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Rites and Symbols

93. Mesolithic engraved bone pins:
The art of fashion at Téviec (Morbihan, France)

Eva David

The revisiting of the Téviec bone material by means of technological analysis, including taphonomy and use-
wear, enabled us to separate bone implements from the rest of the osseous material discovered in Mesolithic
burials at this site. As a result, we find that pointed pieces made from animal bones were associated with the
deceased regardless of their age or gender. Except for five such pieces recognized by the excavators, the
points or awls were all engraved (up to 14 to date). Engravings in the form of a series of notches on the point
are interpreted as decorative. It turns out that such objects were intended for a functional purpose: to act
as a safety pin for holding garments together on the body. A pairing of such points has even been attested
along with other objects that constituted personal ornaments of some children. This suggests that wearing
bone pins was common across age groups and was an expression of fashion or could act as a group identity
marker at the end of the sixth millennium cal BC. In this regard, the bone technology supports a socio-cultural
regionalism present in Brittany at the end of the Mesolithic.

Keywords: grave, bone point, art, function, group identity

Interest in revisiting the Téviec material

A recurrent problem with some recently published stud-
ies on the archaeological material from Téviec is that the
site has often been viewed as a single archaeological hori-
zon (Marchand 2003, 2014). However, at Téviec, there are
burials, shell middens, and other archaeological struc-
tures and features, which the Péquarts mentioned in their
publication, suggesting that these features actually reflect
a series of successive human occupations (Péquart and
Péquart 1937, 18). This has had a large impact on most
of the offered interpretations, and notably on the use of
the Téviec material to emphasize an apparent growth
in social complexity during the Early Holocene in Eu-
rope (Newell et al. 1990), or to suggest an initial Palae-
olithic-Mesolithic substrate at the roots of the Neolithic
megalithic tradition (e.g. Van Berg and Cauwe 1996), a
complexity not yet reflected in the evolution of animal
livestock and representations in such societies (Tresset
2005a). The presence of a few potsherds found close to the
necropolis (the Carnac Museum staff, pers. obs.) suggests
that diverse occupation phases, perhaps including the Ne-
olithic, might have taken place on site soon or long after
the Téviec island saw a cemetery built from its rocky sub-
strate, even though burials yielded neither ceramics nor
any remains of domesticated animals (Tresset 2005a) or
polished stone axes (Péquart and Péquart 1929).

If the original absolute dating of some human remains
from the Téviec cemetery (Schulting 1999) would theoret-
ically fit either the Mesolithic or Neolithic (Meiklejohn et
al. 2010), results obtained from collagen stable isotope (car-
bon) analysis of human bones attest to the fact that the pop-
ulation buried at Téviec was essentially oriented towards a
Mesolithic kind of subsistence (Schulting 2005; Schulting
and Richards 2001; Schulting et al. 2004). This result is in
keeping with those from the rest of Europe where, com-
pared to Neolithic communities, Mesolithic groups large-
ly hunted and gathered animal resources, mainly from
aquatic biotopes (e.g Dupont and Gruet 2005; Richards
et al. 2003). Hence, the whole of the Téviec archaeological
material can be used to examine the development from a
Mesolithic to a Neolithic society at the end of the sixth mil-
lennium cal BC. Taking only a part of this assemblage into
account, we can see that it was used to define the Late Mes-
olithic Teviecian culture because of the use of indirect per-
cussion for bladelet production (Guesquiere and Marchand
2010). Téviec is similar to other contemporaneous archaeo-
logical sites in modes of land-use strategies, lithic-resource
exploitation, stone artefact-types, and technology (March-
and 2005). Discussed in this way, Brittany, where the site of
Téviec is located, can be viewed as a particular Mesolith-
ic region used for at least ~400 years, from 5640 to 5220
cal BC (Meiklejohn et al. 2010).
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Indeed, the concept of territorial mobility is supported by
the distribution of raw materials and lithic production where
internal moves between various exploitation zones became
gradually restricted to the main region (Gouletquer et al.
1996; Yven 2004). Whereas the cluster related to the Breton
group, initially defined using the Téviec craniometric data,
could have resulted from an earlier shift in human morpho-
logical features, as a result of adaptation and stochastic long-
term processes (Brewster et al. 2014), relevant data based on
isotopic ratios support a regional (mobility) pattern. This is
true even though that locally the pattern might have been
more complex due to potential interactions between coast-
al and inland groups in the process of hypergyny (Schulting
2003). This being said, regionalism has not yet been support-
ed by the whole set of faunal remains available for study. It has
indeed been stressed that comparable patterns of behaviour
are seen in animal procurement and consumption, notably
towards large bird species (puftin, woodcock, mallard, etc.)
along with most of the usual terrestrial mammals (large un-
gulates mainly), between Téviec and other Mesolithic coastal
sites situated in more northern regions of Europe (Tresset
2005b). But, from a tiny part of the Téviec assemblage alone,
the quasi-consistent behavioural patterns would actually fit
with the marine transgressions of Brittany, equivalent to a re-
gional or long-term use of the local Atlantic littoral. It seems
that results vary the most depending on whether the studied
assemblage derives from the whole of the Téviec archaeolog-
ical material or from only one of its stratigraphic units. In
addition, certain artefact-types, such as pendants, are rele-
vant enough to enable a large-scale study, which allows for
the drawing of independent inferences based on that type of
material alone (e.g. Rigaud et al. 2015).

As the Téviec material thus provides potentially contra-
dictory insights, perhaps also due to a relatively wide disper-
sal of the collection (Vigier 2007), there is a need to restore
associations between artefacts and their original provenance
at Téviec. Here, this is done by means of articulating various
fields within the technological approach, including tapho-
nomy, refitting, and objects’ biographies (e.g David and
Kjallgvist 2018). Regarding the Téviec burial ground, which
would represent the most informative material (Binford 1971)
for reconstructing the sixth-millennium cal BC funerary
practices and group identities in Brittany, we have tried to dis-
tinguish what might have been deposited by the group versus
what belonged to the buried person during their lifetime ver-
sus what are accidental inclusions in the (re)filling of a vault.
Therefore, a double aspect is discussed: artefact-burial asso-
ciations and functions of the commonly associated artefacts.

Artefact-burial associations: The burial/
bone taphonomic group Il

As assumption can be made that if human bodies and (un)
worked animal parts were deposited at the same time, the
remaining osseous component of these materials should

have altered in the same way (e.g. Meiklejohn et al. 2005).
Regardless of the anatomical origin of finds or their pre-
cise location in burials, the anthropogenic-originated
actions are seen as being part of the biostratinomic and
biodiagenetic (taphonomic) processes affecting deposits
(Auguste 1994, 18). As identified by the Péquarts (1937),
and recently confirmed by Boulestin (2016), 23 individu-
als can be recognized from 10 vaults. Once in their pri-
mary position, the deceased might have been wrapped in
a burial cloth fixed at the level of the chest with a man-
ufactured bone point. The dead were then ‘encased’ in a
nest of both shed and unshed stag red deer antlers be-
fore being covered by stone cairns, thus leaving the grave
visible.

Grouping specimens of hard organic origin was possi-
ble by principally considering their external aspects, since
biochemical components of the burial environment gen-
erally affect osseous material by means of osmosis or di-
rect contact (Efremov 1940). Thus, observations about the
colour and surface quality of each piece (porosity, ‘patina’,
and patterns of cortical alteration) enable one to group the
osseous material in five general taphonomic categories,
even though specific material (teeth, for instance) may
show its own modification traits in relation to its peculiar
structural properties (Espinoza et al. 1990). From a total
of 71 osseous pieces recorded by the excavators (except
for the antlers constituting each nest), the Carnac and
Saint-Germain museum collections contain 61 manufac-
tured items (weapons, tools, objects, and waste products)
in addition to some faunal remains (David 2016). Based
on the original data from publications and archives, apart
from six additional pieces (David 2016) (Fig. 93.1:30-35)
from layers not identified by the Péquarts, all pieces from
taphonomic group III were found in graves only. Their
taphonomic characteristics are comparable to those of
Mesolithic human bones (Fig. 93.1). Moreover, consider-
ing the fact that these aspects relate to different skeletons
and/or anatomical parts, all human bones are also as-
signed to group III (the Carnac Museum, pers. obs.). This
implies that the process by which bodies became bones
unfolded in a similar way for each burial (group III). Even
though it is assumed that bodies must have been buried
at distinct moments in time, the post-depositional factors
did progress under similar conditions, independet of the
burial context and type of osseous remains left there, be
they skeletal remains or tools.

As for the differences in colour/shading within the
group III assemblage, the presence of ochre in some graves
and that of an older grave isolated inside a single burial vault
(K’ skeleton no. 6) provide explanations for the fact that
some pieces are more reddish (Fig. 93.1:36, 51) while others
are more greyish (Fig. 93.1:54-55). However, six items in-
itially attributed to graves ‘D’ (Fig. 93.1:23, 60-61) and ‘K’
(Fig. 93.1:6, 12, and 21) show another taphonomic aspect.
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Fig. 93.1. Grouping of the Téviec bone industry according to their taphonomic characteristics except for three pieces
illustrated in Péquart and Péquart (1937, PI. X:19, 21, PI. IX:5) but not found in the collections; five bone awls (1937, PI.
XI1:9-10, 15, 17-18) and a seal tooth illustrated and/or mentioned in the publication but not found in other museums
(Graves A, B, E, and M; Grave L has no bone material) as well as all smaller shell beads and the large shed/unshed antler
pieces were not available for this study. All anatomical identifications and photographs by Eva David.

Group | - Light coloured (light yellow brown), porous, rough-like cortex, vermiculated (12 pieces made from teeth and
bones): 1: thin double bone point (no. R81.1.16); 2: tip end of a bone needle (no. R81.1.22); 3-4: tip ends of bone awls
(nos. R81.1.18 & 390); 5: basal part of a bone awl (no. R81.1.385); 6: bone waste product (no. R81.1.224); 7: broken tooth

42 43 49 50
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burin (no. R81.1.382); 8-9: pointed end of tooth tools (nos. R81.1.396 & 392); 10: stem of a tooth tool (no. R81.1.398); 11:
tooth burin (no. R81.1.15); 12: bone awl (no. R81.1.225);

Group Il - Dark coloured (dark yellow brown), not porous, glaze-like and/or desquamated cortex, vermiculated (seven
specimens made from bones and antler tines): 13: robust burnt bone awl (no. R81.1.11); 14: burnt red deer phalanx (no.
R81.1.6); 15: burnt bone fragment (no. R81.1.407); 16-17: tip ends of bone awls, burnt (nos. R81.1.406 & -388); 18: burnt
cervid tine antler fragment (no. R81.1.75); 19: burnt bone fragment (no. R81.1.400);

Group Il - Light coloured (light rose greyish), not porous, desquamated cortex, not vermiculated (27 pieces made from teeth and
bones; the two pecten are not illustrated here): 28: small antler hammer (burr) showing a rhombic perforation as a handled
part (no. 77579-138); 29: bone pointed tip or tang (no. R81.1.391); 30-33: tip ends of engraved bone awls (nos. R81.1.229, 19,
21, & 386); 34: mammal rib fragment (no. R81.1.226); 35-36: pig or human (?) rib diaphysis and a fish bone, both showing
modern engravings (nos. R81.1.2 & 77579-139); 37-40: tooth beads (nos. R81.1.142, 139, 141, & 140); 41: engraved broken
bone awl with a pointed tang (no. R81.1.143); 42-43: engraved bone awls that refit together from a red deer metatarsus
(nos. R81.1.103 & 102); 44: engraved and perforated bone awl (no. R81.1.104); 45: engraved bone awl shortened at its base
(no. R81.1.146); 46-48, 53: broken engraved bone awls (nos. R81.1.144, 145, 147 & 4); 49-52: engraved bone awls (nos.
R81.1.14, 13, 77579-133 & R81.1.3); 54: hafted antler bevelled end tool (no. R81.1.7); 55: antler punch (no. R81.1.9);

Group IV - Dark coloured (dark yellow brown), porous, rough-like cortex, vermiculated (nine pieces made from bones and
tine antlers): 20: antler punch (no. R81.1.10); 21: straight antler handle (nos. R81.1.403 & 401); 22: antler crusher (no.
R81.1.384); 23: basal part of a bone awl (no. 77579-134); 24: entire thin double bone point (nos. R81.1.17 & 394); 25-26:
tip end of bone awls (nos. R81.1.315 & 389); 27: mesial part of a robust bone awl (no. R81.1.383);

Group V- Light coloured (dark orange brown), not porous, rough-like cortex, vermiculated (six pieces made from bones): 56:
split roe deer metatarsus (no. R81.1.8); 57: broken bone diaphysis (no. R81.1.12); 58-59: broken bone awls (nos. R81.1.20
& 387); 60-61: entire thin points with pointed tangs (nos. 77579-136 &-137).

Fig. 93.2. Mesolithic worked
bones from Téviec. a: Modern
engraving made on a Meso-
lithic fish bone found in burial
‘K’ (see the text). b: Anatomi-
cal pairing between twin bone
points made from a single large
cervid (red deer-like) meta-
tarsus bone (caudal face) and
found in association with the
‘king children’ skeletons (grave
‘C’). The bone was split length-
wise (cassure-éclat) probably
after the distal end of the bone
(in the anatomical sense) was
detached. Each bone-blank
represents one-fourth of the
metatarsus in cross-section. To
become an awl, the only bro-
ken-tip-end was made pointed
by (convergent) scraping. The
fracture planes from the split-
ting of the bone are still visible
on the tang of each point and
enable a straightforward con-
joining, allowing for a perfect
refit of the two manufactured
points at their basal ends. An-
atomical identifications and
photographs by Eva David.
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They could either be linked to a possible mixing of sedi-
ments of different origins or periods in the same grave or
relate to the presence of remains connected to Mesolith-
ic funerary practices but physically dissociated from the
deceased and under the influence of other depositional
processes, thus delivering different modification patterns
(artefacts from another layer that was incidentally removed
in order to fill the grave, or animal offerings placed close
to the deceased or into a vault). Along with other speci-
mens, the provenance of which the Péquarts linked to the
midden, they mainly consist of split faunal remains (Fig.
93.1:6, 57), very thin, complete pieces (Fig. 93.1:60-61), and
burnt artefacts (Fig. 93.1:14-16). By means of a taphonomic
analysis, it is not possible to restore the exact provenance
of every single piece, but, at least, it is possible to define
the most probable initial osseous assemblage linked to
Mesolithic burials, i.e. pieces that by all criteria correspond
to both group III and artefacts recorded archaeologically
as or in relation to particular individuals during excava-
tions. In total, there are 22 pieces of bone industry (Fig.
93.1:28-29, 36-55) belonging to this ensemble of worked
bones that clearly belong to certain burials. The remaining
pieces belong to (four) other recorded taphonomic groups
that are supposed to represent other events, perhaps con-
nected to activities linked to burials (group II could refer to
the ‘ritual’ fireplaces), or even other periods. This material
shall be revisited together with the other ‘faunal” remains
described by Boule and Valois (Péquart and Péquart 1937),
and which have not yet been studied. The vermiculation as-
pect, which all of these pieces exhibit, developed mainly in
an open-air environment, and was caused by the roots of
shrubs growing nearby.

Among the pieces originating from burials, we also
aimed to recognize those artefacts that exhibit recent modi-
fications in order to define the assemblage that can best rep-
resent Mesolithic material from the Téviec burials. Manu-
facturing techniques leave specific patterns on bones (David
2004). Two main factors — the time during which the man-
ufactured pieces were used and the period during which the
objects were buried - leave specific patterns on the tools” sur-
face, not to mention the obvious fresh excavation breakage.
Along with the patterns described above, the aspects related
to the manufacturing techniques as well as the presence of
use-wear provide relevant diagnostic criteria.

The case of an engraved fish bone is of special signifi-
cance (Fig. 93.2:a). The bone belongs to taphonomic group
IIT as described above. The engraved groove-like marks
on both surfaces are extremely straight. The colour of the
bone inside these marks is slightly darker than the rest
of the bone's surface. The very large size of these marks
along with the absence of internal striae and the absence
of sediment deposited inside them - a commonly expect-
ed mark of the antiquity of an object - make us finally
reject the engraving as an old one, even though the bone

Eva David

itself is most probably ancient. In the absence of direct
dating, it is the location of this piece, found down in the
oldest grave (6) of vault ‘K’, which gives us its relative
chronology.

An unworked rib with similar fresh engraving marks
was never published by the Péquarts (Fig. 93.1:35). Direct
comparisons of all engraved pieces from the site provid-
ed a referential technical understanding of patterns in
ancient engraving (e.g. David 2010). As a result, the pre-
liminary macro- and micro-observations of every single
osseous tissue gave us ten supplementary engraved pointed
pieces (compared to those mentioned in Schulting 1996),
increasing the original number of the Téviec Mesolithic
‘art’ pieces up to 14 (the Péquarts recognized five including
the recently engraved fish bone). Except for the two that
represent modern engravings on likely original Mesolithic
pieces, the worked bone and antler material from specific
Mesolithic burials (group III) at Téviec is composed of 21
pieces (Fig. 93.1:28-29, 37-55). These are mainly long bone
points or awls, and tooth beads. Antler tools — one of them
a hammer-like tool with a burr that shows percussion im-
pact traces (Fig. 93.1:28) — and numerous perforated shells
(mainly Nassa, Trivia, and Littorina species), and pebbles
are other goods found in graves. They come from graves ‘C’
(three children), ‘D’ (woman and infant), ‘H” (two women
and child), ‘K-5 (woman no. 2), and ‘K-6’ (man with em-
bedded flint arrowhead).

Function of a common artefact: The long awl
made from animal bone used as a safety pin

In addition to hundreds of shells that covered certain ar-
eas of the body, the presence of very long points made on
thin limb bones (wild boar, dog fibula, splintered red deer
metapodial) seems to have been a characteristic associat-
ed with each of the deceased. Most of these points display
a motif in the form of one to several series of transverse
notches replicated axially on the shaft, with no obvious
meaning in their grouping or rhythm (Fig. 93.3). When
considering the best preserved one from the Saint-Ger-
main museum (grave ‘D’), a regular reshaping of the point
shows that the notches do not correspond with the tip’s
active-end; these were not reshaped as accurate notches
after the tip-end was rejuvenated (Fig. 93.3:5, red shad-
ing). Moreover, axial planes show heavy use-wear patterns
that are specifically distributed in zones, most of them
placed in opposition, anatomically speaking (93.3:1, mid-
dle). This suggests that these damaged parts of the point
were ‘outside’, when the rest of the point was probably
turned ‘inside’ towards the body or garment; this would
explain the alternate reverse zonations observed (yellow).
Considering their recorded location on the human skel-
etons when found during excavations — with the tip-end
of the awl pointing towards the hips of the body - the use
patterns correspond indeed to a use of the point as a pin
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Fig. 93.3. A Mesolithic engraved bone point from grave ‘D’ at Téviec with its anatomical provenance (no. 4). The depth,
size, and morphology of the visible notches that compose the motif along with their overlap offer a reconstruction of
the stages of engraving in the form of a series (nos. 1-3). It was freshly engraved by two axial series made anatomically
opposite on the stem, firstly bilateral (no. 1) and secondly facial (no. 2) or bifacial (no. 3). The tip was reshaped on all
sides and used again until it was broken, and was reshaped again, making the notches on the tip almost invisible (no.
5: middle picture at the bottom). The basal-end shows no use-wear at all, only two cutmarks (on the lateral anatomical
face) probably linked to the initial extraction of the used blank from a tibia (no. 4). The rough end (shaded grey) clearly
indicates a demarcation line in relation to the rest of the point and smoothed stem. On the stem, three zones, two
of which are opposing, show clear use marks in the form of scratched areas (no. 5, upper picture). Parts of the stem
were probably visible when the other remaining parts of the point were covered by a cloth, and thus protected from
any further alteration due to use. The point was probably used as a kind of safety pin in conjunction with perishable
organic matter that probably encompassed the basal-end of the point (sinew or hide?) that may have extended
towards the tip and onto which it was somehow fixed in an efficient manner (no. 6). Photographs by Eva David.
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that was fixed onto a cloth with an articular end (grey)
that was somehow protected (wrapped with sinew?) from
damage when the awl was in use. The rejuvenation of the
broken tip suggests a long-term use, but not like when the
object was kept apart for many years for the dead, unless
the point itself had been retrieved from an older burial
and reused in new burial contexts over generations. This
is unlikely since the notches were made on a relatively
fresh bone each time. The presence of additional use-wear
patterns on the rejuvenated tip and on the notches them-
selves, the series of which shows various stages of curating
the shaft over time, can be used as evidence of prolonged
use as an everyday object for a Mesolithic person to wear
until it finally became a component of the burial.

Thus, the engraved points from Téviec are no classic
‘art’ pieces; they appear instead as functional items, which
were notched so that the garment (a cape?) would not easily
fall when worn. They were maintained by the notches that
helped the pin stay attached (see a reconstructed cloth on a
human body in Fig. 93.3). It is assumed here that the dead
were strictly linked to only one bone point, as each point

Eva David

Fig. 93.4. A reconstruc-
tion of the engraving
technique used in the
Téviec Mesolithic bone
industry on the basis
of experimental tests
conducted by the au-
thor - the sawing tech-
nique with the rough
and mostly straight
(untruncated) edge of a
truncated blade in grey.
Top left: an archaeolog-

Slawing ical example. Drawing
s : _ and photographs by Eva
with an edge [

was found generally associated in situ to one of the deceased.
Nevertheless, without a precise reconstruction of the mode
of burial, it is not possible to determine whether a bone point
might have been offered by someone as a personal gift to se-
cure the burial cloth of the dead, or if the dead person was
buried with his own bone point still fixed on his own gar-
ment. However, the second possibility is more likely since
points were not freshly reshaped despite the very poor bro-
ken-oft state of use visible on some of them, not caused by
post-depositional alterations. In the first case, one would
expect to find a point to have been repaired for its proper last
adjustment onto the dead in the preparation for their funer-
al; this is never the case.

Associated animal symbolism

These long awls were made from long bones of hunted game
(wild boar, roe deer, red deer) and some carnivores (dog, pin-
niped species), the latter rarely providing a few blanks (Da-
vid 2016). The utilization of a single red deer metatarsus for
making two equally long points, the length of these points
corresponding to that of the original bone. Their almost
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unworn state of use in the case of a children’s burial vault
suggests the same idea: a long-lasting tradition of wearing
engraved points from childhood onwards (Fig. 93.2:b). This
amazing pairing of points, for one child or perhaps twins,
could also be further linked to worn canine teeth from the
same animal species also found paired in this context, with
all of the socio-symbolic meaning that this may suggest,
notably in evidencing certain social representations (David
2016, 627).

Associated flint material

Various aspects of engraving on these points show the use of
a specific technique applied with a flint tool. Although the
application of a technique may deliver a variety of markings,
depending on the type of flint tool used, the motion itself
during the action provides specific and reliable patterns that
can aid in distinguishing the engraving technique used. As
a result, the use of an unretouched edge of a blade as a saw
created similar notch-like marks as those figured on the
bone point (Fig. 93.4). Among the flint material yielded by
the Téviec graves, excellent candidates would be any used
flint edges from truncated blades. Eleven people were bur-
ied together with one or several blades found in their hands
or on their chest (see the list in David 2016). Depending on
whether the flint edges found in the graves were actually
used, one could conclude, like in the case of the unused flint
objects deposited in grave no. 5 at Tégerup (Karsten and
Knarrstrom 2003), that the blades deposited in Téviec graves
might have represented an offering from the community to
their dead. In contrast, the manufactured bone points with
some of the truncated blades might have represented the
deceased individuals themselves, as an expression of a daily
socio-cultural coding - the way people wore their garment
during their lifetimes. More data are expected, from a lithic
use-wear analysis.

Conclusion

Understanding interactions between flint and bone by
means of a similar technological approach appears to be a
reliable way to reconstruct regional funerary practices in
their entirety through the identification of differentiated
values of grave goods: those representing the person and/
or a common tradition shared by a part of or the whole
group (ornaments/bone pins) versus those expressing
common beliefs of the group (unused lithic artefacts as
gifts). The studied bone points are otherwise unknown in
Europe. At Téviec, they were recurrently used as safety
pins regardless of gender and age of the deceased and were
made from animal bones otherwise well-represented as
common remains of consumption. The deceased was also
possibly associated with some of the lithic tools found in
the Téviec burial grounds. All these elements support the
Breton regionalism at the end of the sixth millennium
cal BC. However, more technological investigations on
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contemporaneous materials are needed to further char-
acterize Mesolithic groups through the reconstruction of
funeral gestures and associated symbolism in tool mak-
ing and using.

Acknowledgments

This work has been supported by the French Fonds Na-
tional pour la Science, ACI-Action Concertée Incitative ‘La
Néolithisation de la facade atlantique: Interactions cultur-
elles, transferts techniques, implications des milieux na-
turels’ directed by Grégor Marchand (CNRS), and I would
like to acknowledge most sincerely his support. I would
also like to express my sincere gratitude to the Carnac and
MAN museums and especially to their respective curators
Emmanuelle Vigier and Catherine Schwab for their unfail-
ing support of our research. For the proofreading of the
English text I thank Béatrice Cameron.

References

Auguste, P. (1994) Théme I. Actions climatiques et édaphiques, syn-
these générale. In M. Patou-Mathis (ed.) Outillage peu élaboré
en os et bois de cervidés 1V, 6¢ Table ronde Taphonomie, Bone
Modification, 17-27. Treignes, CEDARC.

Binford, L. R. (1971) Mortuary practices: Their study and potential.
Memoirs of the Society for American Archaeology 25, 6-29.

Boulestin, B. (2016) Les sépultures mésolithiques de Téviec et Hoédic:
Révisions bioarchéologiques. Oxford, Archaeopress.

Brewster, C., Ch. Meiklejohn, N. von Cramon-Taubadel, and R.
Pinhasi (2014) Craniometric analysis of European Upper Pal-
aeolithic and Mesolithic samples supports discontinuity at the
Last Glacial Maximum. Nature Communications 5, 4094.

David, E. (2004) Transformation des matiéres dures d’origine ani-
male dans le Mésolithique de ’Europe du Nord. In D. Ramseyer
(ed.) Industrie de l'os préhistorique. Matiéres et techniques (Fiches
dela Commission de Nomenclature de’Industrie Osseuse cahier
XI), 113-49. Paris, Editions de la Société Préhistorique Frangaise.

David, E. (2010) Palaeolithic portable art and its relation to ungu-
late bones (metapods). In A. Legrand-Pineau, I. Sidéra, N. Buc,
E. David, and V. Scheinsohn (eds.) Ancient and Modern Bone
Artefacts from America to Russia: Cultural, Technological and
Functional Signatures (British Archaeological Reports Int. Ser.
2136). Oxford, Archaeopress.

David, E. (2016) The bone pins from Téviec (Morbihan, France)
illuminate Mesolithic social organization. In J. M. Griinberg,
B. Gramsch, L. Larsson, J. Orschiedt, and H. Meller (eds.)
Mesolithic Burials — Rites, Symbols and Social Organisation
of Early Postglacial Communities. International Conference
Halle (Saale), Germany, 18th-21st September 2013 (Tagungen
des Landesmuseums fiir Vorgeschichte Halle 13/II), 609-28.
Halle (Saale), Landesamt fiir Denkmalpflege und Archiologie
Sachsen-Anbhalt, Landesmuseum fiir Vorgeschichte.

David, E. and M. Kjillqvist (2018) Transmission of knowledge,
crafting and cultural traditions, interregional contact and in-
teraction, 7300 cal BC: A study of worked material from Norje
Sunnansund, Sweden. In H. Glorstad, K. Knutsson, and J.
Apel (eds.) Technology of Early Settlement of Northern Europe.



618

Transmission of Knowledge and Culture, 231-76. Shefhield,
Equinox Publishing Limited.

Dupont, C. and Y. Gruet (2005) Malacofaune et crustacés ma-
rins des amas coquilliers mésolithiques de Beg-an-Dorchenn
(Plomeur, Finistére) et de Beg-er-Vil (Quiberon, Morbihan). In
G. Marchand and A. Tresset (eds.) Unité et diversité des proces-
sus de néolithisation sur la fagade atlantique de ’'Europe (6e—4e
millénaires avant J.-C.). Table ronde de Nantes, 26-27 Avril 2002
(Mémoire 36), 139-61. Paris, Société préhistorique frangaise.

Efremov, I. A. (1940) Taphonomy: New branch of palaeontology.
Pan-American Geologist 74, 81-93.

Espinoza, E. O., M.-]. Mann, J. P. Lemay, and K. A. Oakes (1990) A
method for differentiating modern from ancient proboscidean
ivory in worked objects. Current Research in the Pleistocene 7,
81-83.

Ghesquiere, E. and G. Marchand (eds.) (2010) Le Mésolithique en
France. Archéologie des derniers chasseurs-cueilleurs. Paris,
Editions La Découverte (Archéologies de la France).

Gouletquer, P., O. Kayser, M. le Goffic, and J.-M. Moullec (1996)
Ou sont passés les mésolithiques cotiers bretons? Bilan 1985-
1995 des prospections de surface dans le Finistére. Revue
archéologique de 'Ouest 13, 5-30.

Karsten, P. and B. Knarrstrom (2003) The Tagerup Excavations.
Lund, The National Heritage Board Sweden.

Marchand, G. (2003) Les niveaux coquillers du mésolithique final
en Bretagne. Fonctionnement des habitats cétiers et intégration
territoriale. Varia 12, 209-20.

Marchand, G. (2005) Le Mésolithique final en Bretagne: Une com-
binaison des faits archéologiques. In G. Marchand and A.
Tresset (eds.) Unité et diversité des processus de néolithisation
sur la fagade atlantique de I'Europe (6e-4e millénaires avant
J.-C.). Table ronde de Nantes, 26-27 Avril 2002 (Mémoire 36).
Paris, Société préhistorique frangaise, 67-86.

Marchand, G. (2014) Préhistoire atlantique. Fonctionnement et évo-
lution des sociétés du Paléolithique au Néolithique. Paris, Edi-
tions Errance.

Meiklejohn, Ch., D. C. Merrett, R. W. Nolan, M. P. Richards, and
P. A. Mellars (2005) Spatial relationships, dating and taphon-
omy of the human bone from the Mesolithic site of Cnoc Coig,
Oronsay, Argyll, Scotland. Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society
71, 85-105.

Meiklejohn, Ch., G. Bosset, and F. Valentin (2010) Radiocarbon
dating of Mesolithic human remains in France. Mesolithic Mis-
cellany 21(1) 10-56.

Newell, R. R., D. Kielman, T. S. Constandse-Westermann, W. A. B.
Van Der Sanden, and A. Van Gijn (1990) An Inquiry into the Eth-
nic Resolution of Mesolithic Regional Groups. The Study of Their
Decorative Ornaments in Time and Space. Leiden, E. J. Brill.

Péquart, M. and S.-J. Péquart (1929) La nécropole mésolithique de
Téviec (Morbihan). Nouvelles découvertes. LAnthropologie 39,
373-400.

Péquart, M. and S.-J. Péquart with contributions by M. Boule and
H. Vallois (1937) Téviec, station-nécropole du Mésolithique du
Morbihan (Archives de I'Institut de Paléontologie Humaine
Mémoire 18). Paris, Masson.

Eva David

Richards, M. P,, T. D. Price, and E. Koch (2003) The Mesolithic and
Neolithic subsistence in Denmark: New stable isotope data.
Current Anthropology 44(2), 288-94.

Rigaud, S., F. d’Errico, and M. Vanhaeren (2015) Ornaments reveal
resistance of north European cultures to the spread of farming.
PLoS ONE 10(4), e0121166.

Schulting, R.J. (1996) Antlers, bone pins and flint blades: The Mes-
olithic cemeteries of Téviec and Hoédic, Brittany. Antiquity 70,
335-50.

Schulting, R. J. (1999) Nouvelles dates AMS a Téviec et Hoédic
(Quiberon, Morbihan). Rapport préliminaire. Bulletin de la So-
ciété Préhistorique Frangaise 96, 203-7.

Schulting, R. J. (2003) The marrying kind: Evidence for a patrilo-
cal postmarital residence pattern in the Mesolithic of southern
Brittany. In L. Larsson, H. Kindgren, K. Knutsson, D. Loeffler,
and A. Akerlund. (eds.) Mesolithic on the Move: Sixth Interna-
tional Conference on the Mesolithic in Europe, Stockholm 2000,
431-41. Oxford, Oxbow Books.

Schulting, R.J. (2005) Comme la mer qui se retire: Les changements
dans I'exploitation des ressources marines du Mésolithique au
Néolithique en Bretagne. In G. Marchand and A. Tresset (eds.)
Unité et diversité des processus de néolithisation sur la facade at-
lantique de ’Europe (6e-4e millénaires avant J.-C.). Table ronde
de Nantes, 26-27 Avril 2002 (Mémoire 36), 163-71. Paris, So-
ciété préhistorique frangaise.

Schulting, R. J. and M. P. Richards (2001) Dating women and be-
coming farmers: New palaeodietary and AMS dating evidence
from the Breton Mesolithic cemeteries of Téviec and Hoédic.
Journal of Anthropological Archaeology 20, 314-44.

Schulting, R. J., A. Tresset, and C. Dupont (2004) From harvesting
the sea to stock rearing along the Atlantic fagade of north-west
Europe. Environmental Archaeology 9, 143-54.

Tresset, A. (2005a) La place changeante des bovins dans les besti-
aires du Mésolithique final et du Néolithique d’Armorique et
des régions adjacentes. In G. Marchand and A. Tresset (eds.)
Unité et diversité des processus de néolithisation sur la facade
atlantique de I’Europe (6e-4e millénaires avant J.-C.). Table
ronde de Nantes, 26-27 Avril 2002 (Mémoire 36). Paris, Société
préhistorique francaise, 273-86.

Tresset, A. (2005b) Lavifaune des sites mésolithiques et néolithiques
de Bretagne (5500 a 2500 av. J.-C.): Implications ethnologiques
et biogéographiques. Revue de Paléobiologie 2005 (Special 10),
83-94.

Van Berg, P-L. and N. Cauwe (1996) ‘Magdalithiques’ et
‘Mégaléniens’. Essai sur les sources des structures spatiales
du Néolithique européen. Bulletin de la Société Préhistorique
Frangaise 93(3), 366-87.

Vigier, E. (2007) Lapport des Péquart au musée de Carnac - De
la dispersion du matériel de Téviec et d’Hoedic. In Marthe et
Saint-Just Péquart, archéologues des iles. De Houat a Hoedic,
1923-1934 (La revue des deux-iles 4), 275-82. Hoedic, Melvan.

Yven, E. (2004) Approche spatiale et territoriale des industries lith-
iques — Constantes et variantes dans l'occupation du substrat
géographique et la gestion des matiéres premiéres lithiques en
Bretagne. Unpublished PhD thesis, Brest University.



v

Transitions — Beginnings People in Their Environment —

LN

Colonization Technology ;

o

Landscapes Social Relations, o

Communication, Mobility 8

Settlement I O

Rites and Symbols ©0

Regional Identities Q

N O M I S Transitions — Endings o

Foraging Assemblages is the publication of the proceedings
of the Ninth International Conference on the Mesolithic in Europe, held in
Belgrade in September 2015. The two volumes of these proceedings gather
121 contributions on Mesolithic research in Europe, covering almost every
corner of the continent. The book presents a cross-section of recent Mes-
olithic research, with geographic foci ranging from the Mediterranean to
Scandinavia, and from Ireland to Russia and Georgia. The papers in the vol-
umes cover diverse topics and are grouped into 11 thematic sections, each
with an introduction written by prominent Mesolithic experts. The reader
will learn about changes in forager lifeways and the colonization of new
territories at the end of the Ice Age and the beginning of the Holocene
warming; the use of diverse landscapes and resources; climatic instabili-
ties that influenced patterns of settlement and subsistence; the organiza-
tion of settlements and dwelling
spaces; the formation of region-
al identities expressed through
various aspects of material cul-
ture and technologies of artefact
production, use, and discard;
aspects of social relations and
mobility; symbolic, ritual, and
mortuary practices; diverse ways
in which Mesolithic communities
of Europe were transformed into
or superseded by Neolithic ways
of being; and how we have re-
searched, represented, and dis-
cussed the Mesolithic.
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