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Abstract

This thesis assesses the lithic technology of the recently established Mesolithic of the Western Isles
of Scotland, and how this technology fits into the occupation of these new sites. Moreover, it
addresses whether the Western Isles sites are representative of the Scottish Mesolithic and how

they fit within the Mesolithic of the north-east Atlantic fagade.

Extensive investigations into the Mesolithic of western Scotland and the Inner Hebrides have
revealed widespread coastal occupation, however, large areas are still devoid of such evidence.
Until recently the Western Isles were one such instance, despite long-held assertions of
anthropogenic vegetation disturbance inferred from pollen diagrams. The lithic assemblages
analysed in this thesis represent the first definitive evidence for Mesolithic occupation in this region.
These are contextualised within the current understanding of the Mesolithic in Scotland and its

closest Atlantic neighbours — Ireland and Norway.

The assemblages demonstrate that locally available quartz was expediently worked to produce
informal flake-based technology. Small quantities of flint were heavily curated and may have been
imported from distant sources. This fits within a broad trend of an increased uptake in local raw
materials and subsequent technological adjustment that occurs around the 7" millennium cal. BC,
across the Atlantic seaboard. The import of exotic raw materials also indicates connections with

other islands.

The exceptional organic preservation at these sites provides a rare insight into hunter-gatherer
economy in western Scotland. The Mesolithic inhabitants of the Western Isles appear logistically
organised, exploiting a broad-spectrum economy. This is supported by the generalised and

expedient lithic technology.

The lack of microliths suggests insular technological developments in the later Mesolithic toolkit of
the outer isles. This raises questions regarding our current understanding of the microlith as a
symbol of Mesolithic technology and the validity of using microliths as definitive evidence for
Mesolithic occupation. Consequently, this may aid future recognition of new Mesolithic sites where

previously they may have been dismissed as undiagnostic scatters.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1. Research Context

The quote contained within the title of this thesis refers to the description of the lithic industries of
prehistoric western Scotland by A. D. Lacaille, in his magnum opus, ‘The Stone Age in Scotland’
(Lacaille 1954; Morrison 1996). Within these “hybrid industries” of the “post-Mesolithic survivals”
is a description of an undated lithic facies on the Bhaltos peninsula of Lewis, which bear the
hallmarks of a Mesolithic industry (Lacaille 1954:288). A little under 60 years later, the Mesolithic

was confirmed in this region.

The Mesolithic occupation of the Western Isles was only initially identified in 2001 (Gregory et al.
2005). Below a well-known Neolithic and Beaker settlement at Northton, Isle of Harris, Mesolithic-
age occupation deposits yielded a small quartz, flint, and hornfels lithic assemblage, with no
diagnostic artefacts present (Nelis 2006b). It was suggested that this undiagnostic assemblage
might indeed be representative of the Mesolithic of the Western Isles (Gregory et al. 2005:948).
Following further excavation of the site in 2010, a pilot study was conducted on a sample of the
lithic assemblage from Northton (Piper 2011). A small number of microliths were identified,;
however, the assemblage largely conformed to the undiagnostic flake-based industry described by
Nelis (2006b). Since Northton was the only known Mesolithic site in the Western Isles at the time
the pilot study was conducted, the validity of a largely non-microlithic Mesolithic industry in the
Western Isles could not be tested. With the discovery of further Mesolithic sites from the Western
Isles during the subsequent four years of fieldwork, this suggestion can now be revisited in addition
to other aspects of the study. The conclusions and interpretations can therefore be tested more
thoroughly, through comparison with other Western Isles Mesolithic assemblages on a site-by-site

basis.

1.2. Research Questions

The original contribution to knowledge contained within this thesis, and the overall aim of this PhD
research is: to contextualise the lithic assemblages from the newly established Mesolithic of the
Western Isles of Scotland, within a holistic framework that explores the nature of hunter-gatherer
interaction with the environment at the extreme edge of the north-east Atlantic facade. Specifically,
this will be addressed through the analysis of six lithic assemblages from dated Mesolithic sites on
the Isles of Harris and Lewis. These represent two different types of sites — open-air ‘camps’ and
shell middens. Two further instances of eroding shell midden deposits were sampled during the
investigation of the primary Mesolithic sites on Lewis. Very small lithic assemblages were recovered
from these samples, which are as yet undated, but they contain the same material which

characterises the Mesolithic midden deposits further along the headland. Each site is then
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contextualised more widely in terms of how it fits within the Mesolithic of the north-east Atlantic
seaboard, first with Scotland and the Inner Hebrides, before broadening out into the Mesolithic of

western Europe.

The following research questions have been formulated based on the results of a pilot study
conducted on the lithic assemblage from the first Mesolithic site identified in the Western Isles, at
Northton, Isle of Harris (Piper 2011). Within the first two questions, a series of sub-questions are

set in order to focus the main question more clearly. The third question is much broader in its scope.

Ql. What is the nature of the lithic technology of the Mesolithic in the context of the Western Isles

of Scotland?

- What raw materials are utilised, and where are they sourced from?

- What reduction strategies are employed, and are they material specific?

- Are there microliths present at the midden sites and bevel ended tools at the open
air sites?

- Isthe assemblage an expedient or curated technology?

Qll. How do the lithic assemblages fit into the occupation of the Western Isles sites?

- What activities are being conducted at each site?
- Are these activities reflected in the composition of the lithic assemblage?

- How does this fit within models of Mesolithic settlement patterns?

Qlll. Are the Western Isles sites representative of the Scottish Mesolithic, and how do they fit within

the Mesolithic of the north-east Atlantic facade?

1.3. Thesis Structure

Chapter Two provides a broad overview of the history of Mesolithic research in western Scotland
and the Hebridean Islands. The purpose of this is to establish the current picture of the Mesolithic
in western Scotland and the Hebrides, and how this came to be. Research into the Mesolithic of
this region has changed significantly since the 19" Century, both in terms of its aims and the
methods employed. By providing a picture of the research longue duree it is possible to observe the
constant shifting of perceptions and ideas. From the culture-historical perspective of Lacaille
searching for the Tardenoisians and the Maglemosians, to the multi-facetted approach of the
Southern Hebrides Mesolithic Project, the continual discovery of new Mesolithic sites in the region

has challenged previous ideas and reinforced others.

The chapter is broken down on a county-level basis in order to better understand research outputs.
The effect of large-scale projects by academic institutions is significant, but the contribution of local

enthusiasts should not be overlooked. It is these amateur investigations that have enlarged the
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body of Mesolithic evidence, and created a more balanced picture of hunter-gatherer occupation
in western Scotland by exploring the interior region, away from the coast to which the academic
gaze has been drawn. Despite the advance in interest, it is clear that some areas remain devoid of
Mesolithic evidence, either due to the neglect of researchers or challenging preservation conditions.
Until the turn of the millennium the Western Isles were a case in point. Mesolithic occupation was

presumed likely, but remained unproven (Edwards & Sugden 2003:18).

In the face of unfavourable preservation conditions for organic remains, the largest body of
evidence are the hundreds of (frequently unstratified) Mesolithic lithic scatters. Tracing human
movement through the distribution of the scatters and their raw materials provides further insight
into the lives and activities of hunter-gatherers, of which well-preserved evidence is restricted to

the shell middens of the Oban coastline and Inner Hebridean islands.

It is only within the last decade that the Mesolithic period in Europe has been synthesised through
a multitude of narratives and perspectives (Conneller & Warren 2006; Spikins 2008b). The
traditional perception of this period as an “impoverished” hiatus between the Palaeolithic and
Neolithic — simultaneously in terms of theory, evidence, culture and economy — has long been
entrenched in the attitude of many renowned prehistorians (Childe 1935; Roe 1970:74; Wheeler
1954); discovery of the rich Mesolithic sites in the Western Isles stand starkly against this backdrop.
Only by understanding the basis on which the current picture of the Mesolithic in Scotland is formed
is it possible to recognise how this influences our interpretations of new data. The exceptionally
preserved faunal material at the ‘open air’ sites of Harris is largely unparalleled within Scotland,
highlighting how the bias in organic preservation has so far restricted a fully holistic understanding
of Mesolithic occupation. The presence of shell middens on Lewis is indicative of sustained later
Mesolithic economic practices throughout the coastal chain. The significance of the similarities and
differences between the Western Isles and western Scotland and the Inner Hebrides will be drawn

upon again more fully in Chapter Eight.

Chapter Three expands on the themes of colonisation, coastal occupation and raw material
movement initially raised in Chapter Two, but on a broader geographical scale along the north-east
Atlantic facade. Ireland and Norway were carefully selected as two regions that can be compared
closely with Scotland as geographical neighbours to the south-west and north-east respectively,
with similarities beyond physical geography and climate emerging in terms of Mesolithic settlement
and subsistence. The importance of boats and specialised marine adaptation to the Mesolithic
colonisation of Ireland and Norway is described, followed by the significance of the contribution of
a fishing economy to the changing nature of occupation throughout the period in these two regions.
The centuries around 7000 cal. BC signify major transitions in both Ireland and Norway. In the

former, a significant shift in technology marked the transition between the Early and Later
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Mesolithic. This millennium in Norway is identified as the change between the Middle and Late
Mesolithic Chronozone. Although the chronozones are an artificial construct, there is a marked
increase in the number of well-preserved sites indicating an increasingly sedentary hunter-
gatherer-fisher population, and large scale movement of raw materials occurring at this time. The

occupation of Northton, the first known Mesolithic site in the Western Isles, also spans this date.

This chapter forms the foundation for further discussion in Chapter Eight, in which the newly
discovered sites from the Western Isles are contextualised within Mesolithic occupation of the
Atlantic edge. It is possible to draw parallels between the similar physical geography of south-west
Norway and western Scotland and the delayed colonisation of these areas following de-glaciation.
The Mesolithic inhabitants of the north-east Atlantic broadly share advanced maritime adaptation
and delayed-return marine-based economies. This is characterised by island and coastal occupation
associated with boat technology capable of crossing open sea, shell midden formations, shared

funerary traditions and changing raw material procurement.

Chapter Four details the recovery and recording methods used to analyse the lithic assemblages
excavated in the Western Isles. The formulation of the recording methodology was based on the
methodologies used in the specialist analyses of lithic assemblages excavated from Scottish sites
detailed in Chapter Two. However, these methodologies are largely flint-derived. In light of the
dominance of quartz, rather than flint, at the Western Isles sites the methodology used to analyse
the assemblages in this thesis also draws heavily on the work of Torben Ballin, who has published
extensively on quartz assemblages in Scotland, and is therefore most familiar with Scottish quartz
material (e.g. Ballin 2001; 2002; 2004; 2008; 2016a; 2016b). A brief summary of the debates
surrounding quartz analysis is also included in respect of this, which particularly emphasises the
issues of a quartz-only typology in a mixed raw material assemblage, and what constitutes the
definition of a ‘tool’. By combining these approaches the methodology was tailored to answer the
first of the research questions detailed above, and also to ensure the analysis was comparable with
other sites in western Scotland and the Inner Hebrides in order to provide a holistic answer to the

final research question.

In Chapters Five and Six the results of the lithic analysis are presented. These results chapters are
divided by island. Chapter Five focusses on the assemblages from the two open-air sites in Harris,
Northton and Traigh an Teampuill. In Chapter Six the assemblages are presented from the shell
midden sites on Lewis, the five sites along the Cnip headland at Traigh na Beirigh and Pabaigh Mor
South on the small island of Pabaigh Mor. For each site the circumstances of discovery, site
stratigraphy/matrix and dating evidence is outlined prior to the results of the lithic analysis. These
chapters are purely data-oriented. The interpretations of the reduction strategies employed and

the technology produced are presented in Chapter Eight alongside contextualisation within the
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wider Mesolithic site assemblage. A full discussion of how these technological traditions fit within
the Mesolithic of the Atlantic facade is presented in Chapter Nine. An executive summary of the

main findings is therefore presented at the end of each site for reference.

Chapter Seven departs from the main objective of the thesis but is intrinsically important. | designed
a survey which was conducted during the 2013 field season to test some of the issues that became
apparent during the writing of Chapter Two, and were reinforced by the discovery of the Mesolithic
sites in the Western Isles. There is an evident bias in our understanding of Mesolithic occupation,
which is concentrated along the coast. This may, in part, be a consequence of mid-Holocene sea
level rise in coastal areas, but is also a direct result of research interests. As a consequence, there
is a lack of evidence for the Mesolithic inland. To some extent this has been resolved on the
mainland of Scotland, with the identification of Mesolithic sites in the lowland interior of the south-
west. The survey along the River Barvas was implemented to evaluate whether the same traces of

Mesolithic occupation could be identified in the interior of Lewis.

The chapter is a self-contained piece which describes the rationale, research questions,
methodology and results of the survey in which a flood deposit containing Mesolithic-age
palaeoenvironmental material was identified. Although the charred heathland material within the
deposit is not direct evidence of Mesolithic human activity in the interior of the island, the
importance of this cannot be overestimated. The material sheds light on the palaeoenvironment of
Lewis, beyond the pollen and microcharcoal studies of the late 1980’s. The possibility of human

impact on the environment is also suggested.

Chapter Eight provides an extensive discussion of the full Western Isles Mesolithic dataset as it
stands. In terms of the lithic assemblages, it is clear that technology and raw materials used by the
Mesolithic inhabitants of the Western Isles are inextricably linked with subsistence and mobility.
Each lithic assemblage is therefore placed within the wider activities conducted at each site by
synthesising the results thus far post-excavation analysis of the floral, faunal and malacological
assemblages. Although as yet incomplete, this provides a more holistic overview of the nature of
Mesolithic occupation in terms of settlement and subsistence practices on the islands and affords

the information required to address the first and second research questions of this thesis.

A number of themes arise from this, which facilitate a more in-depth discussion in Chapter Nine
that pertains to the nature of the chaine opératoire within settlement and subsistence strategies.
Significantly, by comparing and contrasting the data from the Western Isles within our current
understanding of the Mesolithic evidence of Scotland, Norway, and Ireland (as presented in
Chapters Two and Three) it becomes evident that several of these themes are comparable across
the north-east Atlantic seaboard. A general trend towards the use of locally available raw materials

is noted, alongside which is an adaptation in the employment of differing the reduction strategies
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to suit their varying fracture mechanics. The lack of formal tool production in the Western Isles and
Ireland appears related to this in some respects; however several other factors, such the absence
of large terrestrial game and changing social networks, may also be connected with this. The
mobility of groups and existing connections between islands and regions is likely to have been
affected by increasing sedentism, which was facilitated by intensive exploitation of abundant
coastal resources. Another significant theme is the collective evidence for the continuity of
Mesolithic lifeways beyond the traditional start of the Neolithic in these regions. By drawing these
parallels, a conclusion is reached by which the third research question of this thesis can be

answered.

Chapter Ten concludes this thesis by answering each of the research questions presented in this
chapter with a summary of the major findings. The analysis of the lithic assemblages from the first
sites in the Western Isles of Scotland have contributed significantly to our understanding of the
variability in Mesolithic technology and raw material use within western Scotland. This variability is
echoed by the activities and nature of occupation at the sites as a whole, each of which highlights
a unique aspect of Mesolithic settlement and subsistence. The importance of these sites within the
context of the north-east Atlantic seaboard cannot be underestimated, as the results that lie within

have the potential to change our understanding of the Mesolithic in this region.

1.4. A Caveat

The lithic data, upon which the research in this thesis is based, derives from small assemblages. No
large-scale excavations were conducted at Traigh an Teampuill or a Traigh na Beirigh 2, 3, 4 and 9
due to their position under several metres of machair overburden. Traigh na Beirigh 1 was
excavated in its entirety, however the site has suffered from aggressive coastal erosion and is
known to have been much larger (Armit 1994:90; Burgess & Church 1997:117). The area excavated
at Northton was restricted in its size owing to time constraints in the field; similarly the length of
time available to access Pabaigh Mor contributed to the small sample size. Consequently, the lithic
dataset has been recovered from very small areas of deposits that are much greater in extent, and
reflects the activities conducted within those sampled areas. It is probable that further lithic
evidence, indicative of other activities to those interpreted in this thesis, may exist beyond the
excavated areas, or indeed have already been lost to the sea. Furthermore, the supporting
information regarding the nature of subsistence has been obtained from sub-samples of a vast
palaeoenvironmental and zooarchaeological assemblage that awaits full analysis. Whilst this thesis
presents a comprehensive synthesis of the data to date, it is undoubtable that the conclusions of

this thesis may need to be revised or rejected pending the completion of this project.

43



Chapter 2 Mesolithic Research in Western Scotland and the

2.1. Introduction

Hebrides: A Synthesis

The earliest evidence for the Mesolithic in Scotland is at Cramond, Edinburgh which is dated to

¢.8500 cal. BC, around 1,100 years after the end of the Loch Lomond stadial and the beginning of

the Holocene epoch (Ballantyne 2007:3135).

In Scotland the transition to the Neolithic is

traditionally ascribed to 3800 cal. BC, although earlier evidence in the form of Breton Middle

Neolithic style pottery from a chambered tomb at Achnacreebeag, Argyll suggests ‘Neolithisation’

as early as 4300-4000 cal. BC (Ashmore 2004a:100; 2004b:92; Schulting & Richards 2002:167;

Sheridan 2010).
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The aim of this chapter is to provide an overview of the current picture of the Mesolithic in western
Scotland and the Hebrides (Figure 1). The most recent, historical, overview of the Mesolithic in
Scotland was published over a decade ago (Saville 2004). During this time a substantial body of data
has been published and significant new discoveries have been made. This chapter therefore builds
upon the results of a pilot study on the movement of Mesolithic communities around the west coast
of Scotland and the Inner Hebrides, which forms the basis of this PhD (Piper 2010). It is not within
the remit of this synthesis to represent the vast volume of published and unpublished data in
existence. As such, only a very general regional overview will be provided in this chapter. Where
individual sites are discussed, these are instances where detailed typological and technological
analyses have been conducted, or where exceptional remains have been preserved. Such sites are
subsequently drawn upon in Chapter Eight for more detailed consideration in order to contextualise

the Western Isles sites under analysis in this thesis.

In order to fully understand the impact of the addition of the Western Isles to the body of evidence
for Mesolithic occupation along the Atlantic edge of Europe, the changing nature of archaeological
investigation should be acknowledged. Moreover, in light of recent methodological and theoretical
advances, it is important to understand on what basis the current understanding of the Mesolithic
in Scotland is formed, and how this affects our current understanding of the Mesolithic. The dataset
contained within this chapter largely comprises hundreds of unstratified surface lithic scatters, with
very few sites that have been excavated; the number of sites with dating evidence and other
cultural remains that could provide a broader context for understanding and interpretation are few.
Additionally the problems of archaeological visibility in the Western Isles (Outer Hebrides) are

discussed.

Significant advances in archaeological science and excavation methods have been made since the
19' Century; furthermore, the nature of the evidence for the Mesolithic of western Scotland and
the islands of the Inner Hebrides has grown significantly since then. As such, the most influential
research conducted over the last 150 years in this region will be explored. During this age of
antiquarianism, excavations were conducted on shell midden deposits found in caves around the
Oban coastline and the island of Oronsay (Anderson 1895; 1898; Grieve 1883; Levine 1986; Saville
2004). Anderson (1898:313) first recognised these as “a horizon which has not heretofore been
observed in Scotland...filling up the hiatus that had been supposed to exist between the palaeolithic
and the neolithic”. However, the term ‘Mesolithic’ was not used with regards to Scottish material
until 1929 (Lacaille 1930:34). Lacaille’s (1954) seminal work ‘The Stone Age in Scotland’ presented
a compendium of the Mesolithic evidence in Scotland that was known to ¢.1940, following on from
an equally pivotal publication on the Irish Mesolithic (Movius 1942). Lacaille’s research, however,

has been criticised as causing a stagnation of Scottish Mesolithic studies (Saville 2004:9). Lacaille
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sought to identify the Larnian (Irish), Tardenoisian (French) and Maglemosean (Baltic) cultural
origins of Scottish lithic industries, and proposed an exclusively coastal subsistence economy (1954).
These archaic chronological ideas endured for some time (Morrison 1996:14; Saville 2004:11;
Woodman 1989:4). It was not until the 1960’s that renewed research interests into the Mesolithic
gathered pace, with numerous excavations conducted on the islands of the Inner Hebrides (Affleck
et al. 1988; Bonsall et al. 1991; 1992; McCullagh et al. 1989; Russell et al. 1995; Saville 2004:5). The
dataset contained within this chapter therefore largely consists of discoveries made within the last

60 years.

Finally, and most specifically to the nature of this thesis, the extent to which raw material evidence
presented indicates Mesolithic mobility in the region is also considered. To some degree this has
already been answered. In 2009-2010 | conducted a meta-analysis of the available Mesolithic
evidence in western Scotland and the Inner Hebrides, in relation to the distribution of raw material
sources (Piper 2010). The purpose of the research was to test a ‘Canoe Indian’ hypothesis of
maritime adaptation in the region, rather than represent a complete archaeological picture, hence
the restricted geographical range. The resulting catalogue comprised 259 published lithic
assemblages and their raw material composition with two distinct distribution patterns in evidence.
First, the vast majority of sites were located within c.5km of the coastline. Where sites were located
inland (particularly in Dumfries and Galloway) they were situated beside lochs and major rivers
(Piper 2010:57-59). These riverine locales would have enabled Mesolithic communities to easily
travel across-country between the Ayrshire coast and the Solway Firth (Edwards et al. 1983:13).
This is supported by recently discovered Mesolithic evidence from the Biggar Gap, South
Lanarkshire, which connects the Clyde and Tweed Rivers as likely route-ways (Ward 2010:4). Second
was the extensive range of mobility of Mesolithic communities, evidenced by the wide distribution
of stone raw materials. This was particularly significant in the case of ‘exotic’ stones such as
pitchstone or bloodstone, which have very specific sources. Remarkably, this pattern was also
observed in flint, which is traditionally perceived as more commonly available, yet is restricted to
the coast (Piper 2010:57-59). It is against this backdrop of evidence for ‘island hopping
strandloopers’ that the newest, and furthest, frontier of Mesolithic occupation in Europe will be

contextualised.

2.2. Methodology

2.2.1. Site Catalogue Data Collection

This chapter presents a fully revised and updated catalogue of Mesolithic sites in western Scotland
and the Hebridean islands, listed in full in Appendix One. The focus of this thesis is much broader
than Piper (2010), which prescribed more stringent criteria for the inclusion of sites within the

catalogue. Consequently, sites which were omitted from that study have now been added, with the
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resulting number of sites in the catalogue currently standing at 391. The data has been collated by
conducting an extensive literature review of archaeological journals such as Discovery and
Excavation in Scotland; Glasgow Archaeological Journal — later the Scottish Archaeological Journal,;
Scottish Archaeological Review; Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland and
Transactions of the Dumfries and Galloway Natural History and Antiquarian Society. Major edited
volumes on the Mesolithic in Scotland and Europe were explored in addition to project-specific
monographs and on-line publications through the online Scottish Archaeological Internet Reports

where every reference was followed.

The information required for the catalogue included: site name and location; National Grid
Reference (NGR); raw material composition (noted if not given); nature of initial identification;
subsequent interpretation and any further action taken; reference. The catalogue was divided into
three sections following Hardy and Wickham-Jones (Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2009b): Mesolithic,
‘Early Prehistoric’ (Mesolithic - Neolithic) or ‘Prehistoric’ (Mesolithic — Bronze Age). Sites were
allocated to the latter two categories where they contained mixed assemblages and could not be
securely categorised as Mesolithic on typological grounds. The sites under discussion in this chapter

and detailed in Appendix One only represent the ‘Mesolithic’ category unless otherwise stated.

2.2.2. Radiocarbon Dates

Appendix Two details the sites from the study region that have been radiocarbon dated to the
Mesolithic and are drawn upon throughout the thesis. These dates were compiled from the original
publications, as detailed above, using Ashmore’s (2004a) comprehensive catalogue of dated sites
in Scotland (to October 2002) between ¢.40,000-3500 cal. BC in order to trace the source material,
and for supplementary context information. Excavated sites and dates published post- October
2002 were also included to ensure the list was up-to-date, using recent publications on Bayesian
modelling of Mesolithic population and settlement patterns in Western Scotland (Wicks & Mithen
2014; Wicks et al. 2014). These dates were subjected to strict chronometric hygiene criteria to
provide a rigorous method of identifying the most chronologically secure Mesolithic sites in the

region (Fitzpatrick 2006; Spriggs 1989).

All radiocarbon dates presented have been calibrated using Oxcal 4.2 and the Intcal 13 curve (Bronk
Ramsey 2014; Reimer et al. 2013). Only Mesolithic dates are included?, although many sites contain
dates from later phases of occupation and occasionally redeposited material. Material that is not

directly associated with anthropogenic activity is also excluded.

L Older than 4000 cal. BC, with the exception of the skeleton from Traigh na Beirigh 9
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2.3. The Post-Glacial Colonisation of Scotland

The evidence for a Palaeolithic presence in Scotland is sparse. Deposits of reindeer antlers at Creag
nan Uamh (Cave of the Crags), Inchnadamph were initially interpreted as a cache for antler working
during the Late glacial in Scotland (Morrison & Bonsall 1989:136-137). This interpretation endured
from the time of their initial excavation in the 1920’s (Callander et al. 1927; Cree 1927) until re-
analysis of the deposits, including radiocarbon dates, proved the material accumulated over the
course of several millennia, with no evidence for anthropogenic activity until the Neolithic (Murray
et al. 1993; Saville 2005a:351, 354). Lithic material with Late Upper Palaeolithic affinities has only
recently been confirmed from western Scotland at sites such as at Sheildaig, Wester Ross;
Ballevullin, Tiree (Ballin & Saville 2003); Kilmelfort Cave, Argyll (Saville & Ballin 2009), Howburn
Farm, South Lanarkshire (Ballin et al. 2010) and Rubha Port an t-Seilich, Islay (Mithen et al. 2015).
Three possible tanged points from Lussa Wood | and Lussa Bay were considered to be Upper
Palaeolithic by Mercer (1969:21; 1980:26), however this interpretation has been rejected by
various individuals on the basis of the poor condition of the artefacts (Ballin & Saville 2003:5;
Edwards & Mithen 1995:351; Morrison & Bonsall 1989:137). These occasional glimpses of
Scotland’s Palaeolithic past are likely to become clearer and more frequent with future research. In
the interim, the archaeological evidence suggests that widespread human occupation in post-
glacial Scotland was long-delayed in the wake of the Last Glacial Maximum (referred to as LGM

hereafter; Sturt 2015).

It is well-established that the earliest dated evidence for Mesolithic occupation on the western
coastline of Scotland is from the Inner Hebrides at Kinloch, Rum, ¢.7500 cal. BC (Wickham-Jones
1990c). Further evidence from recent excavations at Rubha Port an t-Seilich, Islay and Fiskary Bay,
Coll have demonstrated that Mesolithic people were frequent visitors to, or more probably
inhabitants of, this island chain at the same time (Wicks & Mithen 2014). The Mesolithic activity on
these islands dates to over a thousand years later than the earliest known Mesolithic sites in the
east of Scotland, at Cramond and Daer Reservoir (Ashmore 2004a). Currently, there are no securely-
dated inland sites beyond Daer, and little evidence for over-land colonisation routes. As such, it
would appear that the time-lag between the colonisation of the east and west of Scotland was of
intermittent and transient occupation. It has been suggested that the most auspicious places were
selected for habitation by small, sea-faring groups navigating north-west Britain before eventual
population expansion led to an “extensive and intensive” settlement of the region (Finlayson 1999;
Waddington 2015). Radiocarbon dates from the recent excavation at Creit Dhubh, Mull have now
challenged this perception. The dates suggest two phases of occupation — the first contemporary
with those at Cramond and Daer during the 8™ millennium BC and the second occurring during the
7" millennium BC - at the same time as sites on neighbouring islands (Mithen & Wicks 2011a; Wicks
& Mithen 2014). This evidence therefore suggests that Mesolithic occupation in Scotland reached
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the west coast far sooner than traditionally perceived (Finlay et al. 2002:105; Wickham-Jones &

Woodman 1998).

2.4. The Scottish Mainland - From Dumfries to Durness

2.4.1. East Ayrshire and Dumfries and Galloway
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Figure 2. Mesolithic sites in the regions of East Ayrshire and Dumfries and Galloway. 1. Loch Doon A; 2. Loch Doon B;
3. Loch Doon C; 4. Loch Doon D; 5. Loch Doon E; 6. Loch Doon F; 7. Loch Doon G; 8. Loch Doon S; 9. Loch Doon T; 10.
Black Craig; 11. Donald’s Isle; 12. Loch Doon H; 13. Loch Doon I; 14. Loch Doon J; 15. Loch Doon K; 16. Loch Doon L
(Starr); 17. Loch Doon M; 18. Loch Doon N; 19. Loch Doon O; 20. Loch Doon P; 21. Loch Doon Q; 22. Loch Doon R; 23.
Loch Doon Starr 1a; 24. Loch Doon Starr 1b; 25. Loch Doon Starr 1c; 26. Loch Head A; 27. Loch Head B; 28. Loch Head C;
29. Loch Head D; 30. Portmark A; 31. Portmark B; 32. Portmark C; 33. Starr A; 34. Starr B; 35. Starr C; 36. Bargrennan
White Cairn; 37. Aird; 38. Low Balyett; 39. Mull Glen; 40. Portankill; 41. Drummore; 42. Grennan; 43. Terally A; 44.
Terally B; 45. Balgown; 46. Kirkmabreck; 47. Luce Sands A; 48. Luce Sands B; 49. Torrs Warren Site J; 50. Barmore Moss;
51. Kilfillian A; 52. Kilfillian C; 53. Stairhaven North; 54. Stairhaven South; 55. Auchenmalg; 56. Gillespie; 57. Sinniness;
58. Barhobble; 59. Chippermore Fort; 60. Low Clone North; 61. Low Clone South; 62. Airlour; 63. Barsalloch; 64. North
Barsalloch; 65. Pate's Port; 66. Bairbuy; 67. Monreith; 68. Morrach; 69. Isle Farm; 70. Portyerrock; 71. Shaddock; 72.
Sheddock; 73. Cruggleton; 74. Kilfillan B; 75. Innerwell; 76. Bladnoch; 77. Mossyard; 78. Newton; 79. Loch Grannoch A;
80. Loch Grannoch B; 81. Loch Grannoch C; 82. Loch Grannoch D; 83. Loch Grannoch E; 84. Loch Grannoch F; 85.
Clatteringshaws Loch J*; 86. Clatteringshaws Loch A; 87. Clatteringshaws Loch B; 88. Clatteringshaws Loch C; 89.
Clatteringshaws Loch D; 90. Clatteringshaws Loch E; 91. Clatteringshaws Loch F; 92. Clatteringshaws Loch G; 93.
Clatteringshaws Loch H; 94. Clatteringshaws Loch I; 95. Moss Raploch; 96. Black Water of Dee; 97. Loch Dee; 98. Snibe
Bog*; 99. Cooran Lane*; 100. Loch Dungeon*; 101. Smeeton; 102. Smittons; 103. Stroanpatrick; 104. Water of Ken J;
105. Water of Ken K; 106. Water of Ken L; 107. Water of Ken M; 108. Water of Ken N; 109. Water of Ken O; 110. Water
of Ken P; 111. Water of Ken Q; 112. Water of Ken R; 113. Water of Ken S; 114. Water of Ken T; 115. Water of Ken U;
116. Polmaddie Farm; 117. Stroangassel; 118. Water of Ken H; 119. Water of Ken I; 120. Water of Ken D; 121. Water of
Ken E; 122. Water of Ken F; 123. Water of Ken G; 124. Water of Ken B; 125. Water of Ken C; 126. Balmaclellan; 127.
Water of Ken A; 128. Bogrie; 129. Lochfoot School; 130. Loch Arthur; 131. Kirkguneon Parish; 132. Motte of Ur; 133.
Buittle Castle Bailey; 134. Mote of Mark; 135. Cowcorse Farm; 136. Gillfoot; 137. Maxwellfield; 138. McCulloch’s Castle;
139. Stony Park; 140. Tallowquhairn; 141. Carsethorn Beach; 142. Borron Point; 143. Carsethorn A; 144. Carsethorn B;
145. Powillimount; 146. 73-75 Irish Street; 147. Millhill. * - palaeoenvironmental cores. Ordnance Survey data © Crown
Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service
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Understanding of the Mesolithic occupation of south-west Scotland changed significantly during
the early 1960’s due to a plethora of new sites discovered in the East Ayrshire and Dumfries and
Galloway region (Figure 2). Prior to this, only five Mesolithic sites had been recognised in south and
west Scotland — the Campbeltown sites of Dalaruan, Millknowe and Albyn Distillery, and Ballantrae
and Luce Sands on the coast (Lacaille 1954:140-154). The sites and lithic scatters from this region

were fundamental in challenging the culture-historical dogma instituted by Lacaille.

The number of known sites increased dramatically in the 1960’s. In Wigtownshire, 17 unstratified
lithic scatters were identified on, or close to, the raised beach deposits. The assemblages all shared
similar typologies and the material comprised almost entirely flint (Coles 1964:68; Cowie 1996:66;
Truckell 1963:44-45). Detailed typological examination of the Wigtownshire material and re-
examination of the Campbeltown material was conducted following their discovery, comparing
them with Scottish ‘Obanian’ sites (discussed in Section 2.4.4.1) and Larnian sites from Ireland
(discussed in Chapter Three; Coles 1964). The results suggested that Scottish material was not
sufficiently chronologically or typologically similar to the Irish Larnian that it could be labelled as
such, and that the evidence to suggest any connection between Ireland and Scotland during the
early Mesolithic was negligible — instead, the term “south-west Scottish Coastal Mesolithic” was

introduced (Coles 1964:89; Morrison 1982:1; Saville 2004:10).

One of these scatters, Low Clone, was the first Mesolithic site in the south-west of Scotland to be
excavated, yielding the first, unequivocal evidence of Mesolithic structural remains on the Scottish
mainland, and a predominantly flint assemblage that included microliths (Cormack & Coles
1968:53). The assemblage challenged the perception that lithic industries in south-west Scotland
were very different to those in England and Wales, due to the apparent “extreme rarity of
microlithic forms” in Scottish assemblages (Cormack & Coles 1968:67). This was highlighted as an
artefact of bias inherent in surface collection, which significantly under-represented the presence
of chips, utilised blades, and retouched pieces — especially microliths. Consequently, comparisons
were successfully made between Low Clone and Welsh and English assemblages resulting in a
greater understanding of the typological nature of the site (Cormack & Coles 1968:67). Furthermore,
the evidence bolstered Coles’ challenge against the contribution of the Northern Irish Larnian to

the lithic industries in Scotland (Coles 1964; Cormack & Coles 1968:67-69).

Another misconception to be challenged was that of a solely coastal Mesolithic presence. Truckell
predicted that searching the “tops of river terraces” in the valleys of the south-flowing rivers would
populate the regions’ “blank” inland areas (1963:46). Following this, a substantial number of
Mesolithic flint and chert lithic scatters were identified around the loch and river systems of the
River Doon, the Black Water of Dee and the Water of Ken as a result of peat erosion from fluctuating
water levels (Affleck 1983:5-6; 1984a:6; 1984b:6; 1984c:34; 1984d:33-34; 1985a:11; 1985b:49;
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Anonymous 1975:60; Ansell 1966:33; 1967:32; 1968a:24; 1968b:24; 1968c:13; 1969a:12; 1969b:31;
1969c:31; 1971:26; Ansell & Conary 1974:42; Edwards et al. 1983:9; Finlayson 1990b; McFadzean
et al. 1984b:28). It is pertinent to note that there are a number of chert sources in the area around
Loch Doon, the High Bridge of Ken, and Deugh, which may have provided the raw material for lithics

found at the sites nearby (Edwards et al. 1983:13; Wickham-Jones 1986).

The recovery of so many Mesolithic assemblages in this area is significant. Several
palaeoenvironmental cores have been taken in the vicinity of these sites (Birks 1972; 1975). At
Snibe Bog there is evidence for probable human disturbance of the vegetation in pollen Zone SB3.
Birks, however, attributed this to early Neolithic clearance as the evidence for Mesolithic
occupation was, at the time, restricted to the coast (Birks 1972:206). The Cooran Lane site
contained a large quantity of charcoal within pollen Zone CL-4, which was dated to 6641-6106 cal.
BC. Again the fire was interpreted as a natural phenomenon, rather than caused by Mesolithic
interference, based on the same reasoning that no inland evidence for Mesolithic occupation had
been found (Birks 1975:206). Low levels of charcoal have also been detected at Loch Dungeon and
Clatteringshaws Loch (Birks 1972; 1975). These interpretations can subsequently be revised in light
of the evidence presented above — this area of the Galloway Hills was certainly occupied in the
Mesolithic period, with evidence for significant episodes of burning recovered at Starr and Loch

Dee (Affleck 1984b; 1984d; Edwards et al. 1983:14).

Cormack noted that to the west of the Urr Estuary, the assemblages known up to that time were
typologically very similar and the raw material was comprised exclusively of flint. This contrasted
markedly with sites to the east around the River Nith, all of which contained a high proportion of
non-flint, and non-local raw materials which may have been traded from neighbouring Annandale
and Eskdale (Cormack 1970:77-78; Morrison 1982:3). Following the discovery of numerous sites
post-1970, it is evident that Cormack’s findings still stand. All Mesolithic sites to the west of the Urr
only contain flint. The one exception is Aird, where a single pitchstone flake was recovered
(Edwards et al. 1983:12). With regard to the sites east of the Urr, the majority have mixed raw
material assemblages —namely flint, chert and quartz. The few flint-only sites are un-representative
isolated find-spots (Anonymous 1968a:25; 1968b:45; 1975:58; 1976:71; Bain 1995:22; Blackett
1967:32; Cachart 1989:12; Coles 1964; Cormack 1963:52; 1964a:34; 1964b:53; 1965a:41; 1965b:25;
1965d:25; 1965e:26; 1967:55; 1968a:46; 1968b:46; 1969a:51; 1969b:51; 1982a:9; 1982b:9;
1983a:4; 1983b:4; 1984:6; 1985a:11; 1985b:11; 1995; Cormack & Coles 1968; Cowie 1996:66;
Cullen & James 1995:22; Cunningham 1984:6; Edwards et al. 1983; Livens 1956b:31; Mackenzie
1995:19; 2002; McCracken 1967:55; Penman 1994:14; 1995:21; Saville 2005b:38; Truckell 1955:175;
1962:49; 1963; 1973:30; 1974:41; Williams 1966a:32; 1966b:32; 1967a:31; 1968:24).
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2.4.2. Renfrewshire and South Lanarkshire
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Figure 3. Mesolithic sites in the regions of Renfrewshire and South Lanarkshire. 1. Bishopton; 2. Renfrew; 3. Midlinbank
Farm; 4. Snabe Gravel Pit; 5. Shieloans; 6. Avondale Parish A; 7. Brown Hill; 8. Glentaggart; 9. Carmichael Church; 10.
Charleston Farm; 11. Lanark Racecourse; 12. Hare Hill/Climpy; 13. Crookedstane Farm; 14. Coom Rig (Daer Valley) Site
84; 15. Coom Rig (Daer Valley) Site 85; 16. Daer Reservoir 1; 17. Daer Reservoir 2; 18. Daer Reservoir 3; 19. Daer
Reservoir O. Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied
service

The nature of the assemblages recovered from the two inland counties of Renfrewshire and South
Lanarkshire is comparable to the inland assemblages of East Ayrshire and Dumfries and Galloway
discussed above, both in their location and raw material composition (Figure 3). A significant
number of Mesolithic sites and lithic scatters were exposed due to low water levels over a number
of years around Daer Reservoir (Ward 2001:86). Excavation of several lithic scatters recovered flint,
chert, and siltstone artefacts, in addition to charcoal-filled pits and possible stake-holes. The
radiocarbon-dates obtained from these sites span the early to late Mesolithic, between 8544-4052

cal. BC (Ward 1995:87; 1997:75; 1998a; 1998b; 2001:86; 2002:91-92, 127; 2004:124; 2006c:134).

Where details are provided for other sites identified in these regions, all of the assemblages are
dominated by flint and chert, and occasionally agate (Archer 1985:41; 87; Ballin & Johnson 2005;
Duncan 1997:75; Lelong et al. 1999:82; Macneill et al. 1994:75; McFadzean et al. 1984a:31-32;
Mitchell 2002:92; 2003:111). The excavation at Glentaggart provided a much needed opportunity
to study a Mesolithic chert assemblage from stratified contexts. There is little detailed information
on this raw material, despite its common occurrence in Mesolithic sites in south-west Scotland, and

this assemblage has been presented as a starting point for a future regional comparisons between
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the chert-dominated assemblages of the south-west interior, to the flint and flint-and-chert

assemblages along the coast (Ballin & Johnson 2005:85).

2.4.3. North and South Ayrshire

2.4.3.1. North Ayrshire

There is little information regarding the sites in North Ayrshire (Figure 4). The earliest identified
Mesolithic site in the Ayrshire region was at Shewalton Moor where an assemblage of flint, quartz,
jasper and chalcedony geometric microliths were recovered eroding from sand dunes, however the
assemblage was originally interpreted as Bronze Age (Lacaille 1930). Finds of Mesolithic material
from the dunes have also been made subsequently (Macneill 1965d; Williams 1967b:16). A barbed
antler harpoon was found in the River Irvine, which runs through the moor. Although Lacaille
compared it closely to a similar artefact from MacArthur’s Cave, Oban, and even suggested a
possible association with the microlith assemblage, he dismissed it as post-Mesolithic in date
(Lacaille 1930:49-50; 1954:288). It has subsequently been directly dated to 4901-4499 cal. BC
(Ashmore 2004a:122) and its Mesolithic date is thus affirmed.

The remaining sites in the north Ayrshire region are simply recorded as “Mesolithic flints”,
presumably from surface scatters collected during the late 1960’s and 1970’s (Anonymous 1976;
Macneill 1965c; 1973). It should be noted that the primary raw material composition of these
assemblages is flint, however there are few flint sources recorded in this area. Lacaille stated that
flint is not native to the region and must have been imported from elsewhere, which is attested by
the differing colours and varieties of flint present in the Shewalton Moor assemblage (Lacaille

1930:45).

2.4.3.2. South Ayrshire

Ballantrae, like Shewalton Moor to the north, was also identified early in the 20™ Century as one of
only two microlithic sites on the west coast (Figure 4; Edgar 1939; Lacaille 1954). Over 3000 tools
and debitage fragments were recovered from the plough-soil above the raised beach, with flint the
dominant raw material but also including quartz, chert, chalcedony and pitchstone (Lacaille
1945:84-86). The material occurred in concentrations, suggesting disturbed working sites, and the
assemblage comprised tools from the Mesolithic to the Bronze Age (Edgar 1939:185; Lacaille

1945:87). Further flints have since been recovered from the area (Macneill 1965a).

Again the records for the remainder of the flint surface scatters, or isolated finds in the region are
sparse in detail, precluding any further comparisons (Addyman 1998; Anonymous 1976; Cameron

2001; MacGregor 2002; Macneill 1965b; St Joseph & Maxwell 1982).
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Figure 4. Mesolithic sites in the regions of North Ayrshire and South Ayrshire. 1. West Kilbride A; 2. West Kilbride B; 3.
West Kilbride C; 4. West Kilbride D; 5. West Kilbride E; 6. Portencross; 7. Seamill B; 8. Seamill A; 9. Glenhead Farm; 10.
Stevenson; 11. Kilwinning; 12. Shewalton Moor; 13. Dreghorn A; 14. Dreghorn B; 15. Monkton A; 16. Monkton B; 17.
Prestwick A; 18. Prestwick B; 19. Greenan; 20. Bower Hill; 21. Dunure B; 22. Dunure C; 23. Dunure A; 24. Dunre D; 25.
Culzean Bay; 26. Crossraguel Abbey; 27. Maidens; 28. Turnberry Hotel; 29. Dowhill Farm; 30. Enoch Farm; 31. Girvan A;
32. Girvan B; 33. Girvan C; 34. Girvan D; 35. Girvan E; 36. Girvan F; 37. Girvan G; 38. Girvan H; 39. Girvan Mains; 40.
Girvan Mains Farm A; 41. Girvan Mains Farm B; 42. Girvan Mains Farm C; 43. Knockdolian; 44. Ballantrae A; 45.
Ballantrae B. Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied
service
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2.4.4. Argyll and Bute

R. Orchy

R. Shira

g
PANYY .
) e 1/

@ 5%
w‘ ;v/ '! : N

e Mullof
16 _/ Kintyre )
) 217 B )
ST .
0 10 20 Km .
L | J /~

Figure 5. Mesolithic sites in the regions of Argyll, Bute and Inchmarnock. 1. Carding Mill Bay; 2. Distillery Cave; 3.
Druimvargie; 4. Lon M6r; 5. MacArthur's Cave; 6. Mackay Cave; 7. Raschoille Cave; 8. Kilmore; 9. Cave of the Crags; 10.
Balaghoun; 11. Sron-a-Bruic; 12. Clachbreck; 13. Tiretigan Cave; 14. Rusehill; 15. Lange Links; 16. Machribeg; 17.
Macharioch Field 1; 18. Arinarach Hill; 19. Albyn Distillery; 20. Dalaruan; 21. Millknowe; 22. Sprinkbank Distillery; 23.
New Peninver Farm; 24. Inchmarnock; 25. St. Blane’s Church; 26. The Plan; 27. Little Kilchattan; 28. Glecknabae.

Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service
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The earliest investigations into the Mesolithic in Scotland were conducted in the caves and rock-
shelters of the Argyll coastline uncovered during development around Oban, and followed by

excavations at Campbeltown, on the Mull of Kintyre (Figure 5).

2.4.4.1. The ‘Obanian’ Cave Sites

During the late 1800’s several archaeological deposits were found within rock-shelters and caves
around Oban. These exceptionally preserved sites contained distinctive deposits of substantial
‘middens’ — or refuse heaps. These largely comprised marine mollusc and crustacean remains;
mammal bone (both land and sea); fish and bird bone; worked bone and antler tools such as points,
mattocks and harpoon-heads, and very small chipped flint assemblages (Anderson 1895; 1898;
Lacaille 1954; Turner 1895). The material from these sites was compared closely with shell middens
excavated on the islands of Oronsay and Risga (Anderson 1898), which Movius termed the
“Obanian culture”, after the area in which the sites were found (Bonsall 1997; 1942). The ‘Obanian’

was defined by five characteristics:
e Alimited geographical range around the Argyll coastline
e Alimited chronological range, post-c. 5500-5000 cal. BC
e Microliths and retouched stone tools are absent
e Bone and antler artefacts are present

e Sites with microlithic industries are not present where Obanian sites are found (Bonsall
1997:28).

The concept of the ‘Obanian’ has now been all but refuted (Bonsall 1997:28). Radiocarbon dates
from Druimvargie rock-shelter of 7569-6467 cal. BC make this one of the earliest Mesolithic sites in
Scotland, and the earliest ‘Obanian’ site by over 1000 years. This certainly repudiates the suggestion
that the ‘Obanian’ was a distinct, late, Mesolithic phenomenon (Bonsall 1997:29; Bonsall & Smith
1989; Bonsall et al. 1995; Connock et al. 1992:37). In contrast to the dating evidence from
Druimvargie, Carding Mill Bay produced terminal Mesolithic dates between 4236-3796 cal. BC? for
the occupation of the midden layers. This extends the occupation of Mesolithic midden sites up to,

and possibly beyond, the earliest dates for the Neolithic in Scotland (Connock et al. 1992:36).

More recently, two excavations near Oban have indicated that the final ‘Obanian’ assumption is no
longer valid. Flint and quartz assemblages containing classic narrow blade microliths have been
excavated from in situ occupation horizons at Kilmore and Lén M6r — the latter site is situated less
than a kilometre from the ‘Obanian’ sites of Carding Mill Bay and Raschoille Cave (Bonsall et al.

2009; Bonsall et al. 1993:76). Carbonised hazel nutshell from Lon Mér dated to 6395-6095 cal. BC

2 This date is obtained from OxA-3740 which has the highest integrity rating for the Mesolithic dated
material from this site.

56



only marginally post-dates the ‘Obanian’ site at Druimvargie (Bonsall et al. 2009:71; Bonsall et al.
1993:76). The close proximity of these two open air sites to the ‘Obanian’ caves, in both time and
space, therefore indicates that the Mesolithic inhabitants of the Argyll region were not culturally
separate groups. A more satisfactory suggestion is that the different site types are a result of
different activities being conducted at each of the sites by one group. These differences are
exacerbated by the differing preservation conditions provided by an enclosed cave versus an

exposed site (Bonsall 1997:36).

It is pertinent to note that the assemblage recovered from Kilmelfort Cave was noted as distinctly
untypical of the known microlithic or west coast Scottish Mesolithic industries at the time of
excavation, as it contained backed points (Coles 1959; 1983). The points have since been identified
as curve-backed points of the Late Upper Palaeolithic Federmessergruppen, and as such it has been

removed from the catalogue (Saville & Ballin 2009).

2.4.4.2. Mull of Kintyre

As mentioned previously (Section 2.2.1) the three sites at Dalaruan, Millknowe and Albyn Distillery
in Campbeltown were amongst the earliest excavations of Mesolithic material on the mainland
(Gray 1894; McCallien & Lacaille 1941). The assemblages at these sites are dominated by flint, which
is not native to the Kintyre area. Gray (1894:272) dismissed the idea that the flint may have been
transported by ice, as this could not account for the uniformly small nodules and an absence of
other types of other stones. Nor could the vast quantity of flint debitage found at Dalaruan and
Millknowe have been supplied by chance nodules washing up on the beach. Furthermore, there is
no geological evidence supporting the movement of ice from Antrim (the nearest source of flint) to
the Firth of Clyde, rather it was the other way around (McCallien & Lacaille 1941:60-61). The second
suggestion was that flint had been transported by floating seaweed (Smith 1895:42). However, later
discoveries of several large flint nodules excavated from Millknowe — one weighing in excess of
10lbs (4.5kg) ruled this idea out “as no amount of Fucus which could find root-hold on a 10lb. nodule
could ever possibly float it up” (Gray 1894:274). As such the early explanations for the presence of
flint on the Kintyre beaches was that it had been imported from Antrim by the prehistoric occupants
of the beaches (Gray 1894:274; McCallien & Lacaille 1941:61). As discussed in Section 2.4.1

however, the evidence for any connection with Ireland remains unproven.

The remarkable absence of flint raw material in this area is reflected in the remaining surface
scatters identified around the Mull of Kintyre, which contain small flint assemblages supplemented,
in some cases, by quartz (Campbell 1962:9; Cummings & Robinson 2007:45; Gladwin 1993:74;
Lacaille 1954; Purvis 2002:20; Scott 1956:3; Siggins 1991:55; Webb 2007:35).
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2.4.4.3. Bute and Inchmarnock

The evidence for Mesolithic settlement on the Isle of Bute is circumstantial. Only three lithic
scatters and a single flint core with diagnostic bladelet removals have been found there. An isolated
Mesolithic flint core has also been recovered within re-deposited material on Inchmarnock — Bute’s
small western satellite island (Conolly 2005:33; Cormack 1986a:26; 1986b:26; Finlay 2004:36;
McFadzean 1987:42; McFadzean et al. 1984c:22). The presence of microliths within the
assemblages at Little Kilchattan and St. Blane’s Church are the most tangible evidence thus far

(Cormack 1986b:26; McFadzean 1987:42; McFadzean et al. 1984c:22).

2.4.5. The Highlands

The region of the Highlands covers a vast area of north-western Scotland (Figure 6). Despite this,

there are only two areas towards the south of the Highland area where Mesolithic sites proliferate.

2.4.5.1. The Morvern and Ardnamurchan Peninsulae

One of the most important sites in this region is Risga, situated on a tiny island in Loch Sunart. The
shell midden site was initially excavated in the early 1920’s, although the site was not published
(Atkinson et al. 1993:45). A synthesis of the site is provided by Lacaille, who describes the
archaeological material as “virtually the same as the relic-beds of the Oban caves and Oronsay shell
mounds” (1954:229-239). Subsequent excavation at the site, however, went further in disproving
the ‘Obanian’ misnomer. Within the previously excavated areas of the midden, basal deposits
retaining their stratigraphic integrity were detected, and Mesolithic occupation activity was also
identified beyond the main midden area. A lithic assemblage in excess of 5000 pieces was recovered
with quartz the most dominant raw material but also containing flint and bloodstone. Significantly,
microliths of various forms were also found on the site (Atkinson et al. 1993:45; Banks & Pollard
1998:46; Pollard et al. 1994:36). This evidence has therefore provided irrefutable evidence that
invalidates the assumption “Obanian cultures” did not produce microlithic technology (Bonsall

1997; Mithen et al. 2007¢:515).

The ten other sites in the region are worth briefly discussing in terms of their raw material
composition. While flint and quartz are present at most, if not all of the sites, it is interesting to
note that bloodstone also frequently occurs in many of the assemblages. Bloodstone is a form of
hydrothermal chalcedony that only outcrops on the island of Rum (Durant et al. 1990). Its
occurrence on the western mainland clearly demonstrates this raw material was being exported
from the island. Mudstone, which is largely found on Skye, was notably recovered from the inland
site at Acharn A (Crerar 1961:12; Lacaille 1954:290-297; Mercer 1979; Pollard 1993:45; Rich Gray
1977; Robertson 2004:90; Thornber 1974a:19; 1974b:22).
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Figure 6. Mesolithic sites in the Highland region. 1. Baile Mhargait; 2. Smoo Cave; 3. Redpoint; 4. Fearnmore; 5.
Shieldaig (upper); 6. Lub Dubh Aird 1; 7. Lub Dubh Aird 2; 8. Lub Dubh Aird 3; 9. Lub Dubh Aird 4; 10. Shieldaig (lower);
11. Sand; 12. Applecross Manse; 13. Rubh’an Achaidh Moir; 14. Dahl Lay-by; 15. Loch Doilean; 16. Cul na Croise/Drynan
Bay; 17. Brach na Maorach; 18. Kentra Bay; 19. Sanna Bay; 20. Risga; 21. Barr River; 22. Acharn Farm A; 23. Acharn
Farm B; 24. Kinlochaline Cottages. Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance
Survey/EDINA supplied service

2.4.5.2. Sand and the Scotland’s First Settler’s Project
The Scotland’s First Settler’s Project (hereafter referred to as SFSP), which ran from 1998 to 2004,

aimed to survey the Isle of Skye and the adjacent mainland for Mesolithic occupation evidence
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through walkover survey, test pitting and excavation. In total over 129 new archaeological sites —
13 of which could be positively assigned to the Mesolithic — were identified including several rock-
shelters, lithic scatters, and midden deposits (Finlayson et al. 1999a:50; Hardy & Wickham-Jones
2001:507-510; 2009c:45).

The most significant of these finds was the Sand 1 rock-shelter. Excavation at the entrance revealed
extensive midden deposits comprising c.90% limpet shells, bone, antler, and a narrow-blade lithic
assemblage (Finlayson et al. 1999a:50). The deposits contained both ‘Obanian’ style bone artefacts
and bevel ended tools as well as narrow-blade microliths, again nullifying the ‘Obanian’ argument
(Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2001:45). The raw material composition of the flaked stone tool
assemblage varied. Imported baked mudstone dominated the assemblage, followed closely by
locally available quartz/quartzite. Flint and bloodstone made up the remainder of the assemblage
(Wickham-Jones 2009b). It is notable that there is little evidence for primary knapping of
bloodstone at Sand, and generally across the sites to the east of the Inner Sound, suggesting it has
been imported in a semi-prepared state (Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2003:380; Hardy & Wickham-
Jones 2009a:96-97, 161-163). With the exception of Sand, quartz and quartzite are the most
commonly used raw materials around the central islands and east coast of the Inner Sound, which
most likely reflects the local abundance of these raw materials in contrast to the sites to the west
(Wickham-Jones 2009c:459). Analysis of the material recovered from Redpoint during the late
1950’s indicated that 80% of the assemblage was quartz, and further investigation of the site during
the SFSP returned an assemblage of 95% quartz (Clarke 1990b:154; Gray 1960:236-237). A similar
pattern was identified at Sheildaig where 88% of the assemblage excavated in 1973 was quartz

(Clarke 1990b:154; Walker & Jardine 1974:59).

2.4.5.3. The Northern Coast

Beyond the sphere of investigation by the SFSP, there are no Mesolithic sites recorded along the
north-western extent of the Scottish mainland, until the coast of the landmass faces north. Here,
two small sites — Smoo Cave and Baile Mhargait — fall within the remit of this analysis. The former
site is a well-known Iron Age shell midden within a cave. Possible evidence for Mesolithic
occupation has been recovered from the lowest deposits which overlie marine sand, including
‘Obanian’ stone and bone artefacts, quartz flakes, and “butchered bones” (Keillar 1972:41; Pollard
1992:48). At Baile Mhargait an extensive scatter of flint and chalcedony artefacts was recovered
from a fluvio-glacial outwash plain. The presence of blade cores, blades, and a narrow blade
microlith indicate the presence of Mesolithic material in the scatter (Wickham-Jones & Firth
1990:28). Given the high concentrations of Mesolithic sites identified during the course of various

projects, this distribution ‘gap’ must be artificial.
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2.4.6. The Inner Hebrides - Skye and the Small Isles
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N 4 ! .
A A o - 4_Trotternish
; - g 14
£ \ . R
, Waternish | " $ . %
RONA|
*ml‘ B f @ 12
» H {
) SKYE ¢ / 3
s i Se . o |
' D | £18 . I .RAASAY
virinish=~_ | “ * _~ & N
. W g v glo-nt
> ) =) 7—9 \ o
; @ ™ SCALPAY
Y . \ ‘. A - o [ )
SOAY - k
a4t
_‘6:
i . T Sleat @

Figure 7. Mesolithic sites on Skye, Raasay and Scalpay. 1. An Corran A; 2. An Corran C; 3. An Corran E; 4. An Corran E;
5. Kati’s Bay; 6. Camas Daraich; 7. Scalpay 6a; 8. Scalpay 7; 9. Scalpay 8; 10. Clachan Harbour; 11. North Bay; 12. Loch a
Sguirr 1. Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service

The island of Skye also fell under the remit of the SFSP, whereby several new Mesolithic sites
dominated by locally available raw materials were identified (Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2009c:508-
509; Wickham-Jones 2009c:460). Two of the most significant sites were identified on separate

occasions (Figure 7).

2.4.6.1.1. An Corran

The rock-shelter at An Corran was excavated ahead of cliff-face blasting works for road construction
(Saville & Miket 1994a; 1994b). A multi-period shell midden containing Mesolithic organic
‘Obanian-style’ artefacts was uncovered below more recent occupation debris. These artefacts,
which included bone and antler points, and bevel ended tools span a date range of 6607-3807 cal.
BC. The site comprised a large faunal assemblage in addition to “an absolutely conventional
Mesolithic [lithic] industry”, dominated by locally available baked mudstone tools including broad-
blade microliths (Hardy et al. 2012:29; Saville & Miket 1994a:10; 1994b:41). The site was ground-
breaking, as it was the first site in which a typically ‘Obanian’ assemblage was found with a
microlithic assemblage (Saville & Miket 1994a). Subsequent radiocarbon-dating of bones from the
midden has yielded a very inconsistent set of dates for the occupation of the site; therefore the
lithic data cannot be interpreted on anything more than typological grounds (Saville & Hardy
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2012b:76). Despite this, the broad blade nature of the assemblage conforms to an Early Mesolithic
typology, with no evidence for later material, although this cannot be ruled out (Finlay et al.
2002:107). The earliest deposits at An Corran have been interpreted as a palimpsest of shell
processing and lithic working activity that accumulated over an extended period of repeated
occupation (Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2009c¢:33; Saville & Hardy 2012a:81). The SFSP surveyed the
area close to An Corran around Staffin Bay. Several lithic scatters were recovered, but only sites C,
E and F produced diagnostic Mesolithic material, while the others could only be assigned a
circumstantial Mesolithic date on the presence of blades within the assemblage (Hardy & Wickham-

Jones 2002a:62; 2009¢:508-509).

2.4.6.1.2. Camas Daraich

An eroding lithic scatter was excavated at Camas Daraich in 2000. Hazel nutshell recovered from a
hearth and scooped area above raised beach deposits returned consistent dates for occupation
during the mid-7™ millennium BC (Birch et al. 2001:57; Wickham-Jones & Hardy 2004b:58). The
lithic assemblage highlighted interesting patterns in the distribution of raw materials. While locally
available chalcedonic silicates dominated, supplemented to some extent by quartz, imported
bloodstone was well represented (Birch et al. 2001:57; Wickham-Jones 2004a:19). The bloodstone
had clearly been imported from Rum, 25km away, as un-knapped nodules that were worked at the
site. This contrasts with the overall pattern from around the Inner Sound where bloodstone appears
to have been imported in a pre-prepared state (Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2003:380; Wickham-Jones
2004a:22). Mudstone, of which the only workable source lies 70km to the north, displays little
evidence of primary working and must have been brought to the site as pre-formed tools

(Wickham-Jones 2004a:21-23).

2.4.6.2. Raasay and Scalpay
Three sites have been located on the small island of Raasay (Figure 7). The first, at North Bay was
identified during the construction of an outdoor centre and is simply noted as a probable Mesolithic

occupation site on the platform under investigation (Wildgoose 2004).

The second, a rock-shelter at Loch a Sguirr 1, was investigated during the SFSP. Shell midden
deposits contained a worked stone assemblage of baked mudstone, quartz and flint. Despite the
absence of microliths the presence of three bevel ended bone tools suggested that the site may be
Mesolithic. Radiocarbon dates of 6640-6020 cal. BC from these bone tools indicated that activity at

the site was indeed such (Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2009a:169-173).

A single baked mudstone flake was found among intertidal peat deposits at Clachan Harbour, and
the area is well known locally for stone tool finds (Hardy 2009a:64). Clachan Harbour fell under

investigation again in 2007 (Ballin et al. 2011:94). 27 lithics were recovered from compacted silt
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lenses and overlying inter-tidal peat deposits. The assemblage is almost exclusively Skye tuff, with
only a single core identified as potentially of baked mudstone (Ballin et al. 2011:98-100). Due to the
broad blade nature of the lithic assemblage, an Early Mesolithic date is postulated. This is
corroborated by radiocarbon dates on birch wood from the overlying peat deposits which dated to
7598-7085 cal. BC, providing a terminus ante quem for the majority of the lithic assemblage (Ballin

et al. 2011:96, 101).

The island of Scalpay was surveyed by a local inhabitant. Of the nine lithic scatters identified, three
contain microliths (Scalpay 63, 7, 8; Figure 7) indicating a Mesolithic presence on the island, the rest
however could not be categorised any further than ‘prehistoric’. Notably, within the assemblages
of local raw material there were also a number of Rum bloodstone pieces (Hardy 2009a:64; Hardy

& Wickham-Jones 2009a:195-201).

2.4.6.3. Rum
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Figure 8. Mesolithic sites on Rum. 1. Bealach a’Braigh Bhig; 2. Kinloch. The source of bloodstone at Bloodstone Hill is
indicated by the red triangle. Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance
Survey/EDINA supplied service

Bloodstone Hill, Rum is the only known source of workable bloodstone in the Inner Hebrides and
general consensus is that this is where bloodstone was obtained during the Mesolithic (Clarke &
Griffiths 1990:156). Only one Mesolithic site is known from the island, beyond an isolated find of a
flint blade recovered from Bealach a'Braigh Bhig (Saville 2008:123; Figure 8).
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Kinloch, Rum, dated to 7608-6394 cal. BC is one of the oldest Mesolithic sites in Scotland (Ashmore
2004a:101; 2004b:92; Wickham-Jones 1990c:163). The excavation was conducted amidst a high
density lithic scatter which, when combined, produced an assemblage of ¢.140,000 pieces and
contained a substantial proportion of local bloodstone, flint, agate, quartz, silicified limestone, and
volcanic glass (Wickham-Jones 1990c:52; Wickham-Jones & Pollock 1985:21; 1986:14; Wickham-
Jones et al. 1984:14). Structural remains including pits, stake-holes, and hollows were also
identified and although there were no discernible hearth features, a quantity of charred hazel
nutshell was recovered from a pit (Wickham-Jones 1990c:157; Wickham-Jones & Pollock 1985:21).
The dates from the nutshell indicate Kinloch was occupied from the beginning of the Late Mesolithic
and was occupied over a significant time-frame during this period (Wickham-Jones 1990c:38). This
is supported by the lithic technology which contains a broadly geometric microlith assemblage
(Myers 1988:25). It should be noted that of the lithic assemblage, only the flint and bloodstone
component was analysed. This indicated that the flint nodules were small, but of high quality.
Although the bloodstone nodules were larger, these were of lesser quality (Zetterlund 1990:64).
Despite this there is clear evidence for the export of this material off the island, as many
assemblages around Skye and the Inner Sound contain bloodstone (Hardy & Wickham-Jones
2003:380). It is also pertinent to note that alongside the excavation coring was conducted nearby,
with the aims of reconstructing the vegetation profile of the area and to identify whether any
evidence for human impact on the environment could be discerned (Hirons & Edwards 1990:715).
The resulting profile indicated changes in alder, willow, grass, and hazel that corresponded to the
time of Mesolithic occupation at Kinloch, and could not be fully explained as a natural ecological
phenomenon. Added to this, a rise in charcoal indicated localised burning that may have derived
from domestic fires, providing “circumstantial evidence for Mesolithic age human interference with
the local vegetation. This is...comparable to findings from the Outer Hebrides” (Edwards & Sugden

2003:15; Hirons & Edwards 1990:723).

2.4.6.4. Coll

Fiskary Bay is the only confirmed Mesolithic site on Coll, identified during the Inner Hebrides
Archaeological Project (hereafter IHAP), following the local collection of lithics around the inter-
tidal zone (Mithen et al. 2007a; Figure 9). Excavation revealed a substantial artefact assemblage,
charcoal, and fish bones from raised beach deposits (Mithen & Wicks 2009:36). The lithic
assemblage comprised bladelet technology and microliths typologically diagnostic to the Scottish
Mesolithic narrow blade tradition; however there is no detail of the raw material composition
(Mithen et al. 2007a:28; Mithen & Wicks 2009:36). Charred hazel nutshells were dated to 7351-
6236 cal. BC, which supports the late Mesolithic occupation suggested by the artefact assemblage
(Mithen 2008:36).

64



| aF

// o

N J \/(

TIREE o G B Crossapol 3
AT Bay

"y
\7& g \ i % Rubha
5 Dubh
Rubha .z ( 7/ . ©
Chraiginis A

‘ / Hyn/sh

\J 4 § Bay
{ &L )
C ’\\ ‘/‘
Balephuil- 3
Bay X~ 0 5 10 Km

Figure 9. Mesolithic sites on Coll and Tiree. 1. Rubha Sgor-innis; 2. Fiskary Bay; 3. Ballevullin; 4. Balephuil Bay. Ordnance
Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service

Possible Mesolithic remains were recovered from an old ground surface eroding from sand dunes
at Rubha Sgor-innis, including eight elongated bevelled pebbles, flint pebbles, and flint flakes
(Ritchie et al. 1978:85). The bevelled pebbles are comparable to the coarse stone “limpet scoops”,
which have only been recovered from Mesolithic contexts at sites such as the Oronsay and Risga
shell middens, and in the absence of any diagnostic pieces within the lithic assemblage this site is

assigned a Mesolithic date by association.

2.4.6.5. Tiree

Further work by the IHAP on Tiree has investigated lithics collected by George Holleyman during
the 1940’s around the Ballevullin and Balephuil Bay areas, some of which are likely to be Mesolithic
(Mithen et al. 2007c; Figure 9). Survey work in 2005 identified several possible new Mesolithic sites,
most notably T1 — a bipolar technology dominated lithic scatter on raised beach deposits at
Balephuil Bay (Mithen et al. 2007¢:530; Mithen et al. 2005). A single tanged point was recovered at
Ballevullin in 1912 which has been identified as a probable Ahrensburgian-style point (Ballin &
Saville 2003; Livens 1956a:439; Morrison & Bonsall 1989).
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2.4.6.6. Mull
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Figure 10. Mesolithic sites on Mull, lona and Ulva. 1. Croig; 2. Crait Dubh; 3. Tenga; 4. Torr Daraich; 5. Various field-
walking locations, Mull; 6. Loch an t-Suidhe*; 7. Suidhe; 8. Ulva Cave; 9. A’Chrannag 1*; 10. A’Chrannag 2*; 11. Relig
Odhran. * - palaeoenvironmental cores. Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance
Survey/EDINA supplied service

The IHAP identified three Mesolithic sites on Mull: Crait Dubh (Creit Dhu), Tenga and Croig (Mithen
2008; Mithen et al. 2007b; Mithen & Wicks 2010; Figure 10). All three were initially identified
through the collection of lithics by local residents and further investigated through excavation.
Unfortunately no raw material information was detailed in the publications. Although the lithic
scatters are likely to be contaminated with later prehistoric material, there is a high component of
bladelet technology at all of the sites, with microliths recovered from Tenga and Croig (Mithen et
al. 2007b:28; Mithen & Wicks 2010:46). Radiocarbon dates from two phases of Mesolithic
occupation at Crait Dubh span 8419-6481 cal. BC, which indirectly supports the interpretation of
the above sites as Mesolithic (Mithen et al. 2007b:28; Mithen & Wicks 2010:46). The later phase of
occupation from Crait Dubh coincides with the dates for significant vegetation disturbance obtained
from pollen cores taken from Loch an t-Suidhe ¢.6900-5780 cal. BC, whereby an increase in heather
and grass pollen, coupled with an increase in charcoal, and declining birch and hazel pollen taxa has
been interpreted as anthropogenic in origin (Edwards & Sugden 2003:15; Sugden 1999:111-113). A
series of small pits were excavated at Suidhe, close to the site of the coring location. Although only
a single unstratified flint blade was recovered from the site, the charred contents of the pit certainly

derive from human activity. Oak charcoal from one of the pits was dated to 4791-4615 cal. BC,
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although there is no clear evidence within the pollen core to indicate significant anthropogenic

impact on the surrounding environment at that time (Ellis 2009:40; Sugden 1999:119).

Details of several isolated finds, including a Mesolithic flint core recovered from a ditch at Torr
Daraich, and several Mesolithic blades with no specific provenance were also reported to National

Museums Scotland (Anonymous 1993a; 1993b).

2.4.6.7. lona
There appears to be only a single reference to Mesolithic activity on lona (Figure 10). During the
excavation of a Monastic enclosure at Relig Odhran, raised beach deposits containing charcoal

spreads and Mesolithic flints were identified (Barber 1979:28).

2.4.6.8. Ulva

Ulva is a small island to the west of Mull (Figure 10). Excavations at Ulva Cave began in 1987, but
ceased in 1991, and have since been resumed (Bonsall et al. 1994:20; Pickard 2013). The cave
deposits contained a marine shell-rich midden in addition to crustacean remains, large mammal
bones, fish bones, hazel nutshell, and seeds; artefacts include a perforated cowrie shell and an
antler bevel ended tool (Bonsall et al. 1992:7; Bonsall et al. 1994:20). A small quantity of flint, quartz,
pitchstone, and possible bloodstone debitage has also been recovered. The presence of pottery in
the highest levels of the midden attests to its continued use into later prehistory, therefore some
post-Mesolithic contamination of the lithic assemblage is likely (Bonsall et al. 1994:17). Limpet
shells from the midden have been dated to two phases: ¢.6800-6460 cal. BC, which corresponds to
the early dates from Druimvargie rock-shelter, and 4770-4400 cal. BC — contemporaneous with the
Oronsay middens (Bonsall et al. 1992:11; Wicks & Mithen 2014). Unlike the other large ‘Obanian’
sites on the mainland and Oronsay, however, the small midden in Ulva Cave accumulated over the

course of millennia (Bonsall 1997:31-33).

A pollen core was taken 500m north of the site at A’Chrannag. There is clear evidence for the
burning of Calluna heathland and a decrease in woodland species from Mesolithic dated levels of
the core. Despite the suggestion that anthropogenic activities may have contributed to these
palaeoenvironmental signatures the dates from Ulva Cave do not coincide (Edwards & Sugden

2003:15; Sugden 1999:142, 160).
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2.4.6.9. Colonsay
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Figure 11. Mesolithic sites on Colonsay and Oronsay. 1. Scalasaig 2; 2. Scalasaig Hotel; 3. Machrins A; 4. Machrins 3; 5.
Staosnaig; 6. Baleromindubh 5; 7. Loch Cholla*; 8. Baleromindubh 4; 9; Baleromindubh 2; 10. Cnoc Sligeach; 11. Cnoc
Coig; 12. Caisteal nan Gillean I; 13. Caisteal nan Gillean Il; 14. Priory Midden. * - palaeoenvironmental core. Ordnance
Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service

As part of the Southern Hebrides Mesolithic Project (hereafter SHMP), field-walking and test-pitting

surveys were undertaken on the small island of Colonsay, in addition to the main work on Islay

(Figure 11; and see Section 2.4.6.11). Three areas — Machrins 3, Scalasaig 2 and Staosnaig —
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produced definite evidence of Mesolithic occupation with strong evidence for Mesolithic activity
also present at Baleromindubh (Marshall 2000a:358; Mithen 1989b; 1989d; Mithen & Lake 1996).
Flint was the primary raw material found at these sites, supplemented by a small quantity of quartz.
Overall the assemblages were dominated by bipolar reduction techniques which enabled the small

beach pebbles to be utilised immediately (Mithen 1989a; 1989b; 1989c).

The site at Staosnaig is one of the most important Mesolithic sites excavated in the Inner Hebrides.
In situ Mesolithic deposits including worked lithic debris, coarse stone artefacts and several pit-like
features, some of which were stone-lined, have been recovered (Mithen & Lake 1996:138-139).
The largest pit, F24, measured c.4.5m in diameter and has been interpreted as a probable hut
structure. The fill comprised a chipped stone assemblage, coarse stone tools, and a significant
guantity of charred hazel nutshell, which is estimated to have comprised 30,000-40,000 whole hazel
nuts (Mithen et al. 2001:225, 227). Nut shells from the pit have indicated that episodes of
deposition occurred between 7320-5792 cal. BC, and are representative of intensive and systematic
exploitation over a short period of time that likely involved a degree of resource management
(Edwards & Sugden 2003:15; Mithen et al. 2001:232-233). The lithic assemblage totals in excess of
68,000 pieces and is dominated (98.9%) by flint; however, quartz, Arran pitchstone, and an

unprovenanced siltstone were also recovered from the features (Mithen et al. 2000a:394).

A palaeoenvironmental core taken from Loch Cholla, 2km to the south of the site indicates an
extremely sudden decrease in tree pollen of Corylus and Betula ¢.6600-5200 cal. BC (Andrews in
Mellars 1987:66). The original interpretation of this signature favours a statistical issue in absolute
abundance percentages in order to explain the decrease in tree pollen i.e. that the reduction in the
proportion of tree pollen is only perceived due to increased percentage data for grass, sedge, and
heather pollen through the course of natural re-vegetation (Mellars 1987:66). Edwards and Sugden
(2003:15-16), however have argued that the dates coincide with the deposition of the large charred
hazelnut assemblage at Staosnaig, and by implication the exploitation this resource may have

affected the pollen record.

2.4.6.10. Oronsay

Oronsay has a long history of archaeological investigation into the shell mounds on the island and
the surrounding area (Anderson 1898; Bishop 1914; Grieve 1883; Mellars 1987). Three of the five
Mesolithic middens — Caisteal nan Gillean |, Cnoc Sligeach and Cnoc Coig — have been excavated
intermittently since 1881, with two further Mesolithic middens and subsidiary occupation identified
during excavations in the 1970’s at Caisteal nan Gillean Il and Priory Midden (Jardine 1972; 1973;
1974; 1975; Jardine & Jardine 1976; 1978; 1983; Mellars 1971; 1987; Figure 11).
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The Mesolithic shell middens on Oronsay are very similar in their composition. They consisted
largely of deposits of dense occupation debris — primarily of marine molluscs, often interspersed by
wind-blown sand (Anderson 1898; Bishop 1914; Jardine & Jardine 1983; Lacaille 1954; Mellars
1987). The midden layers also included hearth deposits, which are present in all but Caisteal nan
Gillean |, and structural evidence in the form of stake holes at Cnoc Sligeach and Cnoc Coig (Lacaille
1954:213,222; Mellars 1987:237-240). Excellent preservation conditions created by the shell matrix
allowed for large faunal assemblages of terrestrial and marine mammal, fish and bird bones to be
recovered (Anderson 1898; Grigson & Mellars 1987; Lacaille 1954). Tools of bone and antler
including barbed harpoon heads/fishing spears, awls, points, and bevel-ended pieces were also
preserved; the typology and function of which has been discussed and length (Anderson 1898:307-
313; Bishop 1914:68; Clark 1956; Jardine & Jardine 1978; Lacaille 1954:211-219). Fifty-five human
bones, predominantly from the hands and feet were recovered from Cnoc Coig, Caisteal nan Gillean
Il and Priory midden, which has provided isotopic evidence on the diets of the individuals (Anderson
1898:311; Meiklejohn & Denston 1987:296; Mellars 1987:119; Richards & Schulting 2003; Richards
& Mellars 1998).

The stone tool assemblages from the middens primarily consisted of bevel-ended stone tools made
of elongated pebbles and small quantities of flint debitage, which attests to the working of this
material on the sites (Anderson 1898:307-313; Lacaille 1954:220, 227). There is very little evidence
for secondary working of the flint — less than 1% of the assemblage from Cnoc Sligeach is retouched,
however it has been suggested that the flint chips would have been suitable for use without
modification (Bishop 1914:91; Coles 1964:82). Flint itself is only occasionally found on Oronsay,
with the nearest sources at Carsaig, south Mull, and the Morvern and Ardnamurchan peninsulae
on the mainland (Lacaille 1954:216). As such the material has been intensively reduced and the
small numbers of blades recovered suggest that the raw material was not conducive to producing
such technology (Coles 1964:96; Lacaille 1954:218; Mithen et al. 2007c:516). This information on
the lithic assemblages has only been gleaned from the early excavations by Grieve and Galloway,
and Bishop and Buchanan. Regrettably, the lithic report from Mellars’ excavation still has not been
produced (Mellars 1987). A pilot study on a small sample of material recovered from test-pits across
Cnoc Coig has since been conducted, revealing an assemblage of flint (64%) and quartz (36%)
artefacts, both derived from beach pebbles (Pirie et al. 2006:6). A careful reduction strategy is
evident alongside deliberate production of narrow blades, which compares to the assemblage from

the shell midden at Risga, and also the much earlier dated midden at Sand (Pirie et al. 2006:10).
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2.4.6.11. Islay
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Figure 12. Mesolithic sites on Islay. 1. Kilellan Farm; 2. Gruinart B; 3. Kindrochid; 4. Kindrochid 4; 5. Kindrochid Ditch;
6. Kindrochid Area 3; 7. Loch Grom 5; 8. Loch Gorm B*; 9. Kindrochid Area 2; 10. Coulererach (*); 11. Loch Gorm A*; 12.
Loch Gorm 2; 13. Rockside; 14. Loch Gorm 10; Loch Gorm 9; 16. Loch Gorm 1; 17. Port Charlotte 3; 18. Port Charlotte;
19. Gleann Mor Site A; 20. Kilchiarain Road Stone Quarry A; 21. Kilchiarain Road Stone Quarry B; 22. Kilchiarain Road
Stone Quarry C; 23. Kilchiarain Road Stone Quarry D; 24. Kilchiarain Road Stone Quarry E; 25. Loch a’Bhogaidh*; 25.
Bolsay Farm; 27. Cill Michael; 28. Low Nerabus; 29. Black Park Quarry; 30. Scarrabus; 31. Bridgend 11; 32. Bridgend 9;
33. Bridgend 14; Bridgend 7; 35. Bridgend 1; 36. Bridgend 5; 37. Newton; 38. Sorn Valley*; 39. Bowmore 16; 40.
Bowmore 4; 41. Bowmore 10; 42. Bowmore 9; 43. Mulindry 10; 44. Storakaig; 45. Cnoc Seanda; 46. Kiells 3; 47. Rubha

Port an t-Seilich. * - palaeoenvironmental core. Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An
Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service

Archaeological investigation into the Mesolithic of Islay has been conducted since the 1950’s, which
resulted in a high number of Mesolithic lithic scatters being recorded (Burgess 1973:8; 1976:13;
Caldwell 1997:19; Newall 1960:16; 1962a; Newall & Newall 1961b; Figure 12). Over the last quarter
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of a century the approach changed to encompass large-scale projects such as the SHMP, conducted
between 1988 and 1998 (Mithen 2000c), and the on-going IHAP and East Islay Mesolithic Project
(Mithen & Wicks 2013; Mithen et al. 2005).

The SHMP investigated several sites that had previously been identified through local field-walking
activities. Bolsay Farm was known to be an extensive site of Mesolithic occupation (Newall 1962b;
1963; Newall & Newall 1961a). Excavation recovered in excess of 300,000 lithics, in addition to in
situ stake holes, pits, and hearth deposits. Radiocarbon dating of charcoal from the pits suggested
the Mesolithic phase of occupation occurred between 6425-5623 cal. BC (Mithen 1990a; 1992;
Mithen & Lake 1996:135). The relative in situ nature of the occupation deposits at Bolsay Farm has
been interpreted as representative of a residential camp, or a palimpsest of multiple, smaller

occupation episodes (Mithen et al. 1992; Mithen & Lake 1996:136-137; Mithen et al. 2000d:289).

A dense concentration of Mesolithic flint artefacts had also been identified eroding from a disused
sand quarry at Gleann Mor (Davies 1970:6; Newall 1959:12; 1960:16). Subsequent excavation by
the SHMP revealed “a well preserved, discrete and high-density artefact scatter” totalling c.13,000
artefacts confined to an area of only 6m? (Mithen 1989a; 1990b:32; Mithen & Lake 1996:131-132).
Although no archaeological features were detected, a single piece of charcoal recovered from
within the artefact scatter was radiocarbon dated to 6222-5737 cal. BC (Mithen & Lake 1996:132).
Based on the small area of highly concentrated artefacts Gleann Mor has been interpreted as having
been occupied on only a few, short occasions (Mithen & Finlayson 2000a:204; Mithen & Lake

1996:134).

At Coulererach, to the west of Loch Gorm, an assemblage of c.2500 artefacts were identified sealed
below thick peat deposits (Mithen 1993:68). The scatter predominantly comprised primary stage
knapping debris, with many small beach flint pebbles exhibiting single flake removals. Additionally,
re-fitting pieces, good quality blades, and several retouched tools including tanged microliths were
also recovered, providing a striking contrast to the other Islay assemblages. A piece of charcoal from
within the lithic scatter was dated to 6561-6228 cal. BC (Mithen 1993:68; Mithen & Lake 1996:143).
The site has been interpreted as an area primarily used for flint knapping, given its close proximity
to flint-bearing beaches on the west coast. Furthermore, the position of the site beside the loch
would also have provided access to a rich and diverse range of game, fish, and fowl for exploitation
(Mithen & Finlay 2000:229; Mithen & Lake 1996:145). A similar interpretation has been made for
the site excavated at Kindrochid. The site is well placed in the landscape for the observation of
game towards Loch Gorm, and the high density of knapping debris associated with microlith
production has led to the interpretation that this site functioned to repair and manufacture such

tools (Marshall & Mithen 2000:249).
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Numerous areas were field-walked during the project, which identified several areas of potential
Mesolithic activity. Two further Mesolithic sites at Rockside and Aoradh were also excavated,
however the deposits were high highly disturbed (Lowe & Dalland 1996; Mithen et al. 2000b;
Mithen & Lake 1996; Mithen et al. 2000f).

Palaeoenvironmental investigations have also been conducted close to many of the sites. Although
cores from Loch Gorm and Coulererach produced inconclusive evidence for human impact,
previous pollen studies can be related to Mesolithic activity within their locality (Bunting et al.
2000:147-148; Edwards & Berridge 1994; McCullagh et al. 1989; Sugden & Edwards 2000). The core
from Loch a’Bhogaidh indicates a high presence of hazel (Corylus) within the immediate vicinity and
fluctuations in the pollen record for this species is interpreted as reflecting anthropogenic
disturbance to the local vegetation, especially in the later stages of the profile, where a marked
reduction in Corylus pollen correlates with an increase in charcoal. This phenomenon occurs in two
stages — one between ¢.6300-6050 cal. BC and another ¢.6000-6400 cal. BC, which coincides with
confirmed Mesolithic activity on the island at Bolsay Farm and Gleann Mor, less than kilometre
away (Edwards & Berridge 1994:760-761, 768; Mithen et al. 1992:252; Sugden 1999:95-101;
Sugden & Edwards 2000:135).

A palaeoenvironmental core was also taken from the Sorn Valley, close to the excavation of a
Mesolithic site at Newton. The site comprised pits and gullies filled with carbonised material (hazel
nutshell, charcoal, and bone) in addition to a large flint assemblage. Radiocarbon dates indicate
occupation occurred between 7305-6216 cal. BC (Andrews in McCullagh et al. 1989:25, 47). These
dates do not closely correspond directly with the possible anthropogenic disturbance to local
vegetation indicated by the Sorn Valley core (Ballantyne 2004:27-29; Conneller & Warren 2006:7;
Andrews in McCullagh et al. 1989:49). Despite this, the number of sites identified through field-
walking activities of the SHMP along the Sorn Valley indicates a high concentration of Mesolithic

activity in the area.
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2.4.6.12. Jura
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Figure 13. Mesolithic sites on Jura. 1. Kinuachdrach; 2. Glengarrisdale; 3. North Carn; 4. Carn Southern Raised Beach;
5. Lealt Bay; 6. Lussa River; 7. Lussa Wood; 8. Lussa Bay; 9. Glenbatrick Waterhole. Ordnance Survey data © Crown
Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service

The first campaign investigating the Mesolithic occupation of the Inner Hebridean islands was
conducted by John Mercer on Jura between 1966 and 1982 (Figure 13). Seven ‘transgression-time’

sites containing thousands of microliths were excavated during this period, and further information
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on two of the sites was published subsequently. Unfortunately, none of the lithic assemblages can
be confirmed as in situ, and represent material from the Mesolithic to the Bronze Age (Mercer

1968:7; 1969; 1971; 1972; 1974; 1980; Searight 1984; 1990:7; 1993).

A number of dates were obtained from some of the sites which reinforced Mercer’s three-phase
microlithic chronology (Mercer 1972; 1974). However, the dates and their association with the
microlithic forms have since been disputed (Myers 1988:25; Searight 1993:8; Woodman 1989:11-
13). The radiocarbon dates from Lussa Wood were originally interpreted as support for the
continuation of broad-blade technology beyond c.7500 cal. BC, which has since been disproved,
and the Neolithic dates for the microlithic assemblage at Lussa River are believed to derive from a
later occupation phase (Woodman 1989:12, 16). Mercer’s precise system of categorising microlith
typology, based on morphological characteristics, has been criticised as risking “a normalisation of
the data”, which would disguise morphological variability (Finlayson et al. 1996). Microlith ‘types’
actually grade between forms and simplification of Mercer’s system indicated the majority of the
Jura assemblages broadly conform to a similar typological group (Finlayson et al. 1996; Woodman
1989:12-13). Overall it appears that the assemblages represent a mix of both earlier and later
Mesolithic occupation due to erosion and re-deposition of deposits (Bonsall 1988:33; Saville

2004:11).

Flint dominates the assemblages, despite the absence of naturally occurring nodules on the island.
The nearest sources are Mull and the Morvern and Ardnamurchan peninsulae on the mainland
(Mercer 1968:45). Comparison with sources of corticated pieces from Glenbatrick indicated that
the larger flints were likely to have been sourced from south Mull. However no provenance has
been suggested for the smaller, water rolled pebbles which seem to have supplied the majority of
the assemblages (Mercer 1974:16-18). Locally available quartz and quartzite cobbles are present in
all assemblages, with the exception of Lussa Bay, and this is the only site that does not contain
Arran pitchstone (Mercer 1968:20, 45; 1969). Mudstone has been recovered from Glengarrisdale
(Mercer & Searight 1986:47) and, although not used as a tool, it is interesting to note the presence
of red ochre at Lussa River and North Carn, which is likely to have been imported from Mull or Skye

(Mercer 1971:28; 1972:8).

Despite the problems inherent in the chronology of the Jura material, comparison of the bipolar
‘chisels’ present in the microlithic assemblage at Lussa River with those from the ‘Obanian’ shell
middens of Oronsay (which lie in close proximity; contra. Bonsall 1996:188), led Mercer to suggest
“..that known ‘Obanian’ material from Oronsay and, by extension, other similar Argyll ‘Obanian’
material, was the product of the region’s microlithic period, evidenced by the Jura excavations. In

this case the claim of the ‘Obanian’ material to culture status in its own right would no longer be
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supportable...” (Mercer 1971:27). This suggestion was made over a quarter of a century before it

became fully acknowledged (Bonsall 1997).

2.4.6.13. Arran
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Figure 14. Mesolithic sites on Arran. 1. Machrie North Test Pit 0610; 2. Machrie; 3. Moss Farm Site 1; 4. Moss Farm Site
11; 5. Bridge Farm; 6. Machrie Moor*; 7. Auchareoch; 8. Kildonan; 9. Knockenkelly 12; 10. Knockenkelly 15; 11. Lamlash.
* . palaeoenvironmental core. Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance
Survey/EDINA supplied service

The first indication of Mesolithic occupation on Arran was hinted at by the recovery of several ‘Late
Larnian’ flints around the north-west coast (Lacaille 1954:154; Figure 14). Yet considering well-
documented Mesolithic presence on the mainland surrounding Arran, and the other nearby islands
discussed above, such fleeting evidence for Mesolithic occupation appeared anomalous in light of
the island’s topography and environment, which would certainly have appealed to hunter-gatherer

communities (Robinson 1983a:1).

2.4.6.13.1. West Arran - Machrie Moor

Peat coring activity on Machrie Moor in 1980 provided circumstantial evidence that the Mesolithic
occupation of Arran may have been more substantial than the lithic evidence suggested (Robinson
1983a; 1983b; Robinson & Dickson 1988). Within the peat core a significant episode of coinciding
elements was seen, which were interpreted as indicative of human vegetation disturbance. These
elements included the presence of charcoal, a reduction in tree pollen supplemented by a rise in
pollen of species such as hazel (Corylus) and heather (Calluna vulgaris) — which is associated with
fire resistance and open-area habitat (Robinson 1983a:3). The first episode of this nature occurred
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at a level dated to 8234-7482 cal. BC, which was concurrent with the earliest known Mesolithic
occupation in Scotland at the time (Robinson 1983a:3; Robinson & Dickson 1988:229). A second
episode of possible anthropogenic vegetation disturbance was also detected ¢.6800 cal. BC:
charcoal was again present, Calluna pollen levels remained constantly high and pollen values
representing a suite of plants suited to woodland-clearing increased (Robinson 1983a:3; Robinson
& Dickson 1988:229). A further discussion on the debate surrounding fire ecology is contained
within Chapter Seven. The evidence was taken to suggest that Arran must have been populated

during the Mesolithic (Fairhurst 1982; Robinson 1983a).

Several Mesolithic sites and lithic scatters have subsequently been identified near Machrie, Moss
Farm and Bridge Farm that validate the above interpretations (Baker 1999:65; Ballin-Smith et al.
1999:64; Gorman et al. 1993a:79; 1993b:80; 1995b:72; Haggarty 1991:83).

2.4.6.13.2. East Arran - Auchareoch and Knockenkelly

More substantive evidence was recovered from Auchareoch and Knockenkelly that supported
Robinson’s prediction. During forestry commission quarrying works at Auchareoch flint and
pitchstone artefacts were identified (Affleck et al. 1985:41). Ensuing excavation yielded in excess of
4400 flint and pitchstone lithics, including microliths (Affleck et al. 1985:41; 1988:38). Significant
guantities of charred hazel nutshell and bone fragments were excavated from fire-pits which dated
the period of activity to between 7303-6015 cal. BC (Allen & Edwards 1987:20). The lithic
assemblage from Auchareoch was overwhelmingly dominated by flint (90%), whereas pitchstone
made up just under the remainder (9.4%) — both of these raw materials were derived locally from
beach and fluvioglacial deposits within the kame terrace on which the site is located (Affleck et al.
1988:46, 54). Overall the site is interpreted as a palimpsest of small, short, but frequently occupied
camps which were geared towards the specialised production of blades and microliths — in

particular scalene triangles (Affleck et al. 1988:50, 56).

Several other flint and pitchstone lithic scatters and isolated finds have been recovered within the
vicinity of Auchareoch and the Kilmory Water area, although none are diagnostically Mesolithic

(Allen & Edwards 1987:20-21).

Twelve lithic scatters were noted in the Knockenkelly area; however only two of the sites contained
diagnostic flint microliths like the ones identified by Fairhurst (1982). The other scatters,
predominantly of pitchstone, also include artefacts relating to post-Mesolithic occupation (Allen &
Edwards 1987:21). Another occupation site was also excavated at Lamlash (Ballin-Smith et al.

1999:64).

On the south east point of Arran at Kildonan a large, concentrated Mesolithic artefact scatter was

identified during field-walking; the main raw material in the assemblage was flint, although a small
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number of pitchstone and quartzite tools were also recovered. The site appears to represent a
knapping area, with a large quantity of tested flint pebbles in addition to cores, blades, burins and
finished tools such as scrapers and microliths. Shell fragments were also identified (Gorman et al.

1995a:72).

2.4.7. The Western Isles - Outer Hebrides

2.4.7.1. Palaeoenvironmental Indicators

To suggest the Western Isles were not occupied during the Mesolithic, in the words of Woodman
(1996:156) “is to accept a proposition that some areas of Scotland were the only regions in
Northern Europe to remain unoccupied...”. Considering that the offshore islands in Norway and
Scandinavia were colonised within a few hundred years of the retreat of the ice sheets (discussed
in Chapter Three), this seems highly improbable (Bang-Andersen 2003b; Bjerck 1995; 2008b; 2009;
Larsson 1996).

The difficulty of finding Mesolithic sites in these islands rests on three primary issues. First is the
post-Mesolithic development of blanket peat (sometimes several metres thick) across the majority
of the islands’ interior (Bennett et al. 1990:281; Bishop et al. 2011a:1; Edwards 2004:61; Edwards
& Mithen 1995:349). This has obscured early Holocene ground surfaces and the acid nature of the
soils creates inappropriate conditions for the preservation of organic materials such as bone
(Edwards 1996:34). Second, post-glacial sea level changes have had significant effects on the
preservation of Mesolithic sites in this region (Bishop et al. 2011a:1; Edwards 2004:69; Edwards &
Mithen 1995:349). In some areas of the Inner Hebrides and mainland Scotland, the land is
‘rebounding’ from the weight of the LGM ice sheets following de-glaciation (isostasy) at a rate
quicker than that of sea level rise (eustasy). This has formed raised beaches that have benefitted
the preservation of early Holocene sites (Armit 1996:28; Bjerck 2009:120). In the Western Isles
however, isostatic uplift is minimal, with the land ‘sinking’ in relation to sea level rise (Ashmore
2003a:2). As a result of coastal inundation, possibly caused by the Storegga tsunami, the Mesolithic
shoreline between 6398-6032 cal. BC is estimated to have been c.-2.17m OD (Mean High Water
Springs) than at present in Harris, and perhaps as much as -5m in the Uists (Jordan et al. 2010:131;
Ritchie 1979; 1985:174-175). A consequence of marine transgression is the third issue — the inland
incursion of machair (calcareous shell sand), which has also buried evidence of Mesolithic
occupation (Bishop et al. 2011a:1; Edwards 1996:34; Edwards & Mithen 1995:349; Edwards et al.
2005:436). The machair dunes are constantly changing and burying the landscape. Coastal
Mesolithic sites are therefore submerged under the Atlantic or covered by machair, with inland
sites buried beneath the peat (Armit 1996:28, 34). Ironically, where sites can be found under the
peat and machair they are well preserved and have suffered very little post-depositional

disturbance (Edwards & Mithen 1995:349).
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Figure 15. Palaeoenvironmental indicators of Mesolithic activity in the Western Isles. 1. Aird Callanais; 2. Callanish; 3.
Kallin; 4. Borve; 5. Peninerine; 6. North Locheynort; 7. Loch Lang; 8. Loch Airigh na h-Aon Oidhche; 9. Loch an t-Sil.
Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/ database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service

There have been a number of palynological studies conducted on lake sediment cores in the
Western Isles since the 1980’s (Figure 15). Anomalies in the representation of pollen and charcoal
in these cores have been suggested by some as indicative of evidence for Mesolithic impact on the

environment. This is most convincing when compared to evidence for vegetation disturbance and
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burning close to known Inner Hebridean Mesolithic sites is identified, such as on Arran, Islay, and
at Loch Doon in the Galloway Hills on the mainland (Affleck et al. 1988:56; Armit 1996:24; Bennett
et al. 1990; Birks 1972; 1975; Bohncke 1988; Edwards 1990:73; 1996; 2000; 2004; Edwards &
Berridge 1994:768; Edwards & Mithen 1995:355-357; Edwards & Sugden 2003; Andrews in
McCullagh et al. 1989:42; Robinson 1983a). However, others have argued that the variations
detected in vegetation patterns were ecological responses to early Holocene climate change or

natural alterations in woodland ecosystem dynamics (Tipping 1996; 2004).

A core taken from North Locheynort, South Uist (where there is no archaeological evidence of
Mesolithic presence) exhibited evidence for burning and changes to the local woodland
environment that dated to the Mesolithic period (Edwards 1990:77). The profile compared very
closely to palynological evidence for early human interaction with the environment from the Inner
Hebrides at Kinloch, Rum, which was taken near to a key Mesolithic site of the same name and date
(Edwards 1990:77; Hirons & Edwards 1990:721). This close parallel in palynological and micro-
charcoal evidence between the Western Isles and the Inner Hebrides has been used “to justify the
notion of a human presence in Mesolithic times” in the Western Isles (Edwards 1996:34). Until 2001,
however, no archaeological sites had been found in the region that could substantiate this

argument, and evidence for Mesolithic occupation remained contentious.

Slightly less circumstantial evidence was identified at Aird Calanais, Lewis when a dry-stone hearth
feature with charcoal deposits was observed eroding from the north facing coastal edge of East
Loch Roag in 1997. The excavation aimed to investigate the deposits for their palaeoenvironmental
and dating potential, as the site was likely to be prehistoric in nature (Flitcroft & Heald 1997; O’Brien
et al. 2009:5). The stratigraphic position of the deposits concerned, under c.1m of peat, indicated
they might be of a similar date to the Callanais stone circles, and associated Neolithic and Bronze
Age landscape and field systems in the area (Ashmore 1995; O’Brien et al. 2009:5). A 100% sampling
strategy of the deposits was employed to maximise the recovery of material, which has formed the
basis for the sampling strategy developed in the region (Church 2002b; Jones 1991). Underlying the
hearth feature which initiated the investigation of the site was a buried relic ground surface of
bioturbated early to mid-Holocene organic soil, incorporating burnt material of charcoal and
charred hazel nutshell (O’Brien et al. 2009:7-9). Two radiocarbon dates obtained from the buried
ground surface yielded dates of between 5659-4456 cal. BC. Although it is not clear whether the
hazel nutshells derive from ephemeral traces of Mesolithic food-gathering activities and burning, it
is certainly possible, making Aird Calanais a likely Mesolithic site (Church pers. comm.; Bishop et al.

2012a:7; O’Brien et al. 2009:17).
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2.4.7.2. Coastal Erosion

Coastal erosion is a serious issue in Scotland. Continually causing significant damage to
archaeological sites, the Western and Northern Isles are affected the most (Armit 1994:72-73;
Ashmore 2003a:2; 2003b:203; Burgess & Church 1997; Finlayson et al. 1999b). However, it has also
played an important role in exposing archaeological sites that were not previously visible —
especially after periods of extreme weather (Barrowman 2000:99-103; Bell et al. 2013:37; Fairnell
& Barrett 2007:466; Milner 2002:226; Woodman 1989:6). Several significant Mesolithic sites in
Britain and Ireland have been discovered as a consequence of erosion: the Mesolithic flint scatters
at Lussa Bay and North Carn, Jura derive from eroded deposits washed downstream by river action
(Mercer 1969:5; 1972:9); changes in upslope drainage caused an erosion scar on a cliff edge at
Belderrig, Co. Mayo, Ireland where a Mesolithic quartz scatter was identified (Warren 2008:1);
erosion of windblown sands revealed Mesolithic sites at the Sands of Forvie and Culbin Sands
(Warren 2005b:9). Survey of sites around Skye, Raasay, the Crowlin Islands and the Applecross
peninsula of the Inner Sound indicated almost all are threatened from various forms of erosion,
which has facilitated the continual recovery of lithics at the well-known Mesolithic sites of An

Corran and Staffin (Finlayson et al. 1999b; Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2009c:12).

Coastal erosion has also contributed to the discovery of the first Mesolithic sites in the Western

Isles, which are described in Chapters Five and Six.

2.5. The Current Picture of the Mesolithic in Western Scotland

This review has aimed to provide an overview of the current picture of the Mesolithic in western
Scotland and the Hebrides through several key aspects. The first, and most notable, is the way in
which investigation of the Mesolithic in western Scotland has changed. Small, isolated explorations
of shell middens by antiquarians on the island of Oronsay, and in the caves and rock-shelters around
the coastline at Oban, Argyll have retained their status as some of the most important sites in
Mesolithic Scotland (Anderson 1895; 1898; Grieve 1883; Saville). However, the contribution of
large-scale surveys such as the SHMP, and the SFSP within the last 30 years has taken an entirely
holistic view of the archaeological record in their respective areas. Together, these intensive
investigations of vast tracts of the Inner Hebrides have resulted in an exponential rise in the
contribution of new information to our current understanding of Mesolithic occupation at the most
north-western corner of Europe (Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2003; Hardy & Wickham-Jones 2009b;
Mithen 2000c; Mithen et al. 2006). Alongside this, culture-historical perspectives of the ‘Larnian’,
‘Tardenoisian’, and ‘Obanian’ — the latter of which endured into the mid-1990’s — have also been

refuted (Morrison 1996:14; Saville 2004).
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The influence of developer-funded excavation through NPPG5 and PAN42 (The Scottish
Government 1994; 1998) legislation has also paid dividends in contributing to the archaeological
record (Phillips & Bradley 2004; Saville 1998b:214); however, rescue excavations were being
conducted far in advance of their implementation in 1994. This has primarily been a consequence
of local interest and amateur collection, which has resulted in the positive identification of
hundreds of new sites. The recovery of potential material by local inhabitants has not only ‘filled in’
regional gaps where academic research has not taken place, but has highlighted the potential of

areas for future research (Barrowman 2000:36-38, 104-108).

Despite this, there are still large areas where there is little or no evidence for Mesolithic occupation.
The absence of evidence for the Mesolithic in the north-west Highlands, for example, contrasts
markedly with the vast corpus of evidence recovered from the Inner Hebrides and the south-
western Scottish mainland. There are a significant number of instances discussed above where
palaeoenvironmental data has hinted at human interference in local vegetation; however the

physical evidence to support this has not been uncovered until sometime afterwards.

The second aspect concerned the nature and composition of the dataset presented. Related to this
was the issue of how archaeological methods and recovery techniques affect our understanding of
the Mesolithic in the region. In terms of distribution, the data collected so far is an excellent
indication of Mesolithic presence throughout the area under study, and to a certain extent the
activities undertaken there (knapping and creating new tools, hunting etc.). However, in terms of
securely dated contextual information, the picture is much sparser. Overall, just under 75% of the
archaeological sites in the database were initially identified through ad hoc surface collection or
organised field-walking activities®. Unstratified surface scatters therefore account significantly for
the highest proportion of sites in the region under study and only 13% of these were subsequently
excavated. As a result, 67% of the total number of identified archaeological sites* lack any secure
contextual information with which to interpret them, thus their use as comparative material is

compromised.

Only 33% of sites from the catalogue have been excavated, either by accident (i.e. though building
works), or intentionally (i.e. through archaeological research, targeted test-pitting strategies, or
developer funded). Only where there are exceptional preservation conditions is any cultural
information other than lithic debris or charcoal preserved. Consequently, the greatest source of

information relating to the subsistence of Mesolithic people in Scotland is derived from very specific

3 Where information regarding recovery of the material was given.
#Including those with no information regarding how the material was recovered.
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site-types — shell middens and occupation deposits —which merely comprise 8% of the total dataset,

and only appear to reflect coastally-based activities.

Furthermore, although coastal dominance has long been known for Mesolithic sites, it has not
readily been established whether this is genuinely reflects the preference of Mesolithic settlers or
is the artefact of research bias (Edwards 1989:144; 1983:13; Wickham-Jones & Firth 2000:122). This
data review suggests that it may indeed be the latter — where work has taken place to investigate
the interior of mainland Scotland, especially in the south-west of Scotland, extensive evidence for
Mesolithic occupation has been identified (Edwards et al. 1983:13; Mulholland 1970). This study
was hampered by the absence of any synthetic review of Mesolithic sites in Scotland, unlike in
England and Wales (Saville 1998b; Wymer & Bonsall 1977). However, archaeological investigation
is hindered by the “Catch-22" situation of modern agriculture. Intensive ploughing in the lowlands
makes the likelihood of early sites surviving minimal, whereas ‘greening’ of the highland landscape
(leaving it to pasture) results in minimal plough soil that can be investigated through traditional
techniques, such as field-walking, in order to find new sites (Barrowman 2000:34-35, 65-99;
Edwards & Mithen 1995:349). The imbalance between coastal and inland representation of
Mesolithic evidence in Scotland has been heavily criticised as insufficient in terms of pace and
academic acknowledgement (Ward 2010:14). Recent work by the Biggar Archaeology Group has
provided a large body of new data that would contribute significantly to readdressing the coast-
inland settlement dichotomy. However, this remains as unpublished interim reports and with the

scant resources of the voluntary sector unlikely to be widely disseminated (Ward 2010:14).

The final issue to be raised is how the movement of raw materials over significant distances from
their sources attests to the mobility of Mesolithic groups (a full discussion on this is presented in
Piper 2010). Flint is clearly the most widely used raw material overall, despite the fact it is not
commonly available, with sources generally restricted to the western coasts of islands such as Islay
and Mull (Marshall 2000b; 2000c; Mercer 1968). Despite the notable absence of a natural flint
supply around the south west mainland it is often exclusively used in that region, which poses
interesting questions regarding distribution. The assemblages in the south-west are also often
supplemented by chert, which is readily available in that area. It is interesting to note that use of
this raw material is restricted to the south-west, where it does not appear to be as widely exploited
as flint, despite being commonly available and considering the absence of a flint source in the region.
Quartz is ubiquitous in terms of both raw material sources, although it is certain not all sources
have been catalogued, and usage. Raw materials with more restricted sources, such as bloodstone,
baked mudstone and pitchstone are present within clearly localised areas of distribution. The
implications for the distribution of these raw materials in terms of Mesolithic mobility is discussed

more fully in Chapter Nine.
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2.6. Conclusions

To summarise, the intensive investigation into the Mesolithic of western Scotland and the Inner
Hebrides over the last 30 years has resulted in an archaeological record that is no longer as “dull
and impoverished” as traditionally perceived by some of our greatest archaeological forebears
(Conneller & Warren 2006:7). The results of these projects have provided a rich volume of evidence
for occupation in specific areas where Mesolithic people were exploiting both locally available raw
materials, and material brought, or traded, from further afield. The picture, however, is far from

complete, with vast tracts of Scotland entirely unrepresented.

The following chapter follows closely on from the synthesis of Scottish Mesolithic evidence
presented here. It considers the evidence for Mesolithic colonisation, maritime adaptation and
regionalisation in two neighbouring regions of the north-east Atlantic facade — Ireland and Norway.
The similarities and differences that can be illustrated between these regions will be outlined in
detail, before being drawn upon again in Chapter Eight to provide a contextual backdrop for the

Western Isles and Scottish Mesolithic as a whole.
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Chapter 3: Colonisation and Regionalisation: Themes in the
Mesolithic of the Ireland and Norway

3.1. Introduction

Following Chapter Two, which described the background to the Mesolithic in western Scotland, this
chapter provides an overview of the Mesolithic in Ireland and Norway. It forms a research backdrop
to contextualise the Mesolithic in the Western Isles of Scotland. Ireland and Norway were chosen
as they are Scotland’s nearest neighbours on the north-eastern Atlantic seaboard, bracketing the
west coast of Scotland to the north-east and south-west. Furthermore, these regions provide
comparable environments and coastal geographies — namely a “fiord/skerry seascape” (Bjerck
2009:118). The modes of colonisation and occupation along the western fringes of the continent
are also analogous, linked intrinsically with the development of a marine adapted economy.
Although regional differences in lithic technology are evident, changes in raw material procurement
follow a similar trend. Comparisons between Scotland, Ireland and Norway will be drawn upon and

explored fully in Chapter Eight in order to address the third research question of this thesis.

The chapter is divided into four sections. First, the Early Mesolithic in these regions are summarised
with particular regard to early Holocene colonisation and the type of environment early settlers
encountered. Technological developments pertaining to the successful colonisation of these
regions by pioneering groups hinges on the Holocene development of “elaborate marine relations”
(Bjerck 2009:122). Inextricably linked with the maritime adaptations that facilitated the
colonisation of these areas is a marine-oriented mode of subsistence, which forms the second
section of this chapter. In both Ireland and Norway, fishing contributed to a significant proportion

of Mesolithic diet, owing to the restricted availability of terrestrial fauna.

The third section describes trends in the regionalisation of lithic technology during the Later
Mesolithic of Ireland and Norway. These changes are manifest through differences in lithic
traditions in each country, however similarities are also observed. The transition from the Early to
Later Mesolithic in Ireland, and the Middle to Late Mesolithic Chronozone in Norway occurs ¢.7000
cal. BC — the date of the earliest known occupation in the Western Isles at Northton. This date is
therefore significant when potential comparisons between the three regions are drawn in the
fourth section of this chapter. This provides a basis for further discussion in Chapter Eight, which
will focus in greater detail on the environment, technology and subsistence of these three key areas

of the north-east Atlantic facade.

The whole of Ireland, with occasional reference to the Isle of Man, will be considered (Figure 16).

Given the vast size of Norway, which encompasses wide variation in topography and environment

85



over several degrees of latitude, and consequently a highly varied archaeological record, only the
Mesolithic of south and west Norway between Kristiansand (Vest-Agder county) and Trondheim
(Ser Trendelag county) will be discussed (Figure 18). Only a brief reference to the Mesolithic-
Neolithic transition in the centuries following 4000 cal. BC will be made, as a full discussion is

beyond the remit of this thesis.

3.2. Boats, Colonisation and Maritime Adaptations in the Early Mesolithic

This section considers the colonisation and specialised marine developments of the Early Mesolithic
in Ireland, which ends ¢.7000 cal. BC; and the Early to Middle Mesolithic Chronozone in Norway,
which terminates 500 years later. This marks the transition to the Irish and Norwegian Later

Mesolithic (Bjerck 2008b; Costa et al. 2005).

The most probable models for how these regions were colonised are presented against the early
Holocene environmental setting. The cause and effect of these conditions are evident in Early
Mesolithic adaptations pertaining to lithic technology and economy (Woodman 2015); the latter of

which is discussed further in Section 3.3.

3.2.1. Ireland
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Figure 16. Ireland and the Isle of Man. Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/database right 2014. An Ordnance
Survey/EDINA supplied service

The earliest evidence for the occupation of Ireland known to date is from Mount Sandel, Co. Derry

(Woodman 1985b). Recent re-assessment of the radiocarbon dates from the site places the
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duration of Mesolithic activity between c.7700-c.7500 cal. BC (Bayliss & Woodman 2009). There are
two significant lines of evidence which suggest Mount Sandel was not inhabited by the first
Mesolithic pioneers. One is the presence of hut structures, which are traditionally perceived as
evidence for a more settled, or permanent, occupation (Waddington 2015:226; Woodman 2012:14).
This does not fit with what would be expected from an initial “pioneer” phase of colonisation, but
is more in line with consolidation of an area. Housley et al. (1997:44-45) describe the presence of
such structures as indicative of a post-colonisation “residential camp phase” and is a pattern which
is reflected throughout the north-west European fringe (Akerlund et al. 2003; Bjerck 2008a:38;
Woodman 2012:13-14). The repertoire of lithic tools from Mount Sandel, appear to suggest a local,
regional lithic tradition had already developed by people already familiar with their surroundings.
Implements include needlepoint microliths, flake axes, and ground/polished stone axes that are
unknown from anywhere else in Britain at this time (Bayliss & Woodman 2009:117; Woodman
1978:49, 201-203). These insular adaptations of the Mesolithic island inhabitants to their
environment conforms to behavioural ecology and optimization models (Phillips 2011:6, 47-48;

Winterhalder & Smith 2000).

These arguments are compelling. However there is, as yet, no indication for any earlier ‘pioneer’
stages, represented by small ephemeral sites of very brief and sporadic periods of habitation
(Housley et al. 1997:44-45). It is likely that any early material is deeply stratified or submerged,
precluding its recovery (Pollard 2011; Woodman 1978:150; 2004:40). The exact mode of
colonisation has been widely debated. One favoured suggestion is a land-bridge connection to
Britain via which early post-glacial mammal species, and eventually people, came to Ireland (Devoy
1985; Mitchell 1976; Movius 1942; Wingfield 1995; Yalden 1981). This has been long disputed
however; in Hodges’ (1953) review of the state of Irish Mesolithic research, a little after the tenth
anniversary of Movius’ (1942) seminal publication, he states that in the absence of any evidence
for “traces of early human activity in the bridgehead areas of Co. Dublin and Co. Donegal...we can,
therefore, only assume that Ireland's earliest in habitants came by sea.” The land-bridge hypothesis
has ultimately been overturned by more recent palaeogeographic reconstructions, which suggest
that Ireland would have been separated from mainland Britain by c. 14,000 cal. BC (Edwards &
Brooks 2008). That Ireland was colonised by boat is now beyond doubt, and the insular
developments at Mount Sandel may have only taken a few generations to emerge (Hodges 1953;
McCartan 2004; Tolan-Smith 2008; Woodman 1978:207, 203). Questions still remain, however,
over why the colonisation of Ireland was long-delayed following deglaciation, and from where

Mesolithic people came.

Neither question can be answered in full. Traditionally, the perceived locus for colonisation was the

north-east of Ireland, with its rich flint deposits and close proximity to Scotland (Movius 1942;
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Tolan-Smith 2008:151); however, Early Mesolithic sites have been identified along the length of the
south and east coasts of Ireland, which suggests that this long-held view is likely a matter of
research bias (Woodman 1978:140). Irrespective of where the first Mesolithic colonists came from,
the presence of Early Mesolithic sites throughout Ireland shows that settlement spread quickly

across the island (Costa et al. 2005:24; Woodman 2012:11-14).

Several suggestions have been made as to why there was such a delay in the colonisation of Ireland
following the late post-glacial. The persistence of the land bridge hypothesis has been criticised by
Woodman (2003:58-59) as representing an “implicit assumption” that the Irish Sea would have
presented an impenetrable obstruction to early Mesolithic pioneers. This sentiment is echoed by
Warren (2015a:49) - “The evidence of human ingenuity and diversity at this time is at odds with a
failure to colonise an island simply because it was an island.” Woodman (2012:10) suggests two
possible scenarios regarding the cause of this delay. The first simply pertains to a slow, northward
migration of people from the south and east of England — potentially pushed by displaced occupants
of Doggerland retreating from rising sea levels (Woodman 2012; Warren 2015a:51). The second is
that Mesolithic people had not yet developed the skills and technology associated with advanced

marine relations that facilitated successful open-sea faring (Bjerck 2009; Woodman 2012:11).

Mesolithic occupation of the Inner Hebridean islands of Islay and Rum as early as the 8" millennium
BC does indicate that the movement of people into north-west Scotland after the LGM was certainly
delayed, but not a slow process (Mithen et al. 2015; Tolan-Smith 2003:125). Furthermore, maritime
technology was sufficiently developed enough at this early stage to settle these islands. From the
evidence in western Scotland it would seem unlikely that these issues would apply to Ireland,
especially given the presence of Early Mesolithic lithics on Inishtrahull, c.10km north of the northern
coast of Ireland, which prove “settlement made by a people who had already become adapted to
a water-edge way of life” (Hodges 1953; Woodman 2012:11). The absence of large terrestrial game
on Ireland, including red deer, upon which Late Upper Palaeolithic and Early Mesolithic hunters of
the Continent and Britain relied, may have meant that Ireland was initially out-with the conceptual
world view of Mesolithic people (Warren 2015a:48). Importing wild boar could have been a means
of mitigating this, facilitating successful colonisation in combination with heavy reliance on aquatic

resources, which is discussed further in Section 3.3.

Early Mesolithic technology in Ireland is characterised by the production of small, standardised
narrow blades for the manufacture of geometric microliths, which were used in composite tools.
Recent analysis of an Early Mesolithic assemblage from Eleven Ballyboes, Co. Donegal has indicated
that the mode of reduction was through direct percussion using a soft stone hammer (Costa &
Sternke 2009:797; Costa et al. 2001; 2005:24-25); rather than indirect punches as previously
believed (e.g. Waddell 2000:14; Woodman 1987:138). This would seem more plausible in the
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absence of large game that could provide the raw materials, such as antler, for these tools
(Woodman 2009a). As mentioned above, the Early Mesolithic in Ireland has already been shown to
have developed insular traits not seen anywhere else in the British Isles, although microlithic forms
found in mainland Britain also occur in Ireland at similar times. The lithic repertoire of the Early
Mesolithic inhabitants in Ireland appears to have been used as a direct means of resource
procurement (Costa et al. 2005:30). Microwear analysis of the Mount Sandel assemblage supports
this notion, with the needle and rod microliths bearing evidence for use as projectiles. The flakes
and blades were used in scraping and planing of bone, meat, wood and hide, all of which attests to

direct actions of hunting, gathering and processing (Dumont 1985; 1988).

Flint and chert are the two primary raw materials utilised during this period, with other raw
materials only occasionally used (Costa et al. 2005:28). The high quality flint available in the north-

12

east of Ireland (Figure 17) has been described as “a silicious ‘Eldorado’”, which created a flint-
centric focus for theories over how and why Ireland was colonised, as discussed above (Woodman
1987:138). Furthermore, occupation was seen as restricted to County Antrim simply because of the
abundant raw material availability, which resulted in a region-specific development of (or, as
Movius saw it — degeneration to) the heavy bladed industries of the Late Larnian (Movius 1942;
Woodman 1978:140, 203; 1987:138). The subsequent identification of Early Mesolithic sites
throughout Ireland, however, has refuted this notion. Moreover, it appears that raw material had
little influence on the technology produced (Little 2009b:135). Instead, it was the “standardised,
inflexible production” of Early Mesolithic tool types that substantially limited the use of raw
materials to a selection of high quality sources (Costa & Sternke 2009:797-798). This is exemplified
where flint from particular sources appears to have been preferred at the expense of more local
raw materials, including lesser-quality flint available as erratic nodules and in drift deposits on
beaches (Woodman 2015; Woodman 1987:140). It is the mode of procurement therefore, rather
than technological adaptation, which had to ensure this need was met. During the Early Mesolithic,
the whole chaine opératoire was conducted at a single location. Semi-prepared cores or raw
nodules were transported to sites if the raw material source was some distance away, with the aim
of producing the elements of composite tools that required repair or replacement (Costa et al.
2005:27-28; Finlay 2003:89, 92). Furthermore, the size of artefacts within assemblages do not
diminish with distance from the source (Woodman 1987:140-142). This is indicative of embedded
raw material procurement, whereby resources are acquired during the execution of other
subsistence activities (Binford 1979:259). This would have required a large and extensive social
network that would allow groups access to raw material sources, particularly since flint is rarely
found further than 25km inland (Costa & Sternke 2009:797-798; Woodman 2015:33; Woodman
1987:142).
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The presence of core and flake axes in the north east of Ireland are perhaps the only examples of
raw material influence on technology. These tools, which are only found in the north-east region,
have been interpreted as local adaptations to the vast supply of flint available in the area. Beyond
the zone of flint supply, ground stone axes of other raw materials appear as probable substitutes
(Woodman 1987:142). The flake axes are used throughout the Mesolithic period — a pattern
reflected in the flint-rich areas of Mesolithic southern England (Woodman 1978:203; 1987:142).
Microwear analysis of these tools have demonstrably shown flake axes were used for
planing/adzing and core axes exclusively for chopping (Dumont 1985; 1988). It is also likely that
these axes were an insular development in response to the absence of antler-bearing fauna, as
these axes are not found in Scotland or England, where red deer antler was readily available to use
for working wood (Elliott 2012; van Gijn 2007). Without this resource, other raw materials would

have been utilised to this end (Saville 2003:20; Woodman 2012).
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Figure 17. Approximate distribution of flint in Ireland. Beach flint occurred in drift deposits on beaches. The
approximate extent of outcrops of the Ulster White Limestone Formation (UWLF) are depicted. Despite the ubiquity
of this formation, there is little evidence of quarrying for flint due to the hardness of the deposits (after Woodman
2015:32). Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service
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3.2.2. Norway
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Figure 18. Norway. Counties within south-west Norway that are considered within this chapter are highlighted.
Ordnance Survey data © Crown Copyright/database right 2014. An Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service

The early Mesolithic in southern Norway is characterised by the Fosna tradition, a culture-historical
term, which refers to the settlement pattern, subsistence strategy and suite of lithic implements
representative of early post-glacial pioneers in the region. The Fosna were traditionally seen to have
been superseded by the Ngstvet tradition c.7000 cal. BC. However, a lack of clarity over the
transition period (labelled by some as the ‘Early Microblade Tradition’, Figure 19) led to a critical
re-assessment of the way Norwegian Mesolithic chronology was approached (Bjerck 1986; Bjerck
etal. 1987; Indrelid 1975; 1978). The Early Mesolithic and Middle Mesolithic Chronozones ae dated
to 9500-8000 cal. BC and 8000-6500 cal. BC respectively (Bjerck 2008b). Debates surrounding the
application of these chronological units notwithstanding, this method provides coherent phasing
based on absolute time units rather than interpretative cultural nuances that have led to multiple
chronological sub-divisions and/or names of cultural traditions in different regions by individual
authors (Bjerck 1986; Bjerck et al. 1987; Figure 19). These are the chronological units that will be

used in the following outline of the Norwegian Mesolithic.

The Norwegian coastline was de-glaciated ¢.12,000 cal. BC, during the Bglling interstadial and
remained largely ice-free during the subsequent Younger Dryas glaciation. Climatic amelioration
during the pre-Boreal, which followed the Last Glacial Maximum of the Younger Dryas, led to rapid

deglaciation of the interior region and by ¢.9000 cal. BC the mountain plateaux in southern Norway
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were almost entirely free from ice, the landscape covered by Boreal pine forests (Andersen et al.
1995; Nesje & Dahl 1993). The nature of post-glac