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Abstract
This paper presents a typo-technological analysis of the lithic assemblage from the
excavation of Mesolithic site of Altappeh (southeast of the Caspian Sea). The site was
excavated by C. McBurney and the archaeological materials from the excavation were
divided between the University of Cambridge and the National Museum of Iran. This
research is based on the chipped stones stored in the National Museum of Iran. The
assemblage, consisting mostly of flake tools including various scrapers and notch-
denticulate tools, presents characteristics which reflect “Caspian Mesolithic” chipped
stone industry, previously detected from cave sites of Kamarband, Hotu and Komishan
in the same region. The Mesolithic chipped stone industry of the south and southeast
of the Caspian Sea had been introduced as “Trialetian” during 1990s, but the recent
research emphasizes the differences between chipped stone assemblages entitled
“Trialetian” with “Caspian Mesolithic” These differences are mostly reflected in raw
material procurement strategies and tool types which are not similar in the assemblages
from southeast and west of the Caspian Sea.
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THIIO-TEXHOIOTMYECKUIT aHAIN3 KOIIEKIFUI
KaMEHHBIX CKOJIOB 113 Me30TUTUIECKOI
CTOAHKHM Anrtannex, Masanpgapas, Vipan
(apxuB HanmonanbHoro myses Vipana)

Moskran [Ikae3

Tezepanckuil yHusepcumem, kageopa apxeonozuu,
paxynvmem numepamypot u 2yMaHUMAapHvlx HAYK
Tezepan, Mpan

Annomavust
B panHOI cTaTbe mpefcTaBeH TUIIO-TEXHONTOTMYECKUIT aHalnu3 JIMTUYECKOTO KOM-
IJIEKCA 3 PACKOIIOK Me3OTUTIYECKON CTOAHKY A/Tamnmex (K 1oro-BocToky ot Kacrmit-
ckoro mMops). Packonku nmamarHuka nposopmmich K. MakbepHn, a apxeonorndeckie
Marepuasbl OblIM paszienieHbl MeXy KeMOpumxckuM yHuBepcuteToM 1 Hanmonans-
HbIM MyseeM Vlpana. B jaHHOM McCIeoBaHMM aHAMM3UPYIOTCA KaMEHHbIE CKOJIB,
xpanAmyxcsa 8 HanmonanbHoM mysee VMpana. Kommexmys, cocTosmas B OCHOBHOM U3
YeIIyYaTbIX OPYANUiL, BKIIOYas pas3juyHble CKpeOKM 1 3a3yOpeHHbIe MHCTPYMEHTHI,
JAEeMOHCTPUPYET IPU3HAKM, KOTOPbIE COOTBETCTBYIOT «KACHUIICKONM ME30/IUTIYECKOI»
MHJYCTPUM KOJIOTOTO KaMH:, paHee 0OHapy>KeHHYI0 B Iemiepax Kamap6anp, Xory u
Kommmran B ToM ke permoHe. MesonuTideckas MHAYCTPYUA KOTOTOTO KaMHs Ha Iore
u 1oro-Boctoke Kacnmiickoro Mops 6bl1a BBefieHa B HayYHbIT 000pPOT KaK «Tpuaser-
ckas» B 1990-X IT., HO HelaBHIE UCCIEIOBAHNA MTOJUYEPKMBAIOT PA3/INYMA MEX]Y CKO-
IIJIEHUAMU KOJIOTOTO KaMHs, TOTyYMBIIMMY Ha3BaHME «TPUATIETCKUE» U «KACTIMIICKIE
Me30MUTIYeCKUe». DTU PA3TNINA B OCHOBHOM BBIPAKAIOTCA B CTPATETVAX 3aTOTOBKI
CBIPbA U TUIAX MHCTPYMEHTOB, KOTOPbIE HE IIOXOX! B KOJIEKIMAX C I0rO-BOCTOKA U
3amaga Kacnmiickoro mops.

Knwouesvie cnosa
TTaneonut, Kacnimitickuit Me3onmuT, Ajrarie, KAMEHHbIE CKOJIBI.

Introduction

The lithic industry of the Mesolithic in the southeast and east of the
Caspian Sea has been introduced as “Caspian Mesolithic” [Jayez at al., 2016].
Four main Mesolithic sites of the region are Kamarband, Hotu, Altappeh
and Komishan (Fig. 1) [Coon, 1951, 1952; McBurney, 1969; Nasab et al.,
2020].

Kamarband and Hotu are among the first Paleolithic sites excavated in
Iran in 1949 by Carleton S. Coon. Belt Cave or Kamarband was excavated
in 1949 and 1951. Coon identified upper and lower Mesolithic phases in
this cave [Coon, 1951, P. 37-41]. Hotu was excavated in 1951. This cave
also had Mesolithic layers from which many chipped stones and three
skeletons were discovered [Coon, 1952]. In the following decade, Altappeh
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was excavated by Charles McBurney from the University of Cambridge
[McBurney, 1969]. The last Mesolithic site discovered in the region is
Komishan which was excavated in 2000s, and as a result new Mesolithic
material were collected [Nasab et al., 2020].

Before the excavations at Komishan, the lithic industry of the Mesolithic
sites of the southeastern Caspian Sea was called “Trialetian” In 1990s
Stefan K. Koztowski defined this industry with specific characteristics and
introduced the related archaeological sites [Kozlowski, 1999]. Nevertheless,
the excavations at Komishan led to a reappraisal of “Trialetian” industry
based on three different evidences: the chipped stone assemblages of the
Trialetian sites; the history of the research on the industry; and the ecological
characteristics of the related regions. As a result, it was suggested that the
Mesolithic of the east-southeast of the Caspian Sea should be separated
from Trialetian and presented as “Caspian Mesolithic” [Jayez at al., 2016].
The reappraisal of the Trialetian Mesolithic/Neolithic Industry was mainly
based on the material from Komishan [Nasabe et al., 2020]. In this research,
attempt has been made to incorporate another assemblage (Altappeh) into
the discussion.

Material and Method

Altappeh was discovered in 1962 and excavated in 1963 and 1964
[McBurney 1969]. The site has been dated to Mesolithic with the relative
archaeological material, mostly lithics. According to the laws of the time,
the archaeological material from the excavations were divided between
the University of Cambridge and National Museum of Iran. McBurney
presented a brief introduction to the chipped stone assemblage in his
report. The statistics he provided were mixed with other technological
categories and the precise quantity of the lithics is not clear in his report [see
McBurney, 1969, P. 406]. He introduced the assemblage from Altappeh as
a Mesolithic assemblage with elements like notched flakes and blades, end
scrapers, backed blades and geometrics, but no description on raw material
procurement and technological aspects of the assemblage was presented
and limited drawings were published [McBurney, 1969, P. 400-406]. In this
research, a portion of the same assemblage (no=382), kept in the archive
of the National Museum of Iran, is presented with more details. It is not
clear what percentage of the total assemblage is this number.

All of the chipped stones are made of local flint or chert which is also
used in Komishan and other prehistoric assemblages of the region. It is
available in good quality and the color is mostly honey and cream. They
come from a long thick outcrop less than two km east of the Mesolithic
caves [Heydari, 2004].

The assemblage is too small to reflect the diachronic changes in the
layers, and as the original assemblage has been divided, statistically it
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Tabnuua 1
Technological and morphological categories
in the assemblage from Altappeh.
Technological category Number %
Cores and core fragments 30 7.8
Flake Cores 14
Bladelet core 7
Mixed cores
Core fragment 2
Debitage 93 24.4
Flake and fragments 54
Blade and fragments 24
Bladelet and fragments 15
Tools 255 66.8
Notched and/or denticulated 91
Retouched 72
Scraper 57
Multiple tool 27
Burin 5
Borer
Debris 4 1
Total 382 100

could not be reliable. Consequently, this research mostly focuses on the
technological aspects and tool types. Table 1 indicates clearly that a biased
technological structure is observed and most of the pieces are tools.

Most of the cores are flake cores and mixed cores (Table 1), but
seven bladelet cores exist (mostly prismatic), as well as some byproducts
of bladelet production, like crested bladelets and core tablets (Fig. 2, I).
Four of these cores present very regular scars (Fig. 2, 2, 3, 4), which might
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Fig. 2. Typical chipped stones from Altappeh (1. Core tablet; 2-4. Bladelet cores; 5-7.

Notched and/or denticulated; 8-16. Scrapers)
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indicate the application of pressure technique. These are from spits dated to
Mesolithic by the excavator and if indicating pressure technique, they are
far less regular in shape compared to the Neolithic conical and bullet cores
from Kamarband and Komishan [Coon, 1951, P. 107; Jayez at al., 2016, P.
79].

The most abundant tool types are notched/denticulated on both flakes
and blades, then are retouched pieces and then scrapers (Table 1; Fig. 2,
5-16). Few burins and borers on flake exist. No geometrics or backed
pieces were observed, but according to McBurney’s report, they exist in
the assemblage from Altappeh [McBurney, 1969, P. 403-404]. Scrapers are
various (side, end, double, round, carinated) and few of them are made on
blades (Fig 2, 8-16).

Discussion

The results of this study on a small assemblage of the chipped stones
from excavations at Altappeh can contribute in the image of the “Caspian
Mesolithic”. We consider all the four Mesolithic sites as a single group and
not surprisingly, there are many similarities regarding tools typology and
shapes, including the high frequency of various scrapers and notched-
denticulated, as well as backed and geometrics on broad and narrow blades.
Regarding the technology of blade production, prismatic removal of blades
prevails in both Mesolithic and Neolithic. Although the introduction
of pressure technique is obvious, it is still not clear when it occurs. There
is a small probability that the technique had started to develop in the late
Mesolithic of the region, but the rest of the assemblage from Altappeh
should be studied in detail as well.

Another group of Mesolithic sites described as “Trialetian” are located
in Bolshoi Balkhan mountains in eastern shores of the Caspian Sea. These
sites include cave sites of Dam Dam Cheshme and Djebel, excavated
by Russian archaeologists in 1950s and 1960s [Markov, 1966, 1981;
Okladnikov, 1956] and by an English-Turkmen team in 1990s [Harris,
2010]. The results of these investigations indicate many common elements
in all Mesolithic chipped stone assemblages from Mazandaran and Boshoi
Balkhan, including various scrapers, denticulated side scrapers, borers on
flakes, rare burins and total lack of symmetrical points [Jayez at al., 2016],
which is also reflected in the small assemblage from Altappeh presented in
this research.

It should be emphasized that Caspian Mesolithic group shows
differences from other Trialetian industries defined by Kozlowski in
1990s. Accordingly, three groups of Caspian, Trialetian (in the margins
of the Kherami River) and Chokh Mesolithic (in Daghestan) could be
identified. These three groups come from sites in different ecological zones.
Caspian Mesolithic groups are located in an ecotone (between sea, plain
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and mountains), Chock is located in a mountainous zone, and Trialetian
is located in the area of a river. Different geographical locations have led to
much difference in the availability of raw material to each of these Mesolithic
groups: exotic obsidian is a major raw material in Trialetian [Kuftin and
al., 1946, P. 358; Kushnareva, 1997, P. 9), and in Chock imported flint
prevails [Kozlowski, 1994, P. 144], whereas in south-east Caspian Sea the
raw material is totally local [Haydari 2004]. At the time when Koztowski
was generalizing Trialetian to Caspian cave sites, the information about raw
material accessibility was not at hand, that could be a major reason why he
ignored such a great difference between the regions.

There are also some differences in the chipped stone assemblages from
these regions, like presence of tanged arrowheads in Trialetian [Meshveliani
et al.,, 2007, P. 49, 52] and some points in Chock assemblage [Kushnareva,
1997, P. 10-11], which are totally absent in Caspian assemblages. This could
indicate different methods of hunting in the two regions yet to be studied.

Conclusion

This study of a small assemblage from excavations at Altappeh in
southeast of the Caspian Sea re-emphasizes the differences in chipped stone
assemblages entitled “Trialetian” by Koztowski in 1990s. As a conclusion,
each of the groups (Caspian Mesolithic, Trialetian, and Chock) have their
own characteristics, and although there could be some contacts between
them, but at least three different lithic industries could be introduced with
their own characteristics.
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