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Etricourt-Manancourt (HUD)
D. Hérisson dir.
4 300 m2
2 402 artifacts
56 refittings (229 artifacts)

Hérisson et al., 2016 QI


../F49%20Etricourt/Clichés%20Glicksman/Pano/etricourt-6k-flash.html

Etricourt-
Manancourt
(HUD)

MIS 9a — ca 288 ka

Hérisson et al., 2016 Q/

MIS

Ka benthic "“C

et B[ dnten i

5.2({peak)
3. 3(peak)

5 4(peak)

5.5(peak)

243

277 (fin MIS 9
selon aufres auteurs)

300

(data after Lisiecki & Raymo, 2005)

Recent Middle Palaeolithic
1 layer in situ

Early Middle
Palaeolithic
2 layers in situ

End of Lower Palaeolithic
2 layers in situ
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" 1000

Nombre d'individus

Total : 2402 artifacts

MNucléus

COUTEAUX A DOS CORTICAL
PROVENANT DE COURTES
SEQUENCES UNIPOLAIRES

SECANTES

CORTICAL BACKED KNIVES
FROM SHORT SECANT @
UNIPOLAR SEQUENCES

O,

BIFACES

HANDAXES

2 REMONTAGES
LEVALLOIS

2 REFITTINGS WITH
LEVALLOIS CONCEPT




Etricourt-Manancourt (HUD)

s 10cm
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Methods

End-products

4

TECHNO-STRUCTURAL
APPROACH

Which criteria are
necessary for the
tool to work ?

End-products

+ cores
+ other elements
+ refittings

TECHNOLOGICAL
APPROACH

How was the artifact
produced?
(organization of the
debitage)



Methods Reconstructed schema

End-products End-products
+ cores + cores

+ other elements + other elements
End-products + refittings + refittings

TECHNO-STRUCTURAL TECHNOLOGICAL EXPERIMENTAL
APPROACH APPROACH APPROACH

IS a better

Which criteria are AT TES UnlS e understanding of

produced?
(organization of the
debitage)

necessary for the
tool to work ?

gestures and
techniques
possible ?



E End-products j

4

TECHNO-STRUCTURAL
APPROACH

&
e ™

Which criteria are
necessary for the
tool to work ?

€ 4

End-products

+ cores
+ other elements
+ refittings

TECHNOLOGICAL
APPROACH

How was the artifact
produced?
(organization of the
debitage)

Reconstructed schema

End-products

+ cores
+ other elements
+ refittings

EXPERIMENTAL
APPROACH

Is a better
understanding of
gestures and
techniques
possible ?

Reconstructed and evaluated system with its techno-logical traits & proprieties




Techno-structural approach methodology Nombre de fil tranchant

Number of cutting edge
Dos Partie transfo_rmatl\_/e Fil retouché ob brut
Back Transformative unit  Retouched or rough
Délinéation cutting edge

du dos
Delineation of
the back

Délinéation du fil tranchant
Delineation of the cutting edge

Angle de dos Latéralité G|D Angle de coupe Droit Sinueux Convexe Concave
Back edge Laterality L|R Cutting edge Straight Sinuous Convex Concave

Dos débite/
Dos cortical
Knapped back/
Cortical back

Epaisseur
Thickness



Techno-structural approach methodology
Angle measurement methods
Manuel Manual 3D

Grosman et al. (2022)

Artifact3-D https://doi.org/10.1371/journal

.pone.o0268401

eclat_ETMA_HUD_1399

average angle between surfaces: 59.1121 degrees

| "";-" e length rmean angie m tota |-—"_-'_‘,"| measurmeant

o = arctan (E/4)
Hayden, Kamminga (1979) ; Odell (1979) ;
Dibble, Bernard (1980)

- - Angle moyen
61° Mean angle
Angle moyen ; Do 520
™ Mean angle o
55° Y - Longueur fi
o Cutting edge length
- - 37 mm

Punctual measure at 4mm of width! Global measure on 4mm of width!



Techno-structural approach methodology
Comparison of angle measurement methods

Artefacts

50,85°

g 2
R T U T T e T T ey D T e e
o
£
L]
=
o
o
LT

A O

A =5-9°

Manuel
VY ERITEL




Main techno-structural results
Total

Dos a gauche N=216 Dos a droite
Left back Right back

N=101 N=115

Moyenne = 45mm Moyenne = 1gmm

—_
—
=
-
—
—
-
A1
LA
e
=
-
A1
LA
—
i
e
Tl
T

Epaisseur [enmm| %

Longueur [en mm|
P

L




Main techno-structural results

Angle de coupe
Cutting edge

Angle de dos e +10°
Back edge X

55°<78°<99°  +20°




Main techno-structural results

Non-normalized,
often cortical back




Technological approach methodology

Schéma diacritique Angle de d'éclatement Orientation du négatif sur talon
Diacritical scheme Flaking angle Negative’s orientation on butt

Talon

R

Face inférieure
Ventral face

135° 45°

En cours In progress



Technological approach methodology

Schéma diacritique Angle de détachement Remontages
Diacritical scheme Flaking angle Refittings

Surface de debitage
Knapping platform

......

Striking
platform




Main technological results

Main scheme::
- short secant
unipolar sequence




Main technological results

Replication of the same
algorithmic sequence
on another volume

of the same matrix

+ another scheme::
Short secant bipolar
sequence (6 cores)




Experimental approach methodology Strict

cour unipolar

Invariant parameters  Variant parameters
v' Percussion v Reduction modalities
v' Raw material

v" Unipolar modality

Semi-
rotating
unipolar

8

Multi-
platform
unipolar

v

Total

22



Main experimental results

Strict Semi- Multi-
v Reduction modalities .I‘ICI rota<ing platform
n r / :
unipota vaipolar unipolar

v - Necessarily short
Length of Seéquences - After 2 or 3 flakes, impossible to obtain other desired end-product
- End [ another sequence on another volume of the matrix

Opening of the striking platform

v .
|mP0|’tant technical parameter => flaking angle + thickness of the products

v Difficulties Large flakgs, unusual gesture o.f flint kna]pping.for experimentators
Backed knives are structured via two orientations
No guiding except the first ridge
Necessity of a precise gesture
More failures in experimentation than in the archeological material



Crossed results

A more technical sequence
than it seems to be !



Perspectives

N
Are those tools polyvalent ?
AN
Is it Clactonian ?
N

Are backed-knives and bifaces
complementing each other ?







