragmen-
tary cobbles or angular chunks and in some cases show the negative scars of only one or two flakes re-
moved opportunistically.

The four quartz cores from Niveau C include two specimens each designated as polyhedral and as form-
less. The polyhedral specimen 34/84-8 also shows battering of the cortex suggestive of use as a ham-
merstone.

26 (86.9%) of the cores in Niveau D1 are of quartz, most of them of polyhedral (19 = 73%) or formless
(5 =19%) type. One other specimen is described as a circular core and the final piece can be designated
typologically as a chopping tool. The formless cores are made on fragments of larger or smaller cobbles
and carry one, two or several flake scars. The polyhedral cores form a very heterogeneous group with
specimens made recognisably from cobbles and others with no remaining cortex. Certain cores are wor-
ked very methodically from several striking platforms whereas others show a preference for one striking
platform. One specimen has bifacial removal of flakes from several striking platforms so that the piece
can almost be described as a disc core. A number of finds are irregular in shape and grade into the cate-
gory of formless cores. The size of the cores varies greatly from very small (12grams) to very large
(846 grams) and the homogeneity of the material is also very variable.

The quartz core 61/72-9 could equally be classed as a chopping tool, although the spatial patterning of
the core and two further refitted fragments is difficult to understand if the core itself was indeed the de-
sired final product.

Three cores from Niveau D1 (9.7%) are of siliceous slate and include one specimen each of polyhe-
dral, bipolar and formless type. The unifacial bipolar core 59/117-1 (Fig. 87, 6) is worked using natu-
ral cortex surfaces and cleavage planes as the striking platform. Flakes were removed from opposing
sides of the same face but the last of these broke off short due to a cleavage plane. 58/65-10 is a small
polyhedral core of black lydite with remnant cortex (Fig. 87, 4). It is bifacially worked and one edge
is slightly retouched. The two remaining cores from Niveau D1 are formless and polyhedral speci-
mens made on rolled Tertiary quartzite cobbles. The single core from Niveau D2 (58/65-1) is a form-
less core on a fragment of a flattened quartz cobble with flake negative scars.
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One of the most interesting cores is assigned to the small assemblage from Niveau D3. 58/66-1 (Fig. 89,
3) is a bifacially worked flat pebble of fine grained material with a dense cortex which could be a form
of chalcedony. Technologically a disc core, the piece might be described typologically as a bifacially re-
touched scraper.

Of the 18 cores attributed to Niveau E, 10 (55%) are of quartz, a much lower proportion than that found
in Niveau D1. The majority (6) of the quartz cores is classed as formless and they occur both as re-
cognisable cobbles and as specimens without cortex. They are in general very carelessly worked and it
is sometimes uncertain if all fractures are due to intentional working. There is a degree of overlap bet-
ween the formless cores and two specimens classed as »nucleus a enlévements isolés« on the definition
of J. de Heinzelin (quoted in M. Brézillon, 1977, 89) in which the debitage is limited to the »enlevement
de quelgues éclats isolés sur la périphérie d’un bloc ou plus généralement d’un galet«. Clearly, the distinc-
tion between formless cores and these specimens is fairly arbitrary since all specimens represent cobbles
which were worked only cursorily before being discarded.

The two other quartz cores from Niveau E are a small polyhedral core and a prepared core. In contrast
to the majority of carelessly worked quartz cores this specimen has been worked bifacially around its
circumference and flakes were then removed from the less convex of the two prepared faces. One flake
found near the core was refitted. The piece clearly resembles prepared (Levallois) cores of finer-grained
materials and it can be assumed that, in this case too, the intention was to obtain flakes of a predeter-
mined shape. This suggests that, despite the normally poor standard of lithic technology shown by most
quartz cores, something like a template existed in the mind of the knapper and a more demanding tech-
nology could be employed if wished.

Both cores of Devonian quartzite found at the Hummerich are from Niveau E and comprise one form-
less and one unifacially worked circular specimen. The cortical face of the former shows heavy impact
scars and the piece is certainly the broken end of a hammerstone from which at least one small flake was
subsequently removed. This may simply represent the opportunistic use of the piece while engaged in a
different activity. Three cores of siliceous slate from Niveau E include two of polyhedral type and one
specimen which can be regarded as a chopping tool, which is an angular cobble of olive-green siliceous
slate worked bifacially to form an irregular edge (Fig. 94, 9). 59/57-5 (Fig. 94, 11) and 59/56-2 (Fig. 94,
10) are small polyhedral cores of olive green siliceous slate. The second find has been flaked from all
sides and might almost be termed a disc core. The two cores of Tertiary quartzite in Niveau E are a form-
less core on an angular chunk and a polyhedral specimen which has been worked from all angles. Final-
ly, a small pebble of fine-grained material (chert or residual flint?) from which at least two flakes have
been removed can also be regarded as a formless core.

The five stray finds of cores comprise two polyhedral quartz finds, two cores of Tertiary quartzite and
one of porphyry. The Tertiary quartzite is of poor quality with unrolled/poorly rolled cortex (block-
field material?). The first core has mainly natural cleavage planes and only one flake scar is present, but
the second is a disc core with several flake scars and has been bifacially worked along one edge, perhaps
as a tool.

The very large (1,383 grams) prepared (Levallois) core of porphyry has been worked to give a deep keel
and a flatter convex surface from which at least one large flake has been removed. It is interesting that
the only two prepared cores at the site should be of a rare material (porphyry) and quartz. The presen-
ce of only two prepared cores for a total of 65 specimens shows that even though the technique was
clearly known it was rarely used at the site.

Metrical analysis of the cores

The length, breadth and width of cores were measured following their greatest dimensions and irre-
spective of the orientation of their striking platform(s). The cores vary greatly in size, the three largest
quartz cores measuring between 125-129mm in length and between 96-120mm in breadth, a size also
reached by a single prepared core of porphyry. In the case of both groups of raw material these large co-
res fall outside the mean range of the maximum length of the cores, which falls between 40-70mm in the
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case of quartz and slightly lower for the other materials. The same tendency is present for the breadth
of the cores. The highest frequency of both quartz and non-quartz cores falls between 40-49mm but,
with the exception of the porphyry specimen, appreciably larger cores (60mm) are only represented by
quartz. This difference is almost certainly merely a reflection of the presence of a larger number of big-
ger quartz cobbles in the available material.

Flakes and chunks of Quartz

In view of the differences in their flaking properties the flakes and chunks of quartz and those of other,
fine-grained siliceous raw materials will be treated separately.

The mechanical properties of quartz create a number of special problems for the analysis of the mor-
phology of artefacts of this material. The fracture pattern of quartz mean that it is often impossible to
recognise bulbs of percussion. More commonly, an angular cone may be visible on the ventral face of a
flake or chunk; however, this feature may equally occur on the residual »core« from which the desired
piece was struck. It is often easier to recognise the mechanism of flaking an artefact by the morphology
of the striking platform, where crushing and indentation at the point of impact are commonly present
on both cores and on flakes/chunks.

Faults in the raw material very often lead to irregular fracture, influencing the length, breadth and
thickness of the required artefact. The most obvious result of this is the high ratio of thicker chunks to
thinner flakes in the assemblage. In addition, many of the thinner specimens defined as flakes neverthe-
less differ from flakes of more homogeneous raw materials in their proportion of length to breadth, sin-
ce numerous flakes have broken prematurely from the core in what would be a hinge fracture in the ca-
se of the latter materials.

For all these reasons it was not considered desirable or necessary to closely characterise and describe the
morphology of quartz flakes and chunks in the same way as can be done for the smaller assemblage of
fine-grained artefacts.

A quantitative analysis of the striking platforms of the quartz artefacts is similarly problematical. A lar-
ge number of striking platforms consist of cortex but, in the case of numerous other specimens, crus-
hing and/or removal of the striking platform during the knapping process (or by subsequent breakage)
leave few diagnostic features which can be examined. It is practically impossible to distinguish intentio-
nal facetting or core edge preparation of quartz flakes and chunks from spontaneous fracture and this is
not attempted here.

Metrical analysis of flakes and chunks of quartz

Problems in the metrical analysis of the quartz assemblage are caused by the difficulty of distinguishing
primary and secondary breakage of artefacts. Secondary fracture of a flake of fine-grained material can
usually be recognised, but it is often impossible to differentiate between quartz flakes which have bro-
ken during their manufacture and those which may have been broken subsequently (whether delibera-
tely or accidentally). In view of the impossibility of distinguishing primary and secondary breakage the
metrical analysis of the Hummerich quartz included all specimens.

Measurements of flakes and chunks were taken relative to the axis of flaking. As described above, quartz
chunks were defined subjectively as the thicker of those specimens believed to have been artificially
flaked; because of problems of distinguishing dorsal and ventral flake surfaces, a slight overlap with the
group of cores cannot be ruled out.

Comparison of the absolute measurements of flakes and chunks showed that the length/breadth ratios
of both groups are very similar, the majority of specimens falling between values of 1:1 and 2:1. As might
be anticipated, the ratio of breadth to thickness of the two groups is more clearly distinguishable and the
group of flakes determined on morphological grounds comprises appreciably more thinner pieces than
do the chunks. This is probably to be interpreted as a reflection of the different homogeneity of the raw
material. Better fissile quartz cobbles would probably fracture in a more »orthodox« manner to allow
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the production of thinner flakes, which would in turn more commonly bear those morphological fea-
tures (bulbs of percussion, flaking scars etc.) typically associated with fine-grained siliceous materials.

Flakes of fine-grained siliceous materials

The artefacts of fine-grained siliceous materials are more susceptible to a conventional analysis of their
morphological and metrical characteristics than were those of quartz. Intact and proximally or termi-
nally preserved specimens can be clearly distinguished. A very small number of longitudinally fractured
flakes can be regarded as spontaneous »Siret« fractures and in the case of one Meuse flint flake only the
medial part was preserved.

Other technological details can also be recognized. The terminal part of a struck artefact (normally a fla-
ke) may either leave the core as a »hinge« fracture, it may remove the foot of the core as a »plunging«
flake or do neither of these and is then simply designated »normal«. Irrespective of the state of preser-
vation the artefact may or may not have cortex. The striking platforms of fine-grained materials can al-
so be well characterised and preparation of cores (e. g. »Levallois technique«) can be recognised, unlike
in the case of quartz. Details of the striking platform, or butt, which were noted include the type (»cor-
tex«, »smooth«, »facet«), the presence of incipient cones of percussion from previous blows to the core
striking platform and the presence/absence of core edge trimming (»dorsal reduction«).

Technological details are summed up for each layer in table form, except for the assemblage of Niveau
B which contains only quartz artefacts (Fig. 71). Particularly interesting material is commented upon in
more detail.

Niveau C

42/83-15 is an irregular chunk of Cretaceous flint of Rijkholt type with a small remnant of cortex (Fig.
82, 4). The specimen is not retouched but has a battered edge showing the removal of previous flakes
from the core edge. This specimen does not necessarily conform to the idea that only finished artefacts
and tools were brought to the Hummerich and might easily have been worked from a core at the site.
58/58-15 is an intact flake with hinge fracture of a translucent variety of Cretaceous flint, which resem-
bles Baltic rather than Meuse flint. The striking platform is faceted, but this is because the blow which
removed the specimen was struck to a retouched tool edge. The dorsal surface is absolutely flat and the
flake was probably struck from the ventral face of a scraper or point (cf. 70/81-7, Fig. 94, 3) and thus de-
monstrates tool modification at the site.

Niveau D1

— Devonian quartzite

22 of the total of 26 diagnostic flakes (84.6%) of Devonian quartzite from Niveau D1 are intact, while
two specimens each (7.7%) are terminal and proximal fragments. 18 of the 24 terminal ends (75%) are
detached »normally« from the core, two (8.3%) are hinge fractures and four (16.7%) are plunging (»ou-
trepassé«) flakes (= »Kernfiifie<). 10 of the 24 striking platforms (41.7%) are cortex and the same num-
ber is unfaceted. Three of the remaining specimens are certainly faceted and one questionably so. Only
one striking platform (4,2%) has an incipient cone of percussion from a previous attempt at flake re-
moval (»Schlagange«). One proximal dorsal face has possible traces of core-edge trimming (dorsal re-
duction). Of the 26 flakes, 20 (77%) have remaining cortex on the dorsal face (e. g. Fig. 87: 9, 11, 14),
although others have been intensively worked, removing all cortex (Fig. 87: 12, 13).

— Tertiary quartzite
6 of the 9 diagnostic flakes of Tertiary quartzite in Niveau D1 are intact (66,7%) and three are terminal
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fragments. One of these (11%) is a hinge fracture, 3 (33.3%) are plunging flakes and the remaining spe-
cimens are »normal«. 4 of the 6 striking platforms are unfaceted while one specimen each (16,7%) is
faceted or on cortex. No specimen shows proximal preparation of the dorsal face or incipient cones of
percussion. 4 of the 9 specimens (44.4%) have cortex remaining on the dorsal face.

51/84-7 is a flat and thin hinge flake with a prepared (faceted) striking platform (Fig. 87, 8). The dorsal
face has negatives of previous flakes, one of which was struck from the same striking platform as this
one and the specimen is clearly a flake from a prepared (Levallois) core. By contrast, 75/75-4 is a simple
broad flake struck without any preparation from the edge of a cobble (Fig. 87, 10).

— Siliceous slate

All four diagnostic flakes of siliceous slate are intact specimens and all of them are »normal« flakes (i. e.
not plunging or hinge fractures). Two of the striking platforms are cortical, while one each are faceted
and unfaceted. There are no incipient cones of percussion and the proximal dorsal faces have not been
prepared. Two flakes have dorsal cortex; 58/82-4 is part of a cobble (Fig. 87, 5) and is probably artifici-
ally struck although clear features of flaking are not present. Secondary modification of the piece remo-
ves the evidence for primary debitage of a large flake of black siliceous slate (Tonschiefer) (71/73-1, Fig.
87, 7), but the ventral face is very uneven, perhaps suggesting that the flake was struck with a great deal
of force.

— Chert/chalcedony

Three of the six flakes of chert/chalcedony in Niveau D1 are intact, two are terminal fragments and one
is a proximal specimen. All of the five diagnostic flakes are »normal« removals and all four striking plat-
forms are unfaceted, without incipient cones of percussion or dorsal reduction. Three of the six speci-
mens have dorsal cortex.

— Cretaceous (Meuse) flint

Only three of the ten flakes of Cretaceous flint from Niveau D1 are intact; six are proximal fragments
and one is a terminal end. Three of the four diagnostic flakes are hinge fractures, the fourth is a »nor-
mal« flake removal. Two of the nine striking platforms (22.2%) are faceted and the remaining seven are
unfaceted; there are no cortical striking platforms. One striking platform (11.1%) has an incipient cone
of percussion, the dorsal face of one striking platform has been prepared and this might be true of two
further specimens. Only one of the ten flakes has cortex.

A flat flake of Cretaceous flint of Rijkholt type 58/117-1 terminates in a hinge fracture (Fig. 87, 2). The
striking platform is faceted and at a very acute angle to the flake ventral surface, and the piece was cer-
tainly struck either from a bifacial tool or a prepared disc-like core. The dorsal face of a distally broken
flake of Cretaceous flint of Rijkholt type 64/73-12 is covered by very shallow scars of previous flake re-
movals. The butt is faceted with very similar scars and the piece can certainly also be regarded as deri-
ving from the modification (resharpening/thinning ?) of a bifacial tool.

67/78-4 is an elongated flake (Fig. 87, 1) with sub-parallel dorsal negatives of previous flakes struck in
bipolar fashion from opposing ends of the core. Another dorsal negative at a right angle to the axis of
the flake might suggest that the parallel orientation of the other negative scars is merely opportunistic
and not evidence for deliberate blade production. The butt has two clear cones of percussion, showing
that more than one blow was required to detach the flake. The bulb of percussion is very flat and may
indicate use of a soft hammer.

— Baltic (?) flint
72/73-15 is a proximal fragment of a flake of pale grey, translucent flint which removes part of the ven-
tral surface of a convex scraper, using the retouch as the striking platform (Fig. 87, 3).
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Niveau D2

— Devonian quartzite

All three flakes of Devonian quartzite in Niveau D2 are normal removals and have cortical butts and
dorsal cortex. No specimen bears incipient cones of percussion although one flake shows possible pre-
paration of the proximal dorsal face.

— Tertiary quartzite
51/87-18 is a short squat flake (Fig. 89, 5) with one clear dorsal scar of a flake struck from the same di-
rection. The large striking platform has a small flake scar but this cannot be described as facetting.

Niveau D3

— Devonian quartzite
Both diagnostic finds of Devonian quartzite from Niveau D3 are the terminal ends of small flakes deta-
ched »normally« from the core. One has cortex whereas the other is without.

— Tertiary quartzite

51/84-2 is an elongated flake of non-homogeneous Tertiary quartzite. The dorsal face shows that at least
one previous long flake was struck from the same striking platform (Fig. 89, 4). The striking platform is
unfaceted and the flake is without cortex.

Niveau E

— Devonian quartzite

Of the 19 diagnostic Devonian quartzite flakes from Niveau E, 8 (42,1%) are intact. There are 6 proxi-
mal fragments (31,6%), 2 (10,5%) terminal specimens and 1 medial fragment (5,3%). The remaining two
flakes (10,5%) are longitudinally fractured Siret breaks. 8 of the 12 diagnostic flakes (66,7%) are detached
normally from the core, 3 (25%) are plunging flakes and 1 (8,3%) terminates in a hinge fracture. Of the
16 preserved striking platforms, 8 (50%) are cortex and 6 (37,5%) are unfaceted. Of the remaining two
specimens one is certainly and one possibly faceted. No specimen has incipient cones of percussion or
trimming of the dorsal face. 17 of the 19 flakes (89,5%) have remaining cortex, e. g. the large cortex flake
80/81-1 (Fig. 95, 4).

Steep dorsal retouch removes the terminal end of flake 62/70-3 (Fig. 95, 7) which still retains cortex.
Ventral retouch of the artefact partly removes the proximal end of the piece but the remaining part of
the butt suggests that it may have been faceted. 80/80-2 and 80/80-3 refit to form a large flake (Fig. 95,
8), the terminal end of which removes the opposite side of the cobble core. The dorsal face has negati-
ves of flake removals from several directions. 74/78-3 is a flake split longitudinally by a Siret fracture
(Fig. 95, 5). The large flake 73/80-1 (Fig. 95, 9) was clearly struck from an intensively worked core and
has no cortex. The dorsal face shows negatives from flakes struck from several directions and the termi-
nal end of the flake removes a core edge of a striking platform at 90° to the axis of this flake showing
that the core was polyhedral. 81/80-12 is a flake struck from a prepared core (Fig. 95, 6). The dorsal fa-
ce shows negatives of flakes removed by blows from around the core which can perhaps be regarded as
preparation flakes. Two of these have left clear impact scars and this flake broke along the axis of one of
these when it was struck. The very thick butt has been intensively faceted but a small area of cortex re-
mains adjacent to this.

— Tertiary quartzite

Of the 8 diagnostic flakes of Tertiary quartzite in Niveau E, 4 specimens are intact and 4 are proximal
fragments. 3 of the 4 intact specimens are detached »normally« from the core, the fourth is a plunging
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flake. 4 of the 8 striking platforms are faceted and 4 are unfaceted. Two specimens have incipient cones
of percussion and two show trimming of the dorsal face.

57/77-2 is the proximal part of a classic flake from a prepared core (Fig. 95, 1). Flat dorsal negatives
show that the core was prepared by the removal of flakes by blows from different sides and the
striking platform of the flake shows careful facetting. 80/75-2 is an irregular broad flake (Fig. 95, 3).
Dorsal retouch of the proximal edge may be from core preparation and not secondary modification.
The butt of a small flake 81/80-18 (Fig. 93, 11) has two facets which may be due to preparing the
striking platform. Similarly, small flakes removed from the proximal dorsal face may represent
another aspect of core preparation.

59/57-4 is a flake retouched to a convergent side scraper (Fig. 95, 2). This obscures technological details but
the find has a major thermal fracture (refitted to the specimen), probably due to cold rather than heat.
60/74-1 (Fig. 93, 13), 80/80-14 (Fig. 93, 12) and Streu 301 form part of a refitted sequence of elongated
flakes which allowed the »reconstruction« of a further, unrecovered element by making a plaster cast of
the hollow left between the flakes. The knapper used an angle at one edge of the core formed by the jun-
ction of a dorsal flake scar and a natural cortex surface to guide the removal of the flakes. The first of
the flakes to be produced in the sequence was 60/74-1 (Fig. 93, 13), but before this was struck, at least
two unsuccessful attempts to remove flakes using the same striking platform had resulted in hinge frac-
tures. Perhaps because of this, the knapper at this point re-prepared the core by carefully facetting the
striking platform. The second flake removed was the one not recovered during excavation. This again
took advantage of the ridge between the negative left by the removal of 60/74-1 and the natural cortex.
The third flake removed was 80/80-14 (Fig. 93, 12), which was struck from the opposite edge of the core
and retains the faceted butt from core preparation. The last flake of the sequence is Streu 301, the butt
of which is not faceted.

— Siliceous oolite and siliceous slate

Of five considered flakes of siliceous slate and oolite in Niveau E, 3 are intact and 2 are proximal frag-
ments. 2 of the 3 intact specimens are detached »normally«, the third is a plunging flake. One striking
platform is faceted, the other 4 are unfaceted. No striking platform has incipient cones of percussion,
but two proximal ends show possible trimming of the dorsal face. 4 of the five specimens have remains
of cortex.

81/80-1 is a broad and thick flake of a fine-grained siliceous material (Fig. 94, 7) which is macroscopi-
cally identical with siliceous oolite from the late Palaeolithic site of Andernach. A small area of cortex
remains. The striking platform has a small facet and the adjacent dorsal face has been finely flaked, pos-
sibly also as core preparation. 58/58-1 is a flake of olive-green/grey siliceous slate struck from an an-
gular cobble (Fig. 94, 8). Dorsal scars, one of them from a hinge fracture, remove much of the cortex.
The flake itself is »outrepassé«. 74/80-3 is part of a flat flake of black siliceous slate (Fig. 94, 12). The
terminal end is partly broken off along a natural fault in the material. The dorsal face close to the butt
has small negatives, possibly due to preparing the core. The specimen is reddened and possibly burnt.
78/79-1 is a chunk struck from an angular cobble of dark-grey/black siliceous slate (Fig. 94, 13). Mi-
nor flakes and battering of the dorsal cortex surface may represent earlier attempts to detach flakes
from the cobble.

— Cretaceous (Meuse) flint

Of the 10 flakes of Cretaceous flint in Niveau E, 5 are intact, 2 are proximal fragments and 3 are medi-
al specimens. 2 of the 5 diagnostic specimens terminate in hinge fractures and 3 are »normally« detached
flakes. Of 7 preserved striking platforms, 6 (85, 7%) are unfaceted and one is possibly intentionally fa-
ceted. One specimen has an incipient cone of percussion and 2 (28,6%) have possible preparation of the
dorsal face. One flake has cortex and a second has an area of possible cortex, but 8 specimens (80%) ha-
Ve Nno cortex.

70/81-7 is a flake of dark grey Cretaceous flint of Rijkholt type (Fig. 94,3). All details of the primary
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debitage are removed by retouch. 74/80-1 is a very thick flake of white, heavily patinated flint struck
from the edge of an angular block (Fig. 94,1). There is a small area of preserved cortex on the dorsal
face and some recent damage to the artefact. The dorsal face close to the striking platform is battered
and has stepped flake scars. These are probably due to an unsuccessful attempt to detach a flake rather
than to deliberate core edge preparation. 80/80-6 is a thick flake of pale grey Cretaceous flint of
Rijkholt type which has been frost-shattered (Fig. 94,4). All details of the primary debitage are re-
moved by this and by retouch. 81/78-5 is a flake of medium grey Cretaceous flint of Rijkholt type
(Fig. 94,2). It is broken off terminally and the proximal end is removed by two flake removals from
the ventral face.

— Cretaceous flint and chert or »local« residual flint

A total of 11 diagnostic specimens of flint and/or chert are present in Niveau E, of which 3 (27,3%) are
intact. One (9,1%) is a proximal fragment and 2 (18, 2%) are terminal fragments, while 5 (45, 4%) are
medial sections of flakes. Two flakes each (40%) terminate either »normally« or as hinge fractures, whi-
le the remaining specimen is a plunging flake. Three of the 4 preserved butts are unmodified and one is
faceted; there is possible preparation of one dorsal face of a striking platform. In a clear difference to the
Meuse flint artefacts, 10 of the 11 present specimens (90, 1%) have remains of cortex (at most 20% for
Meuse flint), probably suggesting a very different origin or chaine opératoire for the two classes of raw
material.

74/78-4 is a cortex flake of either gravel or eluvial flint (Fig. 94, 6), which might be of local origin. 74/80-
8 is a retouched flake of orange-brown translucent flint (Fig. 94, 5) which resembles Grand-Pressigny
flint but has a different cortex than the latter, the small area of cortex on the Hummerich specimen being
thin, white and porcellaneous. The primary debitage of the specimen is unclear both because the flake
seems to have detached from the core in a quite irregular way and because it has been intensively se-
condarily retouched.

Stray and unstratified finds

— Devonian quartzite

Eight (57,1%) of the total of 14 stray and unstratified diagnostic flakes of Devonian quartzite are intact,
and 2 each (14,3%) are proximal, medial or Siret fragments. 8 of 10 specimens are detached normally
(»feathered«) and 2 are plunging flakes. 9 of 12 preserved butts are cortex and only 3 (25%) are smooth.
No butts have impact scars from previous attempts at flake removals and only one has possibly been
dorsally prepared. 10 specimens (71.4%) have remains of cortex, e. g. Streu 300, a flake of homogeneous
quartzite struck from a natural corner of an angular cobble (Fig. 97, 9). The butt is also cortical and the
terminal end of the flake removes the cortex of the opposite side of the cobble.

— Cretaceous (Meuse) flint

Two flakes (33.3%) of Meuse flint are intact, while one is a proximal and three are medial specimens.
One of the two intact specimens appears to be a thermal (frost) fracture, rather than an artificial flake,
the other is detached »normally« from the core. One butt each is faceted and unfaceted; neither have
impact scars, but the dorsal face of one has been reduced. 3 of the 6 specimens have remains of cortex.
Streu 46 is an irregular flake of pale grey patinated flint, possibly of Rijkholt type (Fig. 97, 7). The dorsal
face has negative scars of flakes struck from around the circumference of the piece and remains of similar
scars on the ventral face suggest that the piece was originally a flat disc core or a bifacial tool. Features
of the ventral face suggest that the flake is frost-fractured and not intentionally struck. Streu 150, a flake
of medium-grey of Rijkholt type (Fig. 97, 4) was clearly struck from a prepared core and has a dorsal
negative of a previous flake removal from the same striking platform. Minor flake scars are probably to
be interpreted as core edge preparation of the dorsal face but the butt itself is not faceted.
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— Chert (?)

The raw material of Streu 57, a thick, naturally pointed flake (Fig. 97, 6), is not certain but could be chert
or local relict flint. It is not homogeneous and consists of a coarse, almost quartzitic and a fine-grained,
flint-like part.

Metrical analysis of the fine-grained silices

Metrical analysis of the flakes of fine-grained materials only took into account the intact specimens,
grouping these together by raw material irrespective of layer.

The mean length of the non-quartz flakes is appreciably above that of the quartz specimens although
since measurements of all quartz flakes were taken into account (for reasons described above) the in-
clusion of a number of broken specimens will lower the overall values for this material. The breadth of
flakes of quartz and non-quartz does not show any appreciable differences.

The ratio of length: breadth of the majority of the 79 intact flakes of non-quartz siliceous materials falls
between 1:1 and 2:1, with a smaller number of finds lying below this (i. e. they are broader than they are
long) and only three specimens (of different materials) exceeding a ratio of 2:1. The small number of
intact specimens makes it difficult to recognise any patterning due to the properties of the different raw
materials, but the siliceous slate flakes are normally smaller and less elongate than the majority of spe-
cimens, whereas four of the thirteen flakes of Tertiary quartzite are more elongate than average, with a
length/breadth ratio of 2:1. A number of flakes of Devonian quartzite behave in a similar fashion, al-
though only one specimen exceeds a ratio of 2:1. Flakes of Meuse flint are generally of small dimensions
and often squat in form (a number of flakes terminate in hinge fractures). This possibly reflects that they
could be resharpening flakes from tools brought to the site rather than primary debitage. Plotting
breadth against thickness reveals a clear bipartite division into one group containing both types of quart-
zite and Meuse flint, in which the ratio breadth to thickness falls around 3:1, and the group of other ma-
terials in which the ratio of breadth to thickness falls around 1:1 or only slightly higher. Within the first
group, the flakes of Tertiary quartzite and the Meuse flint are normally both relatively and absolutely
thinner than those of Devonian quartzite. Within the second group, flakes of chert/chalcedony are pro-
portionally thinner than those of siliceous slate. This pattern apparently identifies the fracture properties
of the different raw materials quite well.

A few features beyond those pointed out in the comparison of the flakes alone can be recognised. The
dimensions of the cores almost always exceed those of the flakes of the same raw material. This might
be interpreted as showing that cores were not normally exhaustively »worked out« and that they could
still have been exploited for their material. There are some exceptions to this phenomenon. In the case
of Devonian quartzite, in particular, the dimensions of the two cores fall within (and indeed at the lo-
wer extreme) of the range of values for the flakes.

Cores of Tertiary quartzite are on average larger than those of siliceous slate, which is probably simply
a reflection of the size of the raw materials available. The dimensions of unworked cobbles of these ma-
terials and also of Devonian quartzite lie at the upper end of or above those of the respective worked
material, possibly suggesting that they represent a potential raw material reserve or at least reflect the
original size of material brought to the site. The relative proportions of the cores of different raw mate-
rials fall within a broadly similar range, whereby two cores of Tertiary quartzite are more nearly sphero-
1d/polyhedral and two cores of chert/chalcedony are clearly more flattened compared to the other cores.
The latter feature probably simply reflects the shape of the raw material (flattened cobbles) since al-
though one specimen is intensively worked and can be described as a disc core, the other has only two
flake removals. Pebbles of this type of raw material may be derived from originally tabular beds of sili-
ceous material (chert/chalcedony), whereas other cores use more symmetrical material such as sub-sphe-
rical cobbles (Devonian/Tertiary quartzite), angular cobbles (siliceous slate) or angular blocks (Tertiary
quartzite).
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Comparison of technology with other sites

A problem in the evaluation of the Hummerich lithic assemblage is caused by the dominance of quartz
as a raw material and the rarity of published studies of comparable industries or of studies of quartz
technology in a Palaeolithic context. From the point of view of technological attributes, E. P. Dickson
(1977) describes the use of quartz and the flaking properties of this material in a different context, but
this analysis is of only limited relevance for the Hummerich.

Industries characterised by quartz are known from the Central Rhineland but have, with exceptions
(e. g. E. Lipinski 1986), tended to be ignored. At Rockeskyll in the central Eifel a surface collection of
more than 10,000 finds (including a small number of potsherds and postglacial artefacts) was dominated
by quartz artefacts and a very few specimens of Cretaceous flint. Some 5% of the quartz artefacts were
retouched, whereas most of the flint is in the form of finished tools, and the quartz tool spectrum is do-
minated by scrapers (E. Lipinski 1986, 230-231). There are very clear similarities with the Hummerich
here, and while the integrity of the Rockeskyll surface collection is uncertain, the depth of time repre-
sented by the stratified Hummerich assemblage is also vague.

The quartz assemblage of a mainly Saalian site at La Cotte de Saint Brelade on the Channel Island Jer-
sey (P. Callow 1986a; . Callow & J. M. Cornford 1986) is to some extent chronologically (and more
generally »culturally«) of relevance to the Hummerich assemblage. Here a succession of assemblages
contained from as little as 0.3% (Weichselian layer 11) to 45.3% (Eemian? layer 6) and 40.7% (Saalian
layer 5) quartz (P. Callow 1986b, 203). Differences in the relative importance of quartz within the in-
dustry are attributed to fluctuating sea-levels and corresponding accessibility of lithic raw material
sources. At La Cotte the nine Saalian layers contained an assemblage of 11,929 pieces of quartz, the ma-
jority of which (in the different layers from 83.5%-92.2%, mean = 89.8%) was classed as waste, a ca-
tegory which included splinters, chunks and unmodified flakes. These are treated rather cursorily ». . .
In view of the problems the material presents these were not included in the further analysis. Such tech-
nological and typological observations as can be made are therefore based on the cores and the tools.«
(E Hivernel 1986, 315).

The French site of La Borde (Lot) has a lithic assemblage with a particularly high proportion of quartz
artefacts (J. Jaubert ez al. 1990; J. Jaubert 1993). This is interpreted as a chronologically determined phe-
nomenenon and, with reservations, it is believed that it is possible to identify a ». . . premier groupe de
séries, d’age anté-wiirmienne, ou le quartz ne serait relayé que par une infime proportion de silex
(< 5%). . . cet ensemble pourrait étre rattaché a un Paléolithique moyen ancien. . .«. (J. Jaubert et al.
1990, 120). While this chronological argument cannot be applied to the Hummerich, which is clearly a
younger site, La Borde nevertheless offers an interesting possibility for comparison with a site where
quartz is proportionally even more important (96.23%, J. Jaubert et al. 1990, Tabl. I) than at the Hum-
merich (84.9% of the 1, 661 finds of fine-grained lithic materials). The 170 smaller »pebbles« at the
Hummerich will be ignored in the following comparison since they probably have no equivalent in the
La Borde assemblage (J. Jaubert et al. 1990, Tabl. II). At the French site 220 (8.12%) specimens are clas-
sed as cores or pebble tools (Hummerich = 3.9%). 1, 042 specimens of the La Borde quartz assembla-
ge are described as »enléevements« and 178 finds are »outils sur éclat«. If these are classed together as
being the equivalent of »flakes« at the Hummerich they form 45.05% (Hummerich = 34.4%). Similar-
ly, 201 specimens of »débris, cassons, esquilles < 2cm« and 1,043 »fragments de galets > 2cm« can be
equated with the classes »chunks« and »fragments« at the Hummerich and their frequencies compared.
At La Borde this material form 45.95% of the total, while at the Hummerich the non-«flake« debitage
and possible debitage forms 58.4% of the total recovered quartz. Finally, the unmodified categories
(»galets entiers<, »non taillés, naturels<) form 0.88% of the La Borde quartz assemblage and the 41
quartz »cobbles« at the Hummerich account for 3.3% of the total.

The differences between the proportions of the artefact classes »flakes«, »chunks« and »fragments«are
possibly influenced by the definitions of the different analysts at La Borde and the Hummerich. Alter-
natively, the mode of fracture of the type of quartz used at the two sites might be different; if the Hum-
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merich material is less homogeneous fewer specimens will be recognisable as flakes. Nevertheless,
despite these problems of comparability, there are clearly more cores at the French site while more un-
modified cobbles were recorded at the German site.

At a general level it can be established that there is a broad correspondence at all three sites between the
proportion of cores and retouched specimens on the one hand and the unmodified waste (flakes and
chunks) on the other. For La Borde and the Hummerich, the relative proportion was calculated on the
basis of fractured material only (i. e. excluding the unmodified cobbles), the value for La Cotte is that
given as »waste«. In the case of the Hummerich the proportion was calculated twice; the second figure
also takes into account those artefacts which are only possibly retouched.

At La Cotte the 296 quartz cores form 2.5% of the quartz assemblage, while at the Hummerich 3.4%
(48 specimens) of the quartz industry is represented by cores. 54.8% of the La Cotte cores are
described as »shapeless«, a figure which can be compared with 41.6% (20 of the total of 48) quartz
cores at the Hummerich (classed here as »formless« or »isolate«) and 50.9% at La Borde (»informes,
ébauches«). At La Cotte 21.4% of the cores are described as »discoidal« and 16.7% as »globular«.
Their combined value of 38.1% is perhaps most closely equivalent to the 52.1% (25) »polyhedral«
cores at the Hummerich (56.25% if one specimen each of a »circular« and a »prepared« core are also
included in this group). At La Borde 14.37% of the cores are »discoides« and 33.53% »globulenx« or
»polyédrigues«. Their combined total of 47.9% falls between that of the British site and the Humme-
rich. The balance of the cores at La Cotte comprises »prismatic« (1.7%), »pyramidal« (1.75%) and
»miscellaneous« (4.8%) types; the latter of which might be equated at the Hummerich with one spe-
cimen which can equally be designated a chopping tool. Two specimens (1.19%) at La Borde are also
»prismatique«.

Evidence of the technology for the chronological position of the assemblage

The dating of the Hummerich assemblage to the first part of the Weichselian is not in question. In re-
cent years it has been recognised that a number of north-western European sites dated to the early last
glaciation are characterised by assemblages containing laminar debitage and a true blade technology
of »Upper Palaeolithic« type. Such sites are known from northern France (Seclin: A. Tuffreau ez al.
1985; Riencourt-les-Bapaume: A. Tuffreau, N. Ameloot-van der Heijden & T. Ducroq 1991; N. Ame-
loot-van der Heijden 1993; Saint-Germain-des-Vaux: D. Cliquet 1992) and also from Belgium (Ro-
court: M. Otte, E. Boéda & P. Haesaerts 1990), but are also found closer to the Hummerich in Ger-
many and in the Rhineland itself. The unexpected existence of laminar debitage in an unquestionably
Middle Palaeolithic context was indeed first described in the B1 (» Westwand-Komplex«) at Rhein-
dahlen, close to Monchengladbach (G. Bosinski et al. 1966; H. Thieme 1978, 1983, 1990; J. Thissen
1986, 1988). A second German site with a similar industry was uncovered by lava quarrying in the
Neuwied Basin at the site Tonchesberg 2b (N. J. Conard 1990, 1991; 1992). There has been much dis-
cussion of these Middle Palaeolithic assemblages with laminar debitage (N. J. Conard 1990, 1991; M.
Otte 1991b; A. Ronen 1992; S. Révillion 1993) and of their relationship to the development of Upper
Palaeolithic technology but their main relevance in the present context is the fact that, at all sites, they
are stratigraphically dated to the early glaciation. Nothing similar to these blade assemblages is
recognisable at the Hummerich and their absence here, when they are found at the neighbouring Ton-
chesberg, where the industry is dated by stratigraphy and palacomagnetism to the base of the early
Weichselian interstadial complex, is a possible indication that the occupation of the Hummerich
should be dated to later in the glaciation than at the former site. Good confirmation of this interpre-
tation is found at Riencourt where blade industries are found stratified between a Saalian industry of
Ferrassie Mousterian type and an horizon containing artefacts with Micoquian affinities (A. Tuffreau
1992). This will be returned to below.
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RETOUCHE DN @®IES

Spectrum of tool types and spatial distribution

The retouched pieces are discussed arranged by layer and by raw material. Scrapers form the commo-
nest class of definable retouched artefacts at the Hummerich and the largest group is formed by those
of quartz. Other typologically defined groups are rare and the quantification of the secondarily modi-
fied lithic assemblage is complicated by the presence of numerous »unorthodox« retouched specimens,
particularly of quartz. The categories of tools recognised were »scraper«, »point«, »biface«, »retouchx,
and »possible retouch«. A number of the retouched forms is discussed in detail and illustrated.

Retouched artefacts in Niveau B

Only two of the total of 18 quartz artefacts in Niveau B show secondary modification (Fig. 80). 75/78-
12 is a chunk which has been retouched for some 15mm along one edge to form a scraper. 70/81-12 is
also a retouched chunk but in this case the secondary modification is limited to the removal of two or
three marginal flakes (Fig. 82, 1). Both the scraper and the second retouched flake were found in the
main, eastern part of the excavation.

scraper retouch  total
Qz 1 1 2
(@i 1 1 2

Fig. 80 Niveau B. Tool type and raw material of single lithic finds of retouched artefacts.

Retouched artefacts in Niveau C

Perhaps surprisingly, only 50% of the retouched specimens from Niveau C are quartz (Fig. 81), the ba-
lance being made up by one specimen each of three fine-grained siliceous rocks. Half of the tools are
scrapers, one of quartz and the other two of siliceous slate and Meuse flint.

A quartz flake 40/82-7 (Fig. 82, 2) is bifacially retouched (albeit irregularly) and might be seen to fit the
definition of a »Keilmesser« (Bocksteinmesser) — »anndihernd gerade, beidflichig retuschierte Schneide
und einen geraden oder geknickten Riicken« (G. Bosinski 1967, 29). An overall morphological resem-
blance is certainly present but the lack of clear flake scars makes it impossible to demonstrate a delibe-
rate intention to produce an artefact of this form.

42/82-16 is a large quartz chunk with removed flakes (Fig. 82, 3), one side of which is almost entirely
natural (cortex and natural cleavage plane). A cortex flake of siliceous slate 38/84-6 was retouched late-
rally and terminally to form an angle and an oblique edge and can be described as a scraper (Fig. 82, 6).
Finally, a medial fragment of a flake of patinated Cretaceous (Meuse) flint 43/82-13 has been finely re-
touched laterally to form a scraper (Fig. 82, 5).

scraper  point biface  retouch  total
QZ 1 1 | 3
TQT 1 1
LYD 1 1
MFL 1 1
TOL 3 1 2 6

Fig. 81 Niveau C. Tool type and raw material of single lithic finds of retouched artefacts.
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The spatial distribution of retouched forms in Niveau C is influenced by the small number of specimens
and merely reflects the overall occurrence of lithic material in this layer.

Retouched artefacts in Niveau D1
The majority of retouched artefacts in Niveau D1 is made of quartz, which with 60 of the total of 75
specimens forms 80% of the tool assemblage (Fig. 83).

scraper biface retouch possible retouch  total
QZ 34 2 13 11 60
DQT 3 4 7
TQT 1 1
BV 2 1 3
CH/CH 1 1
MFL 1 1 2
THOHE 41 2 20 i 74

Fig. 83 Niveau D1. Tool type and raw material of single lithic finds of retouched artefacts.

— Quartz

With 34 of 60 retouched or probably retouched quartz artefacts the group of scrapers forms the largest
component in Niveau D1. While K. Kroger (1995) describes a range of further retouched quartz arte-
facts and assigns them to several classes described variously as » Faustel« (1995, 59), »faustkeilblatt- und
blattartige« forms (1995, 60), »keilmesserartige« forms (1995, 60) and »Spitzen« (1995, 63), the present
author would only assign a small number of retouched artefacts to classes others than scrapers and, in
some cases, would disagree that specimens described by Kréger are secondarily modified at all. It is
therefore preferred not to assign the less clear quartz specimens to typological groups and only two
other specimens are formally defined typologically (bifaces), while the balance of the assemblage is
formed by a heterogeneous group of certain and possible edge-retouched finds.

29 quartz flakes found in Niveau D1 were retouched into scrapers with convex, concave or straight
edges (Fig. 84; Fig. 85). One side of 69/73-17 (Fig. 84, 7) has been carefully retouched to a straight
scraper edge. Retouch extends around onto the terminal end of the piece so that it might be designated
an offset side scraper (»rechtwinkeliger Schaber« after G. Bosinski 1967, Taf. X). However, the opposi-
te lateral face shows less careful retouch from the dorsal to the ventral face so that an identification as
an alternately retouched side scraper (»Wechselschaber« after G. Bosinski 1967, Taf. X) is also possible.
One side of a flake of relatively homogeneous quartz (70/71-9) has been regularly retouched to form a
slightly convex scraper edge (Fig. 84, 11). The opposite edge of the specimen forms a natural back and
the terminal end of the piece has been intentionally thinned by retouch to the ventral face. In all these
features, the piece clearly resembles a flint tool from Niveau E (74/80-8: Fig. 94, 5).

A number of quartz artefacts is bifacially retouched but only two specimens (other than scrapers) are
classed as bifacial implements. 67/81-9 (Fig. 86, 2) is bifacially worked and can be classed as a broken
»biface«. 72/75-7 is a thick quartz flake with a natural »back« which has been bifacially worked along
the opposing edge (Fig. 86, 5). It was assigned to the group of »keilmesserartige« tools (backed knives)
by K. Kréger (1995, 61; Fig. 18, 2) and this can be upheld, although Kréger also suggests that the speci-
men has a basal tang.

A number of other retouched flakes cannot be classed as scrapers.

One edge of a cortex flake 70/74-11 has been straightened or stabilised by the removal of a few large fla-
kes from the dorsal face so that functionally the piece might almost be regarded as a biface (Fig. 85, 11).
Indeed, K. Kroger assigns it to his group of »keilmesserartige« forms (1995, 60). One edge of 72/72-12
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Fig. 85. Niveau D1. Quartz artefacts with retouch or probable retouch. 1 (70/71-16), 9 (71/73-7): transverse scraper; 4 (71/72-
1): double side scraper; 2 (78/78-9), 7 (50/82-4), 8 (75/73-2), 10 (71/70-5): retouched; 3 (60/81-3), 5 (40/83-9), 6 (58/84-6), 11
(70/74-11), 12 (70/70-4): possibly retouched. — Scale 2:3.
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Fig. 87. Niveau D1. Artefacts of materials other than quartz. 4 (58/65-10), 6 (59/117-1): core; 1 (67/78-4), 12 (72/78-1): straight side
scraper; 7 (71/73-1), 10 (75/75-4): convex scraper; 13 (70/73-9): convergent side scraper; 8 (51/84-7): flake from prepared core, 3
(72/73-15): tranchet resharpening flake; 2 (58/117-1), 5 (58/82-4), 9 (65/73-9), 11 (81/80-23): retouched flake; 14 (53/83-7): unmo-
dified flake. 1, 2: Meuse flint; 3: Baltic flint; 4-7: silicified slate; 8, 10: Tertiary quartzite; 9, 11-14: Devonian quartzite. — Scale 2:3.
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has been bifacially retouched (Fig. 84, 10) and the piece might be regarded as a very small and slightly
convex scraper, although K. Kréger (1995, 64) classes it as a small point.

An edge of specimen 75/73-2 has been straightened by slight retouch (Fig. 85, 8), as has the shortest ed-
ge of specimen 78/78-9 (Fig. 85, 2).

Apart from the scrapers a further five quartz chunks are certainly retouched. 50/82-4 has been retou-
ched from the cortex dorsal face to the ventral face to form a straight edge convergent with a second,
probably unmodified side (Fig. 85, 7). K. Kroger assigns it to his group of »Spitzen« (1995, 63) and sees
an artificial tang (not accepted by the present author) as a possible indication of hafting.

Six flakes and five chunks of quartz are only possibly retouched. It is unlikely that flake 40/83-9 (Fig.
85, 5) is intentionally retouched (but see K. Kroger 1995, 64 for another interpretation of 40/83-9). The
retouch on chunk 60/81-3 (Fig. 85, 3) is uncertain and it is unlikely that specimens 70/70-4 (Fig. 85, 12)
and 71/70-5 (Fig. 85, 10) have been intentionally retouched. 61/70-11 (Fig. 86, 1) is not retouched and
represents a typical quartz »pseudo tool«. While the natural form of the flake lends the specimen a su-
perficial resemblance to a biface it cannot be typologically classified as such (although K. Kroger assigns
it to his group of »keilmesserartige« forms [1995, 60]).

The spatial distribution of retouched quartz artefacts in Niveau D1 is relatively diffuse across the exca-
vated area and more or less reflects the distribution of the quartz industry as a whole (Fig. 63). A slightly
denser scatter of retouched forms at the centre of the main excavation is also visible for quartz artefacts
generally and can probably be explained by the movement of material downslope by geological pro-
cesses rather than being due to more intense hominid activity at this part of the site. Redeposition might
also account for the densest concentration of quartz artefacts found close to a quartz hammerstone at
the South of the main excavation. One possibly significant difference in the distribution of retouched
quartz artefacts is their practical absence in the southern site extension, an area in which unretouched
material is not uncommon (Fig. 63).

— Materials other than quartz

One edge of an irregular flake of siliceous slate 65/72-19 is formed by a natural »back« of cortex which
has been thinned by several flake removals from the dorsal face. The opposite edge has been straighte-
ned by regular retouch of the dorsal face and subsequently a number of small flakes were removed from
the ventral face using this edge as the striking platform so that the specimen is at least partly bifacially
worked (Fig. 89, 1). The find can be simply regarded as a scraper, but the resemblance to a »Keilmesser«
of the Bockstein type (G. Bosinski 1967, 29) is apparent. 72/73-15 is a flake of Cretaceous flint detached
from the ventral face of a tool, removing part of the lateral retouch, (Fig. 87, 3) and can be interpreted
as demonstrating the resharpening of a tool at the site, possibly analogous to »sharpening flakes« de-
scribed from La Cotte de St. Brelade (J. M. Cornford 1986) or to the pradnik/prondnik technique com-
mon to Micoquian sites (O. Joris 1992). The spatial distribution of the small number of retouched non-
quartz artefacts in Niveau D1 is even less susceptible to interpretation than the retouched quartz as-
semblage, but resembles the latter with a thin spread of material across the centre of the excavation.

Retouched artefacts in Niveau D2

Only eight quartz artefacts, including a convex and a rectilinear scraper, attributed to Niveau D2 are cer-
tainly or probably retouched (Fig. 88). While it may be futile to look for spatial patterning in the case

scraper retouch possible retouch  total
Qz 2 2 4 8
ent 2 2 4 8

Fig. 88 Niveau D2. Tool type and raw material of single lithic finds of retouched artefacts.
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Fig. 89 Niveaux D1, D2 and D3. Artefacts. 1: 65/72-19; 2: 51/87-47; 3: 58/66-1; 4: 51/84-2; 5: 51/87-18; 6: 62/75-2. 1: sili-
ceous slate; 2: quartz; 3: chert/chalcedony; 4-6: Tertiary quartzite. — Scale 2:3.

of only eight retouched or possibly retouched quartz specimens, it is noticeable that they do not extend
into the northwestern and southern (upslope) extensions of the site, unlike the unretouched quartz in-
dustry (Fig. 66)
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Retouched artefacts in Niveau D3

Three of the total of four certain or possible tools from Niveau D3 are made of quartz (Fig. 90), and two
of these are doubtful or typologically indefinable.

scraper possible retouch  total

Qz 1 2 3
CH/CH 1 1
TOT 2 2 4

Fig. 90 Niveau D3. Tool type and raw material of single lithic finds of retouched artefacts. — Scale 2:3.

51/87-47 is a typologically good convergent scraper on a quartz flake (Fig. 89, 2). Besides retouch to the
dorsal face, there is also slight ventral retouch to one edge. 58/66-1 (Fig. 89, 3) is a bifacially worked flat
pebble (of chalcedony?) which was already described technologically as a core. It can however equally
be regarded as a bifacially retouched »discoid« scraper or be a rough out for a flattened bifacial tool.
Of the retouched and possibly retouched artefacts in Niveau D3, the three quartz specimens are found
to the North and West of the site whereas the core/scraper of chert/chalcedony was located alone to the
South. It is doubtful if this has any significance.

Retouched artefacts in Niveau E

— Quartz

Eleven flakes and two chunks of quartz from Niveau E were retouched into scrapers (Fig. 91). Three
quartz flakes were bifacially thinned and can, in two cases certainly and in one case probably, be inter-
preted as foliate pieces, possibly intended as points (Fig. 93: 6, 7, 10) Retouch was also observed on a
turther 13 flakes and 8 chunks which cannot be referred to clear morphological types. In almost all cases
the retouch is intentional modification and not due to accidental or use-damage. 9more finds have pos-
sible retouch.

One edge of flake 80/78-2 has been carefully bifacially retouched to form a rectilinear scraper (Fig. 93,
1). First one face was retouched, then the piece was turned and retouched from the other face in the so-
called »wechselseitig-gleichgerichtete« flaking technique described for Micoquian industries (G. Bosins-
ki 1967). The opposing edge is a natural cortex »back«.

59/52-6 is a »pseudo tool« of quartz (Fig. 93, 2). It resembles a biface in appearance but is basically a sec-
tion of tabular (vein?) quartz which has broken into this form during primary debitage. Edge modifica-

scraper  point / foliate  retouch  poss. retouch total
QZ 13 3 21 9 46
DO 1 6 1 8
TQT 2 1 3
LYD 1 1
CH/CH 1 2 3
MFL 2 2 4
EL 2 2
TUF 1 1
TOT 22 5 31 10 68

Fig. 91 Niveau E. Tool type and raw material of single lithic finds of retouched artefacts.
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tion is very superficial and possibly served merely to remove irregularities or is conceivably not inten-
tional but merely use-damage.

The spatial distribution of retouched quartz artefacts in Niveau E (Fig. 92) is very similar to that of
quartz artefacts as a whole (Fig. 67) and is probably mainly a reflection of the geological processes of so-
lifluction and ablation leading to the concentration of lithic material in the northeastern, topographical-
ly deepest part of the site. It might be questioned whether the total absence of certainly retouched quartz
artefacts to the South and Northwest can be entirely explained by these processes. It is perhaps a feasi-
ble proposition that activities involving secondarily modified artefacts (»tools«) would preferentially be
carried out in the deeper (more sheltered or less sloping?) parts of the crater, and that this is still reflec-
ted, albeit in a distorted fashion, by the distribution of retouched forms. It is even conceivable that the
spatial distribution of the retouched quartz material might, in a few cases, still reflect the original loca-
tion of hominid activities. The close proximity of three quartz scrapers in Niveau E (and a fourth spe-
cimen in Niveau D1) in m* 77/75 (Fig. 92) is suggestive of this, although it cannot finally be proven that
artefacts have indeed remained iz situ at this part of the site.
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Fig. 92 Niveau E. Spatial distribution of single finds of retouched artefacts (tools) of quartz. — Scale 2:3.
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Fig. 93 Niveau E. Artefacts of quartz and Tertiary quartzite. 1 (80/78-2), 9 (77/75-1): straight side scraper; 3 (77/78-6): convex

scraper; 5 (76/78-5): convergent scraper; 6 (70/81-3), 7 (75/81-1), 10 (81/78-6): bifacial foliate tool; 4 (64/79-12): retouched flake;

8 (78/70-1): retouched chunk; 2 (59/52-6): pseudo-biface; 11 (81/80-18), 12 (80/80-14), 13 (60/74-1): unmodified flakes
(80/80-14 & 60/74-1 conjoin). 1-10: quartz; 11-13: Tertiary quartzite. — Scale 2:3.
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Fig. 94 Niveau E. Artefacts of flint, siliceous slate and siliceous oolite. 1 (74/80-1), 2 (81/78-5): straight side scraper; 3 (70/81-7),

4 (80/80-6): point/convergent scraper; 5 (74/80-8): straight/foliate scraper; 6 (74/78-4): convex scraper; 7 (81/80-1): denticulate fla-

ke; 8 (58/58-19): denticulate/scraper; 9 (59/52-2): core/chopping tool; 10 (59/56-2), 11 (59/57-5): core; 12 (74/80-3): unmodified

flake (from a prepared core?); 13 (78/79-1): unmodified chunk. 1-4: Meuse flint; 5, 6: other flint; 7: siliceous oolite;
8-13: siliceous slate. — Scale 2:3.
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Fig. 95 Niveau E. Artefacts of Tertiary and Devonian quartzite. 1 (57/77-2), 4 (80/81-1), 5 (74/78-3), 8 (80/80-2, 3): retouched
flakes; 2 (59/57-4): convergent scraper; 3 (80/75-2): convex scraper; 6 (81/80-12), 7 (62/70-3): transverse scraper; 9 (73/80-1): un-
modified flake. 1-3 Tertiary quartzite; 4-9 Devonian quartzite. — Scale 2:3.
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— Materials other than quartz

Both edges of a flake of dark grey Cretaceous flint 70/81-7 have been convergently retouched (one side
rather more carefully than the other) and the piece might be designated either a point or a convergent side
scraper (Fig. 94, 3). The base of the artefact was subsequently thinned by flakes removed parallel to the
long axis of the piece, first from the ventral face and then, using the negatives left by these flakes as a
striking platform, from the dorsal face. If interpreted as an aid to hafting, the basal thinning suggests that
a definition of the specimen as a point is perhaps more appropriate. A narrow facet along one »lateral«
edge of a flint tool 74/80-8 forms a natural »back« and the opposite edge has been invasively retouched
along its entire length on one face and distally and proximally along the other (Fig. 94, 5). This suggests
that the aim of the retouch was to straighten and perhaps thin the piece. This phase of retouch has been
cut by very shallow bifacial flaking along the long axis of the specimen from the proximal and, to a les-
ser extent, from the distal end in the manner of a Kostenki knife (Kostenki-Ende/Kostenki-Messer). This
reinforces the impression that the intention was to thin the piece, which can almost be regarded as a foliate
form of scraper.

The small number of retouched non-quartz artefacts in Niveau E renders any interpretation of spatial pat-
terning mainly speculative. Their distribution once again seems largely to mirror the overall distribution
of artefacts of these raw materials. Certain details are however visible, although their interpretation is un-
clear. As was observed for retouched quartz artefacts, the retouched flint tools have an easterly distributi-
on within that of the flint artefacts as a whole (Fig. 69) and none of the Cretaceous flint from the West or
South of the site is secondarily modified. Indeed, of all the specimens of flint and chert/chalcedony from
the northwestern part of the site only one is retouched. A similar picture is presented by the retouched
quartzite artefacts. Again, their main distribution is to the East of the site in the area of densest occurren-
ce of quartzite artefacts (Fig. 68), although two retouched artefacts of Tertiary quartzite and one of De-
vonian quartzite do lie outside the main concentration. A denticulate tool (of siliceous oolite?) and a scra-
per made on a flake of volcanic tuff represent materials otherwise not found in Niveau E and both lie wit-
hin the eastern concentration. By contrast, the only retouched specimen of siliceous slate from Niveau E
1s located in the southern site extension, central to a small concentration of unretouched artefacts of the sa-
me material, including two cores found adjacently. This might cautiously be interpreted as showing that
the siliceous slate at this part of the site represents the remains of a single episode or, at least, related events.

Retouched stray and unstratified finds

There are only 9 retouched and possibly retouched artefacts among the stray finds of quartz but the
other raw materials bring the total number of retouched stray finds to 22 (Fig. 96).

Among the stray finds are some of the better made tools from the Hummerich (Fig. 97). Streu 149 is a
symmetrical point or convergent scraper made on a broken flake of dark grey Cretaceous (Meuse) flint
(Fig. 97, 5). The retouch is very carefully carried out and in places quite invasive. Along one edge of the
piece the retouch is interrupted by the break facet so that is clear that the tool was originally larger.
Retouch of the other edge extends around onto the break facet showing that the piece was modified

scraper point retouch possible retouch  total
QZ 6 3 9
DQT 2 2 4
LYD 3 1 4
CH/CH 1 1
MFL 1 1 1 3
JIUE 1 1
TOT 8 1 8 5] 22

Fig. 96 Stray and unstratified finds. Tool type and raw material of single lithic finds of retouched artefacts. ~ Scale 2:3.
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Fig. 97 Stray finds. 1 (Streu 48): tip of a dihedral burin; 2 (Streu 49): Kostenki knife (2); 3 (56/67-9 + Streu 79): end scraper on a

blade; 4 (Streu 150), 9 (Streu 300): convergent scraper; 5 (Streu 149): point/convergent scraper; 6 (Streu 57): straight side scraper

with stepped retouch; 10 (Streu 16): atypical side scraper; 7 (Streu 46): flake (frost fracture?); 8 (Streu 33): chunk (core?). 1,2 Tertiary
quartzite; 3: flint/chalcedony; 4, 5, 7: Meuse flint; 6: chert/chalcedony; 8: siliceous slate; 9, 10: Devonian quartzite. — Scale 2:3.
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following breakage. The find could be termed a Mousterian point and its symmetry of cross section
shows that it could indeed have functioned as the armature of a weapon. However, the fact that it was
again retouched after breakage suggests the need for caution in attempting an interpretation of the piece,
which might have had different functions at different times.

— Upper Palaeolithic forms

Streu 79 and a thermal flake (»potlid fracture«) 56/67-9 (which was not present in the database or find
plans/lists and for which there is no stratigraphic attribution) refit to form an end scraper of Upper Pa-
laeolithic type (Fig. 97, 3) on a blade of reddened and thermally fractured glassy siliceous material (chal-
cedony or flint). It can reasonably be assumed that Streu 79 originated from a position close to m? 56/67
and that information on the provenance of the find was somehow lost. The same must apply to Streu 48
and Streu 49. Streu 48 is the broken tip of a dihedral burin which is clearly Upper Palaeolithic in origin
(Fig. 97, 1). Both this finds and the described scraper were apparently found close to a hearth uncover-
ed in the loess overlying the humus layers (G. Bosinski et al. 1986, 106) which was associated with a
reindeer antler and a few bones (which can no longer be located) and a small number of artefacts of
Upper Palaeolithic type (G. Bosinski et al. 1986, Fig. 9). Streu 49 is a retouched flake (Fig. 97, 2) which,
typologically can be designated a Kostenki knife (»Kostenki-Messer« or »Kostenki-Ende<). The raw
material of both the burin fragment Streu 48 and the Kostenki knife Streu 49 is a fine-grained Tertiary
quartzite unlike that of any of the typologically certain Middle Palaeolithic artefacts at the Hummerich
or that of finds recovered from an assured early Weichselian context, but similar to that known from re-
gional Upper Palaeolithic assemblages. Although not illustrated by G. Bosinski ez al. (1986), this might
suggest that this specimen could also be attributed to an Upper Palaeolithic occupation of the site. In
this case it was probably also found close to the hearth, which on the evidence of the potlid fracture must
have been near to m? 56/67. The presence of other specimens with »Kostenki retouch« in certain Midd-
le Palaeolithic context shows that this is not the only possible interpretation for the piece.

Typological considerations and discussion

The discussion of the typology of the Hummerich assemblage has to be seen against the background of the
domination of the industry by artefacts of quartz. Retouched tools of this material can often not be direct-
ly compared with those of finer-grained and homogeneous raw materials. The intention of retouching an
artefact is to alter a blank or preform by preparing an unmodified edge. In the case of fine-grained mate-
rials the intention is usually to optimise the acute angle of the unmodified edge, in the case of a functional
edge this would be by sharpening/resharpening or blunting/stabilising. In the case of a non-functional
edge, the modification of a tool would normally be in the form of blunting/stabilising by retouching a
back. This normally creates standardised morphological forms which have traditionally been assigned a ty-
pological definition, often equated with the supposed function of the piece (»scraper«/»point«/»knife«).
The angles of the edges of quartz artefacts are often not inherently acute and therefore do not need blun-
ting/stabilising in the same way as those of artefacts of fine-grained materials. Other forms of edge mo-
dification (notching, denticulation) might be more similar for both materials.

A certain lack of standardisation is recognisable for the retouched quartz assemblage since very slight mo-
dification of an edge could often produce a tool perfectly adequate for scraping or cutting, or remove ir-
regularities to produce a straight »back«. At the same time, the presence of morphologically standardised
forms in quartz (e. g. convergent and transverse scrapers) suggests that some form of »template« analogous
to (and possibly derived from?) that used in the working of finer-grained materials existed in the minds of
the Hummerich hominids and was sometimes also applied when working quartz.

The non-quartz assemblage can be more readily examined within the framework of »traditional« typo-
logical studies (F. Bordes 1954, 1961, 1968; F. Bordes & M. Bourgon 1951). This approach recognises
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well defined tool forms which have often been considered diagnostic of »cultures« and technologies or
of chronologically and/or geographically defined groups (E Bordes 1977; G. Bosinski 1967; D. A. Roe
1981; N. Rolland 1988; P. A. Mellars 1988, 1992).

Against this background, the view that typological forms (in German »Formengruppen«) are primarily
a reflection of stylistic choice or even, potentially, of ethnic groups has been modified by the recogniti-
on that tool type is heavily influenced by function and that it is not static but subject to progressive mo-
dification according to the needs of the tool user. Early studies of functional variability (L. R. Binford
& S. R. Binford 1966) led to discussions of the nature of artefact variability and »the functional argu-
ment« too well known to need repeating here (L. R. Binford 1973; E. Bordes 1973) and, partly due to
the parallel development of microwear studies, have ended with the acceptance of analyses of tool func-
tion as a legitimate part of artefact studies (S. Beyries 1987; P. Anderson-Gerfaud 1990).

Similarly, the great influence on technology and typology of various factors such as inherent raw mate-
rial properties, distance between archaeological site and raw material source has been recognised and
summed up by the term »chaine opératoire« (R. Cresswell 1983; J.-M. Geneste 1985, 1988a, 1988b, 1989;
H. L. Dibble 1991). A commonly observed phenomenon is the different treatment of local and exoge-
nous materials, for example in the Belgian Middle Palaeolithic ». . . des sites éloignés de gites de matieres
premiéres de qualité. . . contiennent des artefacts en phtanite sous la forme d’objets finis« (A.-G. Krupa
1990, 249). This phenomenon does not only apply to the preferential import of retouched tools of exo-
genous materials to a site but also to technological forms such as Levallois flakes ». . . les grands éclats
levallois, probablement réalisés sur le lieu de récolte, sont tres souvent réalisés dans des matieres premie-
res excellentes« (A. -G. Krupa 1990, 250). The opposite behaviour, namely the ad hoc production of ca-
sual tools from readily available materials can also be regarded as normal, in the Belgian example ». . .
les éclats bruts en quartzite aient été utilisés tels quels et auraient pu éventuellement consister en des on-
tils de fortune en cas de besoin immédiat pour le groupe. . . » (A.-G. Krupa 1990, 249).

In south-western French assemblages the treatment of the local and the exogenous materials differs so
that ». . . Loutillage associé aux matieres premieres éloignées est préférentiellement le groupe des racloirs,
des pointes moustériennes et des bifaces« (J.-M. Geneste 1989, 83). Individual site studies can identify this
phenomenon, for example at Marillac (Charente), where retouched artefacts of a better quality flint ma-
terial were subject to a higher degree of curation and modification than those of a first group of poorer
quality raw material. This is reflected both in the dominance of »racloirs« and by a high proportion of
transverse forms and of steep retouch of »Quina« type (L. Meignen 1988, 73). This situation cannot be
compared uncritically with that at the Hummerich, where the largest number of scrapers is in fact made
of locally available quartz, but it is apparent that the proportion of scrapers and retouch waste among
the Cretaceous flint artefacts is very high.

Generally speaking, detailed studies of the different processes in the production of stone tools can cer-
tainly lead to a better evaluation of decision making at the level of lithic technology (E. Boéda 1988,
1994) and perhaps, by extrapolation to a better understanding of hominid thought processes in a wider
sense (e. g. the question of the existence of language in the Middle Palaeolithic [H. L. Dibble 1989]). A
specific example would be the typology of Middle Palaeolithic scrapers, which has been examined in se-
veral papers by H. Dibble who suggests that variation can be regarded as a function of the intensity of

utilisation of raw materials and curation and consequent progressive alteration of scraper morphology
(H. L. Dibble 1984, 1987a, 1987b, 1988a, 1988b).

Quantification of the retouched forms
Having presented some of the considerations relevant to a discussion of the retouched Hummerich

lithic assemblage the numbers and frequencies of the retouched forms at the site can now be examined
(Fig. 98). This is shown for all retouched and possibly retouched artefacts irrespective of layer but
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sorted by raw material. Unsurprisingly, the largest number of retouched artefacts is made of quartz, ir-
respective of whether the »possibly retouched« specimens are included or not, followed by Devonian
quartzite with 18 certainly retouched forms and then by lower and relatively similar numbers of other
raw materials (Fig. 98a).

The proportion of retouched quartz is a different matter and it can be seen that appreciably less of the
quartz assemblage (8.6%) shows secondary modification than do the other raw materials (Fig. 98b). Of
these, only Tertiary quartzite shows a similar low (11.7%) degree of modification to quartz whereas no
other raw material has a value lower than 20%. For reasons of comparability with other assemblages
(Fig. 99), proportions were calculated as a percentage of the total of all fractured specimens of a raw ma-
terial (i. e. including »fragments«) but excluding the unmodified categories »cobbles« and »pebbles«.
At the neighbouring site Tonchesberg, only 0.9% of the early Weichselian quartz artefacts from site
T6 2B are modified to tools (N. J. Conard 1992, table 11). Excluding Conard’s artefact category »small

a scraper point biface retouch poss. retouch  total
Qz 56 3 44 31 134
DQT 6 1 11 1 19
TOT 4 2 6
Y 7 2 %)
CH/CH 3 5 8
MFL 5 3 1 9
FL % 2
TUE 2 1 3
@ 85 5) - 66 32 190
b scraper point biface retouch total retouched total*
QZ 56 ( 4.7%) 3(0.25%) 44 ( 3.65%) 103 ( 8.6%) 1,200
DQT 6( 7.4%) 1(1.2%)  11(13.4%) 18 ( 22.0%) 82
TOT 4( 7.8%) 2(3.9%)  6( 11.7%) 51
LYD 7 21.1%) 2(61%)  9( 27.3%) 33
CH/CH 3 (13.1%) 5(21.7%)  8( 34.8%) 23
MFL 5(17.3%) 3 (10.3%) 1(3.4%)  9( 31.0%) 29
EL 2 (22.2%) 2( 22.2%) 9
TUF 2 (66.7%) 1(33.3%) 3 (100.0%) 3
TOT 85(5.9%) 3(0.2%) 4(03%)  66( 4.61%) 158 ( 11.0%) 1,430
C scraper point biface retouch total retouched”
QZ 56 ( 54.4%) 3(2.9%) 44 (42.7%) 103

DQT 6 ( 33.3%) 1(5.6%)  11(61.1%) 18

AHOHE 4( 66.7%) 2 (33.3%) 6

LYD 7 ( 77.8%) 2(22.2%) 9

CH/CH 3( 37.5%) 5 (62.5%) 8

MFL 5(55.6%) 3 (33.3%) 1(11.1%) 9

FL 2 (100.0%) 2

TUF 2( 66.7%) 1(33.3%) 3

TOT 85 ( 53.8%) 3( 1.9%) 4(2.5%) 66 (41.8%) 158

Fig. 98 a: All Niveaux: Tool type and raw material of single finds of retouched artefacts. — b: All Niveaux: Frequency of dif-

ferent tool types as a percentage of the total of all fractured specimens (* = excluding unmodified »cobbles« and »pebbles«). —

¢ All Niveaux: Frequency of different tool types as a percentage of the total of certainly retouched artefacts only (* = exclu-
ding »possible retouchx).
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debris (<1.5cm)« raises this proportion to 3% (4 of 134 specimens), but this is still appreciably less than
at the Hummerich. Tertiary quartzite from the same horizon at the Ténchesberg was more intensively
modified by retouch and 9% of the total assemblage consist of tools (N. J. Conard 1992, table 13).
Again, by discounting the category »small debris (<1.5cm)« the proportion of retouched specimens can
be raised to 11.5%, which, interestingly, is almost identical to the percentage established for Tertiary
quartzite at the Hummerich (Fig. 98b). The percentages of retouched specimens of other raw materials
at Tonchesberg 2B can be calculated (after N. J. Conard 1992, table 10) but comparison with the Hum-
merich assemblage must be viewed critically due to the low numbers of artefacts at the former site. Ne-
vertheless, one of the five Devonian quartzite artefacts (20%) and two of the eight siliceous slate arte-
facts (25%) at To6 2b are classed as tools, compared to 22% and 27% for these materials at the Humme-
rich. A different picture is presented by four flint specimens at T6 2B, none of which is retouched.

A Saalian site in the Neuwied Basin, the Schweinskopf, also yielded a relatively large assemblage of
quartz artefacts (J. Schafer 1990a, b). 423 of these are assigned to the main archaeological horizon » Fund-
schicht 4«, whereby a number of specimens are stray finds assigned to this horizon and were not reco-
vered in situ. No excavated quartz artefacts are retouched, but four stray finds are (J. Schifer 1990a, 78),
which gives a percentage of 0.9% based on the total of all artefacts. This total includes a large quantity
(ca. 50%) of very small debitage < 1.5cm (J. Schafer 1990a, Fig. 13), as does the assemblage at the Ton-
chesberg, and it is notable that the proportion of retouched specimens is practically identical at the two
sites. Nevertheless, even if the Schweinskopf value were to be recalculated for material longer than
20mm only, it would still be appreciably lower than that at the Hummerich.

Devonian quartzite is represented at the Schweinskopf by 180 artefacts (J. Schifer 1990a, 81), of which
14 (7.8%) are retouched. This is appreciably less than the proportion of 22% established at the Hum-
merich, where 18 of »only« 82 Devonian quartzite specimens were retouched, and resembles instead the
proportion of retouched quartz at the Weichselian site. The low numbers of artefacts of other materials
at the Schweinskopf make comparison difficult, but larger proportions of the less common materials are
retouched. Three retouched specimens of Tertiary quartzite (25%) and two (40%) of Cretaceous flint
are described by Schafer (1990), and the only artefact of siliceous slate is a scraper. A single retouch flake
of chalcedony shows the presence of a tool of this material at the site.

The site of La Borde (J. Jaubert e al. 1990) was already described as a locality where quartz played an
even more important role in the lithic assemblage than at the Hummerich. The retouched quartz arte-
facts here form 6.6% of the total if calculated as a proportion of all 2,684 modified specimens (J. Jaubert
et al. 1990, 99). If the specimens < 2cm are discounted from the total, the proportion rises to 7.2% (whe-
reby it is unclear if the smaller category itself contains retouched specimens). This degree of secondary
modification on a large quartz assemblage resembles that at the Hummerich (8.6%) quite closely (Fig.
98b). A similar result can be demonstrated for the Saalian site La Cotte de St. Brelade, where 7.6% of a
very large quartz assemblage (11,929 artefacts) was retouched (F. Hivernel 1986, table 27. 1).

The proportions of retouched material in the non-quartz assemblages of the French and the English site
can also be compared with those at the Hummerich (Fig. 99). The La Borde »silex« assemblage contains

Hummerich To6 2B Schweinskopf La Borde La Cotte de St. Brelade

QZ 8.6% 0.9/3% 0.9% / ca. 2% 6.6% /7.2% 7.6%

DQT 22.0% 20.0% 7.8% - -

TH@HT 11.7% 9% / 11.5% 25.0% - -

SS 27.3% 25.0% 100.0% - -

CH/CH 34.8% - 100.0% - -

FL / »silex« 31.0% / 22.2% 0% 40.0% 42.6% 13.2% - 44.6%

(23.8%)

Fig. 99 Comparison of proportions of retouched artefacts at selected Middle Palaeolithic sites.
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a total of 101 specimens (J. Jaubert ez al. 1990, 101), of which 43 (42.6%) show secondary modification
(J. Jaubert ez al. 1990, 102). At La Cotte the proportion of retouched artefacts within the flint assemb-
lages varies from as little as 13.2% in layer A (with a total of 27,437 artefacts > 20mm) to 44.6% in layer
5 (with a total of 1,348 artefacts). The majority of the layers show a proportion of retouched specimens
from 20% - 30% and the mean proportion calculated for the total of all layers is 23.8% (66, 639 speci-
mens). These values are calculated using the absolute values given by P. Callow (1986b, 219), regarding
his categories »tools«, »handaxes« and »retouched« as the equivalent of all retouched forms and dis-
counting »hammerstones« and »manuports« from the totals. There is a general inverse correlation bet-
ween the frequency of retouch and the relative importance of flint as a raw material within the assemb-
lage. In the layers with the highest incidence of retouch (layer 5 = 44.6%, layer 6 = 30.5%) flint plays a
subordinate role in the raw material spectrum (39.9% and 37.9% respectively) and quartz dominates. In
layers B - H, where the relative proportion of flint lies approximately between 80% - 95%, the fre-
quency of retouch varies from ca. 20%-25%.

Comparison of the frequency of secondary modification of artefacts at the Hummerich and at a num-
ber of other sites with a major quartz component allows the recognition of both similarities and clear
differences. The proportion of retouched quartz at the Hummerich is very similar to that at the sites of
La Borde and la Cotte, each of which has a much larger industry than the Hummerich. By contrast, the
smaller quartz assemblages from the Neuwied Basin sites Tonchesberg 2B (early Weichselian) and
Schweinskopf (Saalian) have almost identical frequencies of retouched artefacts, which are very much
lower than at the other sites. The Tonchesberg assemblage closely resembles the Hummerich in the fre-
quency of retouch for Devonian and Tertiary quartzite and siliceous slate, but differs in that no flint was
retouched. At the Schweinskopf the frequency of retouch on non-quartz artefacts is quite different to
that at the Hummerich, but this possibly reflects the inflated importance of Devonian quartzite at the
former site. The frequency of retouched flint at the Hummerich falls comfortably within the range of
La Cotte, whereas the values at the Schweinskopf and at La Borde, sites where the raw material flint/«si-
lex« is relatively less well represented, are somewhat higher.

Evidence of the typology for the chronology of the site

The stratigraphy and biostratigraphy of the site already make it clear that the Hummerich lithic as-
semblage can be dated to a phase of interstadial conditions at the beginning of the last glaciation and the
technology of the lithic assemblage has been discussed as providing some indication for dating the oc-
cupation of the site to a younger phase of the Middle Palaeolithic than that represented by a lamellar
component of debitage at Tonchesberg 2B, which is situated at the base of the early Weichselian inter-
stadial soil sequence.

Typological considerations may also provide information of relevance to the chronological position of
the site. Certain aspects of the Hummerich industry were referred to soon after its discovery as showing
affinities with the Micoquian (K. Kroger 1987) and certain retouched pieces from the Hummerich are
indeed bifacially worked. It is worth reconsidering these specimens in some detail. A first feature to be
noted is that such bifacially retouched tools occur in all horizons and are manufactured indiscriminate-
ly from all raw materials. A bifacially retouched, naturally backed quartz specimen from Niveau C
(40/82-7, Fig. 82, 2) resembles a Keilmesser in its overall form and finds a parallel in a bifacial tool of si-
liceous slate from Niveau D1 (65/72-19, Fig. 89, 1). The morphology of two specimens from Niveau D1
(70/71-9, Fig. 84, 11) and Niveau E (74/80-8, Fig. 94, 5), of quartz and flint respectively, is recognizab-
ly very similar. Both specimens might be described as elongated side scrapers with partially bifacial re-
touch and the presence of terminal ventral thinning (cf. Kostenki knives), in particular, is common to
both specimens. A number of other artefacts have similar ventral thinning, including a flint point/con-
vergent scraper from Niveau E (70/81-7, Fig. 94, 3) and a scraper of siliceous slate from Niveau D1
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(71/73-1, Fig. 87, 7), and this seems to be a feature common to all layers. Several further quartz artefacts
are bifacially retouched and suggest foliate types even if the properties of the raw material do not allow
them to be classed as true leaf points. Here again, they are found in different levels, in particular Niveau
D1 (65/73-13, Fig. 84, 13; 67/81-9, Fig. 86, 2; 69/73-17, Fig. 84, 7; 72/72-12, Fig. 84, 10; 72/75-7, Fig. 86,
5) and Niveau E (70/81-3, Fig. 93, 6; 75/81-1, Fig. 93, 7; 81/78-6, Fig. 93, 10). A specimen of chalcedony/
chert from Niveau D3 (58/66-1, Fig. 89, 3) can possibly also be assigned to the group of bifacially
worked tools, although it can also be regarded as a core.

G. Bosinski defined the Central European Micoquian Formengruppe on a range of criteria (1967, 421f.)
and divided it into four sub-groups (»Inventartypen«) — Bockstein, Klausennische, Schambach, Rérshain
— on the basis of the presence/absence or different relative components of typical bifacially retouched
tool forms such as »Micoquekeile«, »Halbkeile«, »Fiustel<, »Faustkeilblitter«, »Keilmesser« (e. g.
» Bocksteinmesser« and »Pradnikmesser«), foliate » Blattspitzen« and bifacial scrapers. A relatively large
number of German Middle Palaeolithic sites can be assigned to the Micoquian technocomplex, among
the more important of which are the eponymous sites Bockstein IIT (R. Wetzel & G. Bosinski 1969),
Klausennische (G. Bosinski 1967, 159), Schambach (G. Bosinski 1967, 154) and Rorshain (A. Luttropp
& G. Bosinski 1967), the Balver Hohle cave site (K. Giinther 1964) and material described since the ap-
pearance of Bosinski’s (1967) work such as the Sesselfelsgrotte cave (J. Richter 1994) and the open sites
Konigsaue (D. Mania & V. Toepfer 1973), Buhlen (G. Bosinski & J. Kulick 1973, L. Fiedler & K. Hil-
bert 1987; O. Joris 1994) and Lichtenberg (K. Breest & S. Veil 1989; S. Veil et al. 1994; S. Veil 1995).
Common to all the Micoquian groups is the presence of a specific technique of debitage described as
»wechselseitig-gleichgerichtetes« flaking. In this method of biface production the sides of the tool are re-
touched successively, first from one face and then from the other, so that the flake scars of one face are
all cut by those of flakes subsequently detached after turning the piece, thus giving the biface very
straight edges. This method of retouch is not a typical feature of the Hummerich bifacial pieces, al-
though a bifacial scraper from Niveau E was retouched in this way (80/78-2, Fig. 93, 1). The two Hum-
merich bifaces which in their form most closely resemble Micoquian Keilmesser (40/82-7, Fig. 82, 2 and
65/72-19, Fig. 89, 1) cannot alone be regarded as sufficient evidence for assigning the assemblage to this
technocomplex. A further feature of Micoquian industries is the use of the »pradnik/prondnik« reshar-
pening blow, with its resulting characteristic flake (L. Fiedler & K. Hilbert 1987, Fig. 8, 11) which it has
been suggested can be taken as a type artefact defining a Middle Palaeolithic »pradnik horizon« across
central Europe (O. Joris 1992, but see J. Richter 1994, 262). A flake removed from the edge of a
retouched tool found in Niveau D1 (72/73-15, Fig. 87, 3) can be perhaps regarded as analogous to a
»pradnik/prondnik« flake, but the presence of very similar »coup de tranchet« resharpening flakes in
Saalian levels at La Cotte de St. Brelade (J. M. Cornford 1986, 337) and of a tool resharpened in this way
from a third Cold Phase (Layer 20) assemblage at Achenheim (J. Junkmanns 1991, 1995) shows that this
type of modification is not necessarily diagnostic for a Weichselian Micoquian. It is clear from the above
that the Hummerich assemblage undeniably possesses a bifacial component, however this cannot be
interpreted as a priori grounds for assigning the Hummerich industry to the Micoquian and other
possible interpretations must be considered.

Apart from defining and subdividing the Micoquian component of German Middle Palaeolithic as-
semblages, G. Bosinski (1967) also identified a (presumed older) »Upper Acheulian« (»/ungacheuléen<)
complex, most clearly represented at the site of Salzgitter-Lebenstedt (A. Tode et al. 1953; K. Grote
1978; A. Tode 1982), a »Moustérien«, which he divides into three Inventartypen — »Rheindahlen«,
»Kartstein« and »Balve IV« (G. Bosinski 1967, 64) and a late Middle Palaeolithic facies (»Altmiihlgrup-
pe«) characterized by foliate points best known from the Bavarian assemblage Mauern II (G. Bosinski
1967 165). Two further Mousterian groups were subsequently defined, the Inventartyp Ehringsdorf (G.
Bosinski 1974, 437) and the Inventartyp Rheindahlen-Westwand (G. Bosinski 1986¢).

Although the interpretation of Bosinski’s »Formengruppen« may need revising in the light of more re-
cent analyses (e. g. J. Richter 1994; S. Veil et al. 1994; S. Veil 1995), the 1967 publication can still serve as
a basis for discussion in the present context. At the time of Bosinski’s publication (1967), it was possi-
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Fig. 100 Comparison of the relative stratigraphy of selected German Middle Palacolithic sites and attribution to Inventartypen
(after G. Bosinski 1967).

ble to determine the stratigraphic position of his proposed Middle Palaeolithic Formengruppen/Inven-
tartypen at only a small number of sites.

The most complete German sequence was at the Balver Hohle (Fig. 100), where the base of the sequen-
ce was formed by a (poorly defined) Jungachenléen (Level I) overlain by three Micoquian levels (in
Layer II the Inventartyp Bockstein, in Layer III and the »Stoffzabnschicht« the Inventartyp Klausenni-
sche and in Layer I1la the Inventartyp Schambach), although it was not absolutely certain that the »ty-
pologically younger« Inventartyp Schambach was indeed stratified above the Inventartyp Klausenni-
sche. The Inventartyp Schambach Micoquian (Layer Illa) is overlain at the Balver Hohle by a late
Mousterian assemblage, the eponymous Inventartyp Balve IV, showing that this recent facies of the
Mousterian can, here at least, be interpreted as younger than a recent Micoquian. The Micoquian /72-
ventartyp Rérshain was not encountered in any stratified context but was believed to be a recent phase
of this Formengruppe due to the presence of foliate points in assemblages of this type. It was interpreted
as probably younger than the Inventartyp Klausennische, but possibly represents a parallel development
to the Inventartyp Schambach. ]. Hahn (1990) has since questioned whether the leaf points at R6rshain
can be regarded as representing a phase of the Micoquian transitional to the Altmiihlgruppe (see below)
and suggests that the interpretation of the site might need revision.

Mousterian assemblages are found stratified above Micoquian industries at two further sites (Fig. 100).
At the Kartstein cave in the northern Eifel a Mousterian assemblage (Kartstein III) Inventartyp Kart-
stein was found above a Micoquian biface (Kartstein I) Inventartyp Bockstein, while at the Vogelherd in
the Swabian Lone Valley an undefined Mousterian (Vogelherd III) was stratified above a Micoquian in-
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dustry (Vogelherd II), probably of Inventartyp Bockstein. Furthermore, at Achenheim in Alsace an as-
semblage (Achenheim IV) assigned to the Moustérien de tradition achenléenne, which is otherwise not
represented among the material studied by Bosinski, was stratified between industries identified by him
as Inventartyp Kartstein (Achenheim III) and Inventartyp Balve IV (Achenheim V), which is inter-
preted as a more recent phase of the Mousterian than Inventartyp Kartstein. By contrast with the other
assemblages, Inventartyp Rheindahlen had not been identified in a stratified context although it was be-
lieved on comparative typological grounds to be older than the other Inventartypen.

Finally, the Altmiihlgruppe, characterized by foliate points, was interpreted as the youngest phase of the
Middle Palaeolithic. Although it was found stratified above undiagnostic Mousterian assemblages
(Mauern II/I and Obere Klause III/II, Fig. 100) it was unclear whether the Altmiihlgruppe was also
older than the youngest Mousterian Inventartyp Balve IV or possibly contemporary with this.

With the few exceptions noted above Bosinski’s (1967) classification of the Central European Palaeo-
lithic had depended upon typological and comparative arguments and the study area lacked suitable
stratigraphic sections necessary for the evaluation of the relative and absolute chronology of his sug-
gested Formengruppen and their Inventartypen.

Beginning in the 1960’s, excavations in the Rheindahlen brick pit near Monchengladbach provided a first
major sequence of Middle Palaeolithic assemblages in stratified context (Fig. 101) and led to a major in-
crease in the appreciation of the complexity and duration of the Middle Palaeolithic in the Rhineland (G.
Bosinski 1967; G. Bosinski ez al. 1966; H. Thieme 1977, 1978, 1983, 1990; J. Thissen 1986, 1988; J. Klos-
termann & J. Thissen 1995).

Artefacts with a Middle Paleolithic technology occur throughout the last two loess cover layers and the
Mousterian Inventaryp Rheindahlen, already suggested by Bosinski to be an older complex and which
can be equated with a Moustérien de type Ferrassie, was shown to be dated at Rheindahlen into the pen-
ultimate (Saalian) glaciation. Bifaces typical for the Moustérien de tradition acheuléenne (Rheindahlen
A3) and for the Micoquian Inventartyp Bockstein (Rheindahlen B2) were recovered and a new type of
assemblage (B1) characterised by blade production (»Rheindahlien«) was described from the base of the
Weichselian loess (summary in H. Thieme 1978). J. Thissen (1987, 40) has argued that assemblage B1 can
be dated to the Eemian. Whereas H. Thieme (1978, 62) argued on stratigraphical grounds for an attri-
bution of the B2 biface to the Upper Acheulean the specimen is clearly a typical Micoquian biface; more
recently J. Klostermann & J. Thissen (1995) have claimed on the basis of raw material studies that the
biface in fact forms part of the early Weichselian laminar B1 (Westwand) assemblage.

Another site of major importance discovered and first excavated in the 1960’s is Buhlen in Hessen (G.
Bosinski & J. Kulick 1973), a locality which comprises two adjacent (Lower and Upper) sites separated
by reworked slope deposits. Here, sequences of cultural layers dating to the last glaciation are stratified
within clastic deposits of weathered dolomite. The main part of the Lower Site was excavated and first
results presented in the 1980’s (L. Fiedler & K. Hilbert 1987) while the material from the Upper Site
(1960’s excavation) has also not yet been fully published (G. Bosinski & J. Kulick 1973; O. Joris 1994).
At the Upper Site a Mousterian industry (Buhlen II) described as resembling Inventartyp Balve IV was
stratigraphically higher than assemblages (main horizon = Buhlen IIIb2) of Micoquian type, described
as most closely resembling Inventartyp Klausennische (G. Bosinski & J. Kulick 1973, 9). The lower as-
semblages at the Upper Site (Buhlen II1b3, IIlc, V, VI) were non-diagnostic Middle Palaeolithic with no
Micoquian attributes and it was considered possible that the deepest layers might be assigned to the
Jungacheuléen (G. Bosinski & J. Kulick 1973, 9-10). The 1960’s investigation of the Lower Site consisted
of a 1m wide test trench with correspondingly provisional results. Nevertheless, here too, the interpre-
tation was of a Micoquian with bifacial tools resembling that of Upper Site Layer IIIb2 overlain by an
assemblage with only flake tools comparable to Mousterian of Inventartyp Balve IV (G. Bosinski & J.
Kulick 1973, 12).

The Mousterian assemblage was not recovered in situ but can be assigned to the archaeological Hori-
zons 88 - E (the equivalent of geological Layer 4). The Micoquian assemblage was recovered from ar-
chaeological Horizons ¢ - e (equated with geological Layer 7 [and 6?]. It is important for the compari-
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son of the 1960’s and the 1980’s excavations to know that the Upper Site Micoquian Layer ITIb was cor-
related with Lower Site Layers 7 and 8 of the geological stratigraphic sequence, while the Upper Site
Mousterian Layer II was equated with Lower Site Layers 3 and 4 (G. Bosinski & J. Kulick 1973, 39-40).
The excavation of a larger area of the Buhlen Lower Site provided a larger sample of lithic material from
a more secure context (L. Fiedler & K. Hilbert 1987). Whereas the earlier investigation assigned all the
younger Mousterian industry to geological Layer 4 (subdivided into archaeological Horizons ff - E) the
more recent excavation recovered two assemblages from Layer 4 (4a, 4b) and also the underlying Layers
5a and 5b (L. Fiedler & K. Hilbert 1987, 135).

The two assemblages are of different character, the higher one being characterised by Levallois debitage
and blade-flakes reminiscent of the Moustérien a lames, whereas the lower industry has only rare faceted
flakes. The upper assemblage contains finely backed couteanx a dos and is dominated by scrapers, the
lower industry is also dominated by scrapers, in this case more massive, and contains denticulate forms.
A feature of the upper (Layer 4) assemblage is the presence of »pradnik/prondnik« resharpening flakes,
previously believed to be an exclusive characteristic of the older Micoquian levels at Buhlen, but here
used on scrapers, possibly cf. Hummerich specimen 72/73-15 (Fig. 87, 3). Another feature of Buhlen
Layer 4 is the presence of proximal and distal Kostenki retouch (cf. Kostenki-Messer/Kostenki-Ende) to
the ventral face of artefacts, one illustrated specimen of which (L. Fiedler & K. Hilbert 1987, Fig. 8: 7)
resembles Hummerich specimens 74/80-8 (Fig. 94, 5) and 70/71-9 (Fig. 84, 11).

A site with excellent stratigraphical information and exceptional conditions of organic preservation was
discovered in 1963 at Konigsaue (D. Mania & V. Toepfer 1973). Here, sediments of the Pleistocene
Ascherslebener See contained a remarkably complete record of Weichselian climatic fluctuations. The
deposits preserved cycles of sedimentation interpreted as showing nine phases of interstadial warming
between the Eemian and the Holocene, and within the second oldest of these, Stage Ib (equated with the
Brorup interstadial, D. Mania & V. Toepfer 1973, 51), were found the assemblages Konigsaue A (oldest)
- C (youngest). The designation of the assemblages refers to their position in the stratigraphy and they
comprise material from several concentrations found over a large area along the palaeo-shorelines of the
Pleistocene lake. Although separated in the section by episodes of sedimentation, it is clear from the
overall stratigraphy (all three assemblages in Sedimentary Cycle Ib) that they are located close together
in geological time. Nevertheless, as is pointed out in the publication, the oldest and youngest facies could
be separated by as much as 1,000 years (D. Mania & V. Toepfer 1973, 120).

The assemblages are also of greatly different size (A: 1, 481 artefacts, B: 3, 972 artefacts, C: 296 arte-
facts). Against this background it is interesting that Kénigsaue A and C are very similar and can be as-
signed to the Micoquian group of industries, while the intermediate assemblage Konigsaue B shows
practically no Micoquian characteristics and is dominated by prepared cores and their debitage. As-
semblages Konigsaue A and C are, however, not identical and the smaller one (Kénigsaue C) contains
certain forms of tool (e. g. Quina scrapers) not found in the larger Konigsaue A assemblage. Neverthe-
less, the two »Micoquian« assemblages were together described as showing the closest similarities with
Bosinski’s (1967) Inventartyp Schambach.

On the basis of the proposed early Weichselian (Brerup?) date for Konigsaue A/C (cf. Inventartyp
Schambach) and comparative typology it was argued that the older Inventartypen Bockstein and Klau-
sennische would date to a very early phase of the Weichselian shortly after the Eemian (D. Mania & V.
Toepfer 1973, 138). More recently, it has been argued that the basal organic deposit at Kénigsaue (Ko-
Ial) is not Eemian in date, but in fact itself represents the Brorup/Odderade interstadial, in which case
the stratigraphic sequence in general must be dated younger and the archaeological horizon (Ké-Ib) be
assigned to a more recent Weichselian interstadial (W. Weifimiiller 1992, 32-33). It is particularly impor-
tant that at Konigsaue an industry of Mousterian type was found clearly stratified between two Mico-
quian assemblages.

The most recent discovery of a Weichselian site with bifaces was at Lichtenberg in Lower Saxony (K.
Breest & S. Veil 1989; S. Veil ez al. 1994; S. Veil 1995). Here, at this first Micoquian site located so far
north of the upland zone (Mittelgebirge), the archaeological horizon was located within sand layers
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which were stratified above three humic horizons interpreted as the final Eemian interglacial and the
Brorup and Odderade interstadials. Uranium-Thorium analysis dates the younger (Odderade) intersta-
dial to ca. 60-64 ky (minimum age estimate) and thermoluminescence dates the overlying sands which
contain the artefacts to ca. 57 ky and the Lichtenberg assemblage is therefore assigned to the beginning
of the first Weichselian Pleniglacial (S. Veil ez al. 1994), which can probably be equated with Oxygen Iso-
tope Stage 4. Organic remains are not preserved at Lichtenberg and it is unclear whether the site was oc-
cupied in stadial or renewed interstadial conditions.

The Lichtenberg lithic (flint) assemblage contains two technological variants, the manufacture of bifacial
tools from preselected natural frost sherds or flattened nodules and the production of unifacial tools on
flakes. It is unclear to what extent the blanks for the latter category of tool are products of an indepen-
dent chaine opératoire or whether they represent incidental waste from the former technological variant.
Only one prepared core was found and a conjoin between a flake scraper and a Faustkeilblatt biface
shows that the second possibility is given at the site. Four main tool »concepts« were present at Lich-
tenberg: bifacial foliate scrapers (blattformige Schaber), bifacial Keilmesser and Faustkeilblitter, and
elongate symmetrical handaxes (Faustkeile). Results of trace wear analysis and the absence/low repre-
sentation of elements such as prepared cores and scrapers suggest that all these forms may have been
used in episodes of specialised butchering activities during one or more occupations of the site.

The Lichtenberg site is particularly interesting since here forms considered diagnostic of the Micoquian
(Keilmesser and Faustkeilblitter) occur together with others (blattformige Schaber, Faustkeile) regarded
as type artefacts for the Lebenstedt Jungacheuléen group and a number of conclusions are drawn in con-
sequence (S. Veil et al. 1994, 39-52). It is proposed that the Weichselian group of bifacial assemblages in-
cluding the »Inventartypen Bockstein, Bublen, Konigsane« can be expanded by a new Inventartyp Lich-
tenberg (containing blattformige Schaber) and that the ambiguous term » Micoguien« should be replaced
with the more specific classification of these industries as »Keilmessergruppen«. It is argued that the Le-
benstedt assemblage can also be dated to the Weichselian and should therefore also be integrated into the
»Keilmessergruppen«. Finally, it is questioned whether the term Jungacheuléen can stll be accepted at all
as valid to describe an older (Saalian) Middle Palaeolithic Formengruppe, possibly in the form of as-
semblages such as that from Herne (R.-W. Schmitz 1988).

A major stratified site excavated in the 1960’s and 1970’s but only recently analysed in detail is the Ses-
selfelsgrotte in the Altmiihl valley, Bavaria (W. Weiffmiller 1992; J. Richter 1994).

Here, a deep sequence of deposits contains numerous stratified archaeological horizons of crucial im-
portance for understanding the succession of central European Middle Palaeolithic assemblages (Fig.
101). A lower sequence of eight assemblages (Untere Schichten = U-A01 - U-A08) is identified as a
Mousterian of differing facies (W. Weifimiiller 1992) and, on the information of the mammal fauna, at-
tributed to the early glacial interstadials Stage 5¢ and 5a. This sequence is covered by sterile deposits
with a rich small mammal fauna (containing Lagurus lagurus and interpreted as Isotope Stage 4) which
is followed by a series of deposits (»G-Komplex« identified as Isotope Stage 3) containing 13 archaeo-
logical horizons of both Mousterian and Micoquian type (W. Weifimiiller 1992, 53; J. Richter 1994).
An alternative biostratigraphical interpretation based on the malacofauna would place the entire stra-
tigraphical sequence as high as Layer M3 into the Eemian (Stage 5e), Layers M2 - K would be stadial
Stage 5d, with truly glacial character (Dicrostonyx) and Layers H and the G complex would be inter-
stadial Stage 5¢ (W. Weifimiiller 1992, 54). By implication, in this model it is necessary to propose a
massive hiatus above the G complex and the first interpretation (G-Complex = Stage 3) is considered
more likely.

J. Richter (1994) divides the Sesselfelsgrotte Complex G industries into four groups, interpreted as re-
presenting successive cycles of site occupation, during the course of which the assemblages reflect dy-
namically the intensity and duration of activity and specifically of tool manufacture/modification (Fig.
102). He suggests that the apparently unrelated elements of »Micoquian« and »Mousterian« character
can in fact be regarded as integral components of the same technocomplex, which he designates »Mou-
stérien mit Micoguien-Option« (M. M. O.), and that larger assemblages will also include bifacial forms
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Layer Sediment Archaeology Cycle / Horizon Bordes Bosinski
Group Mousterian ~ Mousterian Micoquian
partially disturbed
A Holocene and late mediaeval
Pleistocene levels
B Mesolithic
€ late Upper Pal.
D pleniglacial loess sterile
2] cryoclastic screee
E2 with solifluvial beitle
E3 erosional hiatus latest Middle Pal (M.M.O.-B3) (Balve IV)
i cryoclastic scree few artefacts derived from G1
Gl Cycle 4 G-A01 M. typique Kartstein Mic. ind.
MM.O.-B2 G-A02 M. typique Kartstein Mic. ind.
G-A03 M. typique Mic. K1
G2 e (100
“G-Complex” numerous “Micoquian” Cycle 3 G-A04 M. typique Mic. KL
G3 cryoclastic scree with  artefacts, in part MM.O.-B1 G-A05 M. typique Kartstein Mic. Kl
several cultural levels  recovered from G-A06 M. typique Kartstein Mic. Kl
containing hearths and  distinct living floors G-A07 M. dent. Kartstein non-Mic.
burnt faunal remains
G4 determined as a Cycle 2 G-A08 M. typique Kartstein Mic. K1./Pr.
terminal interstadial MM.O.-A2 G-A09 M. typique Kartstein Mic. K1./Pr.
4a Cycle 1 G-A10  Charent. Quina - Mic. Bock.
MM.O.-Al
G5 G-All Charent. Quina - non-Mic.?
H scree  more humid  few artefacts G-A12 Charent. Quina - non-Mic.
and temperate
I scree  small mammals few artefacts G-A13 M. indet. non-Mic.
K scree  coldand dry  sterile
it small mammals sterile
Mi U-Ao01 M. typique
M2 U-A02 M. typique
M3 U-A03 M. typique
N U-A04 Charent. Quina
(@) U-A05 Charent. Ferrassie
P U-A06 Charent. Ferrassie
Q U-A07 M. micro.
R U-A08 M. micro.
S

Fig. 102 Schematic section through the Sesselfelsgrotte stratigraphy (after J. Richter 1994, fig. 1. 4, tables 9. 1 & 9. 10, and W.

Weifimiiller 1992) with J. Richter’s equation of the assemblages with the typological and terminological systems of E Bordes (1981,

1984) and G. Bosinski (1967, 1974, 1976). The proposed cycle (M. M. O. -B3) with a Balve IV Mousterian component is not
represented at the Sesselfelsgrotte.
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whereas the smaller ones will lack such curated tools »mit potentiell langer Biographie und hiufiger Wie-
derverwertbarkeit«. Richter analyses the Sesselfelsgrotte Complex G assemblages using both the crite-
ria developed by F. Bordes for the Mousterian (1981, 1984) and those of G. Bosinski describing central
European Middle Palaeolithic Formengruppen and Inventartypen (1967, 1974). In addition he compares
and finds similarities between the Sesselfels stratigraphy (J. Richter 1994, table 9. 1) and those of Com-
be Grenal (J. -L Guadelli & H. Laville 1990) and the Kulna cave (K. Valoch 1988)

The two older Cycles at the Sesselfelsgrotte (M. M. O. -A = G-A13 - G-A08) are located by Richter at
the end of Isotope Stage 4 and are characterised by Quina or other non-Levallois debitage and, in the
case of the larger assemblages by bifacial tools typical for Micoquian Inventartypen (the oldest of these
of Bockstein type). The two younger Cycles are assigned to one or possibly more interstadials in Isoto-
pe Stage 3 (contemporary with the Moustérien typique/a denticulés and the Moustérien de tradition
acheuléenne at Combe Grenal) and are characterised by the exclusive use of Levallois debitage (centri-
petal in M. M. O. -B1 and parallel in M. M. O. -B2). The small Sesselfelsgrotte assemblages of this pha-
se can be compared with the Moustérien a denticulés or the Inventartyp Kartstein while the larger as-
semblages have bifacial components similar to the Inventartypen Klausennische/Pradnik and Konigsaue.
Richter suggests that a hypothetical younger facies (not represented at the Sesselfelsgrotte) might be ex-
pected to associate the youngest Mousterian /nventartyp Balve IV with bifacial forms and possibly with
foliate forms of the Altmiihlgruppe. In Richter’s interpretation the Middle Palaeolithic Keilmessergrup-
pen have to be seen as a merely functional facies of the (Weichselian?) Middle Palaeolithic found in lar-
ger assemblages and they are thus fully contemporary with other industries of Mousterian type lacking
bifaces.

Since it is now generally accepted that the Ehringsdorf travertine complex (and hence the Inventartyp
Ehringsdorf) dates to an intra-Saale interglacial (E. Vl¢ek 1993) it is possible to stress the Charentien fea-
tures of the lithic assemblage and its similarities to other Saalian assemblages of the Moustérien de type
Ferrassie/ Inventartyp Rheindahlen found at Biache ITA (A. Tuffreau & J. Sommé 1988) and Rheindah-
len B3 (H. Thieme 1978), although the Ehringsdorf industry still differs from these assemblages in its
component of bifacially retouched pieces.

Equally, it is now apparent known that the lithic assemblages from Achenheim III date to the third Cold
Phase (G. Bosinski 1986¢) and the stratigraphical sequence here can be presented more comprehensive-
ly than was possible in 1967 (J. Junkmanns 1991, 1995). At Achenheim the Middle Palaeolithic (defined
by changes in the raw material spectra, appearance of Levallois debitage and the presence of typically
Middle Palaeolithic forms of tool) can first be recognised from the third loess cover layer (III = ante-
penultimate Cold Phase). The lower industries of this loess layer (Layers 20a, 20”, 207, 20°) contain bi-
facial limaces and can probably be equated with the Inventartyp Kartstein of Central Europe. Their pre-
sence in these Layers shows that forms characteristic of the Inventartyp Kartstein are not confined to
the Weichselian. The younger industries of this part of the sequence (Layers 20, 19, 18) are assigned to
a Moustérien de type Ferrassie, showing that this facies also appears over a wider time range. The as-
semblages (Achenheim IV after G. Bosinski 1967) of the second loess Cover/penultimate Cold Stage are
identified as Moustérien de tradition acheuléenne, in the older Layer 17 possibly of MTA Type A, in the
younger Layers (16, 15) with »Upper Palaeolithic« tool forms characteristic of MTA Type B (J. Junk-
manns 1991, 8). The humus zones of the early Weichselian loess contain an assemblage (Layer 14) iden-
tified as a Moustérien de type Ferrassie, whereas the overlying industries assemblages are described as
being of less certain context and morphology and only assigned to »spiteren Phasen des Mittelpaliolit-
hikums« (J. Junkmanns 1991, 13).

The problems of Central European Middle Palaeolithic typology and terminology have been examined
in detail in the hope that this might clarify the position of the Hummerich assemblage, with its small
component of bifacial tools. In fact, it can be seen that similar bifacial elements can occur in a range of
central European assemblages over a long time span, and that without a clear stratigraphic framework
their classification and interpretation are uncertain. At the Hummerich this means that typological con-
siderations alone cannot date the lithic assemblage more closely than is already clear from the geologi-
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cal context — to the first half of the Weichselian. Nevertheless, it is relevant to also examine the typolo-
gy of Middle Palaeolithic industries within the framework of the stratigraphic succession established for
north-western Europe (A. Tuffreau & J. Sommé 1986; A. Tuffreau 1992).

At Biache-Saint-Vaast (A. Tuffreau & J. Sommé 1988) Saalian Middle Palaeolithic industries very simi-
lar to the Inventartyp Rheindahlen are assigned to a Moustérien de type Ferrassie »of Biache facies« (A.
Tuffreau 1992). In the same region, at Seclin an assemblage characterised by blades of Upper Palaeoli-
thic type was recovered from early Weichselian deposits dated by thermoluminescence on burnt flint to
91 ky and 95 ky (A. Tuffreau et al. 1985) and assigned to Isotope Stage 5a (A. Tuffreau 1992, 67) while
a similar industry was subsequently recovered from the site of Riencourt-les-Bapaume (A. Tuffreau et
al. 1991; N. Ameloot-van der Heijden 1993) where it is assigned to Isotope Stage 5¢ (A. Tuffreau 1993,
108). Riencourt is a particularly important site since here a number of clearly differentiated assemblages
was recovered in good stratigraphical context (Fig. 103).

The base of the sequence is formed by weathered loess layers (limons) interpreted as intra-Saalian (Beds
4d,4c2,4ch), last interglacial (Bed 4b, 4a%) and early Weichselian (Bed 4a') soil developments which are
followed by a succession of partially geliflucted loams and humic/gleyed soils (Beds 3, 2, 1) assigned to
the Middle and Upper Weichselian. It is suggested that the upper part of the sequence represents Isoto-
pe Stages 5e (interglacial So/ de Rocourt) and 5¢/5a (interstadial Sol de Warneton complex) followed by
Isotope Stages 4, 3 and 2 which include both a lower and upper Pleniglacial and gley and humic hori-
zons representing shorter periods of interstadial conditions (Fig. 103). The industries at the base of the
stratigraphic sequence are an undifferentiated Middle Palaeolithic but the early Weichselian sediments
provided three assemblages of special interest for the Hummerich. Assemblage CA from within the in-
terstadial So/ de Warneton complex is a laminar industry similar to that from Seclin; the retouched forms
include end scrapers, burins and backed pieces. Stratified above this, the biggest lithic complex, As-
semblage C, contains more than 50, 000 artefacts and presents a number of interesting features. Diffe-
rent chaines opératoires can be recognised for the debitage (A. Tuffreau 1993, 68). Production of flakes
from Levallois cores is demonstrated and among the cores are also true Levallois blade cores. However,
alongside these there is also production of blades of Upper Palaeolithic type such as were found in As-
semblage CA. Typologically, the assemblage is described as a Moustérien de type Ferrassie dominated by
side scrapers, but these are found alongside other tools such as burins on crested- and thick-sectioned
blades and bifaces typical for Moustérien de Tradition Acheuléenne Type A. Assemblage C was found in
the upper part of a frost-worked loam below an interstadial soil which is attributed to Isotope Stage 4
and might therefore be chronologically quite close to Assemblage CA. Somewhat higher in the sequen-
ce, Assemblage B, recovered from an interstadial humic horizon in Bed 3 (interpreted as Isotope Stage
4) is provisionally referred to as an »industrie de tradition Charentienne a influence micoquienne« and
contains bifacially retouched forms described as »Faustkeilblitter« and as resembling »prondniks« (A.
Tuffreau 1993, 110-111). Finally, Assemblage A, recovered from Bed 1, is described as a non-laminar
Mousterian with Levallois debitage. This patinated and frost damaged assemblage is possibly to be
equated with the »Patina Complex« in a stratigraphically similar situation at Rheindahlen.

At Riencourt the broad general picture of stratigraphy and the technology/typology which was ob-
tained by combining the results obtained from several German assemblages can be demonstrated at one
and the the same site. Nevertheless, the apparently heterogeneous character of the large Assemblage C
shows that a number of typological and technological distinct features might in fact be (from an archaeo-
logical viewpoint) contemporaneous and related to phenomena (function?, raw material?) about which
we can only speculate.

With this reservation, it can be observed that, on the information of the northern French evidence in ge-
neral and the Riencourt section in particular, certain Weichselian bifacial industries (e. g. Riencourt B)
are stratified above an horizon with laminar debitage of Upper Palacolithic type (Riencourt CA, also
elements of Riencourt C?). However, such laminar debitage may be associated with other, quite diffe-
rent elements (Levallois debitage, Moustérien de Tradition Acheuléenne Type A?). Industries classed as
Moustérien de type Ferrassie are found in both Weichselian and Saalian contexts.
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Fig. 103 Schematic representation of the stratigraphic sequence at Riencourt-les-Bapaume (after A. Tuffreau 1992, 1993).

If the interpretation of the Achenheim stratigraphy is correct then both the Moustérien de type Ferras-
sie and a Middle Palaeolithic with bifacial limaces (resembling Inventartyp Kartstein?) can also be iden-
tified in the third Cold Stage (Isotope Stage 8?) and the MTA in the penultimate Cold Stage. Clearly, ty-
pology alone cannot provide a more exact dating of the Hummerich assemblage than that already pro-
vided by the stratigraphic position of the assemblage, but this question will be returned to below in con-

junction with the evidence of biostratigraphy.
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Very little lithic material from the Hummerich shows unambiguous traces of burning and of this only
the finds recovered from a secure stratigraphical context will be considered (Fig. 104).

The natural colour of the quartz found in the central Rhineland is various shades of white, ranging from
milky to glassy, and it can normally be assumed that reddening is due to the action of heat. Recognition
of thermal alteration of Devonian quartzite and siliceous slate is also problematic, since it is rarely very
well developed on these materials. The number of questionably burnt specimens therefore remains high
compared with those certainly accepted as burnt by hominids. Cretaceous flint presents few problems,
since thermal alteration of this material is usually easily recognisable.

In the case of the Hummerich assemblage it cannot be automatically assumed that heating is anthropo-
genic since material derived from the bedrock which was caught up in the eruption of the volcano and
subsequently eroded from the crater wall would probably also be thermally altered. In the case of the
locally ocurring rocks (including those found in river terraces) this possibility must also be considered.
Nevertheless, in the case of angular specimens which are only partially reddened it is perhaps more li-
kely that heating occurred after fracture and that this can be interpreted as due to human modification.
Exogenous material such as flint cannot, of course, have been altered during the eruption of the Hum-
merich.

The possibility of naturally occurring »bush fires«, which might very well have been a relatively com-
mon phenomenon given the combination of open steppe grassland and dry continental climate which
obtained at the time, must also be considered. Nevertheless, it is believed that the intensity of burning
necessary to cause the alterations observed on the certainly thermally altered specimens is due to longer
exposure to heat in humanly created fires rather than to superficial exposure to the flames of a natural
fire, which tend to move rapidly across an area and are unlikely to have had much effect on lithic mate-
rial lying on or just under the soil surface. Against this background, the small amount of burnt materi-
al can do little more than establish that fire was very probably used by humans at the site; the intensity
and nature of fire-related activities cannot be identified.

The only reported evident site feature at the Hummerich was apparently a »hearth« found within the
upper loess cover and associated with material of Upper Palaeolithic type, including burnt specimens
such as an end scraper (Fig. 97, 3). No intact features of any kind (including hearths) survived in the
Middle Palaeolithic layers. The spatial distribution of burnt and all potentially burnt lithic finds offers
little information. The material is found ubiquitously, with neither visible concentrations which might
reveal the locations of destroyed hearths nor areas of the site in which burnt specimens were absent. This
might be interpreted as showing that fire-related activities were sufficiently transient as to leave very few

Quartz Devonian Tertiary siliceous chert / flint
quartzite quartzite slate chalcedony

y ? y ? y ? y ? y ? y ?
B 2019 1 1 2 1 1
D3 1 1
D2 8
D1 1B 57 2 1 1 1
@ 5
B 1
Total SO 1 4 1 2 2 2

Fig. 104 Presence of burnt and possibly burnt lithic material by Niveau.
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traces on the lithic assemblage, but also that they occurred recurrently so that all parts of the site have
some evidence for the use of fire. This would be more likely to happen if the Hummerich assemblage
was the result of the accumulation of several independent episodes over a period of time. The faunal as-
semblage can contribute very little information to the question of the use of fire at the site since only
three specimens are possibly charred (if this is not merely mineral staining.) It is nevertheless relevant
that all three specimens were recovered from the north-western part of the site; two of them in adjacent
m? (55/82-6: a horse tibia; 54/82-3: red deer antler?) and one some several metres away (47/83-7: unde-
termined shaft fragment with a clear impact fracture). This suggests that traces of at least one fire can be
discerned here.

OTHER LITHIG ARTEFACTS — FIAMMERSTONES,  PEBBLE ‘TOGLS

It is often difficult to recognise the artificial nature of minor modification to cobbles and fragments of
lithic material, or to assign these specimens to a certain category of artefact. This particularly applies to
angular fragments of the less dense rocks such as graywacke and Devonian schist which could potenti-
ally have been edge damaged during the eruption of the Hummerich, by subsequent transport in a so-
lifluvial milieu or, finally, by hominid modification. The only possibility of distinguishing artificial from
natural alteration for such materials is should the modification give the specimen a classifiable form,
which here is only rarely the case. An unknown number of angular fragments of Devonian rocks might
therefore conceivably have been used without leaving recognisable traces.

A different problem is encountered in the case of cobbles of denser materials (quartz, Devonian quart-
zite) which may served a number of functions without leaving any visible traces. While use as a ham-
merstone will (after a certain duration) leave flake scars classifiable by their position and by analogy with
experimental results, in the case of certain other activities (breaking open limb bones for their marrow,
pounding plant foods) it is highly probable that the cobbles themselves will not be modified (Fig. 82, 7,
9). This problem is not found at the Hummerich alone and on any site the majority of cobbles can on-
ly be regarded as potential tools. The special situation at the Hummerich, where it might be argued that
all non-volcanic rocks can be interpreted as manuports, was discussed and it was argued that at least the
smallest category of fluvially rolled specimens (»pebbles«) was probably not brought to the site by ho-
minids. Nevertheless, the specimens with visible modification described below can only be regarded as
a minimum of the number of cobbles actually used for some purpose at the site.

Niveau C

A total of three cobbles from Niveau C can be identified as hammerstones used for the production of
lithic artefacts. 58/59-20 is a smashed cobble of coarse-grained Tertiary quartzite with recognisable pit-
ting of the cortex running around its circumference. 45/83-11 is a quartz cobble with scarring of the cor-
tex at one end due to intensive battering. A flake removal at this position is certainly due to accidental
fracture during use as a hammerstone and not a deliberate attempt at debitage. Besides several flake re-
movals, a core 34/84-8 shows battering of the cortex indicating that it was also used as a hammerstone.
44/82-18 (Fig. 82, 7) and 41/83-9 (Fig. 82, 8) are flat cobbles of graywacke which although unmoditied,
can nevertheless probably be regarded as manuports. Similar finds occur throughout the stratigraphy
but will not be illustrated for other layers.

—

Fig. 105 Modified cobbles of Devonian schiste (229, 1) and graywacke (229, 2) from Niveau D1. 1: 70/72-17; 2: 61/70-12.
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Niveau D1

Quartz cobble 69/71-8 measures approximately 7 x 6 x 4cm and has clear scarring of the cortex showing
use as a hammerstone. In the case of the graywacke cobble 39/84-4 a function as a hammerstone is pos-
sible but not certain. 77/79-21 is a fragment of a struck graywacke cobble while 51/83-5 and 57/84-6 are
also graywacke cobbles, in the latter case a very flattened specimen, with possible marks due to impact
fractures. 61/70-12 is a broken, naturally wedge-shaped cobble of dense Devonian graywacke or quart-
zite (Fig. 105, 2). The narrow end of the specimen bears traces of battering. In some cases these are clear-
ly ancient and subsequently water-abraded but other marks appear fresher and are perhaps anthropoge-
nic. The cortex along part of one edge has a picked appearance and this might result from active use of
the stone as a hammer in lithic knapping or passive use of the narrow ridge of the specimen as an anvil.
70/72-17 1s an elongate flat cobble of Devonian schist, the two ends of which are roughly flaked, pro-
bably intentionally rather than by use (Fig. 105, 1). The piece was recovered in two fragments and it is
probable that it split along natural bedding planes as a result of use for hammering or chopping.

Niveau D2

62/75-2 is a flat, angular cobble of Tertiary quartzite (Fig. 89, 6) with two (clearly intentional) small fla-
ke removals from one corner and a third flake removal (which could be accidental) from one side. The
piece may simply have been tested for its suitability as raw material and then not further exploited but
might possibly be classed as a core. 50/86-13 is a cobble of Devonian slate which greatly resembles find
70/72-17 from Niveau D1 (Fig. 105, 1). in its raw material, shape, size and the modification of one end
by rough flaking. The similarity of the two pieces reinforces the impression that these finds represent a
possibly ad hoc, but nevertheless standardised tool type.

Niveau E

59/64-1 is a fractured flat cobble of graywacke with a »picked« surface which is suggestive of scars left
by use as a hammer or retoucher. 78/80-4 is a fragment of a hammerstone of Devonian quartzite, the
cortex of which has impact scars due to the heavy battering which finally led to the fracture of the pie-
ce. The recovered fragment was then re-used to obtain some small flakes leaving a core. This specimen
clearly shows the opportunistic knapping of a quartzite cobble originally brought to the site for another
purpose, a phenomenon which was possibly not uncommon but normally cannot be demonstrated.
80/70-1 is a cobble of coarse Devonian quartzite/dense graywacke and can possibly be considered as a
chopping tool. 80/79-2 is a pebble tool (chopper) of Devonian quartzite. It has two flake removals from
one angular edge but seems rather »rolled«. 81/77-13 is a flattened cobble of reddish coarse sandstone,
probably obtained from gravels primarily or secondarily derived from the catchment of the Moselle.
Although there appears to be some recent damage to the specimen (from cleaning/removing carbonate
concretions?) there are clear areas of ancient picking/scarring which remove the natural cortex at parts
of the edge of the specimen and it is recognisably a hammerstone used in artefact production.
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