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Microliths from 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris
(15th arrondissement): specific arrows for different
types of game hunted in particular places?

Loréne CHESNAUX

Abstract: This chapter presents a functional analysis of Beuronian microliths from the site of 62 rue Henry-Farman in the 15th arron-
dissement of Paris. The combination of use-wear and experimentation brings to light an unexpected spatio-temporal separation of hunt-
ing related activities. Points, just like triangles and crescents, were manufactured on-site and abandoned before being used. Whereas
triangles and crescents, employed as barbs or point-barbs, were reintroduced into the assemblage within carcasses, 80% of which were

wild boar.

THis sTuDY, financed by the ‘Collective Research
Project’ The Final Palaeolithic and Mesolithic in the
Paris Basin and its margins. Habitats, societies and
environments (dir. B. Valentin), forms part of a multi-
disciplinary project investigating Mesolithic occupa-
tions belonging to the Boreal period at Paris, 62 rue
Henry-Farman led by Bénédicte Souffi (Souffi and
Marti, 2011).

We have attempted to document the technical varia-
bility of microliths from loci 1, 2, 3 and 5 by reconstruct-
ing the final stage of their chaines opératoires. These
results are then integrated within a broader consideration
of weapon maintenance and manufacture at Farman and
their palethnographic implications.

THE FARMAN MICROLITHIC
ASSEMBLAGE:
NEW TYPOLOGICAL PROPOSITIONS

he analysis of 279 microliths revealed a certain vari-

ability in the way that the desired form is obtained by
retouch, i.e. different shaping modes of the functioning
parts.

An examination of these different modes, i.e. the
shaping of the microlith’s functioning part, either a type
of point (all extremities having acute angles) or a cutting
edge, alternatively a combination of the two, provides
insights into their intended uses (Christensen and Valen-
tin, 2004; Valentin, 2005 and 2008; Marder et al., 2000;
Chesnaux, in prep.). Points may serve as the leading tip
of the projectile, enabling its penetration and retention in
prey, or serve as side elements, facilitating their insertion
along the shaft.

The classification of microliths by their functioning
parts (active or hafted) overcomes problems of traditional
typologies that often rely on subjective criteria based on
the general form of microliths (e.g. GEEM, 1969).

Combining the two major categories of functioning
parts at Farman, points (defined as all extremities with
acute angles) and cutting edges, resulted in the recog-
nition of four different morpho-technical types (fig. 1).
This identification enabled the development and testing
of hypotheses concerning the role of certain forms — axial
points, point-barbs or barbs—and their hafting modes—
axial, disto-lateral or lateral (fig. 2):

— Type 1, Axial-points (and cutting edge): these are
obliquely truncated points and certain points with trans-
versely retouched bases in the traditional typology. The
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Axed monopoint

A single acute
extremity in the
longitudinal axis
of the microlith

Cutting egde

Cutting egde
ol & !
B | Voo
§ ' A single acute extremity oblique to

' the longitudinal axis of the microlith

1cm

Double-point
First acute extremity [~
3 ) ‘ Cutting egde
+ Second acute extremity %

Triple-point

First acute

extremity in the
A longitudinal axis
] of the microlith

Cutting egde

Third acute extremity Second acute extremity

Fig. 1 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Microlith typology based on shaping by retouch (drawings by E. Boitard-Bidaut).
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Axial haftings

Example of an axial hafting
with an axed monopoint

Functioning in axial point
The microlith ensures the penetration and the laceration

Example of an axial hafting
with a triple-point

Lateral haftings

2cm

Functioning in point-barb
The microlith ensures the penetration
the laceration and the retention

C.

Example of a disto-lateral
hafting with a double-point

Functioning in barb
The microlith ensures the laceration
and the retention

d.

Examples of lateral haftings
distant from the tip of the arrow
with a double-point and an offset
monopoint

Fig. 2 — Hafting modes.

point is created in the distal or proximal end of the blank,
parallel to the longitudinal axis of the microlith (hypo-
thetical axial hafting: fig. 2a).

— Type 2, Offset-points (and cutting edge): several
crescents and scalene triangles having a single point
formed either in the microlith’s distal or proximal part.
The point is offset to the longitudinal axis of the micro-
lith (hypothetical lateral hafting, fig. 2d). Although rare at
Farman, this type is well-represented in the early phases
of the Sauveterrian in southeastern France, notably at
Grande Rivoire (Chesnaux, 2010).

— Type 3, Double-points (with or without a cutting
edge): this type is represented at Farman by the major-
ity of crescents and scalene triangles, all isosceles trian-
gles and certain points with transversely retouched bases.
These microliths have two opposed points in the blank’s
mesial section, perpendicular to the transversal axis of
the piece. All scalene triangles and certain crescents have
a point in the microlith’s longitudinal axis and another,
sharper point, offset to this axis (hypothetical disto-lateral
hafting as point-barbs or laterally as barbs: fig. 2c and
fig. 2d).

— Type 4, Triple-points (and cutting edges): certain
pieces with retouched bases (a concave basal truncation)

with a point created in the blank’s distal or proximal part,
parallel to the microlith’s axis, and two opposed basal
points (hypothetical axial hafting: fig. 2b).

The distribution of these different types by locus
can be found in tables 1 and 2. This variability may be
explained by successive occupations and an evolution of
weaponry at Farman. B. Souffi has also noted that locus 3,
containing both obliquely truncated points and isosceles
triangles, can be attributed to an earlier occupation dated
to the Preboreal/Boreal transition that is earlier than the
other loci (Souffi and Marti, 2011). However, given the
absence of a dated micro-stratigraphy it is difficult to
precisely reconstruct the different stages of occupation.
Therefore we have chosen to explore this variability in
functional terms by reconstituting the different uses of
microliths based on observable damage patterns.

MICROLITH BREAKAGE PATTERNS:
AN EXPERIMENTAL MODEL

An experimental protocol was established in order
to formally identify impact damage connected to
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Locus 1 Locus 2 Locus 3 | Locus 5 Total
|_Triple-points %0
PTRB 9 6 0 19
Scalene triangles 0 0 0 6
_Double-points 142
Crescents 12 22 3 33
Scalene triangles 22 6 6 20
Isoscele triangles 1 3 5 1
PTRB 2 2 2 2
_Offset monopoints 14
Crescents 0 2 0 0
Scalene triangles 2 2 2 6
Axed monopoints 60
PTRB 3 2 3 7
oTP 8 8 7 12
Undetermined 0 1 3 6
Undetermined 1 9 2 11 23
Total 60 63 33 123 279
PTRB : Points with transversely retouched bases
OTP : Obliquely truncated points
Table 1 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Shaping by retouch according to locus (numerically).
locus 1 Locus 2 Locus 3 Locus 5 Total %
Axed monopoints 18% 16% 39% 20% 59 21%
Triple-points 15% 9,5% 0 20% 40 15%
Double-points 62% 52,5% 49% 46% 142 51%
Offset monopoints 3% 8% 6% 5% 15 5%
Undetermined 2% 14% 6% 9% 23 8%
Total 279 100%

Table 2 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Shaping by retouch according to locus (percentages).

Axial and lateral haftings

Disto-lateral
and lateral haftings

1cm

;

Lateral hafting

Fig. 3 — Experimentation. Arrows with three different types of haft settings.
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the use of microliths as projectile elements, compared
to those produced during manufacture or trampling.
This protocol was built on the work of M. O’Farrell
(2004) and the TFPPS study group (see notably Gen-
este and Plisson, 1986 and 1989). A second aim of this
study is to distinguish breakage patterns which are
characteristic of the microlith’s position on the shaft
as Crombé et al. (2001), Philibert (2002) or Yaroshe-
vitch et al. (2010) have done. The originality of this
study lies in the fact that we have sought to identify
patterns of microlith damage and dispersal according
to three precise haft settings (axial, disto-lateral or lat-
eral, figs. 2a, 2¢c, 2d, 3) and to understand the factors
underlying these patterns (position of the microlith on
the shaft, adhesive type, contact with bone, anatomical
zone impacted).

We have employed the terminology published by the
Ho Ho Nomenclature Committee (1979) and updated by
Fischer et al. (1984) to describe different fracture types
observed on lithic material. Microscopic observations
were carried out according to the accepted protocol
based on the work of S. Semenov (1964), L. Keeley
(1980) and H. Plisson (1985).

Breaks during manufacture

One hundred microliths manufactured from 122 bladelets
and lamellar flakes were tested (fig. 4). The majority of
the 22 knapping accidents were produced by an overly
penetrating retouch gesture that led to a transverse bend-
ing/torsion fracture, sometimes in the form of a Kru-
kowski microburin. In 15 of the 22 accidents, fracture

1cm

Fig. 4 — Experimentation. Two microliths fractured during
manufacture. a: Krukowski microburin; b: clean transverse
bending fracture.

negatives have a flat (or smooth) morphology or clearly
show a well-defined lip. The seven other cases corre-
spond to smooth, coned spin-off or bending fractures
whose lengths do not exceed 1.8 mm.

Trampling Fractures

One hundred microliths, buried within and spread
across the surface of a silty-clay matrix containing
abundant blocks of limestone between 1 and 10 cm in
length, were trampled. Only 19 microliths were dam-
aged, however only 12 edges were recovered with
chipped or micro-chipped edges (barely visible to the
naked eye), 9 had snap terminating transverse bending
fractures (fig. 5) or with lips that did not surpass 1.5 mm
in length of which 3 also displayed 1 mm long dorsal
spin-off fractures. Finally, one example portrayed a
1.7 mm long burin-like removal originating from the
pointed extremity (fig. 6).

Diagnostic Impact Damage

Whether occurring during manufacture or trampling, no
lip or spin-off fracture exceeding 1.8 mm was observed.
During the four experimental archery sessions (see
below) the same types of fractures were obtained, in
addition to fractures where the lip or spin-offs did surpass
1.8 mm. We therefore considered these latter fractures
types, never replicated during manufacture or trampling,
as diagnostic of microliths used as projectile elements
and to increase confidence, we raised the fracture cut-off
from 1.8 mm to 2 mm.

The arrow indicates the hinged extremity of a
“ removal which precedes the detachment of the blank
of this micropoint. Therefore it isn't the languette
of the bending fracture

Fig. 5 — Experimentation. Micropoint bearing a transverse
bending fracture with a snap termination from trampling.
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Fig. 6 — Experimentation. Crescent with a transverse bend-
ing fracture with a snap termination from trampling, in-
cluding the formation of a spin-off on the dorsal surface
(right-hand insert).

After
impact

Before
impact

Fig. 7 — Experimentation. Axially hafted point broken into
at least four parts on impact.

Fig. 8 — Experimentation. One of the rare examples of a
lipped transverse fracture on a disto-laterally hafted trian-
gle.

During the experiments, two other damage types
were also produced (solely along the cutting edges of
the microliths) that did not occur during manufacture
or trampling: tiered (Gassin, 1996) or hinged termina-
tions perpendicular or oblique to the cutting edge. These
scar types were also considered diagnostic of microliths
hafted as projectile weaponry elements.

Damage and microlith shaft position

During the four experimental shooting sessions involv-
ing the carcasses of recently killed sheep and wild boar,
it became clear (contra Yaroshevitch et al., 2010) that
impact damage types and frequencies do not directly
depend on the microlith’s shape, but rather its exposure
to impact and thus position on the shaft.

One hundred and forty three arrows were fired at
distances of 10 and 15 m from simple 40 and 45 pound
bows. The effects were noted on 66 axial-points hafted in
the axis of the piece (obliquely truncated points or points
with transversely retouched bases, Sauveterre points and
pointed backed bladelets), 45 double- and triple-points
hafted disto-laterally forming barbed points (points with
retouched bases, scalene and isosceles triangles and cres-
cents) and on 293 double-points and offset-points hafted
laterally as barbs (of a total of 484 microliths tested, 80
were not recovered).

After a single shot we noted, regardless the type of
microlith:

1) That axially hafted microliths suffered the full
force of the impact resulting in a fracture frequency of
52% (35% of which were diagnostic). The damage was
mostly in the form of transverse fractures (47% of all
points observed, breakage in more than two parts was
frequent, fig. 7), but also very occasionally (5%) long,
burin-like fractures originating from the distal extremity
(> 4mm). These percentages are comparable with other
experiments that tested axially hafted microliths (notably
Fischer et al., 1984; Crombé et al., 2001).

2) The disto-laterally hafted microliths were less fre-
quently fragmented (27%) and seldom diagnostic (13%).
It seems that the lithic element was subjected to a less
violent impact as the force was distributed between the
microlith and the shaft. As with axial microliths, the
damage noted on the two pointed extremities of the disto-
laterally hafted microliths was transverse and/or burin-
like (fig. 8).

3) On the other hand, it is rare for microliths hafted
laterally, away from the piercing end of the arrow,
to fracture transversely. The frequency of damage is
21% (14% with edge damage, 5 % with a burin-like
removal —fig. 9—and 2% presenting both edge damage
and transverse fractures). Only 8% of this damage (burin-
like fractures and chipping only) was diagnostic.

Disto-lateral haft settings present qualitatively simi-
lar damage to axial settings, but in similar proportions



Microliths from 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris (15th arrondissement) 125

0.5 mm

Fig. 9 — Experimentation. Diagnostic burin-like impact re-
moval on a laterally hafted crescent.

as the laterally hafted microliths. While no single dam-
age type alone is indicative of the microlith’s position on
the shaft, the representation of burin-like and transverse
damage in the assemblage may indicate the function(s) of
the microlithic component (table 3). Even if chipping is
sometimes diagnostic of impact, it is inconsequential for
recognising the microlith’s position on the shaft. In fact,
chipping can occur all along the unmodified cutting edge
of a microlith no matter its position on the shaft.

Performance and dispersal of microliths

When axially hafted microliths broke (52%), the proxi-
mal fragment remained almost systematically in the shaft
(48% of cases), while one or several distal fragments
became lodged in the carcass. In three rare occurrences
(n = 3), dislodged points were recovered intact in the
carcass. This dispersal model for axially hafted points is
therefore very similar to the one proposed by Chadelle
et al. (1991), whereby upon returning from the hunt prox-
imal parts of microliths were introduced to the site still
intact in the arrow shafts, while mesial or distal fragments
were lodged in the game.

Experimental microliths hafted disto-laterally and
laterally had a different trajectory. Indeed, having been

hafted along the arrow’s shaft and not in its axis, they eas-
ily became dislodged and were either lost in the carcass or
fell to the ground when the arrow was removed (similar
to what was observed by Crombé et al., 2001). A second
mechanical aspect may explain the dislodgement of these
microliths: the wave produced by the arrow’s impact was
transmitted through the shaft and induced a shock that
brought about the detachment of the microlith. During
the penultimate experiment employing sheep carcasses,
including the careful examination of the skeleton and the
viscera, of the 111 laterally hafted microliths, 52 were
recuperated in the carcasses (viscera, muscles and bones),
amongst which 21 (or 38% of the detached microliths)
were damaged and 32 remained intact.

The disto-laterally and laterally hafted microliths
damaged upon impact were often recovered within the
animal. As a general rule, the lateral microliths seldom
broke, but frequently detached within the carcass.

MICROLITH DAMAGE AT FARMAN

he entirety of damage incurred by the microliths

from Farman was compared with the experimental
reference collection (see above). Diagnostic and non-
diagnostic impact damage by microlith type can be found
in tables 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8.

Generally speaking, total diagnostic damage is low:
5% (n = 2) for triple-points (points with transversely
retouched bases and scalene triangles), 6% (n = 4) for
axial-points (points with transversely retouched bases or
obliquely truncated points) and 11% (n = 15) for double-
points (crescents and triangles). Offset-points presented
no traces of diagnostic impact. Non-diagnostic damage
is more frequent across all microlith types: 47% (n = 19)
for triple-points and 43% (n = 26) for axial-points (points
with transversely retouched bases or obliquely truncated
points), 53% (n = 75) for double-points and 14% (n = 2)

POSITION ON THE SHAFT
DIAGROSTIC AXIAL DISTO-LATERAL
DAMAGES EATERAC
Transversal fractures +++ ++ -
Burin-like fractures + ++ ++
PERCENTAGE OF THE
DIAGNOSTIC DAMAGES 35% 13% 8%

Table 3 — Experimentation. Burin-like and transversal impact damage according to the microlith's position on the shaft.
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Locus 1 I Locus 2 I Locus 3 I Locus 5 Total
PTRB PTRB
Non diag. dam. 5 4 0 17
Diag. dam. 0 0 0 1 1
Undam. 4 2 0 10 16
Scalene triangles Scalene triangles
Non diag. dam. 0 0 0 2 2
Diag. dam. 0 0 0 1 1
Undam. 0 0 0 3 3
Total 40/ 100%
PTRB : Points with transversely retouched bases Total diag. dam. 2/ 5%
gi;?]" ?1:?1232;;} Total non di-ag. dam 19/ 47%
undam. : undamaged
Table 4 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Breakage of triple-points.
Locus 1 Locus 2 Locus 3 Locus 5 Total
PTBR PTRB
Non d:'aE. dam. 2 2 1 1 6-
Diag. dam. 0 0 0 1 1
Undam. 1 0 2 8
OTP OTP
Non diag. dam. 1 3 3 4 11
Diag. dam. 0 0 1 0 1
Undam. 7 5 3 8 23
Undetermined Undetermined
Non diag. dam. 0 1 2 6 9
Diag. dam. 0 0 1 0 1
Total 60 / 100%
PTRB : Points with transversely retouched bases Total diag. dam. 4/ 6%
gi;;%?:g:j:‘l’i?”"“’md points [Total non diag. dam| 26 / 43%
dam. : damage(s)
Table 5 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Breakage of axial-points.
Locus 1 Locus 2 Locus 3 ] Locus 5 Total
Crescents Crescents
Non diag. dam. 10 12 1 22 45
Diag. dam. 0 4 2 1 7
Undam. 2 6 10 18
Scalene triangles Scalene triangles
Non diag. dam. 11 4 2 8 25
Diag. dam. 2 0 1 3 6
Undam. 9 2 3 9 23
Isoscele triangles Isoscele triangles
Non diag. dam. 0 2 0 0 2
Diag. dam. 0 0 2 0 2
Undam. 1 1 3 1 6
PTRB PTRB
Non diag. dam. 1 1 1 0 3
Diag. dam. 0 0 0 0 0
Undam. 1 1 1 2 5
Total 142 / 100%
(F;LF;B :: gi(;i;t‘s;\;:zh transversely retouched bases Total end. diag. 15/ 11%
dam.: damage(s) Total non diag. dam| 75/ 53%

Tabl. 6 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Breakage of double-points.
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Locus 1 l Locus 2 I Locus 3 [ Locus 5 _[ Total
Crescents Crescents
Non diag. dam. 0 1 0 0 1
Diag. dam. 0 0 0 0 0
Undam. 0 1 0 0 1
Scalene triangles Scalene triangles
Non diag. dam. 1 0 0 0 1
Diag. dam. 0 0 0 0 0
Undam. 1 2 2 6 11
) _ Total 14 soit 100%
diag. : diagnostic -
dam. : damage(s) Total diag. dam. 0
undam. : undamaged Total non diag. dam. 2 soit 14%
Tabl. 7 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Breakage of offset-points.
Undetermined Locus1 Locus 2 Locus 3 Locus 5 Total
Non diag. dam. 1 8 2 10 21
Diag. dam. 0 1 0 1 2
Total 23 / 100%
s Total diag.dam. | 2/ o%
Total non diag. dam.| 21/ 91%

Tabl. 8 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Breakage of indeterminate microliths.

for offset-points. Finally, while 23 microliths were far too
damaged to be attributed to a type, two were however
definitely broken on impact.

All of the material was also observed microscopically
(x 100 and x 200). Despite the flint’s sometimes heav-
ily altered microtopography, wear associated with a non-
identifiable grainy micro-polish at the interface of the
backed edge and ventral surface was noted on 10 double-
points from locus 2 (fig. 10). It is possible that this wear,
having smoothed over the protuberances produced by the
proximal retouch negatives, represents a technical action.

Non-Diagnostic impact damage

Non-diagnostic impact damage is generally very diffi-
cult to interpret given its equivocal nature (see below).
Nevertheless, a portion of the Farman microliths dem-
onstrating snap terminating transverse bending fractures
or having a lip of a non-diagnostic length were certainly
damaged during manufacture, which we know took place
on-site given the significant number of microburins pre-
sent in all loci (Souffi and Marti, 2011).

Diagnostic impact damage: different traces
for different types of microliths

Diagnostic impact damage differs (tables 9 and 10)
between double-points (triangles and crescents) or triple-

Fig. 10 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Crescent with detail
of the worn ventral edge representing a faded grainy mi-
cropolish.
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TRADITIONAL TYPES
POINTS WITH
DIAGNOSTIC CRESCENTS TRIANGLES TRANSVERSELY OBLIQUELY TRUNCATED | r7p;
DAMAGES POINTS
RETOUCHED BASES

Transversal fractures 1 2 2 g 6
Burin-like fractures 6 4 1 0 11
Edge damages 0 3 0 1 4

Table 9 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Diagnostic damage by traditional types of microliths.

MORPHOTECHNICAL TYPES

DIAGNOSTIC
AXED MONOPOINTS TRIPLE-POINTS DOUBLE-POINTS OFFSET MONOPOQINTS

DAMAGES
Transversal fractures 2 1 3 0
Burin-like fractures 0 1 10 0

PERCENTAGE OF THE

DIAGNOSTIC 5% 6% 11% 0

DAMAGES

Table 10 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Burin-like and transversal diagnostic impact damage by major morpho-technical

categories.

Enléevement burinant

Fracture transversale par flexion
alanguette > 2 mm

Tcm

Fig. 11 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Two examples of diagnostic impact damage on double-points. a: crescent with a burin-
like removal along the backed edge originating from an extremity; b: triangle fractured transversely by bending with a lip

greater than 2 mm.
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Second burin-like fracture

First burin-like fracture

I:') \

Fig. 12 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Diagnostic impact damage on a triangle which could indicate hafting on the distal part

of the shaft (see insert).

points / axial-points (points with transversely or obliquely
truncated bases).

Of the 15 double-points (7 crescents, 6 scalene trian-
gles and 2 isosceles triangles) damaged on impact, most
(n=10) incurred burin-like fractures (fig. 11a) with trans-
verse impact damage found only on two triangles and a
crescent (fig. 11b). In comparison with our experimental
model (cf. table 3), the over-representation of burin-like
fractures compared with transverse fractures on double-
points from Farman, as well as the under-representation
of diagnostic impact damage, argues in favour of the
majority being hafted laterally on the shaft as barbs. Nev-
ertheless, the presence of double-points with transverse
fractures and diagnostic lips indicative of violent impact
(similar to the burin-like fracture on a triangle from Far-
man: fig. 12) and absent from experimental barbs sug-
gests that at least several double-points were hafted disto-
laterally as part of barbed points.

On the other hand, the majority of diagnostic damage
observed on axial-points and triple-points (n = 3) demon-
strates a haft setting at the end of the shaft (fig. 13). Had
axial-points and triple-points from Farman functioned in
the same way as double-points, therefore as barbs, they
would have presented higher frequencies of burin-like
damage. Moreover, three of them bear damage referable
to violent shocks (transverse fractures with a diagnostic
lip) and are therefore indicative of hafting on the tip of
the shaft as either barbed or axial-points. Given the shape
of these microliths, their axial hafting is almost certain.

This being the case, the percentage of impact dam-
age observable on experimental axial-points is much
more significant (35%) than that seen with axial (5%) and
triple-points (6%) from Farman. Given the small number
bearing traces of impact (returned from the hunt) and the
significant number of complete abandoned pieces (man-
ufacture defaults?), it appears that points manufactured

Transversal bending fracture with a languette > 2 mm

Fig. 13 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Diagnostic impact
damage on a triple point (left, point with a transversely re-
touched base) and on an axial point (right, obliquely trun-
cated point).

at the site were designed to hunt game, which was for a
large part not brought back and processed at Farman.

DISCUSSION

Manufacture and use of microliths
at Farman: an assessment

At Farman, double-points (triangles and crescents) were
not uniquely mounted as barbs, but also as part of point-
barbs. This demonstration contradicts the model pro-
posed by A. Thévenin (1990) in which crescents and
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1cm

[771 1. Negative of a burin-like removal caused by an impact

[7] 2.Inverse retouches which intersect the burin-like removal

Fig. 14 — 62 rue Henry-Farman, Paris. Triangle having been repaired after its use (drawing after E.Boitard-Bidaut).

triangles served as barbs for arrowheads, whereas points
with transversely retouched bases or obliquely truncated
points constituted elements of axial tips (see Loshult
arrowheads; Rozoy, 1978). The double-points appear
instead to have been hafted as a lateral alignment of barbs
beginning from the distal extremity of the arrow (see fig.
3, middle). Of course, it cannot be excluded that certain
triangles and crescents may also have been designed to
be hafted on the same shaft as axial-points (points with
transversely retouched bases or obliquely truncated
points, see fig. 3, left).

Furthermore, triangles and crescents appear to have
functioned in a very similar manner and grouping them
together based on intended use (double points) seems
entirely justified as only their method of retouch differs.

Manufacture and use of triangles
and crescents: unity of time and place

Double-points were manufactured at each locus, used on-
site or in the vicinity of the site, and ultimately reintro-
duced to the site in the unprocessed carcasses of game
(Leduc and Bridault, 2009) or on the shafts of arrows
according to our dispersal model for laterally hafted
microliths. This is illustrated by the refitting of an isos-
celes triangle damaged upon impact and its microburin
by B. Souffi at locus 3. This microlith, hafted as a barb or
part of a point-barb, was reintroduced to the assemblage
upon return from the hunt in either a carcass or still hafted
on the shaft of an arrow. As the microlith was too badly
damaged, it was abandoned at the site. A triangle and a
crescent (see double-points), probably used to rearm an
arrow on-site, were also repaired. Both had suffered diag-
nostic burin-like fractures originating from one of the two
points, continuing 4 mm along triangle’s edge and 3 mm
along the crescent’s truncation. These two burin-like
removals were then partially retouched by a semi-abrupt

inverse backing on their third edge. This type of repair
attests to the care taken in maintaining hunting weap-
ons, as has already been demonstrated in the completely
different context of the Magdalenian (Q31) at Etiolles
(Christensen and Valentin, 2004).

Manufacture and use of axial-points and
triple-points: a spatio-temporal segmentation

These microliths, designed to serve as axial-points, were
manufactured on-site and were exported on the shafts of
arrows to be used in an unidentified location; if damaged,
they rarely returned to Farman. Were their blanks pro-
duced from the same debitage sequences as those of cres-
cents and triangles? In the future it would be interesting
to explore the precise implications of the different loca-
tions where these artefacts were used vis-a-vis the chaine
opératoire of their production.

Specific arrows for different game
hunted in particular places?

The zooarchaeological analysis demonstrates that the
faunal spectrum from each locus is dominated by wild
boar brought whole to site. The kill was then initially
processed and certain parts exported from the site
(Leduc and Bridault, 2009). These results are in general
agreement with our model for the use of triangles and
crescents. Can we perhaps deduce that the occupants
of Farman preferentially hunted wild boar with arrows
equipped with these sorts of microliths? This hypoth-
esis invites comparison with similar collections from
northern France where sites with wild boar are well-rep-
resented (notably Les Closeux, in the Hauts-de-Seine:
Lang et al., 2008; Saleux in the Somme: Fagnart et al.,
2008; Bignon et al., this volume or Warluis in the Oise:
Ducrocq et al., 2008). Another question emerges: what
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happened to the axial-points manufactured at Farman?
Did they essentially serve to hunt other species besides
wild boar? Were these other species, which were not
processed at Farman, brought to another location in the
territory after the hunt?

CONCLUSION

he traditional typology of Mesolithic microliths

based on simple morphometric criteria cannot alone
provide answers to the economic questions we pose
today. Such a typology may actually be at an impasse as
it classifies microliths simply by their general shape and
not the intention underlying it. A classification that takes
into account shaping by retouch seems to constitute the
essential first step for a functional analysis of microliths
as it aims to identify intentions based on their use. This

theoretical model, in conjunction with the compilation of
experimental traces, informs our interpretations of micro-
lith breakage patterns.

At Farman, two distinct contexts of microlith use
were reconstructed; only triangles and crescents were
used (and re-used) on-site, whereas axial-points were
mostly manufactured at the site.

This differential treatment of projectile weaponry ele-
ments, whose possible recurrence elsewhere ought to be
investigated, opens new perspectives for our conception
of Beuronian microliths and the organisation of Meso-
lithic hunting practices.
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documented periods, and limited the scope to Northern France and certain neighbouring
regions. The first part contains several preludes to monographs highlighting potential future
studies as well as various patterns in the structuring of space and the location of camps.
These, as well as other complementary discoveries, provide material for the second part of
the volume dedicated to new data concerning the functional dynamics of Mesolithic camps.
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