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INTERACTION IN EARLY PREHISTORY:

EXPLORING THE SOCIAL DIMENSIONS

OF AXE PRODUCTION AND RAW MATERIAL
PROCUREMENT IN THE EARLY AND MIDDLE
MESOLITHIC OF NORTHERN EUROPE (9500-6300 BC)

K.C.P. Diimynaccon. Bzaumooeiicmeusn 6 pannem ooucmopu-
YecKkomM mnepuode: Uu3yUeHue COUUAIbHOU pOoau NPOU3B00CHIEd
mMoOnopo8 u 000blYU CbIPbL 6 PAHHEM U CPeOHeM Me3071ume
6 Cesepnoii Egpone (95006300 n. 0o n.3.)

HUccneoosanus mamepuanvrot Kynomypol mesoauma ¢ Cegeproul Eepo-
ne no3eonuNU Gbls8UMb KAK MACUIMAOHble MUcpayuy mooetl, 63aumosus-
HUSL U PACIPOCMPAHEHUe MeXHON0UYECKUX MPaouyuti Ha 3HAYUMETbHbIX
Meppumopusx, max u Cyuecmeosanue pecUuoHAIbHbIX unHosayul. Ilep-
6vle nocenenyvl Ha nobepescve Hopeeeuu nossurucoy uz IOxcnou Cranou-
nasuu (oxono 9500 n. 0o n.s.). [lo nacmosweeo epemenu cuumanioch, Ymo
nocneoyrouue nepuodbl 8 OCHOGHOM XAPAKMEPUIVIONCs NOCMENneHHbIMU
UBMEHEHUSIMU, KOMOopble Npemepnesald Mamepuaibias KyJIbmypa Mecn-
HBIX oxomHuxos-cooupamenet. OOnaxo 61a200aps HOBLIM UCCAE)0BAHUIM
6 DenHoCKanOull, 8bIX00AUUM 3d NPedebl HAYUOHAIbHBIX 2PAHULY, 68 0CO-
beHnocmu coobujecmea cesepHoll cemu NIACMUHYAMON MexHON02UU, OKA3A-
JIOCh BOZMOIICHBIM NO-HOBOMY G32TIAHYMb HA MEXHOIO2UIO, CYUWECTNBOBAGULYIO
6 paHHeM U CpeoHeM Me30aume, ¢ NOUYUU MENCPESUOHATILHO20 MACUMA-
oa. [lonyuennvie pe3yrbmamul YKA3bl6aiOn HA 3HAYUMENbHbIE USMEHEHUS],
npouzowedwue 6 NIACMUHYAMOL MexXHOLI02UU Npu nepexooe Om pPaHHe2o
K cpednemy mesonumy (oxono 8300 1. 00 H.3.). O0HOBpeMeHHO ¢ NOsGIEHUEM
HOBOU NAACMUHYAMOU MEXHONOSUU HOBAsl MEXHOLO2USL MAKPOOPYOUll NOSIG-
asemces u  pecuone Ocno-pvopo, u 6 ceseproii u 3anadnoi wacmu Hopeeauu
(Eymundsson et al. 6 neuamu). Hccrnedosamenu ces3vi8aiom dmu usmMeneHus
¢ cunvnvim grusnuem uz Cesepo-Bocmounoii Eeponsl, crkopee écezo, 6 pe-
3ynemame muepayuu (cm., nanpumep: Damlien 2014, 2015; 2016, Sorensen
et al. 2013). L]env uccnedosanus — uzyuenue mMuepayull u 63aumoo0etcmaus
MexHcoy epynnamu OXOMHUKOG-cobupamenetl, npuHaoIeicasuiux K pasiu-
HblM Kyibmypam/mpaouyusm. Hccredosanue Oyoem oCcHO8AHO HA U3VHeHUU
HECKONbKUX KOMNIEKCO8, OMHOCAUUXCSE K PAHHEMY — CPEOHeMY Me30MUmy
Ceseproii Eeponut (9000—7500 1. 0o H.3.), ocoboe snumanue byoem yoeieHo
MaKpoopyousim.
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Research into the material culture of North European Mesolithic
has unravelled large-scale movements of people, interaction and trans-
mission of technological traditions over vast areas as well as a variety
of local innovations (Damlien, 2014; Dolukhanov, 2008; Fuglestvedt,
2009; Glerstad, 2014; Riede, Tallavaara, 2014; Wygel, Heidenreich,
2014). It is generally agreed that the first colonizers of the Norwegian
coastal areas originated from Southern Scandinavia (c. 9500 cal. BC).
Until recently the general view has been that the subsequent periods
mainly represented a slowly progressing change amongst local hunt-
er-gatherer groups. However, due to research collaboration across na-
tional borders in Fennoscandia, new insights into Early- and Middle
Mesolithic technology has been gained on an interregional scale. The
results reveal significant changes in blade technology at the Early- to
Middle Mesolithic transition (c. 8300 cal. BC). Coinciding with the in-
troduction of a new blade technology, new axe technologies emerged
in Norway (Eymundsson et al., in press). Researchers have been able
to attribute these changes to a strong impulse from North East Europe
(Damlien, 2014, 2015, 2016; Serensen et al., 2013). There is an ongo-
ing debate of whether this impulse was due to diffusion of knowledge
or migration of people from North Eastern Europe, and what effects
this impulse had in different geographical areas at different times.

Technology in any form can be viewed as part of an historical
context, where the social and material aspects of human lives interact
(Dobres, Hoffman, 1994). Production strategies of the past were thus
socially and culturally embedded and depended on human as well as
natural parameters (Soressi, Geneste, 2011). By applying the chaine
opératoire approach, understood as the study of the life history of an
object from raw material procurement to discard, a detailed grip on
technology and cultural setting can be gained (Dobres, 2000, p. 154;
Inizian et al., 1999, p. 16). In line with the agency driven theoretical
framework and methodology of chaine opératoire, production of tools
are “...meaningful acts of social engagement with the material world
that express and contest social values and judgments...” (Dobres, 2000,
p. 129). A technological analysis can thereby reveal the “...underlying
syntax [...], rules, templates and world views” (Dobres, 2000, p.174).
Technology is thereby understood as an integral part of social produc-
tion and reproduction, including the production and reproduction of
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identity (Brysbaert, Vetters, 2010; Fuglestvedt, 2009, p. 139-40). The
transformation of well integrated technological concepts paralleled
with the introduction and/or innovation of new concepts can reveal the
dynamics of boundary phenomenon such as interaction and identity
(Barth, 1969; Bergsvik, 2003; Jones, 1997, p. 94).

It is generally agreed that the first colonizers of Norway were part
of the South Scandinavian technological tradition of the late Upper
Palaeolithic Ahrensburg culture (e.g. Bang-Andersen, 2003; Bjerck,
2008, 2009; Fuglestvedt, 2009; Glerstad, 2014). This geographical-
ly widely dispersed tradition encompassed a certain technology and
set of morphologically distinct tools that was developed in the flint-
rich region of Southern Scandinavia. Although high-quality flint was
rare in Norway, flint remained the dominant raw material throughout
Early- and Middle Mesolithic. The production of macro tools such
as axes involved a high level of energy, time and social skill to pro-
cure suitably large pieces of raw material (Sternke, Costa 2006, p. 25).
This would have made the tools prone to attaining intangible and po-
tentially identity and/or prestige related values and connotations. As
the Norwegian coastline was incorporated into the yearly rounds of
the hunter-gatherer groups during the Early Mesolithic, the landscape
and its resources were incorporated in tradition, memory and possi-
bly identity. An increased regionality is perhaps seen in the increased
diversification in axe production and raw material utilization towards
the end of the Early Mesolithic (Eymundsson et al., in press; Jaksland,
Fossum, 2014, p. 57-9). However, the dynamics of this development
is not well understood.

Recent chaine opératoire-analysis of blade technology has provid-
ed new insights into Early- and Middle Mesolithic lithic technology
on a regional scale (Damlien, 2014, 2016; Serensen et al., 2013). The
results indicate a significant change of blade technology at the Early-
to Middle Mesolithic transition (c. 8300 cal. BC). The change in blade
technology is primarily related to changes in detachment-method;
where people in the Early Mesolithic used direct percussion to detach
blades from a core the people of the Middle Mesolithic used pressure
technique. It has been argued that pressure-blade technology is hard
to achieve without proper training or apprenticeship, direct contact
over an extended period has therefore been proposed as a premise for
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Fig. 1. Overview over-study area and area of currently analyzed sites in Norway

Puc. 1. Kapra u3y4eHHBIX U N3y4aeMbIX B HACTOSIIEE BpeMsl MAMSITHHKOB Ha TEPPH-
topuu Hopserun

the spread and transmission of this technology (Damlien, 2014, 2015,
2016; Serensen et al., 2013). Thus, this argument in combination with
the observed intactness of the concept, as well as the abruptness and
timeline of the introduction is the reason why migration at the mo-
ment is considered the most appropriate explanation for the change in
blade technology (Damlien, 2014, 2015, 2016; Inizian, 2012, p. 25-6;
Serensen et al., 2013).

With few exceptions (e.g. Bergsvik, David, 2014), blade technol-
ogy has been the main focus of research into the dynamics of cultur-
al change at the Early- to Middle Mesolithic transition. The chaine
opératoire-approach has therefore to a very limited degree targeted
axe/adze-production. Initial analysis of axe technology in Northern-
and South-Eastern Norway has revealed great diversity in types,
techniques and raw material utilization This displays local innova-
tions but also close resemblance to materials from North Eastern- and
Southern Europe (Anttiroiko, 2015; Eymundsson et al., in press).
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Axe-technology and raw material procurement strategies provide
an excellent gateway for investigating aspects of interaction at the
Early- to Middle Mesolithic transition, as they are assumed to have
been of particular cultural significance in the Middle Mesolithic soci-
ety (Fuglestvedt, 2011; Glerstad, 1999, 2002). Where blade technol-
ogy might display a rapid and monochrome facet of change, axes and
axe-production at a first glance display a diversification of technology.

The new Middle Mesolithic axe technology consisted of an ex-
ploitation of a range of new raw materials (i.e. visually identified as
diabase, hornfels and ignimbrite), tools such as axes with a ground/
polished grooved working edge, round butted pecked axes and the uti-
lization of new techniques such as smoothing/polishing and pecking
(Eymundsson et al., in press; see also Solheim, 2013, p. 274). Some of
these axes may have been directly linked to the movement of people
and/or knowledge from North Eastern Europe at the Early- to Middle
Mesolithic transition, such as the polished axes and grooved ground
adzes which resemble axes of contemporaneous sites in Finland and
North West Russia (Hartz et al., 2010; Kivikausi, 2001; Matiskainen,
1989, p. 388-9; Oshibkina, 1989; Rankama, Kankaanpdi, 2008,
p- 895). While other artefact types and technologies might be part of
the long term trajectories entailing social and cultural implications
of a migration process and/or an establishment of an east-west/west-
east directed network between Mesolithic hunter-gatherers groups.
Examples of this might be the innovation and introduction of the
pecking technique and the round butted/chubby adzes. At the same
time flint axes of bifacial types (Sandarna axes) occur in both eastern
Norway and in Sweden, and these might on the other hand display a
possible continuity of the Early Mesolithic axe technology.

Currently sites from the Northern- and South-Eastern parts of
Norway have been analysed, the project will also include sites and
artefacts from Sweden and Finland. This is anticipated to provide
insight into the process of interaction (migration/diffusion) of North
European Mesolithic groups. In addition, the empirical data will in-
crease our understanding of the dynamics of macro tool technology
and raw material procurement strategies. The result will also com-
plement the recent technological analysis of blade technology in the
same area.
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