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THE FAURESMITH: THE TRANSITION FROM THE EARLIER TO MIDDLE STONE AGES IN NORTHERN SOUTH 

AFRICA 

 

By David Robert Underhill-Stocks BA(Hons) MA 

 

 

This thesis discusses the Fauresmith of northern South Africa, a stone tool industry believed to 

contain contemporary Prepared Core Technology, Large Cutting Tools and blades, which is 

considered transitional between the Earlier and Middle Stone Ages. It further questions what 

this suggests about the nature of transitions as presently identified in the prehistoric record. 

Although ‘officially’ abandoned in 1965 the Fauresmith never fell completely from the 

literature and the last 20 years have seen it firmly re-appear in South African chronologies, and 

even more worryingly it has recently begun to be utilised as a chronotemporal marker. 

However, at no stage since Van Riet Lowe’s original publications, some 80 years ago, has it 

ever been fully described and there still remains no consensus on what the Fauresmith actually 

is.  

 

Presented here for the first time is primary lithic data analysis, attempting to offer the first 

detailed description of the Fauresmith as a beginning to understanding its place in South 

African archaeology. In order to achieve this nine Fauresmith sites where chosen that are all 

significant in both our developing understandings of the Fauresmith and in how it is presently 

comprehended. The cohesive Fauresmith material is then compared to the later Earlier Stone 

Age material from the Cave of Hearths bed III and earlier Middle Stone Age from the Cave of 

Hearths bed IV and Bushman Rock Shelter.  
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Ultimately, doubts are raised as to the validity of the Fauresmith, and although some apparent 

Fauresmith sites could not be included in the analysis, for various reasons, several occurrences 

here are identified as mixed through erosive process, including the original Fauresmith type 

sites. Indeed, this study points attention to how knowledge transferred in an osmosis like 

manner has hindered our ability to critically comprehend our own methodological constructs. 

More fundamentally it raises concerns as to how transitions are presently problematised 

within prehistoric archaeology.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

“The most erroneous stories are those we think we know best - and 
therefore never scrutinize or question” 

Stephen Jay Gould 1996: 57 

 

1.1 Overview 

The focus of this thesis is the South African stone tool phenomena known as the Fauresmith. 

Although primarily a work of data analysis, the issues dealt with are actually two-fold.  

My research question is:  

• What exactly is the Fauresmith?  

The importance of this question is not just in starting to clarify the chronology of South African 

archaeology, but also to examining the nature of the transition from the Earlier Stone Age 

(ESA) to the Middle Stone Age (MSA) in northern South Africa: the first technological transition 

born of a developing Homo sapiens mind (see Kuhn and Hovers 2006: 4; McBrearty & Tyron 

2006: 269-70; see below). 

 

The concept of transitions shall frame the analyses here; how they are problematised in 

archaeology, and how this relates back to the empirical record. This particular transition is 

useful in this context for several reasons: it marks the first appearance, albeit in a mosaic 

fashion, of modern human traits (Beaumont and Vogel 2006; Gondor et al. 2007; Hovers and 

Belfer-Cohen 2006; Jacobs et al. 2008; Knight et al. 2003; Newman 1995: 17; Thackeray 1992), 

but perhaps more importantly all other stone tool industries are defined on stasis rather than 

change. This initial move from the ESA to the MSA witnesses the switch from primarily 

façonnage to debitage based lithic technologies, and the Fauresmith in particular, by displaying 

this switch in technology, is seen as transitional in its very nature, recently being described as 

“key to understanding this transition” (Herries 2011: 2). 

 

However, investigation into this industry swiftly reveals it to be problematic; as Close (2009: 

143) comments concerning the same transition in India, “it is very hard to think about 

transitions when one’s data consists almost entirely of patches and scatters of stone artefacts 

… that are mostly not archaeologically in-situ and are rarely associated with reliable dates”. 

Indeed, it shall become clear that answering my primary research question is far from straight 

forward. Not everyone even believes the Fauresmith exists and amongst those that do there is 

no universally accepted definition (see Appendices 4 and 5). The main reason for this is clear; 
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the original material was primarily discovered as surface collections and as such there was 

little justification in publishing on it, certainly not at length. The material has simply entered 

archaeological knowledge through an osmosis-like process; it became part of the 

archaeological narrative sans peer-review or critical analysis, and understandings were, and 

still are, passed between workers in a completely intuitive manner (see also Fluck 2002 for a 

further example of this). Examining this necessitates identifying changing interpretations of the 

Fauresmith, the nature of which shall supply a framework to allow theories of transition to 

enmesh with the empirical data.  

 

On top of this, whilst the Fauresmith may be real it is equally possible that it actually 

represents a mixing of Late ESA and Early MSA assemblages. Obviously then, the answer to my 

primary question predicates a further question:  

• What does this result say about the nature of the ESA/MSA transition, and the 

hominids responsible? 

Here the work directly relates back to the underlying issue of transitions; primarily trying to 

understand the nature of them as viewed through the archaeological record.  

 

Therefore, before attention can turn to the specifics of this particular transition there are 

significant questions concerning the fundamental nature of transitions that must be 

addressed.  

 

1.2 Problems of Transition 

Transitions are an aspect of all archaeological periods and can be identified at all scales of 

analysis. Unfortunately, many of the most important are largely ignored, namely those 

between different archaeological epochs. The very fact that we can identify gross periods 

within the record suggests that much happened during the transitions between them. 

However, this is not necessarily the case and it is important to realise the intellectual 

constructs that underpin theories of transition (see Clark 2009). 

 

A transition, understood as a change from one state or condition to another (Brooks 2009; 

Kuhn and Hovers 2006), implies the necessity for stable situations on either side (Housley 

2009); the implication is of a repeating pattern of stasis, inflection, change, and stasis; a 

change from one identifiable situation to another as opposed to simply change. However, 

Close (2009: 147) warns that “Considerable variability before and afterwards is not the same 
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thing as continuity”. Indeed, the study of biological evolution readily reveals that many 

changes result in dead-ends (see Andrews and Martin 1987; Harrison 2010; Klein 1999: 140; 

Kuhn and Hovers 2006; Moran 1988; Shea 2006), and on the human timescale change can be 

viewed as constant, never bracketed by periods of stasis (i.e. Field 2002; 2005).  

 

The reason that transitions in archaeology are viewed as bracketing steady state situations is 

tied to the dominating Eurocentric interpretive theories so prevalent at the discipline’s birth 

(see for instance the works of C.J. Thomsen, E. Lartet etc.; see Trigger 2006; also Clark and Riel-

Salvatore 2006) However, as Clark and Riel-Salvatore (2006: 37 emphasis in original; see also 

49-50; Clark 2009: 25) state “the time space distributions of prehistorian-defined analytical 

units…exceed by orders of magnitude the time-space distributions of any actual or imaginable 

social entity”, yet “classification … is how we cope with the world” (Close 2009: 142). 

 

Our original theories were built from the Aristotelian paradigm of essentialism (see Aristotle 

1975; Cohen 1978), a dominating world view that is now seen by many as a theoretical dead-

end in itself:  

”the development of thought since Aristotle could, I think, be summed up by 
saying that every discipline as long as it used the Aristotelian method of 
definition has remained arrested in a state of empty verbiage and barren 
scholasticism, and that the degree to which the various sciences have been 
able to make any progress depended on the degree to which they have been 
able to get rid of this essentialist method” (Popper 1950: 206). 

 

Yet by the late 1980s Shanks and Tilley (1987: 138) were still calling for the riding of 

essentialist dogma from archaeology. 

 

In prehistoric studies Platonic Idealism and Aristotelian essentialism only began to be 

overthrown by Charles Darwin’s (1859) development of a theoretically materialist ontology, 

viewing individual variation as key rather than hindrance. However, Darwin’s mechanisms still 

required essentialist typological thought. Furthermore, when comparing Darwin and Gregor 

Mendel’s (1866; 1870; see also Irvine 1955) experiments on inheritance we see his retreat into 

Platonic idealism (Lewontin 1974); Darwin focused on “groups of offspring as wholes rather 

than on the physical variation among the component individuals” (Simberloff 1980: 7; see also 

Bateson 1913). Ultimately, Darwin’s theories affected the perception of archaeological 

transitions through a reliance on group statistics, particularly means, which enables the simple 

modelling of populations but leads to an essentialist understanding of them. Whereas 

Mendel’s theories where built around individual variation and “summary statistics of a cohort 
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had no place in (his)… scheme” (Simberloff 1980: 2). The melding of these two views 

eventually led to the Neo-Darwinian modern synthesis (see Huxley 1942), whose impact on 

archaeology, whilst beginning in 1976 (Dawkins), would not seriously be felt until the 1990s 

(see Palavestra and Porčić 2008). 

 

Further compounding the issue of essentialism is super-organism theory (see Marais 1937), 

which moved analysis from diachronic to synchronic perspectives (Barnard 2000: 8-10); that 

being from examining things through time to examining them at specific times. However, this 

simply moves the essentialist dogma to a different level of analysis, away from the individual 

or its group, to integrated communities of individuals and groups. The appeal of the super-

organism paradigm to archaeology lies in its typological nature, yet “practical conclusions are 

not drawn from the holistic contemplation of totality” (Pirie 1969 cited in Macfadyen 1975: my 

emphasis). Ultimately, biological sciences have done away with the super-organism paradigm 

(although see Yang 2007) as it has no continuity by descent, and there are no objective criteria 

for determining when two strands are similar enough to belong to the same association 

(Simberloff 1980).  

 

The very nature of archaeology requires utilising discreet moments in time to explain 

developments over time; unfortunately, there is presently no unified approach to synchronic 

analysis within archaeology, probably due to the fundamentally diachronic nature of the 

discipline. Ultimately, we are still plagued by the problem of defining when a difference 

becomes too extreme to group individual specimens together (see also Housley 2009; 

Hopkinson 2007); evidence, where it needed, that evolutionary biology cannot be lifted 

wholesale and applied to the archaeological record (O’Brien et al. 1998: See also Chapter 6). 

Indeed, with the arrival of post-modernist discourse (below) the important realisation was 

made that units of analysis are strictly theoretical in nature, self-constructs designed purely as 

measuring devices (see Adams and Adams 1991). However, when moving concepts derived 

from scientific studies to the metaphysical realm of archaeology it has proven all too easy for 

these units to return to essential groupings, thereby continuing the disciplines essentialist 

thinking (see Gowlett 2009; Soffer 2009: 43). What is needed is a purely archaeological 

explanatory framework to allow the unification of diachronic and synchronic approaches. This 

can only be done through a theoretically interactive approach (see Barnard 2000: 8-10), and 

whilst archaeology has developed these (below), they remain dogged by essentialism. This is 

because the nature of studying things syncratically and diachronically forces the creation of 

essential markers to essential groups in order to facilitate any form of discussion, and whilst 
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these retain some usefulness, even in theoretically materialist discourse, they have become 

mis-understood as essential/essentialist in nature (Camps and Chauhan 2009b: xxiv). 

 

For reasons that shall become clear (see Chapter 2) these situations are all highlighted 

succinctly in the Fauresmith; building on a loose superorganic understanding held by all, being 

the co-occurrence of Large Cutting Tools (LCT), Prepared Core Technology (PCT), and blade 

technology (see Chapter 3), each researcher has developed their own essential 

understandings. However, there is no clear synchronic definition that all researchers can agree 

upon to discuss the diachronic process of change from the ESA to the MSA, yet to create this 

understanding would simply set the Fauresmith up as an essential entity. It is clear the 

discipline has not yet managed, and may never manage to divorce itself from Aristotelian logic, 

and it seems that the Fauresmith may always be ultimately governed by these essential 

understandings. 

 

As the above briefly demonstrates, archaeology is tied to its own historicity (see Corbey and 

Roebroeks 2001; Clark 2009) and the nature of its underlying essentialist constructs means 

that transitions are heavily problematised (see Camps and Chauhan 2009a; Hovers and Kuhn 

2006). Although a simplification there are basically two competing theoretically interactive 

perspectives presently; processualism and post-processualism. Each of these theoretical 

movements represents attempts at uniting diachronic and synchronic perspectives and each 

views transition in a different way, although it shall be seen that both still revert to 

essentialism. A brief review of these shall be given below to contextualise how transitions are 

presently problematised in archaeology. 

 

1.3 Problematising Transitions 

What follows is inevitably somewhat oversimplified and narrative in description, it formulates 

a brief but necessary review of how the competing theoretical traditions have arisen, and how 

their views of transitions have helped forge the confusion over the Fauresmith that presently 

exists. For full and detailed reviews of these general stances see Trigger (2006), Barnard 

(2000), Johnson (1999) amongst many others, from which much of what immediately follows 

has been derived. 
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1.3.1 Processual Archaeology 

Processual archaeology, itself growing from the so-called ‘New Archaeology’, was built on the 

acceptance “that culture-historical archaeologists had substantially accomplished their goal of 

creating a prehistoric cultural chronology...it was now time to begin explaining the 

archaeological record” (Trigger 2006: 394). There was a belief growing that archaeology should 

not just be collecting information, but using its data to test hypothesis about how the world 

worked; as David Clarke (1973) described it, archaeology suffered a “loss of innocence”. 

Basically, this school of thought, rather than unified movement, replaced culture-history 

models with a technologically driven pattern of differing behavioural complexes and cultural 

taxonomy (cf. Binford and Binford 1966; Bordes 1972). Further, Colin Renfrew’s use of social 

archaeology (1973) began to make issues of scale unavoidable. Although societies rather than 

cultures had been the subject of many studies since O.G.S. Crawford (1921) originally coined 

the term ‘social archaeology’ (Trigger 2006: 425), this now became a fundamental reimagining 

of how culture affects individuals, with ideas only believed to facilitate action and not 

determine it. In this, culture can only gain significance based on the social context in which it is 

situated (Trigger 2006: 425). However, many began to realise that as with individual sites, 

societies and cultures are not isolated units that can be studied divorced from the milieu in 

which they sit (Blanton et al. 1981; Flannery 1983; Renfrew and Shennan 1982; Wolf 1982). No 

artefact, site, society, or culture could develop independently from those which surrounded it, 

necessitating examining interactions right up to and including the ‘macro-regional’ scale 

(Johnson 1999: 26; Trigger 2006: 438). 

 

Through appeals to the apparent positivism of science, processual archaeologists began to see 

the goal of archaeology as testing hypotheses and generalising from them (Johnson 1999: 40-

1). This lurch toward science required a change in the philosophy of archaeology which began 

with the anthropological neo-evolutionism of White (1959) and Steward (1955). 

Epistemological changes where really brought to archaeology through the work of Lewis 

Binford (one of White’s students) and his introduction of positivism. The epistemologies 

utilised in archaeology have changed and developed over time (see Trigger 2006) yet the study 

now was no longer on cultural idiosyncrasy, but on the underlying processes of cultural 

change. Unfortunately a by-product of this change in focus was a reification of certain aspects 

of the entrenched essentialist chronology, including the Fauresmith. Furthermore, the 

processual paradigm, through its subscription to the structural functionalism of general 

systems theory, holds that there are essential processes that can be exerted to explain any and 

all change (i.e. Binford 1962; 1968; Clarke 1968; Flannery 1973; Renfrew 1972; Sanders and 
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Webster 1978). Indeed, many began to see the ultimate goal for archaeological research as 

establishing “generalizations about human behaviour” (Trigger 2006: 409). However, this 

positivist epistemology necessitates studying specific behavioural variables along with specific 

archaeological correlates. This is where we meet middle-range theories.  

 

Originally developed in sociology (Merton 1949), Lewis Binford brought bridging theory to 

archaeology in the early 1980s (i.e. 1981; 1984; Binford and Stone 1986) in an attempt to link 

patterns in the data with high-level social theory. The use of middle range theories in 

archaeology was only really facilitated through the development and unification of other 

actualistic forms of enquiry; burgeoning studies in experimental archaeology (i.e. Newcomer 

1970; 1974; Sollberger and Patterson 1976) use wear (i.e. Keeley 1980; Mansur-Franchomme 

1982; Semonov 1964; Sussman 1985) and the new science of taphonomy (i.e. Brain 1981; 

Binford 1984; Schiffer 1972) where all used to inform and develop middle range theories 

(Tringham 1978). However, the only place where a measurable link between the dynamics of 

activity and their archaeological traces can be established is the present, requiring an 

increased reliance on ethnography (Johnson 1999: 50; cf. Binford 1980; 1983; O’Brien et al. 

2005: 209-10). This is very much how discussions of the Fauresmith where developed (see 

Chapter 2), probably due to the strong ethnographic ties that have always existed in South 

African archaeology. Through the presence of many anthropologists, such as Goodwin, 

Heornle, and Radcliffe-Brown, early interpretations of transitions in South African archaeology 

must have been at least sub-consciously affected by early studies in ethnography, many years 

before processual archaeologists began utilising the same evidences. The belief developed in 

processual archaeology was in underlying regularities that can explain a systems function, and 

are inherent to all systems, allowing any correlations discovered to be extrapolated to explain 

any and all change. The mechanism for this explanation relies on seeing constant feedback 

between the interconnected subsystems that constitute the overarching system, maintenance 

is generated through negative feedback and any change in one subsystem spreads positive 

feedback throughout the system as a whole (i.e. Binford 1965; Flannery 1972; Renfrew 1972).  

 

With change understood, processualists have been able to shift their focus to maintenance 

and a study of the difference between stable systems (i.e. Flannery and Marcus 1983; Wolf 

1982). However, these systems of change are “reified mechanisms between arbitrary 

analytical categories … they are not a social logic but based on analogy with machines” (Shanks 

and Tilley 1987: 35 emphasis in original: see also 139), no doubt reflecting the enhanced use 

and understanding of computing technology. Importantly, this view necessitates that context 
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be seen as all important in dictating the stability of a system, and these mechanisms of change 

become essential processes that are necessarily built on a belief in teleological ordered 

progression, driven from simple to complex (see Flannery 1972). Due to this, most 

processualist explanations of change can basically be thought of as ecologically deterministic, 

certainly relying on external stimuli. As shall be revealed (Chapter 2), whilst processualism was 

growing in the 1960s, scholars in South Africa were already beginning to overthrow these 

theories and found themselves with no consensus on how to solve the dichotomy caused by 

the self-constructed nature of the units under analysis and the need for describable, 

overarching units (see Chapter 2; Underhill 2011a; b).  

 

1.3.2 Post-Processual Archaeology 

A conscious alternative to processual archaeology (Trigger 2006: 444), post-processualism 

returns culture as a source of idiosyncratic variation in beliefs and behaviour (Robb 1998), and 

suggests consciousness as a source of change (Johnson 1999: 104; see Bourdieu 1977). 

However, just as processual archaeology, this is simply an umbrella term for several diverse 

theoretical positions, potentially including some of those to appear in South Africa during the 

1960s (i.e. Mason 1962b), long before international scholars challenged processualism. Post-

processualism was born of the application of French Marxist Anthropology (i.e. Althusser 1969; 

Godelier 1988) to material culture, which initially moved to a structuralist approach, seeing the 

cause of change within the realms of social meaning and conflict (i.e. Hodder 1982; 1990; 

Leroi-Gourhan 1964; Parker-Pearson 1982; Tilley 1984). However, when structuralist ontology 

failed to prove useful these same sources were re-interpreted through a post structuralist 

philosophy, developing theories of agency (Appadurai 1986; Shanks and Tilley 1987; Hodder 

1987; see Giddens 1984). Concomitant with this was the rise of post-modernism, part of a 

broader reaction against positivism and behaviourism. This view holds that the completely 

relative and subjective nature of an individual’s experience of the world could itself be a 

source of change (i.e. Patterson 1986; Saitta 1983; Wylie 1985). Yet, whilst post-modernism is 

a quintessential part of post-processualism the two cannot simply be equated due to post-

processual archaeologies underlying interest in modernist approaches such as structuralism, 

relativism and subjectivism (Trigger 2006: 448). Thanks to further developments in feminist 

(i.e. Conkey and Spector 1984), indigenous (i.e. Trigger 1984: Watkins 2000), and class based 

(Deetz 1977; Miller and Tilley 1984) archaeologies, post-processualism views cross-cultural 

regularities as purely intellectual constructs, and all change as historically contingent. 

Unfortunately, for reasons that shall become clear in the following Chapter (2), these kinds of 

theoretical stances have yet to be applied to the Fauresmith. 
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More recently, applications of critical theory (see Held 1980) have encouraged archaeologists 

toward relativist epistemology (Trigger 2006: 460-2; see Barnard 2000: 99-100) whereby the 

contextual basis of knowledge denies the existence of universal truths. However, this actor 

centred view developed theories of agency (see Dobres and Robb 2000) that moved the 

mechanisms of change from external to internal factors and inevitably led to social philosophy 

(i.e. Bourdieu 1977; Foucault 1970; 1972). Unfortunately, the miring of interpretation within 

philosophy led to little systematic attempt to relate it to data (Trigger 2006: 470). And so we 

arrive at the latest developments in post-processual thought: humanist archaeology, otherwise 

known as intuitive or constructivist (i.e. Tilley 1994). It is based on phenomenology, a 

philosophy that relates human thought and behaviour to the material world, and elevates 

objects to the status of social agents (i.e. Wobst 2000). This type of work is now beginning in 

South Africa (i.e. Sinclair and McNabb 2005; Henshilwood and d’Errico 2005), and has the 

potential to alter our understandings quite significantly, although again a lack of clear 

understanding concerning the Fauresmith presently precludes the application of these kinds of 

study to it, yet this is potentially fortunate; at present it would simply build in an extra level of 

confusion. As it was originally developed as landscape archaeology (i.e. Tilley 1994; 1996) the 

real problems arise when material culture is brought into the equation: convincing explanation 

requires an understanding of cross-cultural regularities in the relationships between meaning 

and material culture, however, to search for any cross-cultural regularities returns us full-circle 

to Binfordian processualism and general systems theory thinking. Ultimately archaeology has 

arrived at attempting to unite the polar opposite views of constructionism and positivism and 

is thus syncretic, something that shall be dealt with below. 

 

1.3.3 Summary 

Despite the differences between processual and post-processual approaches, both are unified 

by the limitations of the archaeological record that seem to revert them both back to 

functionalism: attempting to explain normative systems operating on varying scales, a 

situation brought about through the essentialist nature of our prevailing world-view. It seems 

likely that this is driven by the fact that, far from explaining the archaeological record, like 

post-war anthropologists we are still trying to make sense of it all, particularly with industries 

such as the Fauresmith; as Metcalf (2005: 77) states “(functionalism doesn’t) so much explain 

things, as set them in a context in which they make some kind of sense”. As can be seen, 

presently change is theorised as the result of ecological conditions, functional limitations, strict 

biology, and/or selection caused by competition both within and between groups; essentially 
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these are internal and external explanations. Indeed the dichotomising of these positions; 

internal/external, or theoretically materialist/idealist, leaves archaeological explanations 

trapped at one end or the other of what should be understood as a sliding scale. Thus, from a 

processualist stance one would expect change in the archaeological record to correlate with 

environmental changes either globally or locally. As a gross example one might expect to see, 

in addition to environmental correlates, changes in raw-material utilisation as access changed 

in response to environmental shifts. Indeed, Clark’s (1959; 1964; 1965; 1972; 1982; 1988; see 

Chapter 2) explanation for the Fauresmith as an adaptation to savannah environments is 

clearly processual. Yet from a post-processual perspective one could expect change to be far 

more idiosyncratic. For the Fauresmith, post-processual theories could predict regional 

differences in techno-typology, perhaps even developing through social learning theory, 

although this would require a level of temporal control and resolution that is impossible to 

achieve at present. It is likely that idiosyncratic difference will be seen in the Fauresmith but 

without tighter temporal controls it cannot inform on cultural change, and as Trigger (2006: 

476) states it seems likely that “historical archaeology will remain the most productive focus of 

post-processual archaeology”. The very nature of the prehistoric record, and despite attempts 

to engage in post-processual discourse (i.e. Gamble and Porr 2005), means it will inevitably 

remain enmeshed with processual explanations (i.e. Barham and Mitchell 2008; see Chapter 

6). 

 

However, whatever changes occur in our overarching guiding theories or philosophical 

perspectives, archaeology is now slave to the narrative written by culture-history; the Lower 

Palaeolithic is demarcated from the Middle, and it from the Upper and so on right up to 

industrial and historical archaeology (Clark 2009; see also Dennell 2009). Even more 

problematic is the compartmentalising within these periods, Acheulean, Mousterian, Romano-

British, Saxon, etc. Although intended as arbitrary boundaries these have become intuitively 

understood as essential groups, changes from one to another are inevitably seen as bracketed 

between these periods of relative stability. Recently Barham and Mitchell (2008) have 

attempted to break away from the labels of culture-history by using Graham Clark’s (1969) 

scheme of technological modes, which has the potential to divorce specific tool types from 

specific time periods (see Shea 2011a; although see Shea 2011b). However, these modes 

became essentialised from the very start of their use (see Bar-Yosef 2006; McBrearty and 

Tyron 2006; Shea 2011b), Clark himself introducing them as essential entities (1977: 23) in a 

fixed sequence (Clark 1969: 31). Indeed, rightly or wrongly they are understood as temporal 

determinations and the scheme is equated with unilinear evolutionary cultural progress (Bar 
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Yosef 2006; Gowlett 1999; 2009 Smedes 2009; see Foley and Lahr 1997; 2003), because of this 

it fails to find applicability in entire continents (Shea 2011b). Perhaps most objectionable here 

is that the scheme disguises variability by only referring to dominant techniques and the 

‘lumping’ this causes can offer no aid in picking apart the subtleties expected in a transition. 

Agreement is found with Bar-Yosef’s (2006) call to abandon Clark’s terminology and the 

system shall not be utilised here. 

 

Whilst it is acknowledged that the present terminology is itself somewhat misleading it is 

hoped that the Fauresmith may be able to offer further challenge to the entrenched 

archaeological narrative through its definition as transitional; it holds the prospect of 

informing on just how these changes actually occur. Through studying this transition in detail 

we may be offered a starting point for trying to deconstruct these entrenched essentialist 

misunderstandings and begin to develop a new localised model for understanding the 

transition from the Earlier to Middle Stone Age in South Africa. 

 

1.4 Explaining Transitions 

In terms of the archaeological record, three alternatives can be suggested to explain 

transitions: Gradualism, Punctuated Equilibrium, and Hybridity. I would expect each to 

manifest itself in the archaeological record differently (see Camps and Chauhan 2009a; Hovers 

and Kuhn 2006). Gradualism should display a slow development of techniques and types; 

perhaps old methods on new materials for example. Punctuated Equilibrium should display a 

sudden break with past techniques and types and the appearance of something altogether 

new and different. Finally, Hybridity would predict a melding of techniques and types; I suggest 

perhaps new methods on old materials. Obviously these are gross examples but serve to 

display how these differing theories could potentially be extracted from the data. Indeed it is a 

very conscious wish here to utilise only basic inductive reasoning, and as far as possible allow 

the data to guide interpretation: utilising preconceived terms of reference rather than 

preconceived interpretations (see Clark 2009). However, these three are the most likely 

models by which the practical reality of recognising a transition can be identified and 

discussed.  

 

Although drawn from biology only two apparently mutually exclusive views are currently 

utilised to explain transitions in archaeology: theoretically materialist Gradualism and 

theoretically essentialist Punctuated Equilibrium (Hybridity shall be dealt with later). 
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Gradualism postulates that change is slow and gradual; Punctuated Equalibria that it is rapid 

and bracketed by stasis. The interpretation of the transition then follows either a processualist 

or post-processualist view-point, depending on the analyst researching the issue (Table 1.1). It 

is interesting to note that whilst Gradualist evolution remains in the vein of Darwinism, 

Punctuated Equilibrium appeals to allopatry (i.e. Eldridge and Gould 1972; see Mayr 1954a; 

1988a), meaning it can essentially be thought of as a new diffusionist stance (see Montelius 

1888; also Childe 1925). However, these two diametrically opposed stances are unified by one 

specific underlying question; ‘do bounded empirical units exist?’ the answer to which is just as 

relevant to archaeology as it is to anthropology and evolutionary biology, where these views 

were born.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.4.1 Gradualism 

Gradualism is built from Darwin’s theories, which Mayr (1959a) regards as representing a new 

way of looking at the world, whether Darwin realised it or not. The logical corollary of Darwin’s 

thinking is that the uniqueness of individual organisms can only be described collectively 

through abstracted statistics; what Mayr calls Population thinking:  

“For the typologist the type (eidos) is real and the variation an illusion, while for 

the populationist, the type (average) is an abstraction and only the variation is 

real. No two ways of looking at nature could be more different” (Mayr 1959b: 

2).  

This summary is as true of material culture studies as it is of biology. Gradual evolution, in its 

purest sense, necessitates that boundaries between abstracted groupings are vague as change 

is slow, constant, and consistent. Despite the appeals of Gradualism to materialist philosophy 

Processual Post-Processual

Gradualist

Climate change alters raw-
material access and/or changes 

the local environment. In 
response to new and different 
materials/ecological situations 
the technologies and artefact 

types are forced to change

For reasons of personal 
motivation individual knappers 

refine artefact designs and 
develop new and more efficient 

technologies, these are picked up 
by other individuals and spread 
through interconnected groups 

through trade etc

Punctuated
Following dramatic climatic 
change, there is whole sale 

population replacement

Individual innovation proves so 
effective that it spreads rapidly 
through closely interconnected 

groups, completely replacing 
previous techniques/types

Table 1.1: potential gradualist and punctuated interpretations of the 
Fauresmith from a processual and post-processual stance 



David Underhill  Chapter 1: Introduction 

 13  

it has many issues in application: the prevailing world-view that governs it remains essentialist, 

indeed it is born out of, and follows on from Darwin’s own attempts to explain change (see 

Simberloff 1980). Yet, if essentialism holds, then there must be characteristics that all and only 

the members of one grouping possess: akin to suggesting there is “a precise number of dollars 

which marks the boundary between rich and poor” (Sober 1980: 356). The problem comes 

with the conversion of these abstracted groupings into essential ones, thereby arriving at a 

confusing state in which both the type and variation become seen as real.  

 

1.4.2 Punctuated Equilibria 

In contrast to the slow and steady change propagated by Gradualism is the rapid and 

bracketed change of Punctuated Equilibrium proposed by Eldridge and Gould (1972). Their 

dismissal of Gradualism is meant as an attempt to move away from the entrenched essentialist 

dogma (1972: 92-3), yet this is precisely what they move into; due no doubt to essentialism 

still remaining the dominant philosophical world-view. They rightly see the purely theoretically 

materialist nature of our understanding of the fossil record being misunderstood as essential, 

however, whilst affirming that fossil species designations are no more than theoretical self-

constructs designed purely as measuring devices, they blame the misunderstandings on the 

guiding theory of Gradualism rather than the workers utilising the theory. Instead they 

propose a method for explaining the dogma, thereby ratifying it. Again, this can be seen as 

symptomatic of the move from scientific biology to metaphysical archaeology. Their main 

objection to phyletic gradualism is its recourse to citing an incomplete fossil record, yet this is 

more than a little naive as taxonomy relies on cluster concepts: Species are defined “only by 

sets of statistically covarying properties arranged in indefinitely long disjunctive definitions” 

(Hull 1965a: 323 emphasis in original); no single property, or more accurately set of properties, 

is absolutely necessary, and any one of numerous sets is sufficient for designation to a species. 

This means that the fossil record can never be complete enough for a full description of a 

species’ characters (Hull 1965a: 323-6). Additionally, punctuated equalibria relies on evolution 

only operating on peripheries, introducing this as explanation for the apparent stasis rather 

than seeing the stasis itself as a necessary self-construct of analysis, yet they offer no good 

investigation of the problems allopatry causes for taxonomy (see Hull 1965b: 4-7). However, 

this largely boils down to semantics and ultimately punctuated equalibria maintains the 

essentialist view derived from gradualist explanations, invoking a structural functionalist 

process of homeostasis as explanation for maintenance.  
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1.4.3 Summary 

Ultimately, the theory of punctuated equilibrium, whether seen strictly biologically or 

employed to examine change more generally, as here, must work at one scale or another 

(Sterelny 2007: 95). Whether a change appears punctuated or gradual is simply a matter of the 

scale at which it is examined (see Straus 2009); a series of punctuated changes would appear 

gradual if viewed from a-far and vice-versa. All one must do to unite these two theories is 

remove the idea of gradual evolution as occurring at a steady rate, as Dawkins (1986: 243) 

comments, punctuationists’ beliefs are “gradualistic, but with long periods of 

‘stasis’(evolutionary stagnation) punctuating brief episodes of rapid gradual change”. Thus it 

can be seen that positivist essentialism underlies all explanations of change as presently 

explained in the archaeological record. However, no justification for this has ever been clearly 

demonstrated. 

 

When different interpretations can be derived from the same data, the opposing explanations 

should be probed to discover whether they are complementary, and can be synthesised, or are 

contradictory, in which case further work is necessitated to establish the legitimacy of each 

(Trigger 2006: 471-2). The results of this study, picking apart the Fauresmith, an industry 

defined by its transitional nature, has the potential to test these explanations of change, 

although it is acknowledged that the answers here are predicated on the scale of analysis 

relative to the pace of the change and the granularity of the record. However, it is anticipated 

that a gradual change would reveal the slow development of MSA technologies and types from 

the ESA, whilst a punctuating event would reveal a definite break between the two and an 

incoming MSA techno-typology replacing the existing ESA. As mentioned though, there is a 

third view of transitions that does not necessarily fall back on essentialism, but hybridity is only 

just beginning to filter into general archaeological discourse (see Card forthcoming; Cañete 

and Vives-Ferrándiz 2011). 

 

1.4.4 Hybridity 

Theories of hybridity, the dialectic that exists between two states, can elucidate how changes 

and transitions are not just the fuzzy area between essential stages but, within a self-

constructed causality, can be viewed as stages in and of themselves, akin to how the 

Fauresmith was originally viewed. It is born of theories of syncretism, alluded to above, 

derived from the Greek “συγkρητισμός, ‘union, federation of Cretan communities’” (Liddell 

and Scott 1996 cited in Baerman et al. 2005). Modern syncretism can be traced to the works of 

Giordano Bruno in the sixteenth century (see De Leon-Jones 2005) and has developed into a 
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theoretical methodology that transcends philosophy. As mentioned the combination of 

apparently exclusive constructionism and positivism within archaeological discourse is a prime 

example of syncretism in operation, indeed, some see unifying contradictions as a goal for 

syncretism (i.e. Blum 2003). Usually, and specifically in archaeological discourse, hybridity is 

explained with reference to its biological meaning, either the slow dominance of one system 

over another (i.e. Willey et al. 1956; Brooks 2006), which creates a hybrid during the transition, 

or the fusion of two states to form an independent third (i.e. Flecker 2007; Willey et al. 1956; 

Brooks 2006). Yet there is no reason that hybridity should be viewed as the combination of 

essential states. Studies in education (i.e. Norget 2007), linguistics (i.e. Baerman et al. 2005), 

theology (i.e. Stewart and Shaw), and sociology (i.e. Hall et al. 1992), all display how hybridity 

enables change concomitant with the maintenance of contradictions and multiple identities, 

whilst also allowing for the retention of ontologically problematic essential distinctions (Yao 

2003). Clark and Riel-Salvatore (2006: 32) briefly touch on this idea with reference to the MSA. 

 

Born of post-structuralism, hybridity can be described as a socially embedded ‘third space’ 

(Bhabha 1988) in which differing cultures, or perhaps more accurately the different forces 

acting upon the individuals who make up their cultures, can be negotiated. It is based on the 

belief that cultures are not static essential entities, but fluid organisms always in the process of 

becoming (see Bhabha 1990 cited in Rutherford 1990: 207-11). In this sense the mixing of two 

cultures, both defined by opposition to an external ‘other’, produces a myriad of difference. 

Indeed, this space is defined by neither one, and constant transformations occur within it. It is 

perhaps surprising that theories of hybridity have not spread wider considering the enormous 

press coverage surrounding Salman Rushdie’s ‘The Satanic Verses’, whose central theme is the 

maintenance of hybridity without mongrelisation (Rushdie 1991: 394), yet the recourse to 

reading new situations in terms of pre-given paradigms (in this case essentialism) leads to a 

conservative way of viewing hybridisation (Bhabha 1990 cited in Rutherford 1990: 216).  

 

This situation could potentially manifest itself in the archaeological record in a different 

manner to the two explanations examined above. Indeed, it seems likely that during these 

negotiations the subtle differences between individuals would be quantified (i.e. Strine 1997). 

The material culture of a transition would also be negotiated within this ‘third space’, 

evidenced by a contextual association of both meaning and action. Within the archaeological 

record hybridisation could be expected not to leave a unified cultural trace, based as it is on 

individual negotiation. However, as with other explanations, the granularity of the Stone Age 

record means it is unlikely that we will be able to track these negotiations due to their reliance 
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on context, yet we may be able to identify hybridity as a causal mechanism through non-

unified, incremental, and mosaic change (see Chapter 6). In this situation transitions are not 

motivated by either internal or external factors, they are driven by an individual’s negotiation 

of their own context, for example changing social dynamics may be seen as a causal factor. 

 

1.4.5 Aspects of the approach taken to answer the research questions 

It would be a mistake to read the forgone as anti-essentialist; fundamental essentialist 

structures underlie the philosophical world-views that have constructed our present 

understandings, and these must be respected if any constructive debate is to begin. Indeed, 

there can only be ‘transitions’ within essentialist frameworks, materialist philosophies do not 

allow for change from one state to another, just change. What is argued is that essentialism 

may not be a productive way of examining material culture. The answer to my primary 

research question has the ability to probe essentialist frameworks in archaeological material-

culture studies for their stability. Reconciling this duality between the unproductive nature of 

essentialist views of material culture and their necessity for maintaining discourse remains a 

priority for archaeology in general, and developing a clear understanding of the Fauresmith 

may aid in this. 

 

Despite presenting the various theories for how transitions are presently considered to occur, 

it is a conscious decision here to only use the germ of inductive reasoning, I wish to let the data 

guide interpretations, albeit within preconceived terms of reference. The mechanisms 

presented above shall aid in approaching this and it remains to be seen if one method or 

another is more successful. As shall be seen (Chapter 2), the study of the Fauresmith has been 

dogged by preconceived interpretations built from received wisdom, and it is a conscious 

decision to try and avoid this situation and attempt to bring some clarity. As Eldridge and 

Gould (1972: 83) highlight “A priori theorems often determine the results of ‘empirical’ 

studies, before the first shred of evidence is collected. This idea, that theory dictates what one 

sees, cannot be stated too strongly”. However, I am equally aware that the data cannot ‘speak 

for itself’ (see Clark 2009) and that “Innocent unbiased observation is a myth” (Medawar 1969: 

28), I realise that what I may see of the material and the data I collect is due to my own biases 

and judgements, which may be very different from another analysts. Yet where possible I have 

attempted to highlight my selectivity; in order to try and mitigate against this, and to allow 

fruitful discussion, where possible the data and photographs collected in this study shall 

eventually be openly presented via the internet, hopefully through the Archaeological Data 

Service.  
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1.5 The Data 

As mentioned, whilst the Fauresmith is the main focus of this work, the transition from the ESA 

to the MSA in northern South Africa is the underlying issue. This transition is generally seen as 

occurring c.250kya (although see Underhill 2011a; Appendix 1), a time that is marked by the 

slowly accumulating, heterogeneous and mosaic development of modern human skeletal form 

and cognitive processes. There are presently 11 sites across South Africa that have produced 

fossils dated to between c.400 and c.70kya (Gadysvale, Border Cave, Cave of Hearths, Equus 

Cave, Florisbad, Hoedjespunt, Sea Harvest, Elandsfontien, Blombos Cave, Klasies River Mouth, 

and Die Kelders Cave), and all suggest a heterogeneous evolution toward Homo sapiens 

skeletal form (McBrearty and Brooks 2000). Of these sites eight apparently reveal Homo 

sapiens in strictly Middle Stone Age (MSA) contexts, suggesting that by at least 120kya fully 

Anatomically Modern Humans (AMH) were present in South Africa (Thackeray 1992). Indeed, 

several people are now claiming South Africa as the birth place of all extant Homo sapiens (i.e. 

Jacobs et al. 2008; Lahr and Foley 1998), with further evidence for this coming from genetics 

(i.e. Chen et al. 2000; Gondor et al. 2007; Karafet et al. 2008; Underhill et al. 2001). Allied to 

this is artefactual evidence of early symbolic cognition from beads (d'Errico et al. 2005; Grün 

and Beaumont 2001; Henshilwood et al. 2004; Miller et al. 1999; McBrearty and Brooks 2000), 

pigment use and painting (Barham 1998; 2002b; Beaumont, et al. 1978; Beaumont and Vogel 

2006; Deacon and Deacon 1999: 97; Grün et al. 1996; Henshilwood et al. 2002; Marean et al. 

2007; Miller, et al. 1999; Mitchell 2002a: 99; McBrearty and Brooks 2000; Singer and Wymer 

1982; Volman 1984; Watts 1999), and engravings (Balter 2009; Beaumont and Vogel 2006; 

Bednarik 2003; d'Errico and Henshilwood 2007; Henshilwood et al. 2002; McBrearty and 

Brooks 2000; Miller et al. 1999; Mitchell 2002a: 98). In amongst all this change is the 

Fauresmith, a stone tool Industry, or Culture, that is loosely defined by the co-occurrence of 

Large Cutting Tools (LCTs), Prepared Core Technology (PCT), and Blade technology. It is 

important due to its identification as transitional, displaying the co-occurrence of LCT 

technology from the ESA, and PCT and blade technology from the MSA.  

 

However, the Fauresmith presently resides on a floating chronological scale, it is largely dated 

based upon the appearance of the MSA (see Herries 2011), dates on Fauresmith material itself 

being both sparse and controversial (Underhill 2011a; see Chapter 2). Yet it contains methods 

of stone tool manufacture that, until recently (see McBrearty and Brooks 2000), were believed 

to be restricted to Homo sapiens (i.e. blade technology) and thought must be given to the 
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implications of sliding this transition to a point earlier than 250kya; if the Fauresmith does 

mark the first technological transition connected with the emergence of modern human ways 

of thinking and perceiving the world, then its appearance c.700kya (see Chapter 2) would be in 

stark contrast to other evidence for this, which suggests a date of between 400 and 200kya. 

However, in either scenario, could the Fauresmith be thought of as cause for changing skeletal 

form, and the very beginnings of our development toward ‘modernity’? It is hoped that this 

work shall begin to set the groundwork toward answering this question. 

 

In regards to the Fauresmith itself, previous explanations are unsurprisingly shrouded in 

essentialist dogma, meaning that studying any transition between the ESA and MSA requires 

picking apart the essentialism that constructs these stages (Chapters 4; 7 and 8). To this aim 

the material from the Cave of Hearths bed III (Chapter 4), Cave of Hearths bed IV and Bushman 

Rock Shelter (Chapter 7) has been obtained (see Fig .1.1). Unfortunately, the paucity of 

accepted final ESA and early MSA material in the region within which the Fauresmith primarily 

occurs (see below; and Fig 3.1), the Northern Cape and Free State, means that these 

assemblages derive from the former Transvaal region, some 500 miles east-north-east of the 

Northern Cape. The Cave of Hearths bed III represents the only ESA material utilised in this 

thesis; the intention had been to obtain material from Olieboompoort to add to this, but my 

research revealed that the material was missing when attempts were made to obtain it.  

 

Unfortunately, this was realised too late to be mitigated for, and the lack of published ESA data 

from these regions means that there is no way of increasing the ESA sample in this work, the 

paucity of this sample and its potentially unique nature must remain as a caveat to all of my 

conclusions; potentially undermining anything I can say about this initial transition. 

Fortunately, the MSA sample here is somewhat better, the Cave of Hearths bed IV and 

Bushman Rock Shelter were both available and both are widely accepted as early MSA; 

although Herries (2011) refers Bushman Rock Shelter to the Fauresmith the reference he 

supplies for this (Louw 1965) does not. All four of these sites were initially chosen for very 

specific reasons: the materials (apparent) presence in open access collections was important, 

as was the fact both Olieboompoort and Bushman Rock Shelter are under researched. I wished 

to take this opportunity to extend the knowledge and data in the public domain. Whilst this 

can be done here for Bushman Rock Shelter, it remains impossible for Olieboompoort until the 

material is located. In contrast to these two sites, the better known assemblages of the Cave of 

Hearths beds III and IV can each be considered representative of the ESA and MSA 

respectively, with certain caveats that shall be presented later.  
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1.6 Climatic Background 

The study area here, the Northern Cape and Free State, are part of the inland plateau of South 

Africa, which stands c.1000m above sea level, atypically high compared with the interiors of 

other continents (Lithgow-Bertellonu and Silver 1998). This plateau is part of the Kalahari 

Basin, a dent in the crust caused either by uplift which created the encircling escarpments 

(Haddon 2005: 177- 241-2; Deacon and Deacon 1999: 20) or by downwarp in the interior, or a 

combination of the two (Haddon 2005: 279-82). The basins sediments are Cenozoic in date, 

deposited by long rivers which flowed through the interior draining the escarpments. 

Following the diversion of these rivers “the geomorphology … has not evolved significantly… 

(with) only minor erosion and incision… tak(ing) place in the last 60 [my]” (De Witt 1999: see 

also Haddon 2005: 241-2). Indeed, the present drainage systems have been in existence since 

at least the Pliocene (Haddon 2005: 197-201 - 288). The Cenozoic Kalahari deposits are directly 

overlain by pan sediments and unconsolidated sands (Haddon 2005: 125-58) the dunes of 

which in South Africa are no older than 60.2±2.5 (Haddon 2005: 109; Thomas and Shaw 2002) 

although “Periods of aridity in the southwestern Kalahari are likely to both begin earlier and 

last longer than in the northern parts of the basin, resulting in a greater likelihood of the 

record of older dunes… being erased” (Haddon 2005: 247). Considering this further, the 

earliest dunes reported in the northern Kalahari are between 115 and 95kya, making it 

possible that dunes were forming in South Africa at around this time. These sands have been 

shown to largely originate from fluvial activity and weathering bedrock in-situ (Haddon 2005: 

103), making the formation of the sands first necessitate the presence of water bodies, dunes 

only able to form when these bodies dry up, unlocking huge areas of sediment (Haddon 2005: 

106 - 247). This suggests that for a period before MIS 5 there were large water bodies in the 

region and periods of serious aridity only began c.100kya (Carto et al. 2009; Kristen et al. 2007; 

Stokes et al. 1997) both destroying and hindering the preservation of environmental proxies 

(Chase and Thomas 2006).  

 

Unfortunately, the aridity that created the dunes in the southern Kalahari has also obliterated 

most of the evidence for former climates (see Haddon 2005: 125-58) and work concerning the 

geomorphology and environmental record of the Northern Cape and Free State is 

unsurprisingly sparse. Butzer and colleagues (1978) utilised evidence from the Gaarp 

escarpment on the edge of the Kalahari in the Northern Cape to build a stratigraphic 

framework that predicts partly semi-arid, partly humid conditions at the start of the middle 

Pleistocene changing to sub-humid climate and semi-arid conditions becoming semi-arid with 
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humid intervals, into sub-humid climate and semi-arid conditions in the upper Pleistocene. The 

weakening of the Agulhas current during glacial periods (Beal et al. 2011, Williams et al. 1974) 

led to a reduction in upwelling and slightly warmer waters along the present Namibian coast, 

juxtaposed with generally cooler air masses this would have created a more subtropical storms 

over the Kalahari (Beal et al. 2011; Butzer et al. 1978; Williams et al. 1974), and greater 

summer rains over the Northern Cape and Free State. When this is combined with the reduced 

evaporation in response to reduced glacial temperatures it can be seen that the study area 

would likely have supported hominin groups throughout much of the Pleistocene. However, as 

the moister periods of the southern Kalahari are response to summer rather than winter rains 

Butzer and colleagues (1978) suggest that cape coastal regions were out of phase with the 

interior, making the southern cape a perfect refugia during any times of higher aridity in the 

southern Kalahari, although the persistent springs, rivers and at least some of the pans of the 

Northern Cape and Free State would no doubt have been sufficient to maintain a population 

(see Butzer et al. 1978), indeed the San peoples have successfully lived in the more arid 

Kalahari for millennia (Broyhill et al. 2007).  

 

Unfortunately, these issues make it impossible to use environmental evidence from other 

regions to reconstruct the environments of the study area and we have very little direct 

evidence of conditions in the region before the last glacial (Deacon and Deacon 1999: 22). The 

Developing understanding (Butzer et al. 1978; Deacon and Deacon 1999: 20) is that under 

glacial conditions the present climate in South Africa would have been displaced one degree 

further north, akin to Kimberley presently receiving Bloemfontein’s weather, not an enormous 

change but potentially a few degrees cooler (see South African Weather Service). The Tswaing 

crater north of Pretoria, although neither directly in the study area nor quite early enough 

reveals only low amplitude changes between cooler and warmer climates from c.190 to 

150kya (Scott 1999) and shows no evidence for ever completely drying out over the past 200ky 

(Partridge et al. 1997; Kristen et al. 2007), indeed the relative stability of Southern Africa has 

acted as a refugia for several species during the Pleistocene (Reynolds 2007). However this 

evidence stands in contrast to the evidence for hyena occupation at Gladysvale Cave, during an 

apparently more arid phase in MIS 8 (Berger et al. 2009). However, these areas are under the 

influence of Indian Oceans currents (Pickering et al. 2007) rather than the Atlantic as in the 

Kalahari, yet even today the Kalahari is not a true Desert with the southern stretches receiving 

some 250mm of rainfall annually (Tyson 1986). Indeed, Lake bed carbonates from the Kalahari 

in Namibia suggest wetter conditions there between 240-210kya (Selby et al. 1979), and 
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speleothems from Lobatse I, Drotsky’s Cave and Bone Cave, all in the Kalahari of Botswana, 

suggest wetter conditions there at 200-186kya (Haddon 2005: 249)  

 

Whilst it is tempting to try and utilise the information from Florisbad to build a palaeoclimatic 

interpretation for the area, the complications of the sites geohydrology presently make this 

impossible (Douglas et al. 2010), additionally like the swamps of the Okavango Delta, local 

conditions in the Kalahari might not accurately reflect climate anyway (Haddon 2005: 258-9). 

Additionally, the macro-faunal sample for the area over the last 400ky is likely to be small 

(Beaumont 1990g) although what little we do have for the period is dominated by Grazers 

(Beaumont 1990c; 2004a; 2011) and small mammals that are suggestive environments much 

akin to today at c.270kya (Avery 1981 cited in Beaumont 1999). 

 

1.7 Thesis Structure 

This thesis shall follow a simple structure designed to both elucidate the problem of the 

Fauresmith and provide the first tentative steps toward establishing its true place in the 

archaeology of South Africa, or indeed removing it altogether. As explained above, the 

importance of historicity cannot be overstated, and the following chapter (2), sets the 

Fauresmith in its broader context by tracing the developing understanding of it within the 

wider development of Stone Age studies in South Africa; where has the Fauresmith come from 

and what factors have built the understanding we have inherited today. 

 

As this thesis is a work of data analysis, Chapter 3 shall present the methodologies used, 

primarily techniques of lithic analysis. These are intended as quick, easy, and replicable 

methods with the perhaps over-optimistic intention of beginning to develop a unified 

methodology for the study of South African Stone Age material. With all of the assemblages 

presented here, all of the available material, both distinct and indistinct, is analysed to 

establish if there is anything truly diagnostic. This should allow identification of any 

idiosyncrasies of a cultural nature that might elucidate further patterns. Unfortunately, 

obvious issues such as raw-material sourcing are not possible in the South African Stone Age; 

andesite runs the length and breadth of the country and hornfels occurs throughout the Karoo. 

All sources of both materials have basically the same geo-chemical signals, although 

techniques for sourcing the most likely outcrops of hornfels are developing much more work 

needs doing (Sampson and Youngblood 2006; Villa et al. 2005; Wadley 2001). No work has yet 

been undertaken concerning sourcing other materials and all that can presently be sourced are 
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rare pigments and shells. Although both colour and the nature of granularity shall be noted, 

along with any vesicularity, this can do no more than suggest the number of locations from 

which material may have been gathered and its nature. This data shall mainly be for potential 

aid in future works (see Chapter 10).  

 

With this in place the actual data analysis is then presented over five chapters, in a rather 

obvious chronology beginning with the ESA material from the Cave of Hearths bed III (Chapter 

4). Given the chronology of the study of the Fauresmith (Chapter 2), and the discrete periods 

within this, it is logical to divide the large quantity of Fauresmith data into two chapters: 

• The Original Fauresmith as described by Van Riet Lowe (Chapter 5) 

• The Modern Fauresmith as described by Sampson, Beaumont, and McNabb (Chapter 

6) 

These are followed by an inter-site analysis of the Fauresmith material (Chapter 7) which 

should begin to answer my primary research question.  

 

Apart from sheer size, the purpose of dividing the Fauresmith material is twofold: 1) it shall 

allow an idea to be gained on exactly what the Fauresmith has been considered to be during 

these periods of its study, and shall test the internal consistency of the respective 

interpretations (see Chapters 5; 6; and 9). 2) It shall allow the development of the 

interpretations to be interrogated, and show how opinions concerning the industry have 

changed (see Chapters 6 and 9). To achieve these ends five sites from each stage were chosen 

(see Fig 1.1) based on both their availability and influence within the developing story of the 

Fauresmith. 

 

The sites chosen to represent Van Riet Lowes Fauresmith (Chapter 5) are (see Fig 1.1): 

• Brakfontein No. 231 

• Riverview Estates Site VI 

• Van Der Elst Donga 

• Fauresmith Townlands 

• Fauresmith Town Spruit 

The first two are the Type Sites, although reference has not been made to them since Van Riet 

Lowe’s death in 1957, other than a passing acknowledgement in Beaumont (1990b). The 

Fauresmith Town Spruit and Townlands obviously represent the name site for the industry, 

although which specific site originally prompted the naming is now lost to history. Lastly, Van 
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Der Elst Donga is one of Van Riet Lowes better published localities (Van Riet Lowe and Van Der 

Elst 1949; Van Der Elst 1950). Material from Shepherds Island (see Appendix 1) was also 

sought, but the collections were found to be so dispersed as to make the material remaining in  

the University of the Witwatersrand stores practically useless.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The material from the modern Fauresmith is more self-selecting due to the lack of focused 

research. Five sites where chosen (see Fig 1.1) (Chapter 6): 

• Muirton 

• Roseberry Plain 1 

• Nooitgedacht 2 

Fig 1.1: Sites used in this thesis (South Africa map after: Yahoo!Maps, Inset after: Google, 
TerraMetrics, AfriGIS (Pty), Tracks4Africa) 

N 

0 500 

Miles 

0 50 

Miles 



David Underhill  Chapter 1: Introduction 

 24  

• Pniel 6 

• Canteen Koppie  

The first of this modern Fauresmith selection to be described was Sampson’s material from 

Muirton, and it was this material that he utilised to disprove the industry’s existence (see 

Underhill 2011a; Chapter 2;), hence it can be compared with material designated Fauresmith 

both earlier and later to establish the validity of Sampson’s claims (see Chapters 2 and 6). 

Roseberry Plain 1 (also known as Samaria Road Quarry) and Nooitgedacht 2 represent 

Beaumont’s (1990b) typical Fauresmith, and along with Pniel 6 should allow for an 

understanding of what Beaumont believes the Fauresmith is (Chapters 6; 7 and 9). The final 

site is Canteen Koppie which is the most recent material to be labelled Fauresmith, and by the 

man whose methodologies I have adapted for this study (Chapter 3), John McNabb (i.e. 1992, 

1996, 2007, McNabb and Beaumont 2011). Studying this material will allow for an 

understanding of the present view of the Fauresmith. Unfortunately, whilst I was also given 

permission to study Folke Richardts’ important Rooidam collections, permission was granted 

too late to enable the recovery of any data. Finally, it was hoped to add Wonderwerk Cave and 

Kathu Pan to this list but, despite their presence in open access museum collections, I was 

refused permission to study the material. This is a major drawback for this thesis with these 

being the sites presently engendering the most discussion on the Fauresmith (i.e. Porat et al. 

2010; Chazan et al. 2008; see also Herries 2011); they are believed to be in situ and are starting 

to produce absolute dates, although I would challenge the validity of some of these (see 

Chapter 3 and Appendix 1).  

 

All of this Fauresmith data shall allow for a discussion on the validity of the varying claims 

surrounding it (see Chapter 2), however, as much of the material is surface collected it is 

important that only that which is considered cohesive is used in any discussion of what the 

industry is, or perhaps more accurately should be considered. To this end Chapters 5 and 6 

present intra-site analyses of all of the Fauresmith assemblages with Chapter 7 providing an 

inter-site analysis of the cohesive collections. With this in place attention can turn to my 

secondary research question concerning the nature of the transition, beginning with intra- and 

inter-site analyses of the two MSA sites utilised: Bushman Rock Shelter and the Cave of 

Hearths bed IV (Chapter 8). With all of the data analysed independently, attention shall finally 

turn to bringing it all together in an inter-age analysis, comparing and contrasting the ESA, 

Fauresmith and MSA together (Chapter 9). By the time this work arrives at its concluding 

Chapter (10), enough information should have been generated to allow an initial assessment 

of the Fauresmith, its place in South African Archaeology, and the nature of the transition 
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between the ESA and MSA in northern South Africa, in addition to highlighting priorities for 

future research into the issue. 

 

1.8 Summary 

Regardless of the eventual conclusions of this work, it should be seen that the repercussions 

are potentially enormous, not just for studies of the South African Stone Ages but also for 

theoretical constructs of transition and the probing of the stability of the enclosing essentialist 

framework. Indeed the essentialist type-fossil approach brought wholesale to South Africa 

from Europe through the Abbé Breuil remains problematic. Although it is becoming clear that 

Europe was witness to repeated ‘colonisations’ that leave clear breaks in the archaeological 

record, the archaeology of an indigenously evolving population needs to be addressed on its 

own merit. The increased experience of the European archaeological collective means that 

rather than a European derived methodology and typology, aid could better be sought from a 

European derived interpretive model in the construction of typologies in South Africa 

(Underhill 2011a; b). However, this remains a question for the future and cogent debate; this 

work shall merely represent a starting point in beginning to unravel the confusion that 

presently exists. 
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Chapter 2: The Fauresmith in the Broader Context of 

South African Stone Age Studies 
 

2.1 Introduction 

It is over 80 years since the publication of Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe’s definitive synthesis of 

South African Stone Age archaeology (1929), and almost 90 years since the Fauresmith was 

first identified. During this time there have been radical changes in both archaeology and 

South Africa. A brief introduction is offered here as the problems surrounding our 

understanding of the transition from the Earlier Stone Age (ESA) to the Middle Stone Age 

(MSA) in South Africa are intimately linked to the development of the discipline. 

 

These issues, and the confusion alluded to in the previous chapter, are largely derived from a 

lack of academic clarity governed by the politics of both a developing discipline and a 

developing country. Indeed, Stone Age studies in South Africa are tied directly to the 

development of archaeology both in the country and internationally. Although the discipline 

can count a former prime minister (Field Marshall Smuts) amongst its most prominent 

advocates, the internal politics of South Africa led to a stunting of its growth, leaving Stone Age 

studies in something of a limbo for many years (Underhill 2011b), indeed, I feel it has still not 

fully recovered. In this, the Fauresmith fell victim to internal disciplinary politics, with changing 

interpretations and the term’s eventual abandonment. However, its recent resurrection, and 

the application of radiometric dating by Peter Beaumont and others have led to a state 

wherein the Fauresmith, still ill-defined and confused, is being used as a chrono-temporal 

marker (i.e. Beaumont and Vogel 2006). As this lack of clear understanding is the key issue this 

work seeks to address, a thorough knowledge of the full context of the confusion is essential to 

appreciating the empirical issues. This shall be achieved through a largely narrative review of 

both the development of Stone Age studies in South Africa and of the Fauresmith in particular 

(see Underhill 2011a; 2011b for fuller reviews). It should be seen that regardless of this work’s 

conclusions, the discipline still requires a major review of the terminology employed; a definite 

priority for future work (see Underhill 2011b). 

 

2.2 The Origins of the South African Stone Age 

In 1857, two years prior to Boucher de Perthes discoveries in the Somme Valley, Thomas 

Holden Bowker recognised artefacts in the Fish River (Malan 1970). At around the same time 



David Underhill  Chapter 2: Broader Context 

 28  

Fig 2.1: Louis Albert Péringuey (From: 
Anon 1998) 

Richard Thornton, geologist for the Livingstone Zambezi expedition, recovered tools from 

raised beaches near Durban, in present day KwaZulu-Natal, and from the mouth of the 

Zambezi in Mozambique (Clark 1959: 26). Many others followed on the heels of these 

pioneers, all exploiting their connections with English academics to ratify their discoveries, and 

concomitantly aid the development of Palaeolithic Archaeology there (Mitchell 2002a: 33; 

2002b: 10). Initially their focus was the Cape Flats with artefacts recovered largely 

opportunistically, following the Victorian penchants for adventure and collections (Underhill 

2011b). However, in 1866 the 21-carat Eureka diamond was discovered followed by the sale of 

the 83-carat Star of Africa in 1869 (Newbury 1989: 11). Subsequently, many diamond deposits 

were discovered and the entire country opened up to prospecting (Clark 1959: 25; Beaumont 

1999). This ushered in the first publications of South African Stone Age material, beginning in 

1870 with Langham-Dale’s ‘Stone Implements of South Africa’ in the Cape Monthly Magazine, 

and followed by much debate in the same publication (Dubow 2004), and by the end of the 

decade publications were beginning to appear in international journals (i.e. Sanderson 1879; 

Gooch 1881; Fielden 1884).  

 

The main problem at this time was convincing Eurocentric 

scholars of the Stone Age material’s genuine antiquity; the 

geological situations suggested no great age and many 

surviving Bushmen still used similar artefacts (Underhill 

2011b). However, in 1887 William Penning highlighted the 

lack of any comparatively recent denudation or ice ages 

within Southern Africa, meaning that whether surface 

collected or otherwise water-worn examples were likely of 

great antiquity (Underhill 2011b). Indeed, in 1900 Louis 

Péringuey (Fig 2.1) was convinced that the artefacts he was 

discovering around the Vineyards of Stellenbosch were as 

old as anything in Europe (Anon 1900; Goodwin 1958). Even 

before this, Thomas Bain and William Molyneux had begun the country’s first archaeological 

excavations, and before the turn of the century George Leith began excavations at Mossel Bay 

and Wonderboompoort, although he narrowly missed the Stone Age material (Gabel 1985; 

Keller 1969; Mason 1962b: 22; Deacon and Deacon 1999: 5) these locations would become 

prominent in Stone Age studies. At around this time, in 1894, Max Leviseur discovered 

artefacts at Fauresmith, Orange Free State, although his discoveries where not yet perceived 

as in any way remarkable and do not appear in of the amateur synthesis that were appearing 



David Underhill  Chapter 2: Broader Context 

 29  

in the early 20th Century (Underhill 2011b). Indeed, Péringueys work in the cape, and that of 

amateur geologist J.P. Johnson in the Transvaal and Free State, really stimulated research in 

the first half of the 20th century (Clark 1959: 27). Whilst most these amateur syntheses utilised 

the prevailing European framework, Johnson specifically used the contemporary French 

system, no doubt detracting from his works appeal (Underhill 2011b). At this time just two 

typological distinctions were employed to cover the full span of the Stone Age; Palaeolithic and 

Bushman relics (Underhill 2011b). However, this would change following the 1905 British 

Association for the Advancement of Science meeting in Johannesburg. 

 

In his presidential address to section H of the meeting, Alfred Haddon (1905) urged local 

workers to adopt scientific rigour in their approach to Stone Age research, specifically that 

they adopt the principles of stratigraphy and develop an indigenous terminology to describe 

their material. Perhaps unsurprisingly Péringuey was the first to respond, and his synthesis of 

1911 (see Appendix 2) was a fundamental building block for the generation who were to 

follow (Goodwin 1926b: 1-20). Whilst Péringueys work did begin to embrace some localised 

difference, he retained many European terms (Mitchell 2002a: 34), as this was published just 

one year after the formation of the Union the suggestion is that the problem with terminology 

at this time was one of South African self-identity. Indeed, Péringueys work highlights a further 

problem that was to guide cultural stratigraphy until the 1960s; the inherent belief in the 

supremacy of white Europeans meant that indigenous development was discounted, migration 

and replacement were the only acceptable mechanisms of cultural change, thereby 

legitimising colonialism and essentialist typological structures, a situation that was not unique 

to South Africa (Underhill 2011b). 

 

The 1910s and 20s were to witness much work on geology, particularly of the Vaal river (Clark 

1959; Gabel 1985), and the development of co-ordinated archaeological research through the 

Port Elizabeth Museums specialist study group examining the Boskop problem (Mason 1962b 

22-3; see also Singer 1958); being the unjustified construction of an entire ‘race’ based on an 

isolated and poorly provenanced skull cap fragment. Palaeontology was also developing 

through the work of Raymond Dart (Mason 1962b); in 1924 he received the breccia block that 

contained the australopithecine Taung child (Dart 1925). However, of greater importance here 

is the return to South Africa of John Goodwin (Fig 2.2). Trained under Miles Burkitt at 

Cambridge Goodwin was the first South African qualified in Archaeology. 
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2.3 Developing an Indigenous System and the Origins of the Fauresmith 

As mentioned, all of the work done to this point had 

largely utilised European terminology, a system that 

was both insufficient and misleading (Radcliffe-Brown 

1923; Van Riet Lowe 1923). During Goodwin’s first 

year back, along with one of the founders of modern 

anthropology (Erikson and Nielsen 2001: 37: 44-7) 

Alfred Radcliffe-Brown, he noticed that the artefacts 

from Fauresmith, collected by Leviseur 29 years 

earlier, were different from the Stellenbosch 

(Acheulean) material with which they had been linked, 

necessitating a more extended nomenclature 

(Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929; Leakey 1947; 

Underhill 2011a). Indeed, following the sudden death 

of Péringuey in 1924 Goodwin felt able to tackle the 

existing museum collections, attempting to place them 

in some form of order. He swiftly discovered the 

necessity of wholly rejecting explicitly European 

systems (Goodwin 1958). At the same time Clarence 

van Riet Lowe (Fig 2.3) discovered material in the 

Burghersdorp Spruit and at Philippolis, Free State, 

which he initially attributed to the ‘Chelleo-

Mousterian’ (Acheulean with Levallois) in line with 

Péringueys system, but which did not fit comfortably 

into the extant scheme (Goodwin 1958; Goodwin and 

Van Riet Lowe 1929). It had swiftly become evident, 

primarily through what would become understood as 

Fauresmith material, that a unified indigenous 

terminology was essential if research into the Stone Age was going to progress (Goodwin 

1926a; Clark 1959), and in 1926 the South African Association for the Advancement of Science 

held a round table meeting in Pretoria to finally resolve the issue. 

 

Unsurprisingly, it was Goodwin who took the lead on the matter (Mason 1962b: 23), indeed he 

had been ready to present his ideas in 1925 (Malan 1970). Goodwin’s training under Burkitt, 

Fig 2.2: Astley John Hilary Goodwin 
(From: Shepherd 2003b: fig 1: 33) 

Fig 2.3: Clarence ‘Peter’ van Riet Lowe 
(From Van Riet Lowe archive, University of the 

Witwatersrand) 
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who himself was espousing the ideas of the Abbé Henri Breuil (McNabb 2007: 273) (see Fig 

2.4), inevitably meant that any system he developed would be consciously fashioned against 

the European one he had been taught (Schlanger 2002; see also Goodwin 1928b). What he 

came up with was an Earlier Stone Age (ESA), consisting of the Stellenbosch and Victoria West 

cultures, along with the Fauresmith industry, and a Later Stone Age (LSA), made up of the 

Smithfield, Wilton, and Still Bay cultures (Goodwin 1926a: 18-30; see Appendix 2). The labelling 

of Earlier and Later was quite deliberate to emphasise their purely relative position (Deacon 

and Deacon 1999: 5). After lengthy debate (Van Riet Lowe n.d.), and with most in agreement 

(Clark 1959; Mason 1962b: 23), the meeting approved Goodwin’s new terminology. 

 

The Fauresmith term here was originally proposed to describe a "pseudo-boucher industry - a 

boucher on a flake" (Goodwin 1926b: 785), differing from the Acheulean by virtue of using 

flakes to manufacture the handaxes rather than cobbles (Underhill 2011a) as is more common 

in Europe. Indeed, Goodwin leaned toward labelling the Fauresmith an industry of the 

Acheulean rather than a culture in its own right, however, his analysis was based upon just one 

site (Goodwin 1926b: 788), and it was not until 1927 that he designated Brakfontein No. 231, 

Orange Free State, as the type-site (see Chapter 5 and Appendix 1). This same year he 

published a full description of the bifaces found in the Fauresmith: 

"A flake, some 6 inches in length, is trimmed completely over one face, and, when 
this is finished, the cleavage face is worked in a similar way. The coups-de-poing 
so made are far finer than even the best Stellenbosch types. It is quite possible 
that this, too, was the beginning of a Levallois technique, but no cores have as yet 
been found. Twisted or screwed specimens appear in quite a number of 
instances." (Goodwin 1927: 30) 
 

At the same time, Van Riet Lowe (1927) published the first paper to deal exclusively with the 

Fauresmith, and whilst promoting the idea of continuity with the preceding stage he did begin 

to set the industry apart as a culture in its own right. In agreement with Goodwin he described 

it as:  

"the transition from core to flake treatment ... The most characteristic implement 
of this industry is, in the main, the type of coup-de-poing that, in Europe, typifies 
the Acheulean period, though often it is more like that which is occasionally 
associated with the Mousterian. It is a small, wieldy and neatly worked tool ... All 
secondary trimming, it would seem, was done by direct free-hand percussion ... 
always worked on flakes" (Van Riet Lowe 1927: 502-3) 

However, for the first time the description involved more than just the bifaces with Van Riet  
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Lowe (1927) noting the co-occurrence of discs, crude scrapers, occasional points and cleavers, 

and polyhedron stones (see Appendix 3). Additionally, he offered the first explanation for its 

appearance, suggesting that it only occurs in a limited area dominated by hornfels (see 

Chapter 3). This is a fine grained material that lends itself to improved knapping techniques, 

and Van Riet Lowe (1927) suggested it was responsible not only for the development of the 

Fauresmith but also through this, the MSA Still Bay industry.  

 

Goodwin was initially un-convinced by Van Riet Lowe’s raw-material explanation, seeing 

instead a change to the use of end-struck flake blanks for bifaces negating the need for 

cleavers, which he regarded as rough-outs for bifaces, and in turn leading to the appearance of 

small flake tools (Goodwin 1928a). However, 1928 was also the year Burkitt published his 

‘South Africa’s Past in Stone and Paint’, derived from a grand tour of South Africa he was given 

by Goodwin, Van Riet Lowe, Neville Jones and others in 1927 (Schlanger 2003). There is some 

suggestion that this was to directly influence Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe’s decision to publish 

their grand synthesis (see Underhill 2011b).  

 

Indeed, 1929 was to see Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe publish their seminal ‘The Stone Age 

Cultures of South Africa’, which was actually published due to the impeding joint South African 

and British Association for the Advancement of Science meetings (Gill 1929; see also Schlanger 

2003), combined with a backlash to Goodwin’s work by the Afrikaans community (Underhill 

2011b). This backlash is important; it originally came from the first man to question the 

legitimacy of the Fauresmith, Eric Van Hoepen. His primary concern with Goodwin’s associative 

methodology was that grouping artefacts that occurred together risked associating material 

from different cultures (see Van Hoepen 1932). Many Afrikaners began propagating Van 

Hoepens Afrikaner terminology (see Schlanger 2003; Underhill 2011b; see Appendix 2) that 

favoured a typo-cultural approach; postulating improvements in shape and technique through 

time (Van Hoepen 1932). However, there seems to be more to this debate than simple 

academic difference as both Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe had a long history of disagreement 

with Van Hoepen (see Schlanger 2003; Mason 1989). Indeed, Van Hoepen declared himself 

“the only archaeologist in the Union” (cited in Mason 1989: 77). Their arguments soon 

appeared on the international scene with l'Anthropologie publishing Goodwin and Van Riet 

Lowe’s terminology (Boule 1927; 1930) and Nature dedicating a section of its research items to 

Van Hoepen’s developing terminology (Anon 1928; see Schlanger 2003), although it did so by 

direct analogue with European terminology (Underhill 2011b). Van Hoepen (1932) advocated 

that the Fauresmith was a mixture of two cultures: the Pinelse and Konningse, and whilst he 
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Fig 2.4: Fauresmith ‘coup de poing’ (from Goodwin and Van Riet 
Lowe 1929: text-fig 5: 91) 

was somewhat ridiculed (Hoernle 1926; Goodwin n.d.) his genuine concerns were largely 

ignored, in fact it is not until this work that the problem he raised is again being considered. 

Obviously, the first of these protagonists to publish a complete working system would take 

precedence (Underhill 2011b).  

 

2.4 Defining the Fauresmith 

As is now clear Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe were able to beat Van Hoepen to press (see 

Underhill 2011b), but this involved many compromises between the two men. Other than 

cementing their Smithfield A and Stellenbosch variants (Schlanger 2003), the 1929 volume 

clarified the tripartite division of ESA/MSA/LSA (Appendix 2), and has had a long-term impact 

on the development of South African archaeology. The pair dominated South African 

prehistory until the 1950s, no doubt aided by the 1931 Bambata Caves excavations proving the 

applicability of their scheme north of the Limpopo (Mitchell 2002a). In terms of the 

Fauresmith, they point to Van Riet Lowe’s opinion on raw-material and describe it as a definite 

progression toward the MSA. In description they now listed two fossile directeurs:  

 

1.) Very fine, small, generally neat 

almond-shaped handaxes 

reminiscent of the European 

Micoquian, made on longitudinal 

flakes, in contrast to the earlier 

Acheulean material that was 

invariably on cobbles (Fig 2.4). Either 

they retain the percussion marks on 

the butt or a single blow, giving 

them a peculiar twist, removed all 

evidence of the original flake blank. The method of manufacture involved primarily shaping the 

dorsal surface, only working the ventral if necessary or useful. The edges, in contrast to the 

proceeding Acheulean, are described as straight or very often revealing an S twist (see White 

1998) (Underhill 2011a; see Chapter 3). 

 

2.) Hooked scrapers, of which no further description or illustration is given; although these are 

taken as either flaked flakes or notches (although notches were also labelled hollow scrapers) 

(Underhill 2011a). 
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Associated with these the Fauresmith also contained discs, concavo-convex scrapers, slightly 

trimmed flake points, and occasional cleavers. The flake component is described as Levallois in 

character, very reminiscent of the North African and European Mousterian, additionally they 

highlight a lack of longitudinal trimming or fluting, which is here assumed to mean a central 

gutter flake caused by preparation prior to flaking (Underhill 2011a; Appendix 4). 

 

The British Association Meeting ratified their Scheme, although it also brought many influential 

scholars to South Africa; indeed, it marks the start of Breuil’s long association with the country 

(below). The country’s prehistoric archaeology was beginning to gain recognition, and under 

the strong patronage of Field Marshall Smuts prehistoric studies had become the country’s 

"premier form of scientific pursuit" (Shepherd 2003a: 833), gaining an "unrivalled international 

reputation" (Dubow 1995: 13).  

 

However, many questions regarding the Fauresmith remained and Van Riet Lowe continued to 

work on them, although he still saw raw-material as the defining factor (Van Riet Lowe 1932) 

he was able to start expanding on the type-list (Appendix 3), adding burins in 1933 (Van Riet 

Lowe 1933). At the same time Goodwin (1933) appears to have finally accepted Van Riet 

Lowe’s raw-material explanation and, taking Gooch (1882) as his lead, was promoting a 

regionalisation to the ESA and MSA based on differing raw-material availability. Although 

Leakey (1936: 83-9) would eventually challenge this view in 1936 (see Underhill 2011a), other 

things had also changed in the years between 1933 and 1936.  

 

In April 1935, the woefully underfunded (Mason 1989: 57) Bureau of Archaeology and National 

Monuments Council were established with Van Riet Lowe appointed the first director of both. 

Following Breuils lead in the Somme (see Brodrick 1963: 32-6; Davies 2009) Van Riet Lowe 

returned to his work on the Vaal, with geologists Adolf Söhnge and Dirk Visser, establishing a 

cultural sequence that would lay the foundations of subsequent work for decades (Deacon 

1990). However, post-1935 neither Goodwin nor Van Riet Lowe excavated a single site (Mason 

1989), with their work now relying purely on synthesis and viewing both excavations and 

mining operations, although their pronunciations on material was becoming virtually 

sacrosanct. Indeed, in 1936 Leakey’s ‘Stone Age Africa’ was published, and it is clear that he 

and Van Riet Lowe were in close contact during this period. Leakey (1936: 92) states that the 

Fauresmith was "at present divided in to three major divisions, Lower, Middle, and Upper", 

further suggesting that this was supported by Breuil, who apparently counselled caution noting 
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that further work was necessary (cited in Leakey 1936: 92). Unfortunately, Leakey supplied no 

citation for this, and although Van Riet Lowe (1929) had previously published a tripartite 

division, devised by Breuil, it was simply in passing, and by 1937 he had returned to a bipartite 

division (below). Instead, Leakey (1936: 89-90) described the Fauresmith as containing "small 

and extremely well made hand-axes ... associated with long points and blades, and also with 

side scrapers. ... usually made from flakes struck from cores that have been prepared by a 

Levalloisian technique". Although acknowledging the possibility of cultural contact, he was 

more convinced of an indigenous development because of a separate upper Acheulean he had 

identified based on the use of the Victoria West technique (1936: 83-89).  

 

Following Leakey (1936), Van Riet Lowe wanted to interpret the Vaal River sequence in terms 

of the pluvial sequence that was correlated with the European glacial sequence, and would 

enable the establishment of a stratigraphic relationship for the South African Stone Age (Clark 

1959; Hall 1996; Deacon 1990). Despite major revisions to the Acheulean scheme he still saw 

the Stellenbosch V, or the ‘final Acheulean Culture of the Vaal River Basin’ (Appendix 1), as 

transitional to the Fauresmith due to an increasing reliance on hornfels (Van Riet Lowe 1937: 

122). Additionally, on purely techno-typological grounds, although now apparently supported 

by geological distinctions, he began to see divisions within the Fauresmith, developing a 

technologically driven pattern that pre-empts the processual paradigms switch from straight 

culture-history: 

 

Fauresmith I: This occurs as both rolled and unrolled material deposited before and during the 

erosion of calcareous sands (III) and Younger Gravels within the Vaal, and the formation of the 

Youngest Gravels and following silting phase within the Vaal’s tributaries (Fig 2.5 see also Fig 

A.9 Appendix 1). Implements apparently occur in situ "under the gravel, in the gravel, and on 

the gravel" (Van Riet Lowe 1937: 73). Indeed, by this time apparently-stratified Fauresmith 

material had been recovered from the Riverview Estates, and Sheppard Island (see Appendix 

1). In describing this first variant, he utilised the fissure site (VI) at the Riverview Estates, where 

the material occurs ‘in-situ’ beneath the red (Kalahari) sands, and is attributed to the Gamblian 

I pluvial (Chapter 3 and see Appendix 1). As the Acheulean (Stellenbosch IV) occurs in the 

underlying Younger Gravel there is apparently no question of the Fauresmith’s distinction. The 

assemblage is described as: 

"hand-axes and cleavers and a few crude scraper-like tools on flakes; the 
debris, cores from which both large and small side flakes (many of which 
are concavo-convex) were struck, cores that yielded long narrow flakes with 



David Underhill  Chapter 2: Broader Context 

 36  

Fig 2.5: composite section showing established 
cultural sequence. Note: Erosion of Calcareous Sands III, 
etc., overlying Younger Gravels III, etc., is contemporaneous 
with the Aggradation of the Youngest (Subangular) Gravels. 

(From: Van Riet Lowe1937: table II: 72.) – See also Fig A.9: 266 

convergent longitudinal flaking and blades with parallel longitudinal flaking 
as well as a variety of fabricators" (Van Riet Lowe 1937: 90). 

 

For the first time bifaces manufactured on 

cobbles were accepted as part of the 

Fauresmith, although unfinished examples 

were regarded as virtually 

indistinguishable from early Acheulean 

forms, only being differentiated here by 

the close association of Levallois material. 

The finished examples are described as, on 

average, appreciably smaller, occurring in 

almond, pointed, ovate and cordiform 

shapes, with regular and straight-edges 

showing slender flaking and consistently 

lenticular cross sections (Van Riet Lowe 

1937). Additionally, cleavers were now 

included within the Fauresmith I, on both 

side- and end-struck blanks (see Chapter 

3).  

 

Fauresmith II: Apparently present in the calcareous sands that overlie the Youngest Gravels, 

deposited prior to the erosion of calcareous sands and the accumulation of red Aeolian sand 

(Van Riet Lowe 1937: table 1: 66). Van Riet Lowe suggested this material was separated from 

its predecessor by as much as 20 feet of dirty loamy soil or sand; as such, it was attributable to 

the Gamblian II pluvial. In the typological description of this stage Van Riet Lowe invoked the 

original type-site of Brakfontein No.231 (see Chapter 3 and Appendix 1) and described a more 

familiar Fauresmith assemblage: 

"beautifully finished hand-axes on flakes, cleavers, trimmed points, end- and side-
scrapers, typical concavo-convex side-scrapers, typical Levallois flakes and cores: 
long slender blades, cores, faceted polyhedral stones (fabricators?), and gravers" 
(Van Riet Lowe 1937: 91). 
 

He described the handaxes as varying from well-pointed almonds to ovates, worked primarily 

on simple non-PCT flakes with plain or fortuitously faceted butts. In finished specimens, he 
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Fig 2.6: Abbé Henri Breuil and Van Riet Lowe 1945 (From: 
Van Riet Lowe archive, University of the Witwatersrand) 

highlighted straight edges, well-controlled and thin flaking, consistently well-rounded butts 

and consistently lenticular cross-sections, all in hornfels. 

 

Problematically, he also identified both ‘S’-twisted ovates and small Micoquian like handaxes 

within the Acheulean, although not finished to any high degree (Van Riet Lowe 1937: plate 

XXI). He regarded cleavers as very rare and always large and crude, fabricated from some 

diabasic material on side-struck flakes and in no way distinguishable from Acheulean forms. It 

is in this stage of the Fauresmith (II) that Van Riet Lowe suggested points appeared, on long 

blades (up to 8”) produced from pyramidal or laminar Levallois cores. Another tool of interest 

is the concavo-convex scraper with secondary trimming all along the arch; extremely 

reminiscent of LSA Smithfield I types (Van Riet Lowe 1937). He was non-committal concerning 

the faceted polyhedral stones that he suggested could be fabricators (hammer-stones) or the 

beginnings of the bolas type (round pebbles crafted by hand). Finally, burins apparently occur, 

both angle gravers and bec de flute, or ordinary dihedral burins (Underhill 2011a).  

 

Ten years after Burkitt (1928: 72) first identified the problem; Van Riet Lowe, revealing his 

essentialist misunderstandings, now noted the difficulty of assigning the Fauresmith to an 

‘Age’: 

"In the earlier or Fauresmith I the hand-axe is the dominant note, but in the later 
Fauresmith II the true Levallois technique is established while the handaxe 
continues in a more refined but less marked manner, so much so that we cannot 
say whether the horizon is the end of the Earlier Stone Age or the beginning of the 
Middle" (Van Riet Lowe 1937: 105). 
 

 

2.5 The Effects of the Second World War 

Whilst effectively stopping all work in 

Europe and North Africa, the outbreak 

of the second World War did little to 

abate the flow of work in South Africa, 

indeed, it saw the prolific Abbé Breuil 

invited to see the war out in South 

Africa, being installed as a Research 

Officer on Van Riet Lowe’s staff at the 

Archaeological Survey from 1942-5 
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(Garrod 1961; Mason 1989) (Fig 2.6). Whilst the war little affected the physical landscape of 

South Africa it seriously altered the political landscape. Before the war Afrikaner nationalism 

and questions of Afrikaner social and political identity had been a central concern to this group 

of people, and the war exacerbated this debate, making them more responsive to radical ideas 

(Grundlingh 1999; Dubow 1992). At the same time the coalition government of Hertzog and 

the British Commonwealth statesman Smuts was seen as compromising national identity, 

viewed as symbolic of attempting to link the Afrikaans National Party with Smut’s Anglicising 

policies, and this opened the political landscape to a new nationalist movement (Dubow 1992). 

For many reasons (see Underhill 2011a; 2011b) "explicitly racist ideas found a ready audience" 

(Dubow 1992: 216).  

 

Although funds were still tight in the immediate post-war period (Goodwin 1948) it was also a 

boom time for archaeology. Dart’s students eventually made their way to Makapansgat 

(Mason 1962a: 28), discovering material that changed opinions concerning Australopithecus, 

along with Le Gros Clark’s satisfaction with the original australopithecine material it was now 

accepted as a valid taxon (Shepherd 2003a). Additionally, the South African Archaeological 

Society and its journal, the South African Archaeological Bulletin, were founded by Goodwin in 

1945 (Mason 1989; Deacon and Deacon 1999). In this same year, Van Riet Lowe (1945) was to 

finally publish a full tripartite Fauresmith. However, the lack of any internal stratification to 

this tripartite scheme, neither from any single site or indeed from any composite stratigraphy, 

meant this was a sequence drawn up purely on techno-typology; as he himself stated, “we 

have no satisfactory stratigraphy within the culture” (Van Riet Lowe 1945: 52).  

 

Van Riet Lowe (1945) highlighted three principle Levallois core forms within the Fauresmith: 

circular or tortoise, with only slightly asymmetrical biconvex sections varying between 50 and 

101mm in diameter; triangular flake-cores described as usually thick and varying between 76 

and 127mm; and rectangular blade cores that are generally thick, exhibiting a striking angle of 

circa ninety degrees and a faceted platform (the diagram presented appears to be a bipolar 

recurrent laminar levallois core (see Van Riet Lowe 1945: 58)). Worthy of additional note were 

conical blade cores that appear toward the end of the Fauresmith and produced blades 

c.63mm long, 25mm wide and 6mm thick (Van Riet Lowe 1945). Indeed, Van Riet Lowe (1945: 

52) commented that apart from the presence of refined handaxes, "the remaining tools and 

debitage (are)…completely Middle Stone Age in from and fineness of finish". Unfortunately, no 

further evidence was presented for his tripartite scheme (Sampson 1972; Clark 1982), except a 
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suggested slow rise in hand-axe refinement and the disappearance of the cleaver, followed by 

a decline in the importance of hand-axes (Underhill 2011a).  

 

To understand these subdivisions we need to realise the Breuil-inspired and quintessentially 

culture-historical narrative Van Riet Lowe was writing between the lines (see Breuil 1932). As 

Van Riet Lowe saw it the Acheulean was brought to a close by a long arid period and, like 

Leakey (1936: 54), he saw comparisons between the Fauresmith I and the East African 

Nanyukian (Van Riet Lowe 1937: 125-6). To explain this, he invoked a cultural fusion of 

handaxe and Levallois based cultural techniques in equatorial Africa just prior to the 

tectonically violent end of the Kamasian. The following Gamblian pluvial (III) brought some of 

these groups south with a much improved Levallois technique but an inferior knowledge of 

handaxe manufacture. Further to this, he seemed to suggest a mixing of knowledge between 

these incomers and small pockets of remaining Acheulean utilising hominins, evidenced by 

sporadic Acheulean finds within the calcified sands that overlie the Younger Gravels III 

(Underhill 2011a).  

 

This was followed by increasing refinement in tools and techniques, as taught by Breuil (see 

also Monnier 2006), and a decreasing importance in the handaxe, he probably envisaged the 

resident hominids as culturally subsumed by the incoming ones (Underhill 2011a). This 

explanation appears to have guided Malan’s (1947) view that a developmental trajectory was 

evident from the Stellenbosch to the Fauresmith. As mentioned, Van Riet Lowe largely 

attributed the Fauresmith, and indeed the development of Levallois technique in South Africa, 

to raw-material characteristics, invoking the burial of boulders in the terrace gravels by silt 

during the Acheulean period to explain the hominids’ turning to hornfels (Van Riet Lowe 1945). 

For Van Riet Lowe then, the Fauresmith seems to have been an inevitable by-product of mixing 

an advanced Levallois technology with an advanced biface technology and the availability of 

hornfels (Van Riet Lowe 1927; 1945).  

 

With the process of change understood, Van Riet Lowe again began promoting his tripartite 

division of the Fauresmith at the first Pan-African Congress on Prehistory, 1947 (Fig 2.7), 

describing a large Levallois component within the last stage, with cores in circular, cordiform, 

sub-triangular, rectangular and pyramidal forms, revealing a "mastery over both flake and 

blade techniques" (Van Riet Lowe 1952a: 175; see also 1952b). However, 18 years after 

Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe’s scheme had been widely adopted there was still much confusion 

concerning the applicability of different terms (Clark and Troy 2002). The 1930s and 40s had 
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seen a growth in culture-historical explanations, introducing a plethora of new terms and 

subdivisions which Leakey described as "loose thinking and false logic" (1947: 20), and there 

was little consensus concerning how this terminology should be constructed. In light of this the 

plenary session of the 1947 congress made several recommendations concerning the 

terminology to be used throughout Africa (Breuil and Broom 1947; see Appendix 2). 

Unfortunately, this simply led to further confusion through the re-introduction of European 

terms (Malan 1970).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.6 New Generation, New Explanations 

What the above demonstrates is the dominance of certain individuals, particularly Van Riet 

Lowe, but the decade that followed the first Pan-African Congress saw the emergence of the 

second generation of palaeo-anthropologists and archaeologists, most notably Phillip Tobias in 

1946 and Revil Mason in 1948. This new generation had largely gained a disdain for centralised 

ideological control, wishing instead to “promote a reasonable social order” (Mason 1989: 171), 

releasing interpretation from the narrow diffusionist perspective which had been prompted 

through empire. Along with this new generation also came many methodological advances 

(Clark 1959) in the wider archaeological discourse (see Chapter 1). However, the earlier 

definitions still guided what followed, but with the criteria applied in an intuitive manner 

(Humphreys 1970). However, the integrity of Van Riet Lowe’s chronology was called into 

Fig 2.7: Delegates at the First Pan-African Congress on Prehistory, 1947 (From: Van Riet Lowe archive, 
University of the Witwatersrand) 



David Underhill  Chapter 2: Broader Context 

 41  

question with Dreyer (1953: 59) accusing him of ‘shifting’ the stratigraphic location of the 

Fauresmith (I) at the demands of the geology. Additionally his classificatory abilities were also 

questioned. Glen Cole (1967) drew particular attention to Van Riet Lowe’s Prepared Cores 

when he reviewed the Sangoan material from Gayaza and Sango Hills: he stated that "it is 

often very difficult to know what Van Riet Lowe had in mind when he wrote of prepared cores" 

(1967: 499) with many of his ‘un-struck’ examples actually suggested as handaxes or 

unprepared cores. However, changes were afoot in South Africa that made these issues pale 

by comparison (Underhill 2011b). 

 

The defeat of Smuts, the discipline’s long term ally, in the 1948 elections, and the beginnings 

of apartheid saw an indoctrinated populace with a Nationalist government who held academia 

in an ideological straightjacket, and intent on hampering the involvement of South African 

scholars in wider debate (Deacon 1990; Shepherd 2003a; Mason 1989). Perhaps unsurprisingly 

the 1950s saw dwindling student numbers (Mason 1989) and, along with the death of General 

Smuts, the loss of the discipline’s primary workers. Broom died first in 1951, followed by Van 

Riet Lowe in 1957, and Goodwin only two years later. As Deacon and Deacon (1999: 7) state: 

"In two short years South African archaeology lost its leading authorities", and Mason believed 

himself finally alone (Mason 1989: 291).  

 

Although much important work was done during the 1950s, such as Mason’s excavations at 

the Cave of Hearths and Olieboompoort in the then Transvaal (Mason 1962a; Barker and 

Mackey 1959), little appeared on the Fauresmith. Van Riet Lowe (1952b) published his last 

synthesis, in which the ESA was further subdivided into a baffling array of stages, including his 

full tripartite Fauresmith (see Appendix 2), and mention was made at the 1955 Pan-African 

Congress (below). However, one paper specifically dealing with the Fauresmith did appear. 

Dreyer (1953) published the only paper that I am aware of from the ‘Afrikaner school’ dealing 

exclusively with the Fauresmith, and perhaps more importantly accepting it as real rather than 

the product of mixing between the ‘Pnielse’ and ‘Koningse’ Kultuurs as propagated by Van 

Hoepen (i.e. 1932). It is clear that Dreyer viewed many of the ‘cultures’ as geographic rather 

than chronological, and concluded that the Fauresmith was the result of MSA and Late 

Stellenbosch cultures meeting in the area of the confluence of the Vaal and Riet Rivers 

(Underhill 2011a). Additionally, the second addition of Leakeys ‘Adams Ancestors’ appeared in 

1953, this time with the Fauresmith added. He saw it typified by flat ovates, small triangular 

and cordiform handaxes, small pointed handaxes, small well-made true cleavers, bolas stones 

and numerous Prepared Core Technology (PCT) flake tools, although he provides no citations 
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Fig 2.8: Revil Mason in 2009 (From: 
http://www.joburg.org.za/index.php?option=com_
contentandtask=viewandid=4685andItemid=266) 

and we must assume his information was once again 

derived directly from Van Riet Lowe. Contrary to 

Dreyer (1953), Leakey (1953), following Malans (1947) 

lead, saw the origins of the Fauresmith within the 

local Acheulean, going against the prevailing thought 

of external influence from the north and the 

European/North African Mousterian. Others 

eventually joined him. Whether they acknowledged 

the Fauresmith or not, Mason (1959b; 1962b), Jones 

(1949) and Clark (1964) began espousing indigenous 

development. However, many of these authors also 

believed that "there is no industry with a biface component that warrants consideration 

outside the broad cultural division of the Acheulian" (Deacon 1975: 562). Indeed, this was the 

view taken by Mason (Fig 2.8), who was to set the tone for everything that came after, sowing 

real seeds of doubt about the reality of the Fauresmith. 

 

However, perhaps the two most important occurrences for South African Stone Age 

archaeology at this time were more indirect. The discovery of the Zinjanthropus site FLK at 

Olduvai moved attention to the East, and the application there of Potassium-Argon dating in 

1959 established scientific dates an order of magnitude older than anything previously 

accepted. The second, slightly more direct occurrence was the third Pan-African Congress of 

Prehistory in 1955. 

 

The third Pan-African Congress of Prehistory was yet again concerned with the terminology 

utilised in Africa. It resolved that all workers in Africa should fit their Stone Age cultural 

sequences within the framework of the ESA, MSA and LSA separated by the first and second 

intermediates (Clark 1957: xxxiii). These intermediates bridged the gap between the end of the 

ESA and the beginning of the MSA, and the end of the MSA and beginning of the LSA 

respectively, apparently containing industries that showed a blend between the two (Clark 

1959: 41; see Appendix 2). It also called for statements of cultural description from each 

territory to allow researchers unfamiliar with a culture or industry to see at a glance the 

essential information (Clark 1957: xxxiii). Unfortunately, the proposed descriptions never 

materialised and the agreed resolutions concerning nomenclature (Clark 1957; Howe 1961) 

strained to explain the South African record (Mitchell 2002a). 
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2.7 The Beginning of the End: Terminological Abuses 

In 1959 Mason (1959b) noticed a discrepancy between the faunal dating and typology of the 

Cave of Hearths, Wonderboom and Rooiberg Acheulean material, all from the then Transvaal, 

when compared with that from the Vaal. On purely typological grounds the Cave of Heaths had 

originally been proposed as later Acheulean. However, faunal dating indicated that bed III was 

more recent than the later Acheulean found along the Vaal (Cooke cited in Mason 1959b; 

Cooke 1962). On the basis of handaxe length-width proportions being narrower, and more 

extensive dorsal preparation on quadrilateral flakes, Mason was able to present a statistical 

difference between the Transvaal material and that from the Vaal Gravels (Mason 1959b), or 

more accurately Riverview Estates and Canteen Koppie. The fact that the Transvaal fauna 

appeared younger than the Vaal fauna prompted Mason to designate the Transvaal group of 

sites as Early Fauresmith, but with no comparison to any accepted Fauresmith material (Mason 

1961; Underhill 2011a) 

 

This fuzzy logic is tied to the end of an era; Mason was beginning to challenge what McNabb 

(1996) has termed the ‘conceptual lock’: the belief in the time dependent and organic nature 

of cultural development combined with the deliberate design of tool forms. In 1959 it was still 

widely believed that tools where tied to strict typological, temporal, and stratigraphic phases, 

ultimately ruled by the concept of progressive cultural evolution (McNabb and Beaumont 

2011). Just as the Acheulean at this time was believed to be tied to the Younger Gravels and 

current-bedded sand within the guiding Vaal sequence, the Fauresmith was believed to occur 

only on the surface of calcified sand that overlay the current-bedded sands on the Vaal and the 

Youngest Gravels of its tributaries (Malan 1947; Mason 1959a; 1959b). As Mason fought with 

the conceptual lock, the Fauresmith was caught in the crossfire (Underhill 2011a). 

 

Unfortunately, Mason’s reasoning for designating the Cave of Hearths bed III, Rooiberg and 

Wonderboom as statistically different swiftly became untenable; just one month after his 

attribution he began publishing doubts on the Vaal sequence (Mason 1959a). His excavations 

at Klipplaatdrif in 1960 convinced him that certain gravels along the river had been mis-

identified and by 1962 he was openly doubtful of the utility of the whole sequence (Mason 

1962b). Additionally, during this period even H.B.S. Cooke, the man responsible for the faunal 

dating along the Vaal (Cooke 1952), was acknowledging the unsatisfactory nature of the then 

accepted faunal data (cited in Mason 1962a) and was revising his determinations (see Cooke 

1967). Therefore, it was no longer tenable to exclude the Transvaal material from the 
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Acheulean purely on the grounds of faunal correlation with the Vaal sequence. Added to this, 

by the time Mason subsumed his Fauresmith within the Acheulean (Mason 1961) he was 

developing doubts about the validity of the handaxe width-length measure as a method of 

distinguishing cultural difference (see also Dibble 1989). This just left the percentage of dorsal 

preparation on quadrilateral flakes as the only method for distinguishing his Fauresmith, yet 

this seemed to display a trajectory from the Earlier Acheulean into the MSA and he rightly 

viewed it as "contrary to taxonomic method" to give a separate cultural designation to a 

chronological stage (Mason 1961: 107). He was thus able to deny the existence of the 

Fauresmith that he had identified, without studying any of the extant Fauresmith material 

(Mason 1961; Underhill 2011a). 

 

However, Mason’s seminal ‘Prehistory of the Transvaal’, published in 1962, is probably most 

responsible for breaking the conceptual lock. The realisation that the intimate tie between 

these beliefs and the pluvial-based understanding of stratigraphy was false turned the existing 

order in South Africa upside down, although it must be said that this is something Flint’s (1959) 

review of Pleistocene climate knowledge had already begun to challenge. This all came at the 

end of an era, and the dismantling of the country’s chronology left Stone Age archaeology in 

South Africa somewhat confused and stagnated (Underhill 2011b). Compounding this was 

blatant government intervention due to the potential challenges to biblical creationism and 

propaganda concerning the ‘Chosen People’ status of the Afrikaners (Deacon 1990), 

fundamental to justifications of apartheid (Dubow 1992). The funds available in South Africa 

during the 1950s and 60s were largely kept from the leading Stone Age academics for these 

political reasons (Hugo 1998; see also Underhill 2011b). Inskeep’s arrival in 1960 was to 

provide the initial impetus for attempting to rectify this situation (Deacon 1993), although his 

original fears for the state of archaeology were swiftly confirmed by the government’s 

withdrawal of the Archaeological Surveys funding in 1962. Additionally, the major international 

funding which came into African Prehistoric research in general during the 1960s and 70s was 

aimed at East Africa, not least because of the quality of preservation there, something which 

complemented the prevailing trend for horizontal archaeology within the 1960s processual 

paradigm, exemplified by sites such as Olorgesailie and Isimila (Gowlett 1990), and something 

which South Africa could not offer (Underhill 2011b). This left the Fauresmith in a form of 

limbo, with no one working on the material at all. 

 

The existing terminology still remained insufficient: it was imprecisely defined and being 

abused (Mason 1962b; Clark 1967) due to the failure of the standing committee on African 
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terminology (Underhill 2011b) established by the third Pan-African Congress in 1955, as 

evidenced by Masons flawed denial of the Fauresmith. This, combined with the paradigm shift, 

was to lead to the issue being addressed once again, this time at the fifth Pan-African Congress 

of Prehistory in 1963. This Congress called for a revision to the ‘official’ terminology in place 

and a preparatory meeting was called for prior to the next Congress. This meeting was a 

Symposium held at the Wenner-Gren conference centre at Burg-Wartenstein Castle, Austria, in 

1965 (Fig 2.9) (see Underhill 2011b), with the next Pan-African Congress ratifying its decisions 

(Nenquin 1968).  

 

It was at the Burg-Wartenstein Symposium that Mason (1967) officially proposed subsuming 

the Fauresmith into the Acheulean. When Clark pushed him on his reasoning Mason replied 

that "There are some differences in the characteristics of individual categories, but there are 

broad similarities" (Mason 1967: 768) before he moved discussion away (Underhill 2011a). All 

despite his own admission that "We have not yet excavated in the area where Van Riet Lowe 

found the [Fauresmith]...and therefore lack data for detailed comparisons" (Mason 1961: 107). 

Thus, without any reference to the ‘type-material’ the Fauresmith was ‘officially’ no longer 

considered real, just an unwarranted scientific construction (Underhill 2011a). However, it is 

pertinent to note that while the New Archaeology was developing its theories of hypothesis 

testing and deductive reasoning with a focus on the sub-systems of social process, and despite 

the pre-empting of this by the ecological framework utilised by Clark (1959) and the amicable 

Fig 2.9: Attendees at the Burg-Wartenstein Symposium July-August 1965 (From: 
http://wennergren.org/history/conferences-seminars-symposia/wenner-gren-symposia/cumulative-list-

wenner-gren-symposia/we-23) 
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Fig 2.10: Garth Sampson (From: 
http://www.txstate.edu/anthropology/

people/faculty/sampson.html) 

lead in this direction being shown by Mason (1962b), this symposium was still attempting to 

clarify the basic foundations of nomenclature, virtually ignoring all theoretical concerns 

(Deacon 1990; Underhill 2011a; 2011b). 

 

Perhaps the greatest exponent of the Burg-Wartenstein 

Symposium’s recommendations (Bishop and Clark 1967) was 

Garth Sampson (1968; 1972; 1974) (Fig 2.10) who begun work 

on the Vaal in 1963, moving to undertake rescue operations 

on the Orange River by 1965. Although interpreted through 

the symposium’s recommendations, Sampson’s (1972) earlier 

work on the Vaal is of great interest, and yet again displays an 

abuse of terminology that denied the existence of the 

Fauresmith (Underhill 2011a). From the interface of the 

‘Kalahari sands’ and the calcified sands above the Younger 

Gravels at Muirton, Northern Cape, he recovered an 

assemblage, possibly in-situ (although see Clark 1982: 244), 

which he considered Fauresmith I purely due to its geological 

position. Because of handaxe measurement similarities, he linked it with a surface sample at 

Inhoek 6 on the Orange River (Sampson 1972). Because of this logic, he considered Inhoek 6 as 

Fauresmith I, and it was this assemblage that he compared with the Acheulean of the Orange 

River and South Western Cape. He was able to identify a significant difference between the 

late Acheulean in these areas and the material from Inhoek, and by extension Muirton, where 

there was a greater proportion of small tools and rarely any heavy-duty picks, cleavers, or core 

scrapers, in addition to the presence of smaller, although no more refined, handaxes (Sampson 

1972). However, despite these apparent similarities with the Fauresmith I (see Van Riet Lowe 

1937: 90-1) there were significant differences: Sampson’s own suggestion was that an 

assemblage 'transitional' between the Acheulean and MSA, should contain very small 

handaxes and very long flake-blades (Sampson 1972: 280-281), yet he himself states (1972: 58) 

that neither of the ‘Fauresmith’ sites he utilised displays any marked trend toward blade 

manufacture. Additionally, Muirton is dominated by quartzite with Inhoek exclusively on 

hornfels (Sampson 1972: 58). For these reasons Sampson denied the existence of the 

Fauresmith, and as no difference in age could be established he labelled the material final 

Acheulean. However, these differences could be considered significant enough to preclude any 

attribution of the material to the Fauresmith I, which Van Riet Lowe (1937) also considered to 

contain concavo-convex scrapers, long narrow flakes with convergent longitudinal flaking, and 
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blades (Underhill 2011a). Indeed, Sampson’s (1974) eventual chronology (see Appendix 2) can 

be considered a parting shot for the Burg-Wartenstein (H.J Deacon pers. comm.; Underhill 

2011b; although see Clark and Kleindienst 2001). 

 

2.8 New Thinking 

It was the link with Cambridge, through both Inskeep and the arrival of John Parkington in 

1966, which finally brought much needed new theoretical developments to South Africa. 

Unfortunately, the technical nature of the New Archaeology did much to alienate the 

previously important amateur component (Malan 1970; Shepherd 2003a). However, it is 

particularly relevant that at a time when funding was finally beginning to increase and the 

government was "eager to accrue the cultural apparatus of a modern state" (Shepherd 2003a: 

835), archaeology was becoming separated from society, which is probably why the discipline 

was able to develop at all during the later apartheid era (Underhill 2011b). Funding was slowly 

returning to the discipline and one cannot overstate the importance of Inskeep’s pressure on 

the state (see Deacon 1993) which, combined with the rapidly-growing economy (Shepherd 

2003a), was to eventually let South African academic archaeology grow from 6 full-time 

academics in 1960 to 58 in 1987 (Deacon 1990). Indeed, during the mid-to-late 1970s new 

excavation standards, larger palaeo-environmental and ecosystem studies, and systems 

thinking were all introduced by Hillary Deacon (Mitchell 2002a; Deacon 1990).  

 

New workers were to enter the Fauresmith debate during the 1970s, with Deacon suggesting 

that if the Fauresmith is real, as even Sampson’s (1972) work leant toward, then something is 

clearly different, and if the Fauresmith is “not acceptable on typological grounds, then 

different grades of regional adaptation might be considered” (Deacon 1975: 562). However, 

the lasting opinion of this time was that of Desmond Clark (1970: 110) whose discussion of the 

industries of the first intermediate period still utilised the Fauresmith term (see Underhill 

2011a). Clark (1959; 1964; 1970) raised the possibility of the Fauresmith as an open-grassland 

adaptation (see also Gabel 1965; Deacon 1975), apparently evidenced at Montagu Cave, with 

the Sangoan displaying the real adaptive change toward forests. However, there is no evidence 

for Fauresmith material being present at Montagu cave; although the handaxe length/width 

index is suggestive (but see above) the average handaxes are much bigger than those 

previously defined as Fauresmith, and cleavers are abundant (Keller 1973; Underhill 2011a). 

Indeed, it would seem Clark’s work at this time was largely influenced by the palaeo-

environmental work of Lee (1963) whose paper on the Fauresmith and Sangoan failed to cite a 
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single one of the key texts (Underhill 2011a). Indeed, the idea of ecological determinism, with 

the Sangoan adapted to wooded environments and the Fauresmith to grasslands, can no 

longer hold due to the recognition of the presence of these assemblages outside these strict 

ecological zones (Chmielewski 1968; Cahen 1976; Volman 1984; McBrearty 1992; McBrearty et 

al. 1996; McBrearty and Brooks 2000; Tryon and McBrearty 2002; Van Peer et al. 2003).  

 

Building on Clarks synthesis (1959), Humphreys (1970) was the first to highlight the problem of 

the gradual and unconscious assimilation of ideas, advocating the abandonment of all of the 

instinctively inherited understandings of the Fauresmith that had developed over the years 

and returning to the original interpretations. However, he himself states "prehistory is not a 

static discipline and its development is dependent upon constant revaluation [sic] and 

reinterpretation" (Humphreys 1970: 139), yet by excluding the work done on the Fauresmith in 

the time since Van Riet Lowe’s (1937) last major description of the industry, he retained a 

static interpretation of the evidence. He was predisposed to his conclusion that the Fauresmith 

was simply the Acheulean in hornfels (Underhill 2011a).  

 

However, Humphreys does counsel caution: 

"the utmost caution should be exercised in the use of the terms Later Acheulean 
or Fauresmith. The indiscriminate classification of assemblages into either 
industrial group in the present state of knowledge would only tend to make the 
future solution of this problem more difficult and further cloud an already 
confused issue" (Humphreys 1969: 101). 

Despite no universal agreement concerning the Fauresmith, even whether it existed or not, 

the early-to-mid 1980s witnessed another paradigmatic shift away from problems of typology 

to more theoretical and humanistic concerns. With the arrival of post-modernism in 

archaeological discourse the post-processual movement realised that the past is created out of 

the present, effectively moving attention away from the deep past and toward more recent 

historical periods. This move in theoretical focus occurred during a problematic period for 

South Africa, with the mid 1980s seeing the dominant political party increasingly struggling to 

maintain power and justify apartheid (Waldmeir 1998). Little was mentioned concerning the 

Fauresmith during this period, the topic held little interest for the Afrikaner intelligentsia and 

the social situation was beginning to impact on academia. The short-lived Southern African 

Association of Archaeologists divided in 1983 when it declined to condemn apartheid (Hall 

2001), and the 1985 state of national emergency forced a split in the International Union for 

Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences (IUPPS) with the emergent World Archaeological 

Congress (WAC) dis-inviting all scholars either working in or funded from South Africa or 
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Namibia from its 1986 inaugural conference (Ucko 1987). One work that did appear was 

Volman’s (1984) mammoth review of the South African ESA and MSA, based on his PhD, in 

which he highlighted that only the broadest divisions were possible. Although he proposed his 

own scheme (see Appendix 2), he emphasised that from the later Acheulean onwards there 

was tantalising evidence for regionalisation, although he fell into line by abandoning the 

Fauresmith term (Underhill 2011a). 

 

Whatever one’s feelings toward the problems surrounding the first WAC meeting in 

Southampton, UK, it did spawn a multitude of subject-defining volumes (see Ucko 1987; 1994), 

all following the Post-Processual sentiment. However, South Africans were welcomed at 

several international conferences and it did not take long for the wider paradigmatic changes 

to impact on its scholars. For example, although there was some debate concerning 

chronological issues at the 1987 ‘Origin and Dispersal of Modern Humans Conference’ (Mellars 

1988) the prevailing fashion was one of indigenous concerns. These cultural and social 

explanations viewed South Africa’s real potential as its rich ethnographic record, with most 

prehistoric work undertaken in the country during the late 1980s and early 90s concerning the 

LSA and Iron Age (Underhill 2011b). Work on earlier periods did continue, but in light of the 

relative abundance of australopithecine remains and the rich faunal collections, it was largely 

concerned with the very earliest material (Deacon 1975; Underhill 2011b; see also Mason 

1989). However, by 1989 Mason was moved to state that "South African archaeology has 

virtually burnt itself out by failing to establish effective communication and failing to accept 

social responsibility" (1989: 254). Yet following the final abolition of apartheid in 1994 interest 

became firmly rooted in tidying the mess, with a strong emphasis on culture and humanity and 

particular reference to building an understanding of the history of South Africa and the 

relationships of differing societies and ideologies (Underhill 2011a; see Shepherd 2003a; Lewis-

Williams 1993; Mitchell 2002a). As Levitz (1996) states whilst discussing the changing role of 

museums in South Africa, "Museums are actively expected to contribute to the reshaping of 

attitudes towards social and political reconciliation". 

 

2.9. The Resurrection of the Fauresmith 

During this time the Fauresmith had remained very much out of vogue until it was resurrected, 

from 1990 onwards, by the typologically focused work of Peter Beaumont (Fig 2.11). Although 

he had been active in South African archaeology since the mid-1950s (Mason 1989), Beaumont 

was initially concerned with the MSA and LSA. During this time, whilst he excavated many ESA 
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sites, he published little concerning the ESA. Only in the 

1990s when, with David Morris, he published the first of his 

three conference excursion guides (Beaumont and Morris 

1990) did he really begin publishing on ESA material. In this 

guide, the Fauresmith is described from two ‘typical sites’, 

Nooitgedacht 2 and Roseberry Plain 1 (see Chapter 6), 

material at both deriving from the base of the Hutton Sands. 

At the former he described "refined prepared cores, coarse 

blades and rare (mainly small) handaxes ... almost 

exclusively on chert and quartzite" (Beaumont 1990b: 4). Whereas the latter apparently 

contains an assemblage almost entirely on felsite including "prepared and single platform 

cores, rare long laterally retouched points... and bifaces that are almost entirely represented 

by small handaxes, which often show S-twist edges" (Beaumont 1990b: 4; c.f. Chapter 6). He 

suggests that the distinguishing factor in handaxe dimensions is not size or shape but relative 

thickness values, which apparently increase in the Fauresmith. In this guide, Beaumont also 

proposes that the Fauresmith be sunk into the MSA due to the regular occurrence of 

convergent points (Beaumont 1999; see also 2004b).  

 

At this time he steered clear of labelling the material from stratum 3 at Pniel 6 (see Chapter 6) 

as Fauresmith, due to its lack of handaxes, and he labelled the material from Uitkoms in the 

Kathu Townlands as Stellenbosch IV, despite the term’s long-standing abandonment, due to a 

lack of convergent points and a comparison with artefacts from the lower gravels at the 

Riverview Estates (Underhill 2011a). Indeed, absolute dates for the Fauresmith are something 

that have been conspicuous by their absence, and since the undermining of the Vaal sequence 

it had become increasingly difficult to build any form of chronology (Underhill 2011a). Using 

the stratigraphy at Rooidam 1, and by comparison with climatic models established at 

Wonderwerk and Kathu Pan (see Beaumont et al. 1984), Beaumont suggested dates between 

late MIS stage 7 and MIS stage 5e, which was tentatively supported by a single 230Th/234U 

date from stratum 8 at Rooidam of 174 ± 25ky BP (Szabo and Butzer 1979). This dating was 

expanded on in Beaumont’s second conference field guide (1999) in which, through a 

combination of microfauna and Uranium series dating at Wonderwerk Cave, he suggested the 

Fauresmith occurs between OIS 7 and 15, or c.187 and potentially c.620kya. The Fauresmith 

here was identified by the presence of bifaces, blades, large scrapers, convergent points and 

PCT cores in area 1 strata 6 and 7, area 2 strata 3 and 4, and area 6 stratum 3 (representing 

Major Units 3 and 4). With this dating in place the Fauresmith became a chrono-temporal 

Fig 2.11: Peter Beaumont (Library 
of H. Deacon: Courtesy of J. Deacon) 
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marker for Beaumont (i.e. Beaumont and Vogel 2006), used both individually and with faunal 

comparisons (Underhill 2011a). Indeed, by 1999 Beaumont was describing the artefacts from 

the colluvial rubble at Pniel 6 stratum 3 as Fauresmith, and the addition of faunal comparisons 

with Florisbad led him to suggest that the deposit there dates to c.259kya. His reliance on the 

Wonderwerk series, and an initially unexplained change in opinion concerning the last certain 

handaxe at the site (between excavation 3 stratum 6 in 1999 and excavation 2 stratum 3 in 

2004 (Beaumont 1999; 2004b; see Beaumont and Vogel 2006 for explanation)), led to his 

dismissal of Szabo and Butzer’s (1979) Th/U date from Rooidam 1. His designation of the U-

Series date from Wonderwerk excavation 6 stratum 3 to the MSA phase (Beaumont and Vogel 

2006: table 2) pushed his final Fauresmith back by almost 90ky, to 276kya (compare Beaumont 

2004b: table 1 and Beaumont 1999: table 1), making Szabo and Butzer’s (1979) date 

apparently anachronistic (Underhill 2011a). 

 

The final aspect of Beaumont’s (1999) Fauresmith worthy of note is the un-evidenced but 

suggested division to the industry based on the absence and then presence of backed blades 

(Beaumont 1999: fig 3). Indeed, by his third conference field guide (Morris and Beaumont 

2004) Beaumont was expounding a tripartite division: 

•  A coarse Early phase with a reduced percentage of retouched tools which he dates to 

between >510kya and <780kya (Beaumont and Vogel 2006).  

• A Middle Fauresmith apparently present at Rooidam 2 stratum 1, and Biesiesput 

stratum 3, which lacks handaxes but contains an apparent fossile directeur of the Early 

and Middle Fauresmith; long unifacial points much like those present in the lower 

levels of Florisbad (here understood as Hagenstad points) (Kuman, et al. 1999; 

Beaumont and Richardt 2004). 

• His Late Fauresmith he dated to >276kya, apparently being distinguished by crude 

largish bifaces and nosed scrapers which occur in Major Unit 3 (excavation 2 stratum 

3) at Wonderwerk and the 8m raised beach at Blind River in East London. 

However, in 2006 (Beaumont and Vogel) no mention was made of unifacial points within his 

Middle Fauresmith, now replaced by, or more likely relabelled as, rare but characteristic 

‘hagenstad points’ (see Chapter 3). At Wonderwerk, the Middle Fauresmith was now (2004b) 

distinguished by virtue of the handaxes being slightly more refined than those in the Late 

Fauresmith, and rather obviously occurring below it in the sequence; additionally it was now 

correlated with the bulk of the Fauresmith material that occurs beneath the red Aeolian 

Hutton Sands all over the Northern Cape. All-in-all Beaumont suggested a reality to the 

Fauresmith and he dated it to between c.250k and 500-600kya. Ultimately, Beaumont’s work 
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on the Fauresmith seems to be a reflection of his training under Goodwin; it being common for 

researchers of his generation to rely on comparison with type-lists from a single type-site to 

attempt to make sense of a poorly dated record (Kuman pers. comm.; Underhill 2011a). By 

focusing largely on a single site, Beaumont has sought to explain intra-site variation and 

extrapolate this as a guide to inter-site comparison, yet he has never truly established the 

validity of these extrapolations (Underhill 2011a) 

 

However, recent dating work is confusing this issue. Chazan et al. (2008) deny the presence of 

any Fauresmith material within excavation 1 at Wonderwerk, which would confine the 

Fauresmith there to Major Unit 3 and make the oldest date for it 286 ± 29kya. However, new 

data from Kathu Pan 1 (Porat et al. 2010) suggests the Fauresmith in strata 4a there dates to 

between 417kya and 682kya. Although very likely correct, the validity of tying these dates, 

derived from a spring vent, to the larger Fauresmith artefact sample that is not from the vent, 

is questionable. The designation of the material from the spring as Fauresmith was based on 

the flake elongation of 34 artefacts from the spring vent compared with, at best, just 118 of 

Beaumont’s original collection from the enclosing layer. However, they also cite Butzer’s 

(1984) belief that the spring eyes would have erupted at several stages, forcing sediments 

from beneath up through the vents. What their dates do supply is a terminus post quem for 

stratum 3, given that the latter layer abuts the top of the vents. Indeed, it seems likely that 

stratum 3 was possibly laid down following erosion of an original spring mound (Underhill 

2011a). Unfortunately, although the dates may well be sound, the attribution of the material 

to the Fauresmith most certainly is not. Despite problems, work is at least re-starting on the 

Fauresmith, although there is much work necessary before dating programs can be initiated. 

Indeed, problems do continue, concisely highlighted by the recent work of Harrod (2007). 

 

Although it must be acknowledged that Harrods (2007) work was grand synthesis, and not 

southern African nor Fauresmith specific, he does discuss the Fauresmith, listing it as final 

Acheulean. He saw the Fauresmith at Rooidam, Muirton, Inhoek 6, Wonderwerk, and Blind 

River Mouth; although providing no references he suggested dates between 150kya and 

300kya. He described the composition of the industry as disc-cores, small ovates that he 

suggested are smaller than later Acheulean examples, large numbers of scrapers, large thick 

prismatic blades, and rare poorly-made cleavers. He also suggested the presence of lanceolate 

and double pointed handaxes, although his reference for these claims (Clark 1982) leads 

directly to Fock (1968) who provided no further descriptions or illustrations of these 

typological designations, merely listing them in tables. As such, I am unable to comment 
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further on these claims, although it is interesting to note that Humphreys (1970) has 

questioned Fock’s designation of the handaxes at Rooidam to the Fauresmith. However, whilst 

it might seem unfair to single out Harrod, this does highlight the received nature of present 

knowledge. Harrod appears to rely on Clark’s assumption that lanceolate handaxes are 

present, itself based on one dubious designation and their apparent existence in the 

Lupemban-Sangoan (Kuman et al. 2005a). Harrod admits himself that the work is a literature 

synthesis only, but it does, albeit innocently, both highlight and recapitulate the problems of 

osmosis in our understandings of the Fauresmith. 

 

The most recent work undertaken on the Fauresmith is that of McNabb (2011), analysing the 

material from Beaumont’s Canteen Koppie Excavations (Chapter 6; Appendix 1). In this, 

McNabb identifies a concentrated area of both convergent and laminar PCT material within 

the top 30cms of area 1 unit 2a at the site. This, combined with three PCT blades in banded 

ironstone, is taken as strongly suggestive of a Fauresmith presence. However, Beaumont is the 

only person to ever suggest that banded ironstone is symptomatic of a Fauresmith presence, 

and it would appear that McNabb’s thinking concerning the Fauresmith is largely based on 

knowledge he has gained directly from Beaumont. 

 

2.10 Conclusions 

It is clear that the Fauresmith was named and described during a period of maturation in South 

African archaeology, indeed from the very start of attempts at developing indigenous 

descriptions. Whilst the Fauresmith was studied quite intensively, and despite Van Riet Lowe’s 

work being ahead of its time, it was all during a period governed by the conceptual lock and 

the dictatorship of the Vaal sequence. When Mason (1961; 1962a; 1962b) challenged these 

guiding parameters and denied the utility of the pluvial theories (see also Flint 1959) no one 

was able to effectively replace either with working methodologies. This, combined with the 

uncertainty that settled following the deaths of both Goodwin and particularly Van Riet Lowe 

(see Underhill 2011b), resulted in no successful attempts to redress the growing confusion. 

Some objective studies where attempted that denied the Fauresmith existence (Mason 1959b; 

Sampson 1972) yet the criterion used to label the material in these was never sufficient to 

draw firm conclusions. This situation simply allowed the Fauresmith to be quietly subsumed 

into the Acheulean, yet it seems that not all believed it should have been abandoned. This 

confusion continues, indeed although Barham and Mitchell (2008: 229 my emphasis) claim 

that “until recently the Fauresmith has remained ill-defined”, they supply no reference to any 



David Underhill  Chapter 2: Broader Context 

 54  

definition past Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe (1929). The problem can ultimately be considered 

as two-fold: although there are now considered to be five well-stratified more-or-less in-situ 

occurrences (Pniel 6, Wonderwerk Cave, Rooidam 2, Canteen Koppie, and Kathu Pan) the 

Fauresmith was largely determined based on surface collections and unexcavated samples, 

from which one cannot either build a reliable type series, or justify publishing at length. 

Because of this many of these collections where never published, the data have simply filtered 

into the wider story by osmosis with subjective and intuitive understandings being passed 

between workers (Humphreys 1970), most relying on the brilliant syntheses of Clark (1959, 

1970) for justification of their beliefs. Ultimately, the term has suffered from intuitive 

comparisons between so-called ‘diagnostic’ tools, considered as fossile-directeurs of the 

industry (Underhill 2011a).  
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 Chapter 3: Methodologies for the Study of Final 

Acheulean, Fauresmith, and Early MSA Assemblages 
 

3.1 Introduction 

In the preceding chapters I have suggested that the main reasons for the current perceptions 

of the Fauresmith are as follows: 

 
• Lack of academic clarity and its use as a tool in disciplinary politics 

• Use of incompatible methodologies 

 
This chapter will present a single methodology that will be applied to ESA, Fauresmith and 

Early MSA sites in order to determine whether a distinctive and discreet phenomenon, the 

Fauresmith, can be identified in the southern African lithic record. The data generated by the 

methodology will be examined for patterns of similarity and difference at the intra- and inter-

assemblage level. As set out earlier, the specific research questions this methodology intends 

to address are: 

 
1.  Is the Fauresmith a real entity or the product of post-depositional mixing? 

2.  Expending on the answer to 1, what does this result say about the nature of 

the ESA/MSA transition, and the hominids responsible? 

 
It is of greatest importance that the methods be simple and replicable, whilst allowing for the 

maximum amount of data collection in the shortest possible time. There are several reasons 

for these stipulations, not least of which being the need to develop replicable and swift 

methods of reliable data collection for application by poorly funded researchers across Africa. 

As discussed (see Chapter 2 and Appendix 2 and 3), the lack of any agreement on the 

composition of Fauresmith assemblages, either technologically or typologically, necessitates 

the full analysis of the available material; changes in assemblage composition is ultimately 

what should be guiding cultural or industrial designations rather than the presence or absence 

of so-called type fossils. 

 

3.2 Preliminary Considerations. 

The first task for this analysis is to establish the integrity of each site, to see whether any of the 

available Fauresmith assemblages can be considered cohesive, and whether any show 
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evidence of post-depositional mixing. This will allow the establishment of a degree of 

confidence in the Fauresmith sample used to test the reality of the industry against the ESA 

and MSA samples. To achieve this, the same methodologies must be applied to material from 

northern South Africa that has been universally agreed as terminal Acheulean and initial MSA, 

in addition to ‘typically’ Fauresmith. Unfortunately, in the area considered to contain 

Fauresmith, the Northern Cape and Free State, both the terminal Acheulean and the early MSA 

are incredibly rare (Volman 1984), quite possibly because most of it is mixed together and 

identified as Fauresmith following the erosion and dune accumulation which began c.MIS 5 

(see Chapter 1). Conversely, where the final Acheulean and early MSA do occur very little 

Fauresmith has been reported, adding weight to this suggestion (See Fig 3.1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In order to provide some robusticity to the data concerning these industries the intention was 

to analyse at least two assemblages from both of these periods. Access was obtained to the 

MSA material from the basal layers at Bushman Rock Shelter and the Cave of Hearths bed IV, 

chosen not least because of comparisons that have already been drawn between them (Eloff 

1969). Although both sites are from the former Transvaal, Bushman Rock Shelter is the only 

site considered MSA1 outside the Southern Cape (Volman 1984), with the Cave of Hearths bed 

IV considered MSA2a, yet it is felt that retaining as much of a geographic control as possible is 

more important than strict temporal consistency due to the possibility of emerging 

regionalisation.  

 

Fig 3.1: Fauresmith, final ESA and early MSA gross distributions (map from 
http://www.south-africa-tours-and-travel.com) 

N 

0 500 
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Raw Material
Patination
Wear
Techno-typology
Metrics
General Comments (for 
subjective assessments)
Butt Morphology
Dorsal Scar Patterning
Break Patterning
Relict Core Edges
Natural Surface %
Scar Count
Largest Scar length
Preferential Removal Size
Blank
Tip Shape
Extent and Pattern of Flaking
Thinning and Shaping

for all

flakes

LCTs

Cores

Table 3.1: Variables collected for analysis 

The terminal Acheulean material utilised is Bed 3 at the Cave of Hearths, and the intention was 

to add Olieboompoort to this, with the latter being one of the only final Acheulean sites in 

Northern South Africa that has never been attributed to the Fauresmith. However, when I 

went to look for the material from Olieboompoort it became obvious that the assemblage is 

now lost, only two boxes of Iron Age material could be located. Unfortunately, this was 

realised too late to locate a replacement assemblage. Whilst this is problematic, and inevitably 

weakens my eventual conclusions, comparison is not the only way of clarifying the Fauresmith, 

this being the first inter-site analysis of the industry ever performed. Indeed, the fact that ESA 

and MSA material is not available within the home region of the Fauresmith is always going to 

be problematic for its study, particularly given the burgeoning regionalisation evident in the 

MSA (McBrearty and Tryon 2006: Wilkins 2010; Wynn 1999: 277-8). 

 

The wide range of material found during these different ages necessitates methods for 

analysing cores, flakes, flake tools, Prepared Core Technology (PCT), blade material, and Large 

Cutting Tools (LCTs). Unfortunately, inter-period methodologies are scarce, so I have adapted 

the analytical techniques of McNabb’s (McNabb and Beaumont 2011; pers. comm.) LabRat 

(Large Assemblage, Bulk Recording of Artefacts Technique) methodology, which has 

successfully catalogued material and allowed comparisons at the inter- and intra-assemblage 

level (McNabb 2007; 2009; Ashton and McNabb 1996; McNabb, et al. 2004). Importantly, it 

shall allow for the processing of the large number of artefacts needed in a study of this nature 

(see below), and allow comparisons of 

assemblage characteristics.  The methods involve 

• Observations 

• Measurements 

• Photography 

all of which will provide a wide range of data and 

allow both subjective and objective descriptions 

of the assemblages. In addition the full 

photographic record will allow independent study, 

and computer aided investigations. The variables 

collected in the field are presented in table 3.1. 

These are the necessary aspects of understanding 

the Fauresmith, not only paying heed to the 

nature of existing knowledge concerning it, but 
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also in order to offer firmer understandings with the ability to engage with the full range of 

material seen as particularly important. Finer grained analysis shall obviously feed into these 

and our overall understanding of the Fauresmith. 

 

The objective data will allow empirical statements to be made; it will facilitate the first attempt 

to construct a pragmatic understanding of the Fauresmith, whereas the subjective data, 

collected mainly through comments, shall allow some comparison and unification with 

previous descriptions. Finally, the photographic record will allow clarification by workers with 

differing opinions.  

 

Below are presented the methods for collecting these individual variables, along with a 

defence of each, and its relevance to my research question. Also described are more focused 

analyses that will underpin the observations generated by the data obtained from the 

variables presented in table 3.1. As there are so many issues surrounding the typological 

composition of the Fauresmith, once the framework is presented, descriptions are offered 

concerning exactly how the different materials are typed. However, the first aspects to address 

are those that are universal to all of the material 

 

3.3 Raw-Material 

Raw-material has been central to the Fauresmith debate since the industry’s first identification 

(see Chapter 2): The following is a description of the lithologies considered important to the 

Fauresmith. 

 

1.Hornfels (Lydianite or Indurated Shale) is a visually distinctive, very well compacted and fine 

grained material, which has long been considered as favoured in the Fauresmith (see Appendix 

4), with its use originally seen as increasing during the Acheulean (Van Riet Lowe 1937: 104). It 

oxidises to a rust colour, except when deposited in running water, under which conditions it 

weathers to a pale blue-grey (Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929: 78-9).  

2. Quartzite is a very hard metamorphic rock containing a mosaic of interlocking quartz crystals 

in a compressed sand matrix. The material is so tightly compacted that splitting often occurs 

through grains. There is a suggestion that it is favoured by Fauresmith knappers (Beaumont 

1990b), although it also occurs in the ESA and MSA. 
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3. Banded Ironstone, so called because of the visually distinctive alternating bands of iron 

oxides and chert or shale. This has also been suggested as favoured in the Fauresmith 

(Beaumont 1999), and occurs sporadically in the ESA. 

4. Specularite, a red-brown micaceous form of haematite, is apparently a favoured ochre at 

Fauresmith sites (Beaumont and Vogel 2006; Beaumont pers. comm.).  

5. Andesite occurs in many colours from browns through greenish tones to grey, and is of 

varying fine-grained homogeneities. It can also occur as a porphyry.  

6. Chert is identified by its fine cryptocrystalline structure. It occurs in varying colours although 

a distinctive green colour is often found in thick bands within andesite outcrops around the 

Northern Cape (pers. obs.; McNabb pers. comm.). 

7. Chalcedony is most often a brownish/pale banded translucent rock with a thick black crust 

and a waxy luster. 

8. Quartz is a visually distinctive white crystalline material.  

9. Opalines. This is an umbrella term, which describes a variety of small exotic pebbles that 

occur within the gravels in the study region. These are brightly coloured and have a shiny 

surface appearance. They are statistically infrequent. 

10. Other materials such as dolorite, tufa and felsite were identified with help from local 

geologists (Prof. Jacobson at the McGregor Museum and Prof. McCarthy at the University of 

the Witwatersrand).  

 

Many of these materials may display a vesicular texture, that is marked with holes or cavities 

caused by gas expansions within the rocks (Ghosh 2005: 309), and this shall be noted for 

potential future investigations into raw-material sourcing. Unfortunately, it was necessary that 

I learnt to identify these materials whilst beginning my data collection and although mistakes 

will have been made I am confident that this will not have altered any robust patterns. 

 

3.4 Condition 

This is potentially one of the most important aspects of the lithic analysis here. It is differences 

in condition that should be the first indication that an assemblage may be mixed. If the 

Fauresmith is the product of post-depositional mixing then one would expect the Acheulean 

material to be more worn than the MSA material, whilst it may not necessarily be differentially 

patinated. Generally, methodologies for assessing artefact conditions are subjective and rely 

on judgments of patination, glossing and rounding of both edges and the arêtes between flake 

scars (e.g. Clark and Kleindienst 2001; McNabb and Beaumont 2011; Sinclair 2009). 
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Index (mm)
Mint 0-0.05
Fresh 0.06-0.2
Slightly Worn 0.21-0.5
Worn 0.5-1.5
Heavily Worn 1.6+

Table 3.2 Wear Index 

Patination and glossing must rely on dichotomies of presence or absence (Grace 1989); any 

further measure would likely reveal a continuum of variation. Attempting to measure this 

continuum would become overly subjective. However, there is potential for measuring 

weathering in a more objective way, although it generally relies on the diagnosis of fresh, 

worn, or very worn (Grace 1989), or a simple fresh / worn opposition (McNabb and Beaumont 

2011). Given the importance of this measure here, these methods are far too vague and 

subjective. 

 

It is acknowledged that different rocks weather at different rates, both mechanically and 

chemically. Indeed, the minerals that constitute igneous rocks such as andesite and dolorite 

can be classified as one of three types; quartz, feldspar or ferromagnesian (Read and Watson 

1966) and each weathers differently. The most susceptible to chemical weathering are feldspar 

minerals, with quartz most resistant (Pope 1995). To have any real confidence in measuring 

wear one really needs to establish the full chemical composition of the rocks when deposited 

and the full nature of the metasomatism they have undergone (see Fedo et al. 1995). Chemical 

weathering is most active in hot, humid climates and virtually stopped by a lack of water, 

whereas mechanical weathering is most responsive to rapid temperature changes, although 

the two generally operate reciprocally (Read and Watson 1966). Without the full local 

environment histories of the sites under study and an understanding of their full geo-

chemistry, neither of which are available having never been studied, there is a potential 

limitation on what can be said concerning the materials weathering, however, both 

mechanical and chemical weathering do occur, and are an important aspect of the material 

histories. Fortunately, weathering is most active on edges and corners (Read and Watson 

1966: 59) and although it cannot be measured as an average rate (Colman 1981) it can at least 

be assumed to occur at a similar rate on similar materials in similar conditions. Whilst this is 

not un-problematic the wear measure here is only being used for intra-site analysis and as 

such is not viewed as a major issue.  

 

In order to study this variation, whilst allowing for consistency and 

replicability, I have developed a method involving the use of a 

goniometer (Fig 3.2A) (Appendix 5). The method involves identifying 

an edge considered representative of the pieces condition. Two 

further stipulations are required of this edge: It must be the join of 

two scars, and these scars must be long and flat enough to cover the 

full length of the goniometers arms contact with the piece. These conditions reduce the 
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latitude for error. Each arm of the goniometer is then placed along the flat surface identified 

on either face of the artefact. In mint condition, the edge of the artefact abuts the point where 

the arms cross (Fig 3.2B), as the level of wear increases the edge moves away from this 

crossing point, a distance that can be measured (Fig 3.2C). The measurements collected in this 

way (in mm) allow for the construction of an indexical scale (Table 3.2). This method facilitates 

a way by which weathering might be measured and compared between the same materials 

although the comparing the wear rates on different materials without full geo-chemical 

analyses remains problematic. However, it is suggested here that the harder andesite, 

quartzite, quartz, and ironstone will wear more slowly than the softer hornfels, chert, and 

chalcedony. Unfortunately, even establishing any reality to this purely mechanical 

interpretation would require experimental samples not available to this work – a priority for 

future research. However, even in its present state, this technique does at least allow for a 

non-subjective and consistent measure of this important aspect of the artefacts to be 

produced with the data that is presently available. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5 Metrics 

For all the artefacts, Mitutoyo CD6”-CX digital callipers (accuracy 0-200mm ± 0.02mm) were 

employed to measure various aspects (Appendix 5), discussed where relevant below. All 

measurements are in millimetres, and where groups are referred to the median is always used, 

unless otherwise stated. This is due to the selected nature of the assemblages used in the 

analysis. Selected assemblages are particularly prone to the presence of atypical/significant 

outliers. By ignoring outliers and concentrating on the median, as a robust measure of central 

tendency, I believe that a more accurate reflection of the assemblages as originally deposited 

should be obtained. 

 

Fig 3.2: A: Goniometer B: Measuring a mint edge (reading = 0.05) C: Measuring a slightly worn edge 
(reading 0.4) 

A B C 
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3.6 Framework 

Utilised here is an analytical framework that relies on both metrical and morphological data to 

classify material. First and foremost, it is a typo-technological framework (Table 3.3) that has 

been adapted from McNabb (2007: Table 12.4), which, although intended for use on British 

material, is purposefully designed to “facilitate comparisons between different assemblages of 

stone tools based on the presence, absence, and proportion of certain types of lithic artefact” 

(McNabb 2007: 319). As such, with a certain amount of appropriate tweaking to account for  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cores Bifacially Shaped Pieces Un-retouched Retouched /utilised
A – Generic Non PCT E1 – Classic Bifaces F1 – Chips (=<20mm) H1 – Denticulate 
A1 – Alternate E2 – Classic Cleavers F2 – Chunks H2 – Denticulated Scraper
A2 – Mixture of episodes 
of alternate and parallel

E3 – Non-Classic Bifaces F3 – Core Fragments H3 – Side Scraper

A3 – Parallel E4 – Rough-outs F4 – Toth Type 1
H4 – End (Transverse) 
Scraper

A4 – Parallel from Multiple 
platforms

E5 – Bifacially shaped 
Chopping Tools

F5 – Toth Type 2
H5 – Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers

A5 – Single(s) F6 – Toth Type 3 H6 – Scraper Retouch
A6 – Mixture of Any of the 
Above

F7 – Toth Type 4
H7 – Scraper Used as a 
Wedge

A7 – Generalised Side 
Struck Victoria West

F8 – Toth Type 5
H8 – Retouched Point 
(sensu Awl)

A8 – Generalised End 
Struck Victoria West

F9 – Toth Type 6
H9 – retouched Point 
(sensu weapon)

A9 – Generic Non-PCT
F10 – Broken Hard 
Hammer Flakes

H10 – Notch 

A10 – Core Scraper
F11 – Soft 
Hammer/thinning flakes

H11 – Undiagnostic 
Retouch

B – Non-PCT – Fixed 
Perimeter Only

F12 – PCT Core Debitage
H12 – Flaked Flake (or 
Flaked Flake Spall)

B1 – Biconical
F13 – Laminar Core 
Debitage

H13 – Multiple Tool

B2 – Discoid F14 – Other Debitage H14 – Unretouched Wedge
B3 – Other G - PCT flakes and Blades H15 – Utilised Flake
C – PCT G1 – Radial H16 – Hagenstad Points
C1 – Centripetal Levallois G2 – Convergent H17 – Burin
C2 – Convergent Levallois G3 – Laminar H18 – Backed Pieces

C3 – Parallel Levallois
G4 – Side Struck Victoria 
West

H19 – Nosed Scrapers

C4 – Hoenderbek Victoria 
West

G5 – End-Struck Victoria 
West

C5 – Perdehof Victoria 
West 

G6 – Pointed Blades 

C6 – Skilpad Victoria West G7 – Non-Pointed Blades
D – Fixed Platform, 
successive removals 
create the flaking face

G8 – Pointed Flake Blades

D1 –  Prismatic
G9 – Non-Pointed Flake 
Blades

D2 – Casual Blade Core G10 – Broken Blades

Façonnage Debitage

Table 3.3: Techno-Typological Framework for Assemblage Scale Analysis (Adapted from McNabb 2007) 

Flaked Pieces Detached Pieces 
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geographical factors, there is no reason it cannot be applied to South African material to 

achieve the same outcome. Indeed, it is designed for an assemblage-wide analysis with the 

focus here on the primary research question; “does the Fauresmith exist?” However, sub-

questions shall be required to address the secondary research question concerning the nature 

of change during this period, and the intention is to allow investigation of these as well. 

 

At its highest level of abstraction, the framework is based on the broad identification of flaked 

pieces and detached pieces; the former is ascribed to cores or bifacially shaped tools, and the 

latter to either un-retouched or retouched/utilised pieces. Within these each of the different 

technological types are grouped together in categories labelled A-H. Utilising this framework 

imposes strict definitions on the typing of the material, allowing for simple yet concise 

comparisons between assemblage compositions. In the interest of clarity exact artefact 

descriptions shall be offered following the methodologies for their analysis. To achieve 

consistency, this framework shall be applied to all of the material, although its real utility is 

found on well-excavated, unselected assemblages. 

 

The bulk of the group and sub-group descriptions are largely drawn from McNabb (2007; 

2009), yet there are several changes required to his original Framework. For example, the 

distinction between Levallois and Victoria West techniques is not something that warrants 

attention in Europe, yet it is of great importance here. Additionally, casual blade cores, nosed 

scrapers, core scrapers, concavo-convex scrapers, hagenstad points, backed pieces, burins and 

the distinction between technical blades and flake blades are all required inclusions, and all are 

described below. 

 

Each of the groups in this framework necessitates study through differing methodologies to 

extract data relevant at different scales of analysis. These methods shall be presented below, 

along with information concerning the manner of analysis. The data so collected shall enable 

the first full analysis of the Fauresmith.  

 

In the interest of open access, I will make the data freely available via the internet, and all 

artefacts shall be photographed with copies available from the institutions housing the original 

materials. For the sake of replicability all of the equipment used for data collection is described 

in more detail in Appendix 5. 

 



David Underhill  Chapter 3: Methodology 

 64  

3.6.1 Flaked Pieces: 

3.6.1.1 Cores 

There are several measurements taken that are universal to all of the cores;  

• Scar count, including all removals not considered retouch or damage, generally over 

10mm, revealing how intensely each core was worked. 

• Natural surface percentage shall be collected as a simple five-part index: 0%, 1-25%, 

26-50%, 51-75%, 76-99%, that can aid in quantifying the scar count. 

• Core size shall follow a tripartite division drawn from the standard geological divisions 

of gravel clast sizes in fluvial research (Wentworth 1922; see also McNabb and 

Beaumont 2011):  

Pebble-sized cores <=64 mms – Phi <-6 

Cobble-sized cores 64 – 256 mms – Phi -6 to -8 

Boulder-sized cores >256 mms – Phi >-8 

It is important to emphasize that these terms do not refer to the type of blank, merely 

to the blank’s equivalent size at discard, e.g. a discoid on a flake could be pebble, 

cobble, or boulder-sized (McNabb and Beaumont 2011).  

• The size of the largest scar, being an axial measurement of the longest removal evident 

on the core, which shall reveal the potential productivity of the core at discard. 

Combined with the flake sizes this can also inform on the completeness of an 

assemblage. 

 

Additionally, on PCT cores the size of the preferential removal shall also be recorded. 

 

Together these measures can be used as a proxy for reduction intensity, although it is also 

acknowledged that the scar count only reveals the last stage of reduction and is not necessarily 

an accurate reflection of the core’s full chaîne opératoire.  

 

Further to these measures I shall draw on my experience as a knapper, searching for the 

necessary acute angles to continue working the piece shall enable me to draw conclusions on 

whether a core has become exhausted or not. This is noted through a comment and can be 

used to discuss raw-material availability and maximisation. 

 

Establishing reduction intensities on the varying raw-materials within an assemblage can 

inform on the nature of material availability, and the possibility of material transportation 
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Fig 3.3 Core working techniques A: Single 
(A5), B: Parallel (A3), C: Alternate (A1) 

A 

B 

C 

(Newman 1994; Potts 1991; Roth and Dibble 1998). Obviously distinct differences in core 

working and material provisioning may allude to the mixing of different industrial or cultural 

variants. 

 

3.6.1.1.1 Group A: Generic Non-PCT Cores. No maintained face and no fixed perimeter 

There are ten categories to this group and each 

describes a technology of core reduction. Their 

identification will help elucidate any patterns in 

the techniques of core working. There are three 

basic techniques for reducing cores (Fig 3.3), 

working by alternate, parallel, or single removals, 

and the first six of the group A types represent 

the presence, absence, or mixture of each.  

 

Alternate knapping (Fig 3.3C) encompasses 

simple, complex, and classic techniques (McNabb 

2007: 319-22), although it is felt that the use of 

the resulting flake scars as platforms for further 

removals is sufficient to describe the knappers 

approach here, and there is no need to note the 

technical distinction.  

 

Parallel flaking (Fig 3.3B) must be considered as 

three or more removals with parallel axes of 

percussion, the reason for three removals being required concerns the certainty of the 

knappers intent (McNabb 2007: 325). The only other stipulation with parallel flaking is that the 

platform cannot be the proximal edge of a flake scar, as this would make the knapping 

alternate.  

 

Single removals (Fig 3.3A) are just that, isolated from any other knapping episode. A core may 

still be classed as single if it has multiple removals, as long as all are isolated from any other 

sequence of knapping. 
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Fig 3.4: A6 polyhedral core, Brakfontein 

All of these cores are then separately typed on the basis of shape, following accepted 

nomenclature (Leakey 1971; Kuman 1996; 2001), to allow comparison with purely typological 

descriptions of the industries:  

• Chopper, encompasses all cores that reveal a sinuous chopping edge through simple 

flaking, with no attention to shaping. 

• Polyhedrons, multi-faced cores with a 

roughly spherical shape (Fig 3.4) 

• Conical, having a conical or coned 

shape  

• Hammerstones are generally un-

knapped cobbles with evidence of bruising 

and battering, usually in the form of incipient 

percussion cones. 

• Shapeless, as the name indicates, these 

are Group A cores that do not fit into any of the types already mentioned. 

Also in this group are the generalised Victoria West cores, both end- (A8) and side-struck (A7), 

these bear no evidence of preparation yet fortuitously resemble Victoria West cores (McNabb 

2001). 

 

Although these are typological rather than technological designations, it is not a struggle for 

this framework to accommodate them. The last two groups are a generalised ‘other’ category 

(A9), for those that cannot comfortably be described in any of the other categories, and core 

scrapers (A10). The latter are a difficult type to place in the framework as they are façonnage 

but not cores, and not necessarily bifacial. However, it is felt that the simple retouching of a 

core edge is best placed in the generic core grouping. 

 

3.6.1.1.2 Group B: Non-PCT Cores. A fixed perimeter only 

This group, containing three sub-groups, is a move to strict typological differentiation. By its 

nature the maintenance of a fixed perimeter requires alternate flaking, and the presence of a 

fixed perimeter around >60% of the artefact excludes these cores from Group A (McNabb 

2007: 325) (Fig 3.5). Other than the obligatory ‘other’ category (B3), fixed perimeter cores 

appear in two types, bi-conical (B1) and discoidal (B2), although in practice these types grade 

into each other. The defining line between them is regarded as the convexity of the domes, 

discoids are much flatter in cross section than bi-conical cores. However, should these shapes 
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Fig 3.5: Schematic Discoid (B2) 

fortuitously appear through the 

application of parallel or singular 

knapping they are included in the A 

group (McNabb 2007: 325) as the 

application of alternate knapping to 

create a fixed perimeter reveals a 

clear intent on the part of the 

knapper. 

 

3.6.1.1.3 Group C: PCT Cores. A fixed perimeter related to a single maintained flaking face 

These cores are the parents for flakes in Group F12, G1-5, and potentially some of the Group E 

material as well (see Table 3.3). Technically, they display a fixed perimeter that is directly 

related to a single maintained flaking face, with preferential detachments that parallel this 

fixed perimeter (Boëda 1995). As such, this group includes all material variously labelled as 

Levallois and Victoria West, and sometimes mis-labelled as proto-levallois (e.g. Mitchell 2002a: 

67; Rolland 1995; Kuman 2001; see also Lycett 2009) or para-levallois (Van Peer 1992). 

 

The flakes produced via the Levallois technique shall be discussed under their relevant sub-

groups, but the cores are prepared in specific ways dependant on the desired end-product. 

The technology itself has been described in detail elsewhere (Bordes 1961, Van Peer 1992, 

Dibble and Bar-Yosef 1995, Schlanger 1996, see Fluck 2002 for a review), however a very brief 

review of each type shall be offered here. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All Levallois is initially formed in the same manner (Van Peer 1992: 31): A plain of intersection 

defines two discrete, hierarchically organised faces (Boëda 1995), the ‘underside’ being 

prepared with a continuous striking platform around most of its perimeter (Mellars 1996: 61), 

the organisation of these faces is thus decided at the very start of reduction (Van Peer 1992: 

B C 

Fig 3.6: Levallois techniques. A: radial/centripetal, B: Parallel, C: Convergent 

A 
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Fig 3.7: Victoria West Core Types Post 
removal-Red indicating remnant edge (after 

Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929: Plate VI) 

Hoenderbeck Pêrdeheof Skilpad 

31) (see Fig 3.6). Following this, the knapper prepares the upper surface, always domed by at 

least distal and lateral convexities that guide the shockwaves of the final removal (Boëda 

1995), however, the actual scar patterning depends on the eventual end-product required (see 

Van Peer 1992: 35-54) (Fig3.6).  

 

Perhaps the most famous technique is the radial, or tortoise core (C1), often described as 

‘classic’ Levallois, which exhibits centripetal or radial preparation on the upper surface and 

results in an oval or rectangular flake (G1) of predetermined size (Mellars 1996: 64-6, Van Peer 

1992: 39-40) (Fig 3.6A). However, the Levallois technique is also used to produce blades (G3), 

usually through parallel unipolar or bi-polar removals, in a recurrent fashion (Mellars 1996: 67-

9, 80, Van Peer 1992: 40-1) (Fig 3.6B). Indeed, the flaking surface is both created, and largely 

maintained, by the removal of the previous blade (see Mellars 1996: 80-4). Although this leads 

to preferential removals that resemble technical blades (G6 and 7), they can be identified 

through their platform preparation and profile shape, being flatter than true blades. The final 

Levallois technique is of specific importance here, the convergent cores (C2) (Fig 3.6C), or more 

accurately the points produced from them, are considered a hallmark of the MSA, but are 

often described as fossil directeurs of the Fauresmith (see Appendix 3). The preparation of the 

upper surface differs from the types described through the application of shaping from one, or 

occasionally both ends exclusively, with these preparatory scars converging to channel the 

final removal into a point (G2) (Mellars 1996: 66, Van Peer 1992: 41). These Levallois cores can 

be maintained, and debitage related to this, such as éclats débordants (see Sandgathe 2005) 

are included in the F12 category. Additionally, if possible, note shall be made of whether the 

Levallois cores are lineal or recurrent; based on 

evidence for a single or multiple predetermined 

removals or re-preparation.  

 

As an addition to McNabb’s (2007) original 

framework, subgroups C4, C5, and C6 are added 

to represent the Victoria West material (Fig 3.7). 

All Victoria West cores are prepared radially and 

display multi-faceted platforms for the 

preferential removal (Clark 2001b). As the 

technology remains essentially the same across 

the core types, the remaining distinction is in 
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shape. Again, change from technological to typological descriptors is un-important; the 

framework will happily encompass this due to its techno-typological nature. C4 represents 

material originally labelled Uncinate, but now referred to as Hoenderbek, or hen’s beak. This is 

due to its profile in cross-section and its coming to a point at one end. Most significantly it is a 

side-struck core. C5 is the horsehoof, or Pêrdeheof, variant, and is probably the most 

technologically distinct of the Victoria West types being end-struck, a moniker it often retains 

today. They are generally rounder and flatter than the other variants and have a relatively 

lightly prepared flaking face, similar to the Hoenderbek type. Lastly C6 is the high-backed, or 

Skilpad, another variety of side-struck core. Whilst these are round, similar to the Pêrdeheof 

type, they are deep with a high back; additionally they bear more preparation down one edge 

than the other variants (Goodwin and van Riet Lowe 1929: 56). Generally, the preferential 

removal on all the variants removes the majority of the core edge, leaving only about a third of 

the original edge in tact (Goodwin and van Riet Lowe 1929: 55) (see Fig 3.7).  

 

The difference between the Levallois and Victoria West techniques is understood here not as 

conceptual, but guided by the intended use for the end-product. The Victoria West technique 

was directed at the acquisition of large flake-blanks for conversion into bifaces or other large 

tools, the flakes so produced would themselves be worked through façonnage, whereas the 

Levallois technique aimed at the production of smaller debitage blanks for a range of flake 

tools (McNabb 2001). This difference, and particularly that many Levallois flakes where end-

products in and of themselves, means that the Victoria West technique is generally more 

‘chunky’ (McNabb 2001: 39), and the preparation seems less considered, although this may 

equally be connected with the raw-materials employed (Clark 2001b). All of these techniques 

are referred to PCT, unless making the distinction is warranted. 

 

3.6.1.1.4 Group D: Fixed Platform Cores.  

In the Group D cores the flaking face is not pre-prepared to the same extent as seen in group 

C, nor is it particularly maintained. The flaking face is created through successive removals 

much like laminar Levallois cores (C3). Sub-group D1 (Fig 3.8) represents prismatic or 

polyhedral blade cores, which involve the creation of one or more ridges on the face of the 

core through bifacial knapping, unless a fortuitous ridge is already present. The striking 

platforms are either unmodified or slightly trimmed or abraded. The first removal is down the 

pre-prepared ridge, producing a very characteristic crested blade (referred to F13), with 

further removals (G6 or 7) utilising the ridges left by the initial removal allowing for flaking to 

continue around the entire core (Bar-Yosef and Kuhn 1999). The result of this working is a 
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Fig 3.8 Schematic D1 
prismatic blade core 

polyhedral core with prismatic, or pyramidal, shape. However, 

there are also blade cores that bare no evidence of any 

preparation or shaping whatsoever (D2), and whilst they do 

have a fixed platform they do not produce a recognisable core 

shape, but do result in technical blade removals (G6 or 7). The 

removals follow the arêtes left by prior removals but the cores 

are only worked on one distinct face. These have been labelled 

casual blade cores, but may better be thought of as fortuitous or 

non-prismatic blade cores. 

 

3.6.1.2 Group E: Bifacially Flaked Pieces. 

The types presented in groups A-D above can largely be considered as waste material; those 

within Group E however, are deliberately shaped pieces. The artefacts represented by the 

group are understood as Large Cutting Tools (LCTs) (McNabb et al. 2004). Given their 

widespread occurrence in Europe and Africa, it is not felt necessary to adapt McNabb’s 

framework concerning them. As with all of the separate groups in this framework there are 

certain methods that unite this group’s study, following the presentation of these are brief 

descriptions of how the material shall be typed.  

 

First, an attempt is made to identify the blank from which the piece has been fashioned: 

• Flake, a removal from a core or outcrop that is large enough to produce an LCT upon. 

They are identified through remnants of the diagnostic aspects of a flake: Bulb of 

percussion, platform, etc. Whilst this is technically debitage it is included here for ease 

of using the framework. 

• Cobble, is exactly what it says, they are identified through remnant natural surface on 

both faces of the piece. 

• Slab, these are identified through gross overall shape and the presence of flat natural 

areas on both faces.  

 

Where it is possible to identify the blank, it allows access to discussions concerning raw-

material sources and the potential for preparation. However, if remnants of the original blank 

do not remain it must be labelled un-identifiable, with comments made concerning subjective 

opinion derived from overall shape and feel. Whilst cleaver blanks can generally be identified 

(below), it is often much harder with bifaces. 
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Fig 3.9: LCT Measurements taken (after Roe 1968) 

3.6.1.2.1 Morphometric composition 

In line with several other African 

assemblages (Leakey and Roe 1994, 

Clark 2001a, McNabb, et al. 2004), and 

to allow easy comparison, LCT 

measurements shall be taken following 

the Roe method (Fig 3.9). The standard 

Roe measurements are:  

L - Length  

B - Breadth  

T - Thickness  

L1 - Length from the base to the 

widest point  

B1 - Breadth 1/5th of the way 

down from the tip  

B2 - Breadth 1/5th of the way up 

from the base  

T1 - Thickness 1/5th of the way down the tip  

 

As only one additional measurement is needed to complete Bordes (1961) typo-morphometric 

graph, the width at the midpoint of the long axis (N), this shall also be taken; although this 

latter system shall not be utilised here, it is documented for potential future work. Utilising 

Roe’s measurements facilitates the construction of tripartite Roe diagrams (Roe 1964; 1968) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 3.10: Tripartite Roe diagram framework and distribution (after Roe 1964: fig 5.15a 
and 5.15b) 
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 (Fig 3.10) for each assemblage, allowing inter-site comparison of LCT planform variability at a 

glance. This is as far as Roe’s methods shall be taken, but an overview of shape and variability 

shall allow any obvious discrepancies both within and between sites to be picked out.  

 

3.6.1.2.2 Thinning and Shaping 

The identification of thinning and shaping is relatively straightforward (McNabb et al. 2004). 

Removals originate from the edge of the piece and are often overlying scars relating to primary 

preparation. Two separate measures shall be employed to examine thinning and shaping: the 

extent and pattern of flaking, and the extent of edge working. When combined these two 

methods offer both quantitative and qualitative assessments of the secondary working of 

these tools. This secondary working can potential contain idiosyncratic information concerning 

the knappers approach to tool manufacture, and should be very useful in studying inter-

assemblage variation. 

 

3.6.1.2.2.1 Extent and Pattern of Flaking 

Following McNabb et al. (2004) five categories shall be utilised for examining the extent and 

pattern of flaking (Fig 3.11a): 

1 – complete  

2 – complete marginal 

3 – partial marginal 

4 – partial  

5 – substantial  

 

3.6.1.2.2.2 Extent of Edge Working 

In order to qualify the extent and pattern of working measure presented above, McNabb et al. 

(2004) presents another simple method (Fig 3.11b). The tools are divided into six equal 

sections, three either side of the long axis, representing the left and right hand sides of the 

proximal, medial and distal. In each section the secondary working is subjectively judged as 

0%, <50%, c.50%, >50%, or 100%, which is directly related to a score between 1 and 5. With 

each face of the artefact so processed the ordinal scores of each third and all 12 sections are 

added together to produce tip, mesial, basal and tool totals. By transferring the totals into an 

index of light, moderate, or heavy working, each section and tool can be categorised to aid 

analysis. The scales used here (Table 3.4) are devised from my own tests of the method 

(Underhill 2006). This is an important measure for establishing how the hominids in question 
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Low 4-8
Medium 9-12
Heavy 13-20

Low 12-27
Medium 28-43
Heavy 44-60

Thirds

Tools

Table 3.4: LCT 
Working Index 

understood their raw-materials and the importance, or otherwise, they placed on simple 

aesthetics (as viewed through symmetry, below). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.6.1.2.3 Symmetry 

For the measure of symmetry, it is felt that the primary 

considerations are the simplicity of the method, and open access to 

the specialist software required. Some non-computer based 

approaches have been utilised in the past, yet none seem to be as 

successful or robust as even the simplest computerised methods (see 

Underhill 2007). Of the computerised approaches presently available, 

the Flip Test Ver.09 is considered not only the easiest, but as a freeware program it is available 

to all who may wish to make use of it (available from: http://www.fliptest.co.uk). The program 

works by folding an image of the artefact over the long axis, defined either manually or 

automatically. This produces a superimposition of the outlines reflecting the artefacts 

deviation from true symmetry (Hardaker and Dunn 2005). The program then establishes a 

measure of this asymmetry through the equation:  

 

Fig 3.11: A: Pattern and extent of flaking, B: Extent of Edge Working and Index (both from McNabb et al. 
 

A B 

2)(
)(500

WH
A

+
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Score Ordinal Scale
0-1.49 Virtually Perfect
1.5-2.99 Very High
3.0-3.99 High
4.0-4.99 Moderate
5.0-5.99 Low
6.0 ≥ Very Low

Table 3.5: Ordinal Scale 
for Flip-Test (after Hardaker 

and Dunn 2005) 

Where A is the number of pixels between the superimposed edges, H=height and W=width, 

both measured in pixels. It supplies both a numerical expression of the pieces symmetry, along 

with the pictorial representation (Fig 3.12). This can then be transferred to ordinal classes 

(Table 3.5), established by Hardaker and Dunn (2005), to facilitate discussion. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To utilise this program digital photography is required, yet this 

raises other methodological concerns, such as distortion (see 

McPherron and Dibble 1999). Fortunately, the equipment 

utilised here (Appendix 5) negates many of these problems. Pixel 

Aspect Ratio remains 1:1 and lens Distortion is negligible; Fig 

3.13 shows a photograph of a 1cm grid (black) overlain with a 

digitally constructed 1cm grid (red), revealing only a tiny amount 

of barrel distortion at the edge of the frame. This shall be 

negated by positioning all the artefacts in the centre of the frame. However, for the Flip Test 

these photographs then require cropping, and I have found the program to be more accurate 

once the artefacts are cut from their backgrounds. To do this the freeware GNU Image 

Manipulation Program (GIMP) 2.6, Microsoft® Paint 5.1, and Corel® Paint Shop Pro® X2 where 

utilised. Apart from removing the backgrounds, each artefact was divided into thirds so the 

test could be run on the tip, mesial, and basal sections as well, which requires drawing a false 

base on the tip sections. All of the image manipulation was done by myself in order to 

maintain consistency. 

Fig 3.12: Flip Test output screen (from Underhill 2007) 
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3.6.1.2.4 E1: Classic Bifaces  

To qualify as a classic biface the piece must display the clear imposition of shape by thinning; 

generally both sides of the tool are extensively modified by thinning and shaping, although 

they can be unifacial (McNabb 2007: 329). They are worked with converging edges, either 

straight or curved, tending towards a more or less pointed tip, and are generally lenticular in 

cross section. 

 

3.6.1.2.5 E2: Classic Cleavers 

Cleavers are defined by the presence of a cutting edge, called a cleaver blade or bit, which is 

formed by the intersection of the dorsal and ventral edges of the tool. This edge is generally 

un-retouched, but can on occasion show working. Generally, cleavers are made on flake blanks 

detached from prepared cores; indeed, the lack of working on the tip section often reveals the 

nature of the blank. The cleaver bit is usually one, or occasionally two, flattish flake scars. It 

must be highlighted here that, although many analysts regard the presence of any form of 

convergence as enough to warrant the artefacts inclusion in the handaxe category, my 

research (Underhill 2006) suggests that the presence of a square or oblique bit takes priority in 

category designation. That is to say anything that displays the idea of the cleaver bit is viewed 

as a cleaver, whether the piece is divergent or convergent. 

 

3.6.1.2.6 E3: Non-classic Bifaces 

This section was primarily intended by McNabb to describe pieces in Clactonian assemblages, 

but may find utility elsewhere, certainly given Ashton and McNabb’s (1994) opinion on the 

nature of the ‘mental template’ for handaxes, with non-classic forms being at the opposing 

end of a continuum of form from classic examples (see also McNabb 2007: 80). Thinning and 

Fig 3.13: Barrel distortion of Tamron SP AF Di 90mm1:2:8 Macro 
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Fig 3.14: E4 Rough-out, Brakfontein 

shaping is generally the bare minimum and often confined to just one edge, and whilst the 

edge is modified the overall shape is not that of a classic form (McNabb 2007: 80, 330). 

 

3.6.1.2.7 E4: Rough-outs 

The identification of Rough-outs is much more subjective. By definition of not being in the 

classic categories they do not display the obligatory thinning and shaping that marks out a 

biface. They are generally large and flat, and are pieces not considered as cores (McNabb 

2007: 329) (Fig 3.14).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.6.1.2.8 E5: Bifacially Shaped Chopping Tools 

These are a morphologically distinctive group that bare a single convex cutting edge 

manufactured through bifacial thinning and shaping. It is this which precludes their inclusion as 

chopper cores in group A, indeed, they are distinctly tools. The opposite edge is usually thick 

and either un-flaked or only roughly flaked, providing a wedge shaped cross section (McNabb 

2007: 330) (Fig 3.15).  

 

3.6.2 Detached Pieces: 

These pieces are the bi-products of the façonnage processes discussed above. The product of 

debitage in the strict French definition but referred to as debitage in English. There are several 

methods of analysis that unite all of the detached pieces, whether retouched or not, and these 

shall be explored prior to a description of the different groups and sub-groups within the 

guiding framework, and the relevant methods employed for studying them. 

 

Fig 3.15: Bifacially shaped Tool, Van der Elst 
Donga 
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Firstly, measurements shall be taken of maximum length, thickness, 

and width, as well as axial length. These will allow for an assessment 

of the size of the raw-material available to the knappers, and will 

reveal any preferences for particular sized flakes or evidence of 

winnowing. The comparison of flake sizes to the size of the largest 

scars on the cores should also reveal whether an assemblage can be 

considered complete (c.f. Henry 1989: 148). Additionally, flake butts are an important 

indicator, not only of the stage of knapping but also any preparation for the removal. 

Measurements shall be taken of the butt width and length (Fig 3.16) and notes shall be taken 

of the butt morphology. The method used for this consists of six categories: Plain, natural, 

dihedral, faceted, soft hammer, or mixed, identified in the accepted manner (i.e. Tixier et al. 

1980). This, along with dorsal scar patterning (McNabb and Ashton 1995, Ashton and McNabb 

1996) (Fig 3.17), allows further discussion on the nature of core reduction, including any 

specific core preparation, and the expediency with which raw-materials were treated. Any 

patterns evident within these will speak of the homogeneity of the assemblages 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Broken hard hammer flakes (F10) may reveal idiosyncratic patterns concerned with the 

treatment of raw-material (see Cotterell and Kamminga 1986), and through examining the 

evident ratios they may even be able to elucidate site formation processes. The method 

followed for typing breaks is extracted from McNabb (1992 cited in McNabb and Ashton 1995, 

Ashton and McNabb 1996) (Fig 3.18). 

 

  

 

Fig 3.16: Flake butt 
measurements 

1 from proximal

2
from proximal and one 

lateral

3
from proximal and both 

laterals

4
from proximal distal and 

one lateral
5 from one lateral
6 from distal
7 from proximal and distal
8 from both laterals

9
from proximal, distal and 

both laterals
10 all natural

11
from distal and both 

laterals
12 from distal and one lateral

Fig 3.17: Dorsal scar patterning (after Ashton and McNabb 1996) 
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3.6.2.1 Un-retouched 

3.6.2.1.1 Group F: Un-retouched Flakes 

There are 14 sub-groups within group F. Sub-group F1 refers to chips, understood as =<20mm 

in maximum length (Schick 1986) and whilst these should be the most common aspect of any 

undisturbed assemblage, the nature of South African preservation, and more importantly the 

nature of artefact collection throughout the discipline’s history in South Africa (see Chapter 2; 

Fig 3.18: Percussion breaks on flakes (from McNabb 1992) 
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Underhill 2011b), means that it is highly unlikely any of these will have been recognised or 

collected for many of the assemblages utilised here, indeed collector bias is undoubtedly going 

to influence many of the results here. Chunks and core fragments (sub-groups F2 and 3) also 

provide circumstantial evidence for in-situ flaking: Core fragments, angular chunks with clear 

flake scars or portions of them, and chunks, which lack the evidence of clear scars, (Clark and 

Kleindienst 2001, Field 1999 cited in McNabb 2007) are both the product of breaking or 

shattering during the knapping process (McNabb 2007: 333). 

 

Sub-groups F4-9 represent Toth types 1-6 (Fig 3.19). The system developed by Nicholas Toth 

(1985) describes the presence, partial absence or total absence of cortex or natural surfaces on 

both the dorsal surface and platforms of whole flakes. Collecting this information is useful for 

establishing the stages of core reduction present within assemblages. The remaining sub 

groups within group F are self-explanatory: consisting of broken flakes (F10) (above); waste 

connected with PCT or Laminar cores (Groups C and D) (above); the obligatory others group 

(H14), and soft hammer/thinning flakes (F11). The latter are defined by a combination of a 

curved longitudinal cross section, acute lateral and distal edge angles, feathered terminations, 

a narrow faceted striking platform, a small and diffuse bulb of percussion, and a pronounced 

lip (Andrefsky 1998: 118). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.6.2.1.2 Group G: PCT Flakes and Blades 

This group consists of nine sub-groups, with the first five dealing with Levallois and Victoria 

West pieces, and the last four specifying blades and flake-blades. The end-products of cores 

C1, C2, and C3, produce flakes whose dorsal face’s bare the evidence of their preparation, and 

are named dependant on the manner of this preparation: radial or centripetal (G1), 

convergent (G2), or laminar (G3). G4 and 5 are un-retouched Victoria West removals, being 

side- and end-struck respectively. Indeed McNabb (2001) suggests that the side-struck Victoria 

West flakes (G4), from Hoenderbek cores (C4), were end-products in and of themselves. 

However, it does not seem that it will be possible to differentiate between the end-products of 

Fig 3.19: Toth Types (from Toth 1985) 
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side-struck Hoenderbek (C4) and skilpad (C6) cores, so G4 is employed for the products of 

both, with end-struck flakes being G5. 

 

A further distinction is needed between true blades (G6 and 7), those produced from the fixed 

platform core group D, and flake blades (G8 and 9) from non-fixed platform cores that are 

twice as long as wide. Whilst these later artefacts shall be given a Toth Type in line with 

unbroken hard-hammer flakes, their attribution to flake-blades is more important here, given 

their apparent typical appearance in Fauresmith assemblages (see Appendix 4). Each of these 

types of blade will be further described as pointed or non-pointed to help examine any 

patterns in blade core working. The distinction between blades made from prismatic cores (G6 

and 7) and laminar Levallois blades (G3) is often difficult to establish, but gross morphology 

can aid in this. Levallois blades are flatter in cross section, with a bigger bulb of percussion; 

additionally true blades tend to curve into the ventral more than laminar Levallois removals. 

 

3.6.2.2 Group H: Retouched/Utilised Flakes 

The final group (H) in this techno-typological framework are the retouched or utilised flakes. 

Their study shall largely follow the methods identified for un-retouched pieces but, by 

definition, retouch transforms the edge of a piece; it sculpts or shapes it into a particular tool 

(Tixier 1974 cited in McNabb 2007: 336). It can be identified as a series of small multiple 

contiguous removals, and broadly groups into three categories: discontinuous and continuous, 

sharp edged, and utilised pieces (McNabb 2007: 336-41). There are 16 sub-groups within this 

group, each broadly representing a particular type of tool from the ESA or MSA, and equally 

the Early and Middle Palaeolithic. Most follow conventional definitions (Bordes 1961, see also 

McNabb 2007: 336-41), but several are of particular note to the Fauresmith, as such they shall 

be specifically introduced once the standard types have been described. 

 

Sub-groups H1 and 2, are closely related as denticulates (Fig 3.20); having an uneven, saw-

tooth or scalloped edge, with the difference being continuous retouch along this denticulated 

edge in H2. Although not widely reported, Fock (1968) does suggest serrated scrapers are an 

aspect of the Fauresmith, and these are presumed to be H2. Sub-groups H10 and 12 are also 

closely related, with the two often being labelled as notches (Fig 3.21). However, there is a 

distinction seen here between retouched, or ordinary notches (H10), and flaked flakes (Ashton 

et al. 1991) (H12). Flaked flakes here include what Bordes typology (Bordes 1961) describes as 

Clactonian notches, being a single biting removal creating a concavity, as well as flakes that 

have simply been flaked, even if that work does not create a concavity or remove a significant 
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portion of the flake edge. The rational for this is that both alter the efficiency of the original 

edge by effectively re-sharpening it, although the manner of holding the tools would probably 

be different the uses to which they can be put are considered the same (below). H12 also 

includes flaked flake spalls, the flakes that detach from flaked flakes. It seems likely that these 

categories shall be an important part of the assemblages with hooked, or hollow scrapers 

being reported by Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe (1929) and Fock (1968). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Within the scrapers category, sub-groups H3-6, two different types are defined by the location 

of the scraper retouch, end- and side-scrapers. End or transverse scrapers have retouch on the 

distal end that crosses the long-axis of the tool, whereas side-scrapers have retouch down one 

edge that does no more than abut where the long axis crosses the distal end of the flake. 

Within this sub-group I have highlighted Scraper retouch (H6), being discontinuous and not 

forming a clear edge, and the typologically distinct cancavo-convex scrapers (H5) (Fig 3.22 D). 

Although the shape of all scraper edges shall be recorded, concavo-convex scrapers in 

particular have been reported as diagnostic of the Fauresmith, by several authorities (see 

Fig 3.20: A: H1 Denticulate, B: H2 Denticulated scraper, Nooitgedagt 2 

A B 

A B 

Fig 3.21: A: H10 Notch, B: H12 Flaked flake, Nooitgedagt 2 
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Appendix 3). The shape of the scraper edge shall be determined by the use of a straight edge 

(Fig 3.22), and deemed straight, concave, convex, or concavo-convex. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One further divided category is retouched points: split between those which resemble either a 

tool (i.e. awl) or a weapon (Fig 3.23). The distinction here is an obvious one when the tools are 

in hand, with the former retouched to a narrow but thick elongated point and the latter being 

flatter and retouched down converging edges (McNabb 2007: 339).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Additional to these strict, essentialist typological distinctions, large and crude scrapers have 

been reported within the Fauresmith (see Appendix 3), yet the purely subjective nature of 

these descriptions makes it hard to judge, with no definitions or illustrations offered to 

delineate the type, and it seems likely that many will be classified as H6. Whilst the rest of the 

types identified follow accepted definitions (see Ashton et al. 1991; Bordes 1961; Debénath 

Fig 3.22: Scraper edge shape (from Bordes 1961) 

A B C D 

Fig 3.23: Retouched points A: Weapon, Cave of Hearths Bed IV, B: 
Tool, Fauresmith Town Spruit 

A 

B 
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Fig 3.24: Hagenstad Point (from 
Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 

 

Fig 3.25: Burin 

and Dibble 1994; McNabb 2007), four sub-groups are described, as they are particularly 

relevant to the Fauresmith.  

 

3.6.2.2.1 H16: Hagenstad points 

These are distinctive, but rare, long laterally retouched points 

(Fig 3.24). Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe (1929: 141) describe 

these pieces as long and dagger-like, with the working simple 

and well done: “flakes having been removed with 

considerable evenness from the two edges for the entire 

length and on the outer face only”. They have been ascribed 

to the MSA and are considered to have been found at 

Hagenstad, Windsorton, Droogveld, and the Sidney Estates 

(Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929: 141-2). They have only 

been referred to the Fauresmith by Beaumont (1990c, 

Beaumont and Vogel 2006), and they may also be the long 

unifacial points of Beaumont and Richardt (2004). However, 

Beaumont’s cited sources for these artefacts are Goodwin and 

Van Riet Lowe (1929) and Goodwin (1928a), neither of whom makes any reference to the 

material in Fauresmith contexts, with the former distinctly placing them in the MSA (1929: 

142). Indeed, Beaumont (1990c, Beaumont and Vogel 2006) himself reports these types from 

the Unit P ‘old collection’ at Florisbad, which is universally attributed to the MSA (for example 

Oakley 1954, Kuman 1989, Kuman et al. 1999), although the provenance is questioned (Kuman 

pers. comm.). Similar artefacts have been reported with ‘Fauresmith type handaxes’ at the 

Alexandersfontein Pan; labelled Alexandersfontein points these are also considered MSA (Clark 

1959: 163). Perhaps best thought of as part of the regionality evident in MSA point form 

(Brooks et al. 2006; McBrearty and Tyron 2006).  

 

3.6.2.2.2 H17: Burins/gravers 

Burins (Fig 3.25) are not present on McNabb’s original framework, 

and like the Victoria West technique they are not found in the 

European Lower or Middle Palaeolithic, other than occasional coarse 

examples in Bordes’ Middle Palaeolithic typology (1961; see Watson 

and Sieveking 1968: 60), they are exclusive to the Upper Palaeolithic. 

However, they are an aspect of the Middle Stone Age, and have been 
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Fig 3.26: Backed flake 

Fig 3.27: Nosed scraper, 
Roseberry Plain 1 

described in apparent Fauresmith contexts (see Appendix 2): indeed Leakey (1971) reports 

them in the Oldowan, although these may actually be siret fractures rather than technological 

burins (McNabb pers. comm.). Manufactured on flakes or blades, burins involve removing a 

spall from the distal end, and the scar so produced runs down the edge, perpendicular to the 

faces, producing a very sharp chisel like surface at the interface of the burin’s striking platform 

and the burin facet. Multiple removals down the same edge produce a carinated effect that 

shall also be noted should it be necessary. Although burins can be subdivided further (i.e. 

Burkitt 1920), this is not felt necessary here given the expected rarity of this type. 

 

3.6.2.2.3 H18: Backed flakes 

Backing is relatively simple to identify, consisting of 

perpendicular retouch opposite the working edge (Fig 3.26). 

Although it seems unlikely that backed flakes will occur in 

Fauresmith contexts, having only been reported by Beaumont 

(1999, 2004c) and Fock (1968), they are more likely to appear 

with in the MSA material, although they are still described as rare 

until the appearance of the Howieson’s Poort (Mitchell 2002a: 

81). 

 

3.6.2.2.4 H19: Nosed Scrapers 

The final addition to the framework are nosed scrapers (Fig 

3.27), a form of end-scraper, they are identified by the 

creation of a protuberance from the distal end of a flake that 

is retouched to form a scraper edge. 

 

 

 

3.7 Conclusion 

The framework and methodologies presented here may appear to be very general, with little 

direction toward specific research questions, yet this is due to the very nature of the research 

questions; which necessitate the initial description of all of the available material. There is a 

need to establish what is present prior to dissecting the assemblages for particular patterns; 

indeed, patterns may not even be present, or relevant, depending on whether any consistency 

can be established for the Fauresmith. Additionally, this broad sweep approach circumvents 
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one of the real problems with the study of the South African Stone Age: incompatible 

methodologies. Although many of the tools I shall study have previously been analysed, they 

have never been studied under a unified assemblage based methodology, meaning that 

different sites cannot be compared. Possibly more problematic for presently utilised 

methodologies is the lack of comparability between different ages. The use of a single 

methodology for both spatial and temporal comparisons shall facilitate more confident 

conclusion.  

 

In establishing a reality or otherwise to the Fauresmith and disentangling material from 

different ages, it is the techno-typological designations and measures of wear and abrasion 

that will be most important. However, this measure must assume that sufficient time elapsed 

between each stage for the earlier material to weather further. By gathering more data related 

to manufacture it should allow for the elucidation of any idiosyncratic differences peculiar to 

each period. Ultimately, however, these methods should allow the primary research question 

to be answered with some confidence, whilst also elucidating assemblage variability and any 

chronological patterning present in order to answer my second research question concerning 

the nature of change from the Earlier to Middle Stone Ages in northern South Africa. 
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Chapter 4: ESA Intra-Site Data Analysis 
 

The following three chapters contain the analysis of all twelve sites used in this thesis (Table 

4.1; see Fig 1.1). The first, and sole subject of this chapter, is the Cave of Hearths bed III, for 

reasons explained in Chapter 3 (section 3.2) this represents the only primary ESA data utilised. 

The following two chapters (5 and 6) analyse the nine Fauresmith sites available to the study. 

Brakfontien No.231 and Riverview Estates Site VI are the original type collections and Van Der 

Elst Donga, Fauresmith Townlands and Fauresmith Town Spruit are also included as Chapter 5 

to try and understand Van Riet Lowes original thinking concerning the Fauresmith. The 

remaining Fauresmith sites are presented in Chapter 6, allowing access to changing opinions 

with Sampson (1972) typical Fauresmith at Muirton, Beaumonts (1990a, 1990c, 1999, 2004a) 

Roseberry Plain 1, Nooitgedacht 2, and Pniel 6, and McNabb’s (McNabb and Beaumont 2011) 

layer 2a at Canteen Koppie. The final two sites, presented in Chapter 7, constitute the early 

MSA collections; the Pietersburgian type material from the Cave of Hearths bed IV and 

unpublished material from Bushman Rock Shelter.  

 

4.1: The Cave of Hearths bed III 

The description and history of investigations at the Cave of Hearths are presented by McNabb 

and Sinclair (2009a), and I have previously examined some of these artefacts myself (Underhill 

2006). Originally it was hoped that, being sealed, the site would provide a much-needed 

stratified sequence with which to test the cultural sequence that had been established from 

the Vaal (McNabb et al. 2004). First discovered in 1937 the majority of the work at the site was 

undertaken by Revil Mason in two seasons (1953/54), constituting one of the most extensive 

cave excavations in sub-Saharan Africa (Tobias 1971). Where necessary Mason was able to 

precisely apply some two tons of dynamite to extract breccia blocks conforming to exact grid 

squares (Mason 1988: 81-3; Field 2002: 274), the breccia blocks were then chipped away by 

hand (McNabb and Sinclair 2009b). Added to this, all of the non-brecciated spoil was sieved 

through 1/8 inch sieves (McNabb and Sinclair 2009b) suggesting that as much material as 

possible was recovered.   

 

The depositional sequence (Fig 4.1), as it now stands (McNabb and Sinclair 2009b), reveals that 

whilst beds I, II, and III were deposited the opening of the cave, east of the modern entrance, 

expanded into a large open area paralleling the old outer cave wall (McNabb et al. 2009). All of 

the fine sediments in these layers are a result of the entrance collapse, being washed down a   
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ESA

Cave of 
Hearths 
Bed III

Brakfontien
Riverview 

Estates 
Site VI

Van Der 
Elst Donga

Fauresmith Muirton
Roseberry 

Plain 1
Nooitgedacht 

2
Pniel 6

Canteen 
Koppie

Cave of 
Hearths 
Bed IV

Bushman 
Rock 

shelter

Median           
or %

Median            
or %

Median    
or %

Median            
or %

Median      
or %

Median 
or %

Median           
or %

Median           
or %

Median 
or %

Median 
or %

Median 
or %

Median     
or %

226 51 77 26 49 15 49 22 4 4
4.79 2.51 2.74 2.04 2.84 3.68 2.26 3.15 2.55 5.49
2.65 2.94 2.92 2.37 3.06 3.85 3.74 3.02 4.98 3.62
3.93 3.32 3.22 3.03 3.45 4.62 3.76 3.53 1.82 5.11
4.65 3.25 3.57 2.97 3.4 4.09 4.2 4.04 3.19 4.48
40 37 39 39 38 38 41 37 51 34

no data 0.28 0.04 0.23 0.12 0.23 0.01 0.11 no data no data
72.2% 26.5% 26.3% 24.0% 21.6% 23.1% 12.0% 27.3% 25.0% 100.0%
3.1% 2.0% 7.9% 12.0% 15.4%
24.7% 71.4% 64.5% 64.0% 78.4% 61.5% 86.0% 72.7% 75.0%

1.3% 2.0%
% 86.3% 39.0% 23.1% 98.0% 85.7% 4.5% 50.0%

Vol (cm2) 132.4 163.0 336.0 231.9 127.4 76.1 180.1
% 66.4% 2.0% 26.0% 15.4% 20.0% 2.0% 68.2% 100.0%

Vol (cm2) 519.8 113.9 353.9 172.8 133.2 403.3 240.3 471.3
% 3.9% 9.1% 80.0% 12.2% 9.1% 25.0%

Vol (cm2) 461.6 301.9 278.5 244.6 274.0 107.5
% 18.2% 25.0%

Vol (cm2) 103.9 87.6
% 33.6% 7.8% 26.0% 61.5% 2.0%

Vol (cm2) 572.1 217.2 429.9 361.8 179.2
531.09 137.10 287.64 341.51 226.99 227.17 145.20 206.74 471.30 108.40
no data 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.4 0.3 1.2 0.6

1068 149 122 44 103 864 911 2172 236 1426 1288 3640
yes no no no no no poss no no no yes yes
no no yes no no no poss no yes poss yes yes
exc col col col col exc col col exc exc exc exc

57.5% 6.0% 9.8% 13.6% 4.9% 12.8% 9.7% 6.9% 7.2% 2.5% 6.1% 0.4%
9.4% 8.7% 0.8% 4.5% 4.9% 75.0% 63.6% 74.0% 84.7% 87.7% 62.4% 75.0%
11.8% 32.2% 21.3% 18.2% 33.0% 3.7% 7.0% 9.4% 1.3% 0.9% 13.3% 2.4%
21.2% 34.2% 63.1% 59.1% 47.6% 1.7% 5.4% 1.0% 1.7% 0.3%

8.7% 2.3% 2.9% 0.9% 1.1% 0.4% 0.4% 13.3% 3.3%
0.2% 2.3% 0.1% 0.1% 1.2%

1.3% 5.0% 11.3% 1.2% 2.1% 5.0% 2.4% 4.5%

0.7% 1.5% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.1%
0.1% 0.1%

1.0% 0.3% 0.6% 2.5% 1.8% 0.2% 14.3%
6.0% 4.1% 3.9% 0.5% 0.2% 4.7% 0.6% 0.4%
2.0% 0.8% 2.9% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%

0.7% 0.6% 4.0% 3.8% 1.9% 1.8% 26.7%
21.5% 10.8% 7.3% 5.8% 46.7% 18.7% 46.2% 49.2% 25.5% 64.1% 67.0%
51.4% 37.5% 48.8% 47.6% 35.1% 35.7% 34.5% 31.8% 27.0% 30.5% 5.5%
26.4% 47.5% 41.5% 46.6% 17.4% 43.3% 15.3% 14.8% 42.7% 3.5% 0.7%
0.7% 4.2% 2.4% 0.1% 1.7% 0.4% 2.9% 0.1%

% 94.6% 38.5% 29.5% 98.1% 7.5% 95.2% 1.4% 60.6% 19.3% 8.4% 35.1%
Wear 0.4 0.55 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.1

% 79.3% 0.7% 29.5% 25.0% 19.9% 1.6% 59.2% 19.1% 18.4% 47.4% 11.8%
Wear no data 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.15 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.1

% 0.05% 0.1%
Wear 0.05 0.90

% 0.4%
Wear 0.40

% 1.3% 13.9% 69.4% 2.9% 1.8% 12.3% 43.6% 14.8% 0.4%
Wear 1.90 0.50 0.20 0.40 0.30 0.30 0.60 0.20 0.10

% 3.2% 0.3% 37.3% 4.7% 16.8% 2.3% 1.6%
Wear 0.30 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.20 0.10

% 0.1%
Wear 0.15

% 0.05% 1.3% 1.3% 10.4% 36.4%
Wear 0.30 0.50 0.25 0.20 0.10

% 2.1% 0.2%
Wear 0.10 0.20

% 0.1%
Wear 0.20

% 20.7% 3.4% 18.0% 45.5% 1.9% 16.8% 14.7%
Wear no data 0.55 0.90 0.55 0.85 0.20 0.10

12.5% 40.0% 18.3% 21.4% 53.4% 6.2% 20.2% 9.4% 17.5%
68.8% 40.0% 100.0% 100.0% 55.2% 51.0% 14.9% 76.5% 62.0% 83.0% 69.8%
12.5% 20.0% 10.1% 0.4% 5.0% 1.2% 1.9% 2.0% 4.1%
6.3% 16.4% 27.2% 26.7% 16.0% 15.8% 5.6% 8.6%

Unknown

Raw 
Material

Hornfels

Quartzite

Banded 
Ironstone

Specularite

Andesite

Chert

Chalcedony

Quartz

Opalines

Dolorite

Wear

Mint
Fresh

Slightly Worn
Worn

Heavily Worn

Flakes

n

Tools

Cobble
Indeterminate

no data

Full 
Assemblages

Class 3
Other

In-situ ?
Materials Transportated In

Excavated or Collected

Chips
PCT Cores

Blade Cores

Class 1
Class 2

LCTs
Blades

Hammerstones

FAURESMITH MSA

LCTs

Raw 
Material

n
Tip

Slab

Hornfels

Quartzite

Andesite

Mesial
Basal

Tool Index

Symmetry to Working r2
Edge Working Index

Flake

N/A

Symmetry

Blank

Gross 
Techno-
Typology

Breaks

no data

N/A

Average Volume (cm2)
Wear

N/A

Chunk and Core 
Fragments

PCT
Manuports

Chert

Unknown

Cores

Table 4.1: Basic assemblage content breakdown for each site. Intended to be used as a quick reference guide along 
with the more detailed analyses that follow in the next four chapters (Reproduced as Appendix 6) 
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talus cone further into the cave (Herries and Latham 2009). It is now questionable to what 

extent Mason’s (1962b; 1988) beds can be considered genuine, particularly as he seems to 

have simply drawn horizontal lines between patchy hearth remnants (McNabb pers. comm.), 

contra to the manner in which the deposits must have been laid down. It now seems likely that 

the material in the first two beds was actually deposited at the entrance and washed down the 

talus cone into the cave. It is now clear that beds I, II and III are the remains of the right hand 

slope of a talus cone. Beds I and II as reconstructed by Mason are difficult to distinguish, but 

the larger bed III does seem to be more distinct (McNabb and Sinclair 2009b). Although it 

seems likely bed III saw more sustained occupation, this is still suggested as relatively sparse 

(McNabb et al. 2009). 

 

Ahead of his time, and in many ways prefiguring the New Archaeology that was developing 

within the discipline (McNabb and Sinclair 2009a; Underhill 2011b; see Chapter 2), Mason 

acknowledged internal variation in artefacts and thus employed a smaller number of artefact 

classes than usual in his analysis (Mason 1967a). Unfortunately, Masons’ unique methods 

means that comparison with other sites is impossible, inspiring the latest full reanalysis 

(McNabb and Sinclair 2009a). McNabb (2009) has suggested that the LCTs in these layers were 

manufactured outside the cave on large, prepared flake blanks, with the possibility that some 

Beds 1 – 3 sitting on 
guano and travertine 

Post Bed 3 collapse during 
occupational hiatus 

Bed 4 accumulates. Bed 5 
accumulates after further collapse 

Subsidence begins Boulder choke halts subsidence. 
Rubble accumulates slowly. 

Roof collapse. Bed 6 builds up 
against Beds 4 + 5. Beds 7 – 11 

on top of 6 

Fig 4.1: Schematic diagram showing development of the Cave of Hearths sequence as interpreted by 
Revil Mason (taken from McNabb and Sinclair 2009b: fig 2.8: 22) 
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re-sharpening or shaping was done at the cave entrance. Although my analysis suggests the 

material is not in-situ, it remains the most secure, and indeed only, widely accepted late ESA 

material available to this study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Time constraints during data collection precluded the author gathering first hand data from 

the Cave of Hearths bed III, widely thought of as final Acheulean (Barham and Mitchell 2008: 

230; Clark 1959; 1970; Kuman 2001; Phillipson 1985; Wadley and McNabb 2009; although see 

McNabb 2009), although fortunately, the datasets for beds I, II, and III, collected by the 

Makapan Middle Pleistocene Research Project (MMPRP) (McNabb and Sinclair 2009a), are 

available to this study. However, rather than utilise all of this material, only that which can 

definitely be provenanced to undisturbed areas (Figs 4.1 and 4.2) is used. Unfortunately, this 

brings the sample size down considerably, yet as McNabb (2009: 77 emphasis in original) 

states “what is present in the undisturbed sediments can be taken as being representative of 

what was originally present throughout the Cave of Hearths”. Originally Mason (1988) 

reported 3997 pieces from beds I through III, with 89.7% (3587) being from bed III. Upon re-

analysis, the MMPRP was able to re-locate 3479, of which only 2212 artefacts were 

provenanced to undisturbed areas of the site, north of the fault line (Fig 4.2). However, with 

most of the data available to this study it is not possible to pick out the artefacts provenanced 

to Bed III. Of the 2212 pieces located and provenanced to undisturbed contexts 879 (39.7%) 

can definitely be attributed to bed III (Fig 4.3); just 264 of the 1188 flakes, but 613 of the 657 

cores. Of the original 244 un-knapped pieces (mainly spheroids) only 140 could be relocated, 

and only 2 of these could be provenanced to bed III, despite 93% (227) initially originating 

there.  

Fig 4.2: Cave of Hearths bed III Floor plan. Undisturbed area (Red) (after Mason 1988: fig 22) 

0 20 

Meters 
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n  % n %
Classic Biface 40 26.7% 25 32.9%
Classic Cleaver 103 68.7% 46 60.5%
Rough-Out 3 2.0% 1 1.3%
Bifacially Shaped 
Chopping Tools

4 2.7% 4 5.3%

Total 150 100.0% 76 100.0%

Quartzite Other

Table 4.2: Typology by raw-material 

Fig 4.3: Comparison of artefact numbers from bed III reported 
by Mason (1988) and those from bed III undisturbed contexts 

reported by the MMPRP 

Unfortunately, the LCTs are less 

clear, although Mason (1988: 194) 

lists 254 from bed III, McNabb 

(2009) only managed to locate 

226 from anywhere in the cave. 

Regrettably, the data available to 

this study is split between several 

databases and it has proved 

impossible to marry these 

together, leaving no choice but to 

treat the LCTs as a time averaged 

assemblage. Given that originally 

the vast majority of the LCTs 

(73.6%) derived from bed III the 

amalgamation of all should not 

bias the results to any great 

degree, however, this must be kept in mind. One final issue, not realise until too late to rectify, 

is the nature of the raw-material identification, being limited to quartzite or non-quartzite. 

 

4.1.1 LCTs 

Several studies have been conducted on the LCTs from the Cave of Hearths (Mason 1988; 

McNabb et al. 2003; 2004; Underhill 2006; 2007; Cole 2011). Whilst cleavers dominate (66%, 

n=149) what remains are primarily bifaces (n=65, 29%), with rough-outs (n=4) and bifacially 

shaped chopping tools (n=8) combined constituting just 5%.  

 

The materials utilised are quartzite (66%, 

n=150) and unknown materials (34%, 

n=76), and there is a pattern to the nature 

of the blanks used in these materials. 

Where identifiable, flake blanks are 

primarily quartzite (70%, n=115) with most of the cobbles in other materials (71%, n=5), 

further, bifaces are mainly manufactured on cobbles, and cleavers on flakes (Fig 4.4). This 

pattern, originally identified by Mason (1988), implies that bifaces and bifacially shaped 

chopping tools should largely be on non-quartzite cobbles, whereas cleavers should be 

manufactured on quartzite flakes, yet the raw-material use shows similar ratios of artefact 
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types across raw-materials (Table 4.2), implying, as coarse grained as the data is, that although 

the materials were different, the knappers were not treating them differently. 

 

The tripartite Roe diagram (Fig 4.5) reveals a conventional distribution, excepting the 

preponderance of narrow tipped cleavers, although these do show the expected increase in 

tip-width relative to butt-width. Whilst not following any specific morphometric pattern all of 

the LCTs do show a reasonably tight grouping on their B/L ratio, indicating that maintaining 

this, between 0.5 and 0.8, was either of importance to the knappers, or it reflects the flake 

blank production. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig 4.5: Tripartite Roe diagram for LCTs in the Cave of Hearths bed III. 

Fig 4.4: Blanks by raw-material and typology 
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Examining the size differences further, table 4.3 reveals that the cleavers are larger than the 

bifaces across all the raw material groups but that unknown raw-materials are larger than 

quartzite. Unsurprisingly then, across both raw-material categories, the formal cleavers and 

bifaces maintain reasonably consistent breadth and thickness medians, supporting the idea of 

its constraining influence. The increased size of the rough-outs indicates that when finished 

the artefacts would have probably fitted comfortably among their fellows, promoting an idea 

of internal consistency to the LCT collection. Although McNabb (2009) alludes to winnowing 

down a talus cone, which is supported through the size of the formal LCTs, the increased size 

of the rough-outs in particular (Table 4.3) disputes this size sorting. One additional point of 

importance concerning LCT sizes is that all those manufactured on cobbles show a length 

range of just 69mm, compared to the 133mm range seen in the flakes. This suggests that the 

size of the selected cobbles was reasonably consistent, although this is not so with the utilised 

flake blanks, yet all the LCTs follow the breadth length pattern identified. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Unfortunately, very few images of these artefacts were available, and it has proved impossible 

to link the obtainable ones to the data. However, the symmetry of those available reveals a 

median index of 4.65 (n=226), with the mesial sections being the most symmetrical and having 

the smallest range (Fig 4.6). This suggests the LCTs were likely manufactured on side-struck 

flakes with attention paid to thinning the bulb of percussion with symmetry consequently 

imposed as a by-product. 

 

Additional symmetry data is available through McNabb’s by-eye symmetry measure (see 

McNabb et al. 2004; McNabb 2009), and despite my own misgivings (Underhill 2007) it shall be 

utilised here simply to contextualise the symmetry. The method involves imagining a line 

bisecting the long axis of the artefact, around which the sides are mentally folded to determine 

whether the piece is symmetrical or not. McNabb’s results (2004; pers. comm.) clearly reveal 

Classic 
Biface

Classic 
Cleaver

Rough-
Out

Bifacially 
Shaped 

Chopping 
Tools Total

Length Median 129.50 139.00 187.00 138.00 137.50
Breadth Median 80.00 92.00 131.00 106.00 90.00

Thickness Median 42.50 42.00 55.00 47.00 42.00
Length Median 142.00 153.50 158.00 140.50 150.50
Breadth Median 80.00 96.50 100.00 90.50 90.50

Thickness Median 37.00 43.00 44.00 46.00 42.00
Length Median 133.00 143.00 172.50 140.50 140.50
Breadth Median 80.00 93.00 127.00 99.00 90.00

Thickness Median 42.00 42.00 49.50 47.00 42.00

Unknown

Total

Quartzite

Table 4.3: LCT size by raw-material 
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Fig 4.6: Symmetry index of available LCTs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

that asymmetry is the overall pattern, however, when it does occur it is mainly in the bifaces. 

When this is examined along with the extent of edge working it can be seen that there is a 

general trend for increasing symmetry with working, as one might expect, but it does not 

follow that the symmetrical pieces are always the most worked, nor vice versa (Fig 4.7). This 

suggests that blanks were being chosen for their inherent properties, indeed whilst the mesials 

are medianly the most worked sections the tips are the least (Table 4.4). This further suggests 

that the mesials required thinning, whilst the tips were the defining factor in choosing a blank. 

To confirm this McNabb (2009) states that of the 96 LCTs on which the proximal is sufficiently 

preserved to identify the flakes landmarks, some 67% are side struck. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 4.7: Median edge trimming and by-eye-symmetry index showing 
the gross groups of Light (12-27), Moderate (28-43), and Heavy 

working (44-60) 
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Given that the vast majority of the LCTs are produced on flakes (72%, n=163), and that these 

flakes appear to have been chosen due to their inherent properties, it is pertinent to ask 

whether the flake blanks were prepared before being detached. McNabb (2009) suggests that 

very few of the identifiable platforms reveal faceting (n=2) with most platforms composed of 

plain (or dihedral) flake scars. However, very few of those manufactured on flake blanks retain 

any cortex (30.7%, n=50), suggesting that the cores were worked prior to the flakes removal. 

Unfortunately, the lack of biface manufacturing debitage, represented by a solitary thinning 

flake, suggests that this section of the chaîne opératoire was conducted in a separate location 

to the materials deposition. Further data concerning the nature of any core preparation for 

LCT blanks is not available, although it is clear that the cores present in the assemblage could 

not have produced the flakes utilised (see below). 

 

There is clearly little standardisation imposed on the LCTs here, past what can be understood 

as raw-material constraints. It appears the only standardisation that can be considered a 

product of the knappers is their blank selection, yet this appears to represent a path of least 

resistance to a desired end-product, rather than any explicit standardisation to that end-

product. As has been concluded before (McNabb et al. 2003; 2004; Underhill 2006; 2007), the 

Cave of Hearths LCTs where purely utilitarian, the means to a particular end. 

 

4.1.2 Cores 

The cores have been adequately covered by McNabb (2009) and the typology reveals mainly 

discoidal types (63%, n=385), and no PCT material is present. Indeed much like the LCTs above, 

despite the dominance of quartzite (82%) there is no real distinction between what techno-

typology is employed on what raw-material (Table 4.5), with alternate flaking being by far the 

most practiced technique (93%, n=571). Overall, there seems little to pick out in terms of size, 

reduction intensities, or natural surface percentages between the raw-materials utilised, and 

the possible explanations for the evident patterns are limited. It seems large flakes, or 

potentially abandoned bifaces, with inherent properties that lent them to alternate flaking, 

were brought to the cave and heavily reduced. With the cores and LCTs largely falling in the 

same gross size category (64-256mm) the suggestion of winnowing down the talus cone from 

the caves original entrance is supported, although the LCTs do somewhat refute this (above). 

Table 4.4: Median working Index by 
thirds 
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Quartzite Unknown Total
n n n

flakes 83 17 100
tools 109 17 126
Total 192 34 226

Table 4.6: Debitage composition 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whatever the case the overriding pattern is clear, as with the LCTs, all of the raw-materials 

were being treated in the same manner, with concern seemingly for utility over the 

maximisation of raw-material. 

 

4.1.3 Debitage 

There are 226 pieces of debitage present in the 

extant bed III assemblage (Table 4.6), 

composed solely of un-retouched and 

retouched flakes with no PCT or blade material 

present. There are also no chips, although this 

may be due to the techniques of excavation (above). It is clear that façonnage outnumbers 

debitage by three to one and just 15% (n=34) of the debitage is non-quartzite, with just 15% of 

the entire non-quartzite assemblage (n=225) being debitage; similar to the 12% (n=149) and 

30% respectively reported by Mason (1988), indicating that although significant losses have 

occurred this material was almost certainly not knapped where it was found. Unfortunately, 

the only debitage measurements available to the study are axial and maximum lengths, and for 

the combined raw-materials these both fall medianly within the 64-257mm size grouping 

identified for the façonnage, continuing the idea of winnowing. Finally, although the 

dominance of plain and dihedral butt morphologies appears contrary to the suggestion of 

heavy core working, this remains supported through the dominance of alternate knapping that 

primarily produces these particular morphologies.  

 

4.1.4 Un-retouched Debitage 

The 100 pieces of un-retouched debitage are all simple flakes, as opposed to chips or core 

working debitage. The majority are quartzite (n=83), with just 17 pieces being non-quartzite, 

n % n % n %
Alternate 80 16.0% 19 16.8% 99 16.1%

Alternate and 
Parallel 27 5.4% 3 2.7% 30 4.9%

Parallel 18 3.6% 2 1.8% 20 3.3%
Parallel  multiple 

platforms 6 1.2% 2 1.8% 8 1.3%

singles 9 1.8% 6 5.3% 15 2.4%
Any of the Above 47 9.4% 9 8.0% 56 9.1%

Biconical 0 .0% 1 .9% 1 .2%
Discoid 314 62.7% 71 62.8% 385 62.7%
Total 501 100.0% 113 100.0% 614 100.0%

Total
Raw Material

 Quartzite UNKNOWN

Table 4.5: Core Techno-Typology by raw-material 
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all of which are Toth Type 6 bar one Toth Type 1, and this dominance is also reflected in the 

quartzite material (Table 4.7). Again, this is a strong suggestion that initial core working was 

not done at the site. The over-riding pattern to the un-retouched debitage is no pattern at all; 

no relationships appear to exist between size, raw-material, and typology. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.1.5 Retouched Tools 

As with everything else in bed III, the 126 retouched flakes are mainly quartzite (Table 4.7), 

and although the only un-retouched wedge appears on non-quartzite material the rest of the 

types evident on non-quartzite material also appear in quartzite. There is a very slight increase 

in the median maximum length of the retouched debitage between quartzite (101.5mm) and 

non-quartzite’s (108mm), possibly suggesting that the hominins where deliberately selecting 

the larger of the non-quartzite flakes for retouching, and combined with the increase in the 

size of non-quartzite LCTs, this is suggestive of the knappers ‘hedging their bets’: only choosing 

the larger pieces of non-quartzite to work may be due to the materials intractability, or the 

knappers’ lack of experience working it. Unfortunately, the limitations of the data available 

means little else can be said concerning the retouched tools that has not already been 

described in the debitage assemblage as a whole (above). 

 

4.1.6 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

The immediate issue is the potential for winnowing. As has been presented, virtually all of the 

material falls within the 64-256mm size range and although this is a large range the lack of 

smaller or larger material could be taken as suggestive of loss. Unfortunately, the data 

available is not sufficient for a true measure of the wear present on the material and cannot 

aid in clarifying potential winnowing. However, although few artefacts are reported as worn, 

the quartzite artefacts are consistently less so; McNabb (2009) makes it clear that much of the 

quartzite material is very fresh, the limited ‘weathering’ identified was likely caused by ground 

water post-deposition. 

Table 4.7: Un-retouched debitage composition by Toth Types 

n % n % n %
Toth Type 1 2 2.4% 1 5.9% 3 3.0%
Toth Type 2 3 3.6% 0 .0% 3 3.0%
Toth Type 3 2 2.4% 0 .0% 2 2.0%
Toth Type 5 19 22.9% 0 .0% 19 19.0%
Toth Type 6 56 67.5% 16 94.1% 72 72.0%

Soft 
Hammer 

Flake
1 1.2% 0 .0% 1 1.0%

Total 83 100.0% 17 100.0% 100 100.0%

Quartzite Unknown Total
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4.1.7 Interpretation 

The total number of artefacts utilised here is 1105, only 48% of that originally listed by Mason 

(1988) for bed III (Fig 4.3). This analysis further confirms previous interpretations (McNabb et 

al. 2003, 2004; Underhill 2006, 2007) and, as with Mason’s analysis, the overwhelming 

majority (79%) of the artefacts are manufactured on quartzite. The fact that quartzite seems to 

be used more expediently than other lithologies, evidenced by less working by façonnage (also 

represented by lower scar counts on averagely larger flakes), further suggests that this 

material originated in the immediate environs of the site. It is also clear that the majority of 

the working was performed away from the catchment area of this section of the talus cone, 

with cobbles retrieved from nearby riverbeds and large cores, or outcrops, most likely 

prepared before flake blanks were struck. Although discoids dominate the assemblage, 

cleavers are the most common formal tool type and all the LCTs appear to have been purely 

utilitarian, with blanks chosen to allow a path of least resistance to achieve a given task, and 

secondary working appearing to have been basically ad-hoc and functional. Despite these 

obvious raw-material differences, with quartzite available as large boulder cores or outcrops, 

and non-quartzite’s mainly as cobbles, there is actually no difference in how the materials 

were treated. Although the hominins may have sought lager non-quartzite material it was 

apparently not exploited for its own inherent properties but treated like hard quartzite 

(McNabb pers. comm. cited in Underhill 2006: 47). However, in addition to reiterating much 

that has gone before my analysis is able to offer new potential interpretations.  

 

Although the data is reasonably coarse grained, the suggestion of winnowing down the talus 

cone, upon which the materials were deposited, could be used to argue that the earlier stages 

of the chaîne opératoires were actually conducted on site. It is possible that the winnowing has 

simply sorted the material with larger artefacts now incorporated within the swallow-hole, 

subsided areas of the cave, or even into the Gwaša Cave, and smaller material likely eroded 

away as the cave mouth retreated into the cliff. However, the present work must continue to 

suggest that much of the preparatory work was done away from the cave, or certainly away 

from anywhere from which it could have entered this section of the talus cone.  
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Fig 5.1: Stratigraphy at Brakfontein 
Spruit (after Van Riet Lowe 1937) 

Chapter 5: Original Fauresmith Material Intra-Site Data 

Analysis 
 

The material presented in this chapter represents assemblages labeled Fauresmith by Van Riet 

Lowe (1937, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Van Riet Lowe and Van der Elst 1949), 

Including the original type site of Brakfontien 231, later the Fauresmith II type material, and 

the Fauresmith I type site of Riverview Estates Site VI. To try and gain a better understanding 

of Van Riet Lowe’s interpretation of the Fauresmith three further sites are included; Van Der 

Elst Donga, Fauresmith Townlands, and Fauresmith Town Spruit.  

 

Unfortunately, the collections from Fauresmith Townlands and Town Spruit have become 

mixed with each other necessitating the two sites being dealt with as a more general 

Fauresmith collection. These latter sites were chosen due to the combination of both available 

material and publications, although more material was available for other sites such as 

Bosworth Farm, Billsport, Mill Grange, Vorsters Site, Groenvlei, Setaha, Edendale, Spyfontien 

Sidings, Florida Farm, Kimberley Golf Links, Van Wyks Vlei, Kokstad, Moodraai, and Kaasfontien 

none of them have appeared in press, making both their contexts and attribution to the 

Fauresmith somewhat dubious. 

 

5.1 Brakfontein 231. 

Brakfontein No. 321, the original type-site for the 

Fauresmith, has not been re-examined since 1937 (Van 

Riet Lowe 1937). A full history of the site is presented 

in Appendix 1.4. There is a general belief that it is not 

in-situ, although this has never been tested and Van 

Riet Lowe (1937) was clear that the material was 

derived from the very base of a calcified sand dune (Fig 

5.1). It is unfortunate that the present state of the site 

is unknown, although satellite images suggest that it 

has not yet been disturbed by later development (Fig 

5.2). The original collections however, have been dispersed with material sent to London, 

Cambridge and Paris (Appendix 1) although this could not be tracked down; unfortunately 
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Fig 5.2: Satellite view of Brakfontein 231 (from 
GoogleEarth © 2011 CDNG, AfriGIS (Pty) Ltd. Map Data © 

2011 AND) 

0 200 

Meters 

extant in the stores of the University of the 

Witwatersrand are just 149 artefacts, 

discussed here.  

 

Van Riet Lowe (1937) described beautifully 

finished, often ‘S’-twisted hand-axes, mainly 

on unprepared flakes and exclusively on 

hornfels, which vary from pointed almonds 

to ovate. Additionally, he described rare 

cleavers that are large and manufactured on 

diabasic material. Further, he commented 

on the presence of trimmed points, end- 

and side-scrapers, typical Levallois flakes 

and cores, long slender blades, ordinary cores, fabricators and gravers. He also highlighted the 

cancavo-convex side scrapers, however he did not mention the hooked scrapers which were 

reported in 1929 (Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe) nor the disc-like tools mentioned by Burkitt 

(1928). 

 

Unfortunately, the material is heavily selected although valid arguments can still be made 

concerning it. Van Riet Lowe’s claim of a single context will be challenged as the material in 

fact appears to be from several depositional contexts. The material is almost certainly not in-

situ, probably representing more than one assemblage that have been collected together prior 

to the formation of the dune sometime after MIS5 (See Chapter 1). 

 

5.1.1 LCTs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The LCTs (Table 5.1) account for over a third of the material at the site (n=50), but this is 

perhaps unsurprising considering the selected nature of the assemblage. The tripartite Roe 

diagram (Fig 5.3) reveals that the LCTs do not display the distribution one would expect (see 

Fig 3.10), with both the cleaver and ovate groupings also having reasonably high B/L and  

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite Unknown Median Wear
Classic Biface 24 1 0 2 .50
Classic Cleaver 0 0 2 1 .80
Rough-Out 17 0 0 1 .50
Bifacially Shapped 
Chopping Tools 3 0 0 0 .50

Median Wear .50 .40 1.90 .55
Table 5.1: LCT typology by Raw-material showing median wear  

Shaped 
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Fig 5.4: Biface shapes. A: pointed ovate B: ovate C: pointed/cordiform 

A B C 

Fig 5.3: Tripartite Roe Diagram for LCTs at Brakfontein 

Length 93.68
Breadth 59.2
B1 16.08
B2 52.7
L1 34.86
Th 24.65
L1/L 0.37
B1/B2 0.31
B/L 0.63
Th/B 0.42

Median 
Measurements

Table 5.2: LCT median 
measurements Fig 5.5: Biface length by raw-material 
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surprisingly low B1/B2 values. These pieces can be summarised as broad, with wide bases 

converging to narrow tips, and are ovate to pointed in planform. However, this disguises 

important shape differences in biface form (Fig 5.4). Whilst the preference is for pointed 

forms, akin to Kleindienst’s (1962) late Acheulean pointed ovates (Fig 5.4a), there are also 

occasional true ovates (Fig 5.4b), and pointed/cordiform shapes (Fig 5.4c) not previously 

mentioned by Van Riet Lowe. Table 5.2 reveals the median LCT length as 93.68mm, yet this is 

clearly affected by the smaller hornfels examples, with the LCTs in andesite and unknown 

materials, although far fewer in number, being much longer (Fig 5.5). Figure 5.5 also shows the 

presence of something else not mentioned before: a small well-made handaxe on quartzite 

(Fig 5.6), whilst this could be considered the exception that proves the rule, how much the 

presence of a well-made quartzite handaxe would have affected Van Riet Lowes otherwise 

reasonably clear-cut narrative of hornfels dominance being responsible for the Fauresmith I is 

debatable (See Chapter 2). This is further questioned when symmetry is considered, with the 

quartzite biface being more symmetrical than the median score for any other raw-material (Fig 

5.7). 

 

The low median symmetry index for the unknown 

materials (Fig 5.7) is governed by their small 

number (n=4), all being below 4.5 on the symmetry 

index, and the much more numerous hornfels 

material (n=41) includes rough-outs whose 

symmetry index rises to in excess of six. However, 

this all reveals a clear trajectory in median 

Fig 5.6: Reasonably neat quartzite handaxe 
Fig 5.7: LCT symmetry by raw-material 

Fig 5.8: Median LCT symmetry by typology 



David Underhill Chapter 5: Fauresmith Intra-Site Analysis (1) 

 103  

symmetry from classic bifaces to cleavers (Fig 5.8). By converting the symmetry index scores to 

flip-tests ordinal classes (See Table 3.5) it is clear that the classic bifaces, with a median score 

of 2.64, can be considered as displaying very high symmetry, but there are examples with 

indices as low as 1.14, considered virtually perfect (Fig 5.9). Indeed, Figure 5.8 reveals several 

things, including the fact that the majority of the LCTs show moderate working and very high 

to moderate symmetry, yet it is also shows that the two artefacts with virtually perfect 

symmetry have radically different amounts of working, one being heavily worked with the 

other only lightly. It seems clear that whilst some blanks have been worked toward symmetry 

others were fortuitously symmetrical or perhaps prepared. Indeed, the figure reveals no real 

correlation between working and symmetry, just a very weak trend in that direction (r2=0.2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Although 70% of the blanks are indeterminate, 26% are identifiable as flakes, indeed the vast 

majority (n=42) are plano-convex in cross-section and have the subjective feel of flake blanks. 

Where it is possible to identify the reduction strategy, all of the flake blanks are end or corner 

struck, except one rough-out that is side-struck. Despite this, the mesial sections were a 

primary focus of working whilst the tip is the area generally most closely related to overall 

Fig 5.9: LCT edge working by symmetry showing line of best fit and 95% confidence limit. Also 
showing gross groupings of low (12-27), moderate (28-43) and heavy (44-60) working, and 

virtually perfect (0-1.49), very high (1.5-2.99), high (3-3.99), moderate (4-4.99), low (5-5.99) 
and very low (=>6) symmetry. 



David Underhill Chapter 5: Fauresmith Intra-Site Analysis (1) 

 104  

Fig 5.10: Centripetal Levallois cores: A: un-
struck B: pre-levallois C: re-worked D: classic 

A 

B 

D 

C 

artefact symmetry (Table 5.3). When the tip symmetry is high the rest of the artefact’s 

symmetry is high, and it seems that the LCTs where thinned around the mesial portion and 

then shaped at the tip, consistent with being manufactured on side struck flakes that leave the 

thickest area, most important to be thinned, in the mesial section. It could be argued that 

when the platform is in the basal section it is less of an obstruction to tool use, and is less 

important to thin, hence the evidence often remaining there. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.1.2 Cores 

Of the 22 cores in the assemblage just nine are non-PCT, nine are PCT, and four are elongated 

and connected with blade removals. Of the non-PCT cores eight exhibit at least some parallel 

knapping, however, four of these are polyhedral 

to spherical and c.60-70mm in diameter, 

suggesting that the working was largely 

expedient, with cores becoming unworkable 

whilst still quite large. Unfortunately, the heavy 

working, revealed by the remaining five cores, 

three bearing no natural surface and two bearing 

less than 25%, disguises the nature of the original 

blanks, although one core does display its origin 

as a cobble and another as a slab. This suggests 

that at least two raw-material sources where 

utilised by the knappers, although all have 

discoloured to an orange-reddish brown 

suggesting they were oxidised within the same 

context. 

 

The working is distinctly different on the PCT 

cores with only one parallel and one convergent 

virtually 
perfect very high high moderate low very low Total
Median Median Median Median Median Median Median

Tip Removals 12.50 16.50 12.00 10.00 10.50 10.00 12.00
Mesial Removals 14.00 17.00 11.00 12.00 10.00 10.00 12.00
Basal Removals 12.50 13.50 12.00 10.00 8.50 10.50 11.00
SymT 1.79 2.51 2.23 2.47 4.27 4.91 2.53
SymM 1.55 2.63 2.73 3.26 4.93 3.89 2.94
SymB 2.04 2.15 3.59 4.37 5.92 6.59 3.29

LCT Ordinal Symmetry

Table 5.3: LCT ordinal symmetry classes by median edge working and symmetry by thirds 
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(see Fig 5.14b below) example, but six centripetal cores exhibiting a range of types; one un-

struck (Fig 5.10A), two that could be classed as van Riet Lowes ‘pre-levallois’ (1945) (Fig 5.10B), 

two being re-worked (Fig 5.10C), and one classic example (Fig 5.10D). However, more 

important than the Levallois PCT is the presence of a single Victoria-West Hoenderbek core 

(Fig 5.11). This is a real anomaly having never been reported before, and never suggested as 

part of the Fauresmith (See Appendices 4 and 5). Although the final preferential scar is only 

83.2mm long, the removal of the edges and platform mean the resultant flake would easily 

have been large enough to produce one of the sites smaller LCTs.  

 

The last four cores of the assemblage are all blade related, with three volumetric blade cores 

and one casual example. The casual core is a slab of hornfels with a run of parallel removals 

that follow the arêtes of prior removals. Whilst the removals are technically blades no 

preparation is evident, hence it not being included as a parallel PCT core. Two of the true blade 

cores are prismatic, and one is bipolar. Despite a median longest scar of 77.4mm, all the blade 

cores appear to be exhausted with failed removals appearing on three of them, although there 

is a remaining total blade scar count of just 28. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Fig 5.11: Victoria West (Hoenderbek) Core 
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5.1.3 Debitage 

There are 61 pieces of debitage, not including the PCT and blade material discussed below. Of 

these only 18% (n=11) are broken, although there are an additional two pieces with more 

modern class 3 lateral breaks, both of which were illustrated by Goodwin and van Riet Lowe in 

1929 (text fig: 1: 77 and Plate XIII: 87) and must have been broken sometime since publication. 

The older breaks are mainly class 2 flexion types (64%, n=7), and with the distinct lack of class 

4 siret breaks, chunks, or core fragments it can be suggested that the site is probably not in-

situ. 

 

There is an unsurprising correlation between thickness and butt length (Fig 5.12), but there is a 

large standard deviation in all the other measurements. Figure 5.12 reveals median 

measurements showing ‘squat’ flakes, with the width greater than either the axial or 

maximum lengths, indeed 30 flakes show this with just 20 having ‘ordinary’ dimensions. It is 

interesting to note that the ‘squat’ flakes and the flake blades share a similar ratio of butt 

types, and on this basis it is possible to suggest that the ‘squat’ flakes are failed attempts at 

flake blade removals, further evidenced by both having median butt widths of 36mm 

compared with 32mm on ‘ordinary’ flakes. However, a more parsimonious explanation could 

be that this simply reflects the nature of the missing cores, with ‘squat’ flakes likely to 

originate from slab like forms. However, in a complete assemblage one would still expect more 

‘ordinary’ flakes than ‘squat’ ones. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In terms of the Fauresmith, as presently understood, it is interesting to note that the site lacks  

Fig 5.12: Boxplot of debitage measurements 
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PCT flake tools, convergent (nosed) scrapers, large scrapers, and disks (Table 5.4), although 

exactly what constitutes a large scraper and the enigmatic disks has never been defined. It is 

also possible that the lack of PCT flake tools and convergent scrapers is due to the splitting up 

of the assemblage. 

 

5.1.4 Un-retouched Debitage 

Although a small assemblage (n=13) the majority of the un-

retouched debitage are Toth Type 6 (n=8), with a small 

amount of Toth Type 5s (n=2), two broken flakes and one 

completely un-diagnostic flake that could only fit in the 

other debitage category. This observation indicates that 

initial core working was not undertaken at the site. The 

broken flakes are both in the 2c flexion break category, and 

it is likely that their near completeness resulted in their 

collection. This same fact could well explain the lack of any 

chips, with the un-retouched flakes bearing a median surface 

area (expressed as a rectangle) of 46cm2; large enough to 

have been spotted and deemed worthy of collection when 

the site was visited. Despite the small size of the un-

retouched debitage assemblage it follows the broader 

pattern seen in the full debitage with ‘squat’ flakes 

dominating; of the ten complete flakes that could be fully 

measured, eight are of the ‘squat’ variety, with one 

‘ordinarily’ proportioned Toth Type 6, and one flake blade 

Toth Type 5.  

 

5.1.5 Retouched Debitage 

Despite its small size (n=48) there is a wide spread of techno-typologies present in the 

retouched debitage assemblage. The majority are scrapers (n=28), divided between 17 end-

scrapers, three side-scrapers, one denticulated, four with simple scraper retouch, and three 

concavo-convex. The rest of the tools are all small samples of different types; one denticulate, 

two retouched points (sensu awl), three notches, six flaked flakes, four with un-diagnostic 

retouch, one backed piece, two burins (Fig 5.13A) and a hagenstad point (Fig 5.13B). Although 

there is always the chance that the burinations could be impact scars (Lombard 2005; Dockall 

1997) I feel confident that these are true burins. Despite the collection’s small size this 

Table 5.4: Presence and absence 
against Fauresmith debitage 

type list (Appendix 3) 

Blades 
Levallois Points 
PCT Flake Tools X
Retouched Points 
(Convergent Points)



Unique Long Unifacial 
Points (Hagenstad)



Slightly Trimmer 
Flake Tools



Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers



Hooked/Hollow 
Scrapers 
(Notch/Flaked Flake)



Crude Scrapers 
Convergent (Nosed) 
Scrapers

X

End Scrapers 
Side Scrapers 
Large Scrapers X
Burins/Gravers 
Disks X
Serrated Scrapers 
(Denticulates)



Backed Flakes 
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Fig 5.14: A: retouched convergent PCT flake 
B: convergent PCT core 

A 

B 

distribution does not immediately suggest a site of any specific function, and could tentatively 

allude to the possibility of multiple site specific assemblages mixed together. The rest of the 

data reflects the debitage assemblage as a whole. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.1.6 PCT and Blades 

There is a single PCT flake present, a convergent 

example that has, although bearing some damage, 

most likely has been retouched, almost denticulated 

in fact, (Fig 5.14A). Although it does not refit, this 

flake (max length = 59.6mm) could fit on the only 

convergent PCT core (preferential removal = 

65.5mm) (Fig 5.14B), and both share a wear 

measure of 0.7mm, classified as fresh, and similar 

discoloration. There are no flakes for the centripetal 

PCT cores, and no identifiable flakes for the parallel 

PCT core. 

 

The final materials from the assemblage are seven non-pointed blades and five broken blades. 

This material can be considered as large, with a median length of 148.2mm, almost double the 

median longest scar on the blade cores (77.4mm). Even the broken pieces, all class 2 barring 

one class 1, are large, with one 2c broken piece retaining a length of 264.5mm; given this it is 

unsurprising that the blades are all thick (median = 23.2mm). As with the cores, most of the 

blades are fresh to slightly worn with only two of the broken blades being in the worn 

category. 

 

A 

B 

Fig 5.13: A: Burin on a flake blade (illustrated in van Riet Lowe 1937: 93) B: Hagenstad point (on a flake blade) 



David Underhill Chapter 5: Fauresmith Intra-Site Analysis (1) 

 109  

5.1.7 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

Obviously the assemblage has been subject to selection at the time of collection and no doubt 

during one of the University of the Witwatersrand’s clear-outs (Beaumont pers. comm.), in 

addition to its breaking up and shipping overseas. However, what remains in the type 

collection is mainly in the slightly worn category (51%, n=76), with 26% (n=39) worn, and one 

artefact classed as heavily worn; only 21% (n=31) can be considered fresh, suggesting that the 

site was probably not originally in-situ. Additionally, Van Riet Lowe’s claim that all of the 

material originated from the same place must be questioned considering the spread of 

differential discoloration; 90% being a shade of brown and 10% grey/blue. This actually 

suggests that the material derives from several different depositional contexts. 

 

5.1.8 Interpretation 

Although a small and heavily selected assemblage, one can reach some reasonably secure 

conclusions. The material appears to be from several depositional contexts rather than being a 

single coherent assemblage as it has previously been treated. It is almost certain that the 

sediments deflated during one of the arid phases that began in MIS 5, with all the material 

becoming mixed and subject to further post depositional wear as a single assemblage. This 

would also explain why the material appears to display something of a dichotomy; the relative 

lack of non-PCT cores compared with end products, coupled with their heavy working, 

indicates that maximising raw-material may have been important to the knappers. Yet the 

exhaustion of cores whilst still mainly in the 64-256mm size range suggests that this was not 

successfully achieved. This unsuccessful maximising of raw-material, coupled with the 

presence of advanced knapping techniques, further suggests that two assemblages may be 

present. This is still further supported by the presence of Victoria West material and the wide 

spread of techno-typologies within the debitage. Subjectively, I believe the cleavers also seem 

anachronistic, being on different materials and far larger and rougher than the other LCTs. 

 

However, this idea of multiple depositional phases is disputed by the similarity of the wear 

measurements across typological groups. Whilst this may be connected with chemical 

weathering of the dominating hornfels, unless these consistencies and similarities in the wear 

levels can be explained, possibly through geo-chemical analyses, then, despite my 

reservations, the site must be considered a single assemblage. Unfortunately, without further 

details concerning the site and its sediments explaining this remains impossible. 
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Fig 5.16: Reported stratigraphy at 
Riverview Estates site VI 

5.2 Riverview Estates Site VI 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The site, first reported in 1937 (Van Riet Lowe), is the 

type-locale of the Lower Fauresmith (I) and is sited at 

the point where a Spruit has cut down into the 

southern edge of the 35’ terrace on the Eastern bank 

of the Vaal River, opposite Windsorton (Helgren 

1978). Confusingly, Helgren (1978) also attributes the 

collections to both the 12 and 8 meter terraces. 

Helgren (1978) suggested that the site was in a near 

primary context, yet it now appears to have been 

destroyed by mining (Fig 5.15). Whilst Söhnge and 

Visser (1937) suggest that the material was being 

deposited by the Spruit rather than exposed, the 

material apparently derives from beneath red Hutton sands and on a surface of calcareous tufa 

that separates it from the younger gravels, containing Acheulean material (Fig 5.16). Although 

the material was not excavated, it was collected from both waste heaps and the walls of 

abandoned diggings (Helgren 1978), its presence in sections suggests something of an integrity 

to its context, albeit challengeable. 

 

I located 122 pieces in the assemblage, 29 more than Cole reported (1961 cited in Helgren 

1978). The 93 pieces Cole discovered included crude handaxes manufactured on unprepared 

flakes or nodules with slender flaking and regular and straight edges (Van Riet Lowe 1937). 

However, Klein (cited in Helgren 1978) reports that only nine of the 58 handaxes are in a 

Mousterian of Acheulean Tradition (MTA) style, being small and neat as expected of the 

Fig 5.15: Riverview Estates c.1930s and 2004, showing site and mine shaft locations (after Van Riet Lowe 
1937: plate VII: 135; GoogleEarth © 2011 Digital Globe, Europa Technologies, AfriGIS (Pty) Ltd) 

0 200 
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Length Breadth Thickness
Median Median Median

Biface 102.79 62.48 29.02
Rough-Out 87.79 54.97 29.65
Biface 124.34 67.94 37.25
Cleaver 154.3 86.98 45.34
Rough-Out 118.54 80.44 40.24
Bifacially Shaped 
Chopping Tools

110.41 68.57 37.84

Biface 118.2 71.08 39.32
Cleaver 139.94 72.35 37.6
Rough-Out 99.72 66.11 39.17
Biface 132.63 78.22 39.86
Cleaver 156.66 89.32 41.51
Rough-Out 127.37 80.84 37.97
Bifacially Shaped 
Chopping Tools

115.92 102.63 53.34

Biface 115 68.3 36.09
Cleaver 156.66 88.21 43.21
Rough-Out 98.47 56.9 31
Bifacially Shaped 
Chopping Tools

115.92 73.74 48.94

Hornfels

Quartzite

Andesite

Unknown

Total

Table 5.7: LCT metrics by raw-material and type 

Table 5.5: LCT types by raw-material 

Fauresmith. Additionally, small cleavers on side- and end-struck flakes, and a few crude 

scrapers are reported (Van Riet Lowe 1937). Apparently, the cores reveal the deliberate 

manufacture of concavo-convex flakes, long narrow convergent flakes, and parallel blades 

(Van Riet Lowe 1937).  

 

5.2.1 LCTs 

Despite Klein’s report of 58 

handaxes (cited in Helgren 

1978), this work discovered 

a total of 77 LCTs (Table 5.5) 

only 42 (55%) of which are 

classic bifaces. The LCTs then 

account for 63% of the extant assemblage. Excepting the cleavers and chopping tools, all the 

LCT types are manufactured on all of the raw-materials found at the site (Table 5.5). In terms 

of blank forms, andesite does not occur on cobbles. The only one to occur in slab form is on an 

unidentified raw-material, with the majority of the identifiable blanks being flakes (74%, n=20), 

which occur on all raw-materials. Hornfels has by far the smallest median in every 

measurement regardless of blank type, although the small size of its flake blanks, smaller than 

the cobbles used and the opposite of all the other materials, is somewhat peculiar (Table 5.6). 

Unexpectedly, in all materials the rough-outs are smaller than the finished pieces (Table 5.7), 

suggesting that these pieces may 

have been the blanks for 

deliberately intended smaller tools. 

 

The tripartite Roe diagram (Fig 5.17) 

reveals a range of planforms in the 

LCTs, though most are ovates or 

pointed ovates. There is a wide 

spread of size ratios across the types 

yet it can be seen that the cleavers 

maintain a relatively stable 

breadth/length ratio, a median 0.57 

with a range of just 0.14. However, 

several of the bifaces reveal twisted  
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Length Breadth Thickness
Median Median Median

Flake 98.47 55.06 25.71
cobble 99.68 61.5 30.81
Indeterminate 97.61 57.01 29.14
Total 98.11 56.9 28.93
Flake 121.36 77.25 43.41
cobble 110.41 68.57 37.84
Indeterminate 133.8 73.2 37.38
Total 127.58 73.47 37.76
Flake 175.51 88.21 47.92
Indeterminate 107.85 67.68 38.72
Total 111.32 69.24 39.17
Flake 153.6 87.83 41.51
cobble 109.1 82.16 55.66
Indeterminate 120.82 71.33 37.69
slab 138.59 128.37 53.34
Total 132.45 81.43 39.86
Flake 125.29 78.51 36.52
cobble 109.1 67.37 37.99
Indeterminate 110.29 66.11 35.57
slab 138.59 128.37 53.34
Total 114.94 68.3 36.03

Hornfels

Quartzite

Andesite

Unknown

Total

Table 5.6: LCT metrics by raw-material and blank 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 5.17: Tripartite Roe diagram for LCTs at Riverview Estates site VI 

Fig 5.18: LCTs with twisted tips in 
planform, revealing long convex cutting 

edge 
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tips in planform (Fig 5.18) allowing for the maximisation of a single long cutting edge with a 

gentle convexity at the expense of the other edge that is much rougher. Indeed, most of the 

bifaces seem to have a focus on one straight and neat edge at the expense of the uniformity 

and neatness of the other, regardless of blank. Additionally, where planform is more 

symmetrical, most of the bifaces reveal high amplitude ‘S’-twisted edges. This propensity 

suggests that the LCTs, and certainly the bifaces, be thought of as a single homogenous group. 

 

Although twenty (26%) of the LCTs show evidence for being manufactured on flakes, in most 

cases it is impossible to tell if they were from prepared cores, although a couple do 

subjectively appear to be.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The wear patterns reveal examples in fresh to heavily worn conditions across the raw-

materials, except unknown materials that have no fresh examples and andesite that is never 

heavily worn (Fig 5.19). Strangely, the quartzite material shows the same wear patterns as the 

hornfels suggesting that the softer hornfels material is younger, disputing the idea of 

homogeneity proposed earlier.  

 

Unsurprisingly, the bifaces have the highest edge working, and the mesial sections are the 

most worked on all types and raw-materials, only matched in hornfels and quartzite where it 

equals tip working. However, the level of working has no bearing on symmetry (r2=0.03), 

although the median working score somewhat decreases with lowering symmetry, high 

working produces symmetry from very high to very low, and conversely low working produces 

symmetry that is either high or very high (Fig 5.20). However, as cobble blanks bear the lowest 

median symmetry (Table 5.8) the suggestion is that flake blanks were chosen for their inherent 

Fig 5.19: LCT wear by raw-material 
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properties, supporting the suggestion of preparation. In terms 

of raw-material, virtually perfect symmetry (1.39) is only found 

on hornfels, yet this also bears the lowest symmetry (7.86), 

suggesting that hornfels was the material the knappers  

understood best, but that symmetry was not a primary concern. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2.2 Cores 

There are just 18 cores in the assemblage (Table 5.9), only three of which are non-fixed 

platform; one a parallel flaked casual blade core whilst two reveal alternate flaking, the 

strategy that clearly dominates the core assemblage. The fixed platform cores (83%, n=15) are 

mainly conical (n=4) (Other Fixed Platform), and discoidal (n=5), although one of these was 

converted into a core scraper. Apart from a single bi-conical core the remainder are PCT, 

divided between centripetal (n=3) and convergent (n=1) Levallois, in addition to a single non-

classic side-struck Victoria West type. As with the upper Fauresmith (II) type-site at 

Brakfontein, the Victoria West core (Fig 5.21) is an anomaly not reported in the assemblage 

before and suggests some mixing with Acheulean material. 

 

Fig 5.20: LCT edge working by symmetry showing line of best fit and 95% confidence 
limit. Also showing gross groupings of low (12-27), moderate (28-43) and Heavy (44-60) 
working, and virtually perfect (0-1.49), very high (1.5-2.99), high (3-3.99), moderate (4-

4.99), low (5-5.99) and very low (=>6) symmetry. 

Symmetry
Median

Flake 3.70
Cobble 5.72
Indeterminate 3.50
Slab 3.42
Total 3.59

Table 5.8: Symmetry Index 
by blank 
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The majority of the cores (78%, n=14) are in the 64-256mm size range with only one larger, the 

quartzite Victoria West example whose preferential removal (108.9mm) is easily large enough 

to have produced some of the smaller LCTs. Three cores are in the smaller category (>64mm) 

and all are hornfels. Indeed hornfels only accounts for four cores, with the majority being 

quartzite (Table 5.9), and given their small size it is unsurprising that the hornfels is worked 

quite heavily; a median 12 removals, the smallest median longest scar (35.5mm), and almost 

all baring less than 25% natural surface with just the alternate example showing up to 50%. 

Indeed, of the full assemblage it is only the Victoria West and alternate cores that have over 

25% natural surface remaining. Despite this it is actually the andesite cores (n=6) that show the 

most working, a median 17 removals and mainly (n=5) 0% natural surface, although they all 

remain within the 64-256mm size range. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite Unknown Total
n n n n n

Alternate 1 1 0 0 2
Side-Struck Victoria West 0 1 0 0 1
Biconical 0 1 0 0 1
Discoid 1 0 3 0 4
Other 0 2 1 1 4
Centripetal PCT 1 1 1 0 3
Convergent PCT 1 0 0 0 1
Core Scraper 0 0 1 0 1
Casual Blade Core 0 1 0 0 1
Total 4 7 6 1 18

Table 5.9: Core assemblage composition 

Fig 5.21: Victoria West Core 
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Fig 5.23: Core wear by raw-material 

All of the Levallois material can be considered non-classic, not meeting Boëda’s (1995) 

requirements, there is one un-struck piece, one that has removed the butt area with the 

preferential removal, suggesting poor control and preparation, one that fits with Van Riet 

Lowe’s (1945) ‘pre-levallois’, and one particularly strange piece that reveals a change in 

reduction strategy with a convergent removal on one face and laminar removals on the other 

(Fig 5.22), but unlike the laminar removals seen in connection with platform preparation on 

Victoria West cores (Sharon and Beaumont 2006). The latter two are on hornfels with the ‘pre-

levallois’ pieces poor working likely due to its size (c.45mm diameter), and the piece worked 

on both faces probably connected with maximising what appears to have been a relatively 

scarce material. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In sum, the cores suggest that either 

hornfels was scarce locally, but 

available in relatively small nodules, 

or it was transported to the site. The 

andesite and quartzite were likely 

available locally in larger nodules. 

Despite the presence of three types 

of core working, fixed platform, non-

fixed platform, and PCT, there is a 

unity to the core assemblage with 

alternate flaking clearly the 

dominant strategy, this may account for the lack of natural surface remaining on many cores 

Fig 5.22: Convergent PCT core with laminar removals on the striking platform surface 
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Fig 5.24: Flaked Flake on a large 
blade 

that retain utility in size. The abandonment of still viable cores speaks of the probable 

abundance of certain materials in the area. All of the raw-materials present have examples in 

both the slightly worn and worn categories, except the indeterminate that only occurs in the 

worn group. However, the largest range in wear is seen in the andesite, with the hornfels 

material actually relatively tightly grouped (Fig 5.23). This pattern of wear suggests that there 

are in fact several groups present, meaning that the apparent unification to the cores must be 

caused by raw-material similarities. 

 

5.2.3 Debitage 

The quantity of debitage within the assemblage is tiny (n=27), and only one piece is un-

retouched, a small 2ci broken quartzite flake, by far the smallest piece in the assemblage and 

almost a chip (axial length=25.8mm). An additional three pieces are broken, one quartzite and 

two hornfels pieces, although no break class stands out. 

In all dimensions either the hornfels (n=13, 48%) or 

quartzite material (n=9, 33%) is the smallest, and these 

two are the only ones present in the ‘ordinary’ sized 

flakes, with andesite (n=4) and unknown materials (n=1) 

only present as ‘squat’ flakes. The longest piece in the 

assemblage is a hornfels crested blade that appears to 

have been utilised as a core, with several flakes taken off, 

and is here classed as a flaked flake (Fig 5.24), suggesting 

the possibility that this material was not available locally, 

but transported around the landscape. Ultimately, the 

debitage confirms the selected nature of the assemblage. 

 

5.2.4 Retouched Debitage 

Most of the 26 retouched tools are un-diagnostic (31%, n=8) with six of these being on 

hornfels. Also present are two hornfels flaked-flakes and a quartzite notch. More 

diagnostically, a hornfels retouched point is present that could well be PCT, although it is not 

conclusive and I erred on the side of caution in its interpretation. The remaining tools (n=14) 

are all scrapers, mainly end-scrapers (n=6) the only type to appear on all materials. 

Additionally, there are two side-scrapers and three pieces with scraper-style retouch, although 

not diagnostically positioned. Finally, there are just three concavo-convex scrapers (Table 

5.10). Strangely the wear on the debitage shows the reverse of the wear seen in the cores, 
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with the hornfels having the largest range and the quartzite the 

least, not counting the single end-scraper on unknown material 

(Fig 5.25). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2.5 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

It is obvious from the above that the site suffered terribly from 

collector bias, as virtually nothing that was not typologically 

diagnostic seems to have been collected or retained, although I 

am forced to see what is present as representative of what was 

originally discarded. There is nothing to suggest the site is in-

situ; chunks and chips would probably not have been collected 

but there are no core fragments or siret breaks either. However, what is present is revealing. 

There is a range of wear conditions from fresh to heavily worn and Figure 5.26 reveals that 

both the hornfels and quartzite material have artefacts in each of the four ordinal categories, 

whilst the andesite ranges from fresh to worn and the unknown material from slightly worn to 

heavily worn. The majority of the material (85%, n=70) falls in the worn or slightly worn 

categories, including all of the cores. Fresh material is only represented by four bifaces in 

hornfels, quartzite, and andesite, and two rough-outs in hornfels and quartzite, indeed the 

remaining seven fresh artefacts are all tools in hornfels and quartzite. Of the five heavily worn 

artefacts three are hornfels, the reworked crested blade, one rough out, and one biface, 

additionally there are two further bifaces on quartzite and unknown material. This wide spread 

of wear levels on both typologies and materials (Fig 5.26) suggests that the artefacts were not 

Fig 5.25: Debitage wear by raw-material 

Blades X
Levallois Points X
PCT Flake Tools X
Retouched Points 
(Convergent Points)



Unique Long Unifacial 
Points (Hagenstad)

X

Slightly Trimmer 
Flake Tools



Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers



Hooked/Hollow 
Scrapers 
(Notch/Flaked Flake)



Crude Scrapers 
Convergent (Nosed) 
Scrapers

X

End Scrapers 
Side Scrapers 
Large Scrapers X
Burins/Gravers X
Disks X
Serrated Scrapers 
(Denticulates)

X

Backed Flakes X
Table 5.10: Presence and 

absence against Fauresmith 
debitage type list (Appendix 3) 
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discovered where they were originally deposited, and it is likely a mixture of material from 

different localities and/or ages.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2.6 Interpretation 

This is a small and selected assemblage, with the material appearing to derive from several 

contexts mixed through erosion, rather than being a coherent assemblage as originally 

suggested. However, the implication is that during these accumulations, despite its dominance 

in the assemblage, hornfels was not abundant and most of it was likely transported to the site. 

Other materials appear to have been used more expediently and were probably available 

locally, at least within the gravels. These results provide no support for Cole’s suggestion that 

knapping at the site was focused on producing concavo-convex scrapers, convergent flakes, or 

blades, and there is no evidence to support Helgren’s (1978) suggestion that the site was in 

near primary context. In sum, the evidence here is worrying considering this is the type-site of 

the lower Fauresmith; in reality it seems to be a small mixed collection that is certainly 

unworthy of being considered representative of a type. 

 

 

5.3 Van Der Elst Donga, Badfontein 

The Van Der Elst Donga, at Badfontein, was so named for the sites owner and primary 

researcher, however, despite owning the site and publishing an intention (1950), Van Der Elst 

never seems to have excavated. The artefacts were all collected from the dongas erosive  

Fig 5.26: Wear by type and raw-material 
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Fig 5.27: Profile of Van der Elst Donga. O.G.1=60ft terrace of Older Gravels - O.G.2.=22ft terrace 
of Older Gravels - G=Greenish sandy clay - Y=Yellowish sandy clay - F=Ferricrete - D=Dwyka Shale - 

E=Ecca Sandstone –S=Surface sands  (from Van Riet Lowe and Van Der Elst 1949: fig 2) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

sections and floor, the material from the floor being compared with that from the sections and 

all being grouped accordingly. The sections (Fig 5.27) revealed two gravel terraces of the 

Suikerbosrand River; the lower apparently contained early Acheulean material covered by 

eight feet of calcified greenish sandy-clay topped with an in-situ early Fauresmith assemblage, 

itself covered by yellowish clays on top of which lay MSA material. Unfortunately, many of the 

Fauresmith tools are reported as being so weathered as to be virtually unrecognisable, 

although apparently none were rolled. Surprisingly however, hornfels is reported as rare, with 

locally outcropping Ventersdorp diabase being the most common material (Van Riet Lowe and 

Van Der Elst 1949; Le Roux 1951), referred to here as andesite. 

 

Van Der Elst (1950) focused on the LCTs and reported that the site produced many rough 

handaxes and ‘Sangoan-like’ picks. When on quartzite the LCTs were apparently manufactured 

on elongated river pebbles. Many side-struck cleavers that ‘appear anachronistic’, but were 

apparently discovered in-situ, are also reported. Additionally, mention is made of a few, mainly 

hornfels, PCT cores and flakes, and numerous quartzite flakes. Originally there was clearly a 

large amount of material from the site with enough being present for members of the South 

African Archaeology Society to remove ‘appreciable collections’ (Van Riet Lowe and Van Der 

Elst 1949: 113), unfortunately, now the collection contains just 44 artefacts, and there is no 

distinction between what was originally classed as Fauresmith or Acheulean. Indeed the 

analysis will reveal that at least two assemblages are present, both probably utilising mainly 

local materials in an expedient manner.  

 

5.3.1 LCTs 

LCTs constitute 59% (n=26) of this tiny collection, mainly (69%, n=18) classic bifaces, and 

although there are five bifacial chopping tools and two rough-outs there is only one cleaver. 

Most of the artefacts (n=16) are on andesite, although there are six on hornfels and four 
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quartzite. The tripartite Roe diagram (Fig 

5.28) reveals an unexpected distribution: all 

are high in both B1/B2 and B/L ratios, 

indicating wide and primarily ovate forms, 

with the rough-outs fitting well with the 

classic examples. Strangely, the only 

typological cleaver appears in the lowest L1 

grouping, although this grouping is 

relatively hornfels, and particularly the quartzite, are medianly smaller than the larger andesite 

examples (Table 5.11). However, it is  clear that the LCTs here can be thought of as wide, thick, 

long and mainly pointed; the median example being 128.7mm x 77.1mm x 34.4mm, although 

the hornfels examples are on indeterminate blanks (n=5) or flakes (n=1), with the quartzite 

exclusively on cobbles, and andesite on indeterminate (n=11) and flake blanks (n=5). 

Regardless of the blank, plan forms are remarkably similar across the types, although the 

indeterminate blanks are larger in all dimensions, with cobbles shorter but broader and thicker 

than the flakes (Table 5.10). Interestingly the planform, revealed through the Roe diagram, 

shows a tighter clustering to the andesite than the other materials (Fig 5.29), suggesting that 

andesite flake blanks were possibly prepared. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In terms of symmetry the hornfels bifaces are medianly the most symmetrical, although they 

are also medianly the most worked (Table 5.12), suggesting that hornfels was well understood 

Length Breadth Thickness
Median Median Median

Hornfels 117.77 77.87 36.64
Quartzite 90.72 62.88 30.3
Unknown 134.45 77.54 34.71
Flake 126.19 73.88 32.21
Cobble 98.37 76.85 33.01
Indeterminate 137.25 80 37.46
Total 128.76 77.32 34.49

Table 5.11: LCT metrics by raw-material and 
blank form 

Fig 5.28: Tripartite Roe diagram for Van Der Elst Donga 
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Fig 5.29: Combined Roe diagram showing raw-material 
groupings 

and worked beyond the needs of pure 

utility. On the hornfels the mesials are 

medianly the most symmetrical, 

although they are worked as heavily as 

the tips suggesting that side-struck 

flakes were the primary hornfels blanks. 

Indeed, on the indeterminate blanks as 

a group the mesials are the most 

worked whilst the tips are the most 

symmetrical (Table 5.12), indicating that 

prepared flakes were likely the primary 

source of LCT blanks. However, the working of quartzite achieves a low score and occurs 

exclusively on cobble blanks, yet the material’s highest symmetry is on its bases, all displaying 

low working (Table 5.12), indicating that the cobbles utilised were well rounded by the river 

and used expediently. Indeed, Figure 5.31 makes it quite clear that there is no correlation 

between edge working and symmetry (r2=0.2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whilst the hornfels bares the highest median wear, the range of wear is largest on the 

andesite (Fig 5.31). Whilst this may be an artifice of sample size it is also possible that the 

material derives from different post-depositional regimes, after all there is a very high 

probability that the material here is a palimpsest of the Acheulean and Fauresmith. This range 

of wear, assuming that it is representative of the original material, suggests that the hornfels 

LCTs are younger than the andesite and quartzite, although the presence of a worn hornfels 

outlier indicates that more worn hornfels material may well have originally been present as 

part of the earlier assemblage. 

 

 

 

Tip 
Working

Mesial 
Working

Base 
Working

Total Edge 
Working

Tip 
Symmetry

Mesial 
Symmetry

Basal 
Symmetry

Symmetry 
Index

Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median
Hornfels 15 15 11 42 2.41 1.8 3 2.72
Quartzite 9 9 5 23 2.17 3.53 2.07 3.22
Unknown 15 14 13 40 1.84 2.37 3.46 3.12
Flake 14 13 8 35 2.96 2.52 4.85 3.55
cobble 9 8 5 21 2.4 4.49 2.17 3.85
Indeterminate 15 16 14 45 1.71 2.03 2.72 2.4
Total 15 14 12 40 2.12 2.28 3.18 2.98

Table 5.12: Edge working and symmetry indices by raw-material and blank 
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Fig 5.31: Boxplot of LCT wear by raw-material 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.3.2 Cores 

There are only six cores in the assemblage and none of them are PCT or blade related. Only 

two bare a fixed platform, both being discoidal. Additionally there is an alternate, a parallel 

and single, an alternate and single, and an alternate, parallel and single core, in addition to the 

possibility of some battering. Although half (n=3) are on quartzite the discoids are on hornfels 

and andesite, with the parallel and single core also on hornfels. Five of the cores are in the 64-

256mm size range with only the andesite discoid in the <=64mm category. Perhaps 

Fig 5.30: LCT edge working by symmetry showing line of best fit and 95% confidence limit. 
Also showing gross groupings of low (12-27), moderate (28-43) and heavy (44-60) working, 
and virtually perfect (0-1.49), very high (1.5-2.99), high (3-3.99), moderate (4-4.99), low (5-

5.99) and very low (=>6) symmetry. 
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unsurprisingly, both the discoids are the most heavily worked cores and neither has any 

natural surface remaining, with only the hornfels parallel and singles core showing more than 

51% natural surface. The rest of the cores (n=3) all bear 26-50% natural surface, and all are on 

quartzite. The final aspect of the cores are their longest removals, the group median being just 

46.6mm, with the discoids showing a median of only 38.9mm, yet the quartzite revealing a 

larger 53.6mm median.  

 

Although only a small collection, with all of the interpretive problems associated with small 

sample sizes, the cores could suggest that quartzite was an expedient material, utilised to 

produce flakes as necessary and not exploited to its fullest. The presence of a hornfels cobble 

core, exploited in an expedient manner and retaining the majority of its natural surface, 

suggests the possibility that in addition to quartzite, hornfels may also have been available 

from the gravels.  

 

5.3.3 Debitage 

There are just eleven pieces of debitage extant in the 

collection, with the only un-retouched examples being two 

broken quartzite flakes, both class 2 body breaks. The only 

other quartzite debitage is a single utilised flake, whilst 45% 

(n=5) of the debitage is hornfels, and the remaining three 

flakes are andesite. In addition to the broken flakes, there is a 

broken denticulated scraper on andesite, a medial section 

broken by both a 2a and 2c. The unbroken debitage is largely 

‘squat’ in its dimensions (45%, n=5) with just two pieces baring 

‘ordinary’ dimensions and one hornfels pointed flake blade. 

The debitage dimensions reveals a 95% confidence limit around 

the median of each measure that never exceeds a range of 

c.25mm (Fig 5.32), actually quite a tight grouping, although for 

such a small assemblage this could be considered quite a large 

total standard deviation. This confirms that the collection is 

incomplete, which might explain why the debitage lacks PCT 

and blade material, although in terms of a Fauresmith 

assemblage it also lacks points, concavo-convex scrapers, 

convergent scrapers, side-scrapers, large scrapers, burins, 

Blades X
Levallois Points X
PCT Flake Tools X
Retouched Points 
(Convergent Points)

X

Unique Long Unifacial 
Points (Hagenstad)

X

Slightly Trimmer 
Flake Tools



Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers

X

Hooked/Hollow 
Scrapers 
(Notch/Flaked Flake)



Crude Scrapers X
Convergent (Nosed) 
Scrapers

X

End Scrapers 
Side Scrapers X
Large Scrapers X
Burins/Gravers X
Disks X
Serrated Scrapers 
(Denticulates)



Backed Flakes X
Table 5.13: Presence and 

absence against Fauresmith 
debitage type list (Appendix 3) 
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disks, serrated scrapers, and backed flakes. In addition to the three types already mentioned, 

the assemblage only contains three end scrapers, one piece with un-diagnostic retouch, and 

two flaked flakes. In sum, the debitage reveals little concerning the nature of the site, 

however, it does highlight the selected nature of the assemblage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

5.3.4 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

Whilst the assemblage has a median wear of 0.5mm, the quartzite material is medianly less 

worn (0.4mm). The highest wear is found on the alternate (1.1mm) and mixed (2mm) cores, 

the latter being classed as heavily worn with the rest slightly worn to worn, and just three 

artefacts in the fresh category, all quartzite. Fig 5.33 shows that whilst there is a consistence to 

the wear in the small debitage assemblage, the cores and LCTs have a large standard deviation 

in wear, indicating that they likely derive from both the apparent Fauresmith and Acheulean 

assemblages.  

 

5.3.5 Interpretation 

Despite the small size of the assemblage the flake measurements suggest that the debitage 

may have been subject to some form of winnowing, and whilst it is possible that the whole 

collection was subject to this, the sizes of the LCTs are less constrained. Indeed the wear 

suggests, as was published, that there are two assemblages present that have now become 

mixed, although the artefact numbers are too small to be sure. Whatever the case, there is a 

suggestion that most of the working found within the assemblage was expedient, certainly on 

the quartzite, and probably on most of the andesite, additionally it is likely that working on the 

hornfels was also expedient even though the material seems better understood. However, 

Fig 5.32: Boxplot of debitage measurements 
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Fig 5.33: Boxplot of wear on gross types 

Fauresmith Spruit 

Fig 5.34: Fauresmith Spruit section (after Van Riet 
Lowe 1937) 

there is also a suggestion of flake blanks from prepared cores. In sum, very little can be 

confidently deduced, but there is a lack of anything diagnostically Fauresmith at the site, 

although whether this represents the original material or simply what remains in the 

collections is unknown. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.4 Fauresmith 

The site of Fauresmith is actually two 

locations, the Town Spruit and Townlands, 

and it is not clear which is the official name 

site, although it was believed that both 

derived from the same context; the Youngest 

Gravels (Fig 5.34). This belief could explain 

why the material from both locations has 

become mixed together in storage. There are 

31 artefacts from the Townlands, 27 from the 

Town Spruit, but 45 that have lost their 

provenance since they were collected, and all 

are stored together. However, the 

unprovenanced material can be re-provenanced due to the oxidation colour differences 

caused by the different depositional regimes at the two locales (below). Burkitt (1928: 70) 

states that artefacts at the Townlands site are distributed on the surface, in a dry river bed, 
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and from the river bank gravels, whereas the Town Spruit has 

cut down through the Youngest Gravels eroding out vast 

quantities of material. This geological provenance suggested 

that the material must be regarded as Lower Fauresmith (I), 

although it is pertinent to note that elsewhere in the vicinity 

the gravels are covered by a barren deposit topped by surface 

lying Smithfield B material (Goodwin and van Riet Lowe 1929: 

91-2).  

 

The material from these sites does reveal a certain consistency; 

although the Town Spruit material has oxidised a grey/blue and 

the Townlands material a red/brown, it is possible to suggest 

that both sites may have originally been one coherent 

assemblage. However, regardless of the sites probable 

integrity, as with Van Der Elst Donga, it does not contain much 

of the material thought indicative of a Fauresmith assemblage 

(Table 5.14: See also Chapter 6). 

 

5.4.1 LCTs 

LCTs account for almost half (48%, n=49) of the collections 

extant 103 artefacts, with the majority being classic bifaces 

(63%, n=31). There are also 15 rough-outs and three bifacially 

shaped chopping tools. All of the LCTs, bar one rough-out on a 

flake of unknown material from the Town Spruit, are manufactured on hornfels, and all are on 

either indeterminate (n=40) or flake blanks (n=9) (Table 5.15). Most of the flake blanks (56%, 

n=5) are in the Town Spruit with only one flake evident in the Townlands (Table 5.15). 

Considering this it is unsurprising that the Townlands LCTs are worked heavier than the Town 

Spruit material, which itself could explain why the Townlands LCTs appear shorter than those 

from the Town Spruit (Table 5.15). However, tripartite Roe diagrams for each assemblage 

reveal that in terms of LCT size ratio and planform, the compositions of each are the same (Fig  

 

 

 

 

 
Table 5.15: LCT Blank, measurements, and edge working score by site 

Table 5.14: Techno-
typological presence/absence 
against Fauresmith type list 

(Appendix 3) 

Blades 
Levallois Points X
PCT Flake Tools X
Retouched Points 
(Convergent Points)



Unique Long Unifacial 
Points (Hagenstad)

X

Slightly Trimmer 
Flake Tools



Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers

X

Hooked/Hollow 
Scrapers 
(Notch/Flaked Flake)



Crude Scrapers 
Convergent (Nosed) 
Scrapers

X

End Scrapers 
Side Scrapers 
Large Scrapers X
Burins/Gravers X
Disks X
Serrated Scrapers 
(Denticulates)



Backed Flakes X
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5.35). Both show unusually high B1/B2 ratios, quite high B/L measures and sit primarily in the 

low to mid L1/L groupings, indicating that the pieces are wide, with an ovate shape. Indeed, 

although there are some beautiful pointed pieces (n=22) there are many with wide convex tips 

(n=12), yet despite this there are no divergent tip shapes present, meaning that formal 

cleavers are absent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One obvious difference between the assemblages is the increased working on the Townlands 

LCTs compared with the Town Spruit and un-provenanced assemblage (Fig 5.36), which 

themselves match well. It seems likely that the high working on material from the Townlands 

Fig 5.35 Roe Diagrams for Fauresmith Townlands, Town Spruit, and Un-provenanced and typology of 
the combined assemblages 
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site reflects the raw-material directly available there; as it does not particularly increase the 

evident symmetry it merely brings it in line with the other assemblages (Fig 5.36). As all bar 

one of the LCTs are on hornfels, one can also divide the assemblages by discolouration, with 

hornfels patinating grey/blue when exposed to water for an extended period (Goodwin and 

Van Riet Lowe 1929: 78-9). Red/brown discoloration (n=20) is indicative of deposition at the 

Townlands site, and the grey/blue material (n=29) is from the watery context at the Town 

Spruit (Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929: 91-2). This distinction divides the un-provenanced 

material and suggests that, except for the few highly worked pieces from the Townlands, the 

working and symmetry at the two sites was largely similar (Fig 5.37). In all of the assemblages 

the tip was the focus of working, although the mesials were clearly important (Table 5.16). 

Whilst this may be symptomatic of a reliance on flake blanks, the heavy working on the base 

actually suggests that the flakes used were end-struck (Table 5.16) and the working seems no 

more than functional. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As can be seen, there is a congruity to all aspects of the LCTs from both locations, in addition 

to the un-provenanced material, and when all the material is split by dis-colouration. Although 

the material identified as being from the Town Spruit is more worn than the rest, when the 

Fig 5.36: Individual assemblage LCT edge working by symmetry; showing line of best fit and 95% 
confidence limit. Also showing gross groupings of low (12-27), moderate (28-43) and heavy (44-
60) working, and virtually perfect (0-1.49), very high (1.5-2.99), high (3-3.99), moderate (4-4.99), 

low (5-5.99) and very low (=>6) symmetry. 
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Tip Mesial Base Total
Median Median Median Median

Townlands 18 18 17 53
Town Spruit 13 13 13 41
Un-provenanced 13 12 10 33
red/brown 13 12 12 33
grey/blue 14 13 11 40
Flake 12 12 13 37
Indeterminate 14 13 11 38

Biface 
Blank

Unit

Patination 
Colour

Table 5.16: Biface edge working by site, dis-colouration 
and blank 

assemblage is split on the basis of discoloration it can be seen that there is actually little 

difference between the two locations (Table 5.17). This suggests that all of the LCTs do in fact 

derive from a single assemblage that has been separated between the two locations since 

deposition. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 5.37: LCT edge working by symmetry for the different patination colour groups 

Townlands Un-provenanced Total
n n n

Singles 1 0 1
Side-Struck Victoria West 1 0 1
Discoid 0 1 1
Other 1 1 2
Centripetal PCT 2 0 2
Convergent PCT 1 0 1
Core Scraper 0 1 1
Casual Blade Core 1 2 3
Total 7 5 12

Table 5.18: Core assemblage composition 

Wear (mm)
Median

Townlands 0.50
Town Spruit 0.90
Un-provenanced 0.60

red/brown 0.65

grey/blue 0.60

Site

Patination 
Colour

Table 5.17: LCT Wear  
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5.4.2 Cores 

Unfortunately, there are only 12 cores extant in the assemblage (Table 5.18), five from the un-

provenanced material and seven from the Townlands collection. However, all of the un-

provenanced cores have discoloured grey/blue suggesting that they actually derive from the 

Town Spruit. The only core type present in both assemblages are the casual blade cores, the 

Townlands example being on unknown material and the only core not on hornfels. The 

Townlands site also contains a single removal core on a slab as well as the only PCT cores, two 

centripetal and one convergent. As with several of the other Fauresmith sites there is an 

unreported side-struck Victoria West-like core (Fig 5.38) with a preferential scar large enough 

to have produced a blank for one of the smaller bifaces (94mm). Indeed, other than the casual 

blade cores, with a median longest scar of 113.6mm, the PCT material bears the largest 

median scar (83.2mm), compared with just 54.5mm on the non-PCT material.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All, bar one of the bi-conical cores, are in the 64-256mm size 

range, yet the majority (n=7) retain no natural surface, despite 

a median scar count of just 12. This pattern is the same across 

all of the assemblages; however they are divided, and support 

the suggestion of unity between the two locations. Indeed, as 

with the LCTs, the wear levels also suggest a contemporaneity, 

with just a 0.1mm difference between the two sites’ median 

wear levels (Table 5.19). Unfortunately the collected nature of the assemblage and the lack of 

extant cores makes it difficult to derive much more information from the core assemblage, but 

the suggestion is that the raw-materials were available locally, but that working was not 

particularly expedient. 

 

Fig 5.38: Victoria West-like core 

Wear
Median

Townlands 0.60
Un-provenanced 0.50
red/brown 0.60
grey/blue 0.55
Total 0.60

Table 5.19: Core 
assemblage Wear 
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5.4.3 Debitage 

There are 42 pieces of debitage, all hornfels, eleven from the Townlands, 14 from the Town 

Spruit and 17 unprovenanced, although 18 are red/brown and 24 grey/blue in discolouration. 

Whilst no PCT material is present, flakes (n=5), tools (n=23), and blades (n=3) appear in both 

the Town Spruit and un-provenanced collections whilst only tools (n=11) appear at the 

Townlands, indeed only tools appear in the red/brown discoloration. Only four pieces are 

broken, all class 2 body breaks, and all discoloured grey/blue. It is possible to suggest that the 

lack of chips, siret breaks, or chunks and core fragments means that the sites are not in-situ, 

yet this may just be an artifice of its selected nature. Indeed the presence of just five un-

retouched flakes suggests serious selection to the assemblage, although whether this was at 

the time of collection or not is unknown.  

 

There is an even spread of debitage sizes across the sites, although the grey/blue material is 

medianly longer, the red/brown material is wider and thicker, with larger butts (Fig 5.39). 

However, the large size range evident across such a small number of artefacts speaks of the 

incomplete nature of the assemblages. There are similar numbers of ‘squat’ (n=14) and 

‘ordinary’ (n=15) dimensioned flakes, although blades (n=3) and flake blades (n=7) only occur 

in the grey/blue dis-colouration, with all bar one directly attributable to the Town Spruit. 

Where identifiable each assemblage contains both plain (n=22) and facetted (n=8) butts,  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 5.39: Debitage measurements by discolouration  



David Underhill Chapter 5: Fauresmith Intra-Site Analysis (1) 

 133  

although the un-provenanced collection also contains a grey/blue piece with a natural butt and 

a red/brown piece with a dihedral butt. Interestingly whilst the faceted butts largely appear on 

the ‘squat’ flakes (50%), all but one of the blades/flake blades have plain butts, suggesting that 

the ‘squat’ flakes are not failed blade removals as suggested at Brakfontein, but likely 

connected to the nature of the cores and core working. 

 

5.4.4 Un-retouched Debitage 

There are only five pieces of un-retouched debitage and all are grey/blue. Three pieces are 

Toth Type 6 and one is broken, at a class 2 body break, that otherwise would most likely have 

been a Toth Type 6. The final piece is unidentifiable; although I feel sure it is a flake. No more 

can be gleaned from such a small group that is not more confidently displayed in the debitage 

as a whole. 

 

5.4.5 Retouched Debitage 

The 34 retouched tools are distributed equally between the three collections (Table 5.18), and 

also across these groups by typology (Table 5.20). Additionally, they are equally divided 

between the two discoloration conditions (Table 5.20), although denticulates and denticulated 

scrapers only occur in the red/brown condition and retouched points (sensu awl) only occur in 

the grey/blue. Many of the tools (47%, n=16) are reasonably informal, simple scraper retouch 

(n=6), un-diagnostic retouch (n=5), and basic utilised flakes (n=5), with the remainder being 

scrapers, notches, and flaked flakes. As with the LCTs (above) the integrity of the assemblage is 

once again called into question as the Town Spruit material is medianly more worn, although 

as before, when the material is divided on dis-coloration the median wear levels return to  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Townlands Town Spruit Un-provenanced red/brown grey/blue
n n n n n

Denticulate 1 0 1 2 0
Denticulated Scraper 1 0 1 2 0
Side-Scraper 1 1 2 2 2
End-Scraper 0 0 3 2 1
Scraper Retouch 3 2 1 4 2
Retouched Point (awl) 0 1 1 0 2
Notch 2 1 0 2 1
Undiagnostic Retouch 1 2 2 2 3
Flaked Flake (or spall) 2 0 0 1 1
Utilised Flake 0 3 2 1 4
red/brown 9 1 8 18
grey/blue 2 9 5 16

11 10 13 18 16

Site Patination Colour

Total

Techno-
Typology

Patination 
Colour

Table 5.20: Techno-typology by patination colour and locale 
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meet each other (Table 5.21). Problematically, 

especially for the Fauresmith name site, and 

although it is highly likely that many tools have been 

lost from the collection or not collected initially, 

many of the retouched tool types suggested as 

indicative of the Fauresmith are simply not present; 

there are no retouched points, hagenstad points, 

concavo-convex scrapers, convergent scrapers, large scrapers, burins, disks, or backed flakes 

(Table 5.14). 

 

5.4.6 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

Fauresmith Townlands and Town Spruit were both collected and not excavated. The lack of 

chunks, core fragments, siret breaks, and chips would normally suggest that the assemblage 

was not in-situ, however it is likely that their absence reflects the materials’ collection. The 

most obvious difference between the two locations is the nature of the discoloration; 

grey/blue in the waters of the Town Spruit and red/brown in the Sediments of the Townlands, 

although the wear is very similar, all the material being from the fresh (n=6), slightly worn 

(n=49), and worn (n=48) categories. Despite this similarity the red/brown material is slightly 

more worn, with a median 0.55mm compared with 0.50mm. However, I interpret these 

assemblages as being contemporary with each other, with the Townlands depositional regime 

being ever so slightly more abrasive (Fig 5.40A). The slightly greater consistency to the wear 

index for the PCT and blade materials (Fig 5.40B) is probably due to the small sample size. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wear
Median

Townlands 0.30
Town Spruit 0.55
Un-provenanced 0.40
red/brown 0.40
grey/blue 0.40

Site

Patination 
Colour

Table 5.21: Retouched debitage wear 
levels 

A B 

Fig 5.40: Wear by A: Discoloration and B: Gross typology 
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5.4.7 Interpretation 

Despite the collection bias, the material from the Fauresmith sites tells a consistent story of a 

single collection, or at least contemporary collections. Although the technologies and 

typologies present at both locations are basically the same, the façonnage does suggest that 

the nature and form of the raw-materials available at the two locations was different. 

However, when the material is divided by dis-colouration these differences disappear and the 

apparent trend is most likely explained by the nature of the extant collections. Although no 

working appears particularly ad-hoc, simple functionality appears to remain the most 

important aspect. Whilst all the material appears to be contemporary, the real irony is that the 

material from Fauresmith, despite containing sparse evidence for contemporary blade and PCT 

production in addition to LCTs, does not contain much of the material thought indicative of a 

Fauresmith assemblage.  

 

 

5.5 Discussion 

It is clear from the above that only one of these sites can be considered consistent in its 

content, contradictorily this is the combined Fauresmith Townlands and Town Spruit sites. 

Whilst Van Der Elst Donga may well be homogenous, the mixing of known ESA and alleged 

Fauresmith material leaves it unreliable. It is perhaps most revealing that both of the type-sites 

are too mixed to be reliable, leaving us with no type material for the Fauresmith.  

 

In terms of Van Riet Lowe’s thinking however, it is clear that LCTs, PCT, and blade technology 

all occur together in these assemblages. However, blades and blade cores (n=24), and PCT 

cores and flakes (n=19), account for a combined total of just 12% of the assemblages, whilst 

LCTs represent 56% (n=203), highlighting the selective nature of the collection and curation of 

the material. However, the blades do at least fall in line with the 8” length he suggested (c.f 

Van Riet Lowe 1937), bearing a median 165mm and maximum 284mm. Most importantly to 

his overall narrative (see Chapter 2), hornfels is indeed dominant, with 72% of the material 

manufactured on it. 

 

As Van Riet Lowe acknowledged (1927, 1937, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929) rare cleavers 

are present, being just 6% (n=13) of the LCTs here, although, contrary to his final 

pronouncement on them (1937), they are not small, being larger than the bifaces (Fig 5.41). 

Indeed, the bifaces themselves are significantly larger than Micoquian examples (Ruebens pers 
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comm., see also Iovita and McPherron 2011), which was Van Riet Lowe’s size comparison 

(1927, 1933, 1935, 1937, 1945). His seeming confusion over the shapes exhibited (c.f. 1927, 

1937, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929; see Appendix 3) is perhaps due to the occurrence of 

all of the different forms he identified (Ovate, Almond, Cordiform), although his guiding 

theoretical perspective (see Chapter 2) would seemingly not allow him to accept this. 

Somewhat surprising considering the distinct planform groupings present (Fig 5.42), although 

he of course did not have the benefit of Roe’s method. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 5.41: Combined LCT metrics for Fauresmith identified by Van 
Riet Lowe 

Fig 5.42: Tripartite Roe Diagram overlaying the individual sites presented here 
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In terms of the assemblage compositions, as mentioned, he is justified in seeing blades, PCT, 

and LCTs together, and indeed every individual tool type he listed as present (Appendix 3) is 

still represented. However, it must be noted that contrary to the implications of his works, and 

as with the more general blade and PCT material mentioned, convergent PCT flakes (n=1), 

concavo-convex scrapers (n=6), and retouched points (n=4) are exceedingly rare. Additionally, 

the extant South African collections for the two type-sites contain no types that can be 

considered diagnostically Fauresmith (see Appendix 2), although they do display the 

combination of LCTs with PCT and blade technology. The lack of diagnostic type material is 

most likely due to the nature of curating the material for over 80 years, its movement around 

Johannesburg, or Mason’s ‘clear-outs’ (Beaumont pers. comm.), however, types only identified 

by later workers are present, particularly hagenstad points and burins. Most surprising is the 

presence here of Victoria West cores that Van Riet Lowe never made any reference to. In sum, 

Van Riet Lowes published opinions of the Fauresmith, including his alterations as knowledge 

was gained, was basically in-line with the material he had access to.  
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Chapter 6: Modern Fauresmith Material Intra-Site Data 

Analysis 
 

Following on directly from the previous chapter, the material presented below is derived from 

more modern opinions concerning the Fauresmith. Beginning with Muirton, the site Sampson 

(1972) utilised to deny the Fauresmith’s existence (See Underhill 2011a, and Chapter 2), which 

was the first site excavated and designated Fauresmith following Van Riet Lowe’s death. 

Indeed, Muirton was the only site published as Fauresmith for many years following the 

‘official’ abandonment of the term (see Chapter 2) and it was not until the work of Beaumont 

in the 1990s that the term was re-introduced. Following Muirton the sites analysed are those 

Beaumont (1990b) published as ‘typical’, Roseberry Plain 1 and Nooitgedacht 2. These shall be 

further supplemented by Pniel 6, also identified as Fauresmith by Beaumont, due to the 

apparent stratigraphic security offered by the site (Beaumont 1990c, 2004a). Finally, unit 2a at 

Canteen Koppie shall be examined, being the most recent addition to the Fauresmith gazetteer 

(Beaumont 1990a, 1999), but also due to its identification as such by a separate analyst 

(McNabb and Beaumont 2011). 

 

6.1 Muirton 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Garth Sampson and A.J.B Humphreys excavated Muirton in 1963 and 1968 respectively, with 

the artefacts deriving from the top of calcified sands lying on the 40ft terrace of the Vaal, and 

below c.25m of red Aeolian Hutton sands (Fig 6.1). This geological position is the same as Van 

Riet Lowe (1937) described for his lower Fauresmith (I) at Riverview Estates (site VI), and 

Fig 6.1: Schematic stratigraphic cross section of Muirton (after Sampson 1972: fig 18: 54, and 
description in Helgren 1978). 
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although the material has been described as Acheulean (Humphreys 1969, 1970, Helgren 

1978: 56) it is the material Sampson (1972) designated Fauresmith in order to then deny the 

industry’s existence. The two excavations recovered 1022 artefacts, almost exclusively on 

quartzite apparently obtained from a koppie 150m north-west of the site (Helgren 1978). 

Although the site was sealed, Humphrey’s (1969) work revealed no living patterns and 

concluded that the material was not in primary context, yet Helgren (1978) suggested a semi-

primary context with the artefacts probably deriving from the base of the koppie. Either way 

the site represents the first, and one of the only, unselected samples of its kind.  

 

Whilst the following analysis was only able to locate 864 artefacts, some 158 shy of the 

combined Sampson and Humphreys collections (Helgren 1978), it does confirm Helgren’s 

assertion that the artefacts originate from close by. The working appears to be very much 

expedient with tools seemingly manufactured for immediate use. However, along with their 

sediments the artefacts have been subject to heavy post-depositional mixing and movement.  

 

6.1.1 LCTs 

There are only 15 LCTs, accounting for just 1.7% of the full assemblage. Present are classic 

bifaces (n=4), rough-outs (n=6), and bifacial chopping tools (n=5), with 80% (n=12) of them 

manufactured on andesite, just one rough-out and two bifacial chopping tools are 

manufactured on quartzite. Although most of the LCTs are manufactured on indeterminate 

blanks (n=8) one quartzite and one andesite piece are on cobbles, both bifacially shaped 

chopping tools, and the only flakes, one in each typological category, are andesite. The 

remaining two pieces, both andesite, are broken, and whilst one of these may well be on a slab 

both must be considered as deriving from indeterminate blanks. The flake blanks are medianly 

larger than other blanks in both length and width, indeed the andesite chopping tool on a flake 

is over 223mm long, cobbles however, are slightly thicker (Table 6.1). The tripartite Roe 

diagram (Fig 6.2) reveals a tight 

grouping of low B1/B2 and 

reasonably high B/L with low L1 

dominating, yet the small 

quantity of material means that 

no real patterns can be 

discerned.  

 

Table 6.1: Median LCT sizes by blanks 
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In terms of symmetry the flake blanks are medianly the most symmetrical (3.42), no doubt 

contributing to the fact that the andesite (3.65) artefacts are far more symmetrical than the 

quartzite (7.60). Across the raw-materials and identifiable blanks the tip is the most 

symmetrical, but unusually the base is most symmetrical on the indeterminate blanks, 

suggesting that a focus on the functionality of the piece was more important that the 

symmetry of the cutting edges. When attention turns to the typology it is only in the bifacially 

shaped chopping tools that the tip is the most symmetrical, with the base exceeding it in both 

bifaces and rough-outs. Surprisingly the rough-outs (3.76) are medianly more symmetrical than 

the finished bifaces (4.07), although this is due to the increased symmetry on their mesial and 

basal sections. The real difference in the symmetry of these two types is an increased focus on 

tip symmetry in the finished pieces (Fig 6.3). Despite this, in three of the four bifaces the 

mesial is the heaviest worked section. 

 

Although such a small number of 

artefacts makes it impossible to draw 

any firm conclusions, the suggestion is 

that the LCTs were manufactured 

expediently, being rough and 

functional, ready to perform a 

necessary task before being 

abandoned. 

Fig 6.2: Tripartite Roe diagram for LCTs at Muirton 

Fig 6.3: Artefact total and by thirds Symmetry by type 
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6.1.2 Cores 

In addition to 43 chunks and core fragments, there are 116 cores in the assemblage, with the 

majority (39%, n=43) being a mixture of single removals and runs of alternate and/or parallel 

flaking. Indeed the vast majority (76%, n=88) bare no fixed platform indicating the possibility of 

expediency in their flaking. Most of these (67%, n=59) are andesite and this is also true for the 

28 fixed platform cores, where 71% (n=20) are andesite. The remaining core types are a 

mixture of quartzite (n=24), hornfels (n=8), and chert (n=5). Whilst cores from all raw-materials 

appear in the <=64mm size category (n=38), including all of the chert and the majority of the 

hornfels examples (n=5), no cores are in the >256mm category. All of the remnant natural 

surface groupings are represented, with the only patterns being the majority of the chert cores 

(n=3) showing 50-75% natural surface, and three of the andesite cores having in excess of 76%, 

one of which is <64mm in size. This suggests that the materials where available in small clasts, 

probably from the nearby Vaal river. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whilst 62% (n=70) of the total core assemblage reveals less than 25% natural surface, the real 

distinction is seen through higher median scar counts on fixed platform over non-fixed 

platform cores (Table 6.2). However, this is perhaps unsurprising; the nature of knapping fixed 

platform cores being more structured. Of these 28 fixed platform cores 71% are andesite, 

including all three of the PCT cores, one centripetal, one convergent, and one laminar, and the 

single prismatic blade core. Andesite was clearly the most abundant material and looks to have 

been either the best understood, or largest of the available nodules. The final core worthy of 

note (Fig 6.4) is PCT, but the final removal has taken off over 70% of the preferential surface, 

resulting in a flake that would have been large enough (c.79mm) to manufacture one of the 

sites smaller LCTs. The lack of much preparation on the platform face marks this piece out as 

different, certainly Victoria West like if not actually Victoria West. 

 

Most of the core working appears to have been ad hoc; however, despite the presence of the 

Koppie, they do not seem to have been utilising particularly good sources of non-fluvial raw-

materials, with most of the cores likely to have been knapped from the abundant river cobbles. 

It is clear that more complex knapping strategies were utilised but it is not clear whether the  

Table 6.2: Fixed and Non-Fixed platform cores natural surface percentages and median 
scar count 
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material necessary for these cores was curated into the site or available locally in small 

quantities, although it seems likely to have been the latter. 

 

6.1.3 Debitage 

There are 689 pieces of debitage, 93% of which are simple flakes, although 45% (n=311) of the 

debitage is broken only 16% (n=5) of the 32 tools are, and all of the chips (n=9) and blades 

(n=6) are intact. Of the 282 pieces whose break could be confidently described, 53% (n=148) 

are class 2, mainly 2b (n=54), and similar ratios of break types occur across the different raw-

materials (Table 6.3). This high level of body breaks could suggest that the material suffered 

damage post-deposition, possibly some form of trampling, although an experimental data set 

would be required to confirm this. However, the presence of 44 siret breaks, 9 chips and the 

43 chunks and core fragments mentioned above suggests that knapping did occur somewhere 

in the site’s vicinity.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of the 382 pieces of debitage that could be measured reveals a dominance of 

‘ordinary’ dimensions (60%, n=227), with the rest mainly being ‘squat’ (38%, n=146). There are 

only five flake-blades, all on quartzite or andesite, yet this is unsurprising given that the cores 

were generally small and expedient. Indeed 90% of the debitage have either plain (85%, 

n=344) or natural (5%, n=21) butts, with only 11 examples of faceting. In terms of dimensions 

Fig 6.4: Victoria West like PCT core 

Table 6.3: Break classes across raw-materials 



David Underhill Chapter 6: Fauresmith Intra-Site Analysis (2) 

 144  

the ‘squat’ flakes are more akin to the 

‘ordinary’ ones. Only in butt width are 

they closer to the flake-blades (Table 

6.4). This suggests that the ‘squat’ 

flakes here are an artifice of the nature 

of the cores. 

 

Despite the presence of four PCT cores, there are no PCT 

flakes present. There is an andesite piece that is certainly a 

discoid core edge and could well be an éclat débordant (Fig 

6.5). Additionally there is a single hornfels blade that it is 

triangular in cross section and likely from an early stage in 

blade reduction. The suggestion is that whatever the 

hominins produced requiring more than a basic technical 

investment was not disposed of with the rest of the material; 

it is likely that both cores and debitage of this kind were 

curated. 

 

6.1.4 Un-retouched Debitage 

Other than the dominating broken hard hammer flakes (47%, 

n=305), the rest of the un-retouched debitage are mainly 

Toth Type 6 (32%, n=208) and 5 (16%, n=103). Considering 

the amount of natural surface remaining in the core 

assemblage (above) there are surprisingly few Toth Type 1 

(0.2%, n=1), 2 (2%, n=13) or 3’s (1%, n=6). This could 

potentially be explained if the site has winnowed and larger, 

cortical pieces have become separated, although the size 

ranges of the remaining material does not necessarily support 

this interpretation (Fig 6.6). Also confusing is that whilst chips 

are present in hornfels (n=3), andesite (n=4) and chert (n=2), 

the second most utilised material at the site, quartzite, lacks 

any. Additionally there is a single andesite soft hammer flake, 

and the blade and possible éclat débordant already 

mentioned. This material is further suggestive that whilst the 

Thickness Butt Width Butt Length
Median Median Median

Ordinary 15.7 18.08 9.09
Flake Blade 19.37 20.11 13.95
Squat 15.25 20.3 9.98

Table 6.4: Flake type thickness and butt dimensions 
 

Fig 6.5: Possible éclat débordant 

Blades X
Levallois Points X
PCT Flake Tools X
Retouched Points 
(Convergent Points)

X

Unique Long Unifacial 
Points (Hagenstad)

X

Slightly Trimmer 
Flake Tools



Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers



Hooked/Hollow 
Scrapers 
(Notch/Flaked Flake)



Crude Scrapers 
Convergent (Nosed) 
Scrapers

X

End Scrapers X
Side Scrapers 
Large Scrapers X
Burins/Gravers X
Disks X
Serrated Scrapers 
(Denticulates)



Backed Flakes X
Table 6.5: Presence and 

absence against Fauresmith 
debitage type list (Appendix 3) 
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site is not in-situ, the primary knapping location was not far away.  

 

6.1.5 Retouched Debitage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Despite the large assemblage size, there are only 32 pieces of retouched debitage left in the 

collection and five of these are broken. The majority of the extant material (41%, n=13) are 

Flaked Flakes, although with at least six of these it is difficult to be sure if the removal is were 

deliberate or post-depositional damage, the removals being shallow and not particularly 

altering the edge morphology. However, there is a single small Janus (Kombewa) flake 

suggesting that at least some were deliberately flaked. Added to these are two notches, with 

the rest of the material bearing scraper style retouch (Table 6.6). Like the un-retouched 

debitage the majority of the retouched flakes have plain butts (90%), and ‘ordinary’ 

dimensions (67%), additionally the raw-material use follows the same distribution seen in the 

un-retouched flake assemblage (Table 6.7). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 6.6: Debitage measurements by gross-type groupings 

Table 6.6: Retouched debitage type list 

Table 6.7: Raw-material composition un-
retouched flakes and retouched tools 
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Fig 6.7: Wear by dis-coloration 

6.1.6 Factors affecting the Assemblage 

Almost 82% of the material is either fresh (n=400) or slightly 

worn (n=301), with just six pieces considered mint including 

a single LCT, and just one flake in the heavily worn category. 

Revealingly both the freshest and most worn pieces appear 

on andesite. However, there is a correlation between slightly 

heavier wear and discoloration (Fig 6.8), although the same 

spread of wear conditions is found on both discoloured and 

non-discoloured artefacts suggesting a possible link between 

wear and highly localised post-depositional processes. The 

assemblage appears to have suffered during its curation, 

with nearly 158 artefacts now missing; however, what remains still seems to tell a consistent 

story. 

 

6.1.7 Interpretation 

Muirton seem to have been a site of pure expedience with the hominins apparently primarily 

utilising river cobbles for the manufacture of required artefacts. Although they did have access 

to bigger, and better raw-material sources, it could well be that this material was transported 

to the site and may not actually be available in the site’s immediate environs. The 

inexhaustible supply of cobbles, primarily andesite and quartzite, combined with little 

technologically advanced working has led to the assemblage having a subjectively rough 

appearance. Indeed, this could explain why the assemblage appears subjectively crude next to 

other Fauresmith material. 

 

The break patterns, in addition to the presence of chips, core fragments, and chunks, suggests 

that knapping did occur likely on or around the Koppie close by. The wear and differential 

discoloration suggests that the sediments into which the material entered were churned up 

quite heavily but with distinctly localised differences; probably elements of both alluvial and 

colluvial processes (see Helgren 1978). Indeed, there is a chance that some of the artefacts in 

the assemblage are actually eco-facts, river cobbles damaged during the sites geological 

history (see Chambers 2003; Hosfield et al. 2000; Hosfield and Chambers 2004; McBrearty et 

al. 1998; McNabb 2007: 338); this would potentially explain some of the high natural surface 

percentages seen in the cores. It is also probable that the material has been winnowed, albeit 

not by a particularly steep slope. In sum, the material from Muirton seems very different from 

other Fauresmith sites; it appears that the site was occupied in a completely expedient manor, 
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unlike the seemingly more stable sites with which it is compared. Ultimately this raises further 

questions as to why Sampson felt justified in labelling the site as Fauresmith (See Underhill 

2011a and Chapter 2), it containing very little that was said to be diagnostically Fauresmith (c.f. 

Appendices 3 and 4). 

 

 

6.2 Roseberry Plain 1 (Samaria Road Quarry) 

Fifteen kilometres northeast of Kimberley, the site of Roseberry Plain 1, also known as the 

Samaria Road Quarry, was first investigated by J.H. Power in the 1940s. The site offers 

Fauresmith material in the base of some three meters of undulating red Aeolian Hutton sands 

directly overlying bedrock (Beaumont 1990b, Mason 1988: 611: see Appendix 1), and is one of 

the sites Beaumont (1990b) defined as typical of the Fauresmith. Although the vast majority of 

the material is deposited at the McGregor Museum, a small selection (117 pieces) has been 

retained at the University of the Witwatersrand. Deposited there with the Archaeological 

Survey by Power in 1943, it was initially described as coming from the surface of decomposed 

dolerite, under 4’6” of red sand, however, the measurement was changed to 6-10’ at a later 

date, presumably by Beaumont during his time at the university. Indeed one of the collection 

cards at the McGregor, filed by Beaumont in 1984, states that artefacts occur throughout 3m 

of red/orange deflated Aeolian sand and the 233 artefacts from the box this card refers to 

(6729 2824DBK) are described as a random collection, as are the 1616 artefacts marked as 

Samaria Road, but described as coming from Dorstfontein (box 6768 2824DB3G). However, the 

198 artefacts from box 6729A (2824DB2K) were collected from the side of the quarry, on the 

east side of Samaria Road. Confusion concerning this site continues through Mason (1988: 

377) who, although not attributing the material to the Fauresmith (1961, see Underhill 2011a), 

did suggest that it is perhaps the best example of an industry transitional between the ESA and 

MSA. He suggested that the material closely resembles the Cave of Hearths Beds I-III, with 

attributes resembling the Cave of Hearths Pietersburgian from Beds IV onwards. However, 

Mason (1988: 615) also suggests that the secondary flaking on the material from Roseberry 

Plain is either pressure flaking or indirect percussion. 

 

Whilst no evidence for pressure flaking was noticed, this is perhaps the most promising of the 

all the Fauresmith material utilised in this analysis. It is potentially in-situ and has the capacity 

to illuminate much concerning the Fauresmith. Although hornfels undoubtedly dominates the 

assemblage, this was the first South African data collected by the author and mistakes were 
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made in raw-material attributions, whilst every effort has been taken to correct these 

mistakes, this must remain as a caveat to the analysis. 

 

6.2.1 LCTs 

Considering this is a collected assemblage it is surprising that of the 911 artefacts present just 

5% (n=49) are LCTs, with 61% (n=30) of these being bifaces, just 18 are rough-outs and there is 

one andesite bifacially shaped chopping tool. Despite the issues with raw-material 

identification the vast majority (86%, n=42) appear to be hornfels with just one on quartzite 

and six andesite. The tripartite Roe diagram (Fig 6.8) reveals a reasonably tight B/L and B1/B2 

grouping across the L1/L groups, although this does not appear to be as well constrained as 

seen at other sites, suggesting the controlling factor was raw-material rather than choice. In 

the median of every dimension the hornfels material is the smallest, with the quartzite and 

andesite (probably better understood as a single group of other materials) both larger by 

c.20mm (Table 6.8). 

 

Unsurprisingly, the chopping tool is 

the least symmetrical of the LCTs, 

followed by the rough-outs. In all, 

except the chopping tool, the tip is 

clearly the primary focus being 

medianly the most symmetrical section. In all of the rough-outs the basal section is the least 

symmetrical being classed as very low in 44% (n=8). This is what one would expect from cobble 

blanks, yet no cobble blanks are evident in the collection, just one rough-out on a slab and four 

on flakes, one being end-struck. In the classic bifaces it is the mesial section that is least 

symmetrical, suggesting the probability of flake blanks. Indeed although the bulk of the bifaces 

(93%, n=27) are on indeterminate blanks, the two that are identifiable are flakes, although an 

additional 16 of the indeterminate blanks are plano-convex. The only exception to this pattern 

is the quartzite example where the base remains the least symmetrical section. Additionally, 

11 of the bifaces show an ‘S’-twist on at least one edge.  

 

Of all the materials it is the andesite bifaces, all on indeterminate blanks, that have the most 

symmetrical tips, also being the least worked section of the artefacts, and the collection as a 

whole, suggesting that at least these were manufactured on well managed prepared flakes. 

Indeed, there is no simple correlation between working extent and symmetry (Fig 6.9); the 

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite
Median Median Median Median

Length 94.99 121.55 129.07 99.53
Breadth 53.01 72.43 76.38 56.14
Thickness 25.29 45.81 44.47 25.99
Wear .40 .20 .75 .40

 
Raw Material

Total

Table 6.8: LCT measurements and wear by raw-material 
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same level of symmetry was achieved through radically different amounts of working. All this 

suggests that most of the LCTs were most likely manufactured on prepared flakes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 6.9: LCT edge working by symmetry showing line of best fit and 95% confidence limit. Also 
showing gross groupings of low (12-27), moderate (28-43) and Heavy (44-60) working, and virtually 

perfect (0-1.49), very high (1.5-2.99), high (3-3.99), moderate (4-4.99), low (5-5.99) and very low 
(=>6) symmetry. 

Fig 6.8: Tripartite Roe diagram for LCTs at Roseberry Plain 1 
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Although the hornfels ranges from fresh to heavily worn, the andesite is medianly more worn 

(Fig 6.10), suggesting it is older and that the collection is mixed. If this is the case then, due to 

the suggested constraints of raw-material, there is an immediate suggestion that hominins 

found all of the materials in the site’s direct environs on repeated visits. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.2.2 Cores 

There are 193 cores in the assemblage, but only two are PCT, both hornfels, one is centripetal 

and one is recurrent laminar. Indeed 94% (n=182) of the cores are on hornfels, with just six 

quartzite and five andesite, however, the majority (53% n=103) are chunks or core fragments. 

Within the 88 complete cores there is a reasonably even split between fixed (n=50) and non-

fixed (n=38) platforms, with this ratio repeated across the raw-materials, except the andesite 

that sees far more fixed (n=4) than non-fixed (n=1) examples. The andesite seems to have 

been the most heavily reduced material, with all of the cores showing less than 50% natural 

surface and the majority being in the <=64mm size range. Additionally, andesite has the 

highest median scar count (11) and the smallest median longest scar (32.4mm), although it is 

acknowledged that the sample size is too small to really be reliable (n=5). The same issue holds 

for the five quartzite cores although these are much larger, primarily (80%, n=4) in the 64-

256mm size range, and bare the largest median longest scar (44mm). Given this, it is perhaps 

unsurprising that one example has up to 75% natural surface remaining. However, more 

reliable information can be cleaned from the far more numerous (n=76) hornfels cores.  

 

The majority (62%, n=47) of the hornfels examples are in the sub-64mm size category and 

almost as many (57%, n=43) reveal no natural surface, although 18 of these (42%) are from the 

64-256mm size group. Despite the presence of larger material, the hornfels bares a median 

longest scar of just 40mm, and there are cores with up to 99% natural surface remaining. Apart 

Fig 6.10: Hornfels and Andesite bifaces; wear=0.1 and 1 
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from these few examples the general pattern of heavy reduction and small artefacts suggest 

that andesite was either available locally on small nodules or transported to the site, with 

hornfels and quartzite both available locally, hornfels in particular being used expediently, 

although the small number of PCT cores suggests that other examples may have been carried 

off. The wear here is more as one would expect from an homogenous collection with the 

softer hornfels consistently more worn (median 4mm) than the other, harder materials 

(median 1mm). 

 

6.2.3 Debitage 

Debitage accounts for the bulk of the assemblage (73%, 

n=668) although the 22 pieces of PCT and blade debitage shall 

be dealt with separately (below). Hornfels constitutes 96% 

(n=618) of the simple debitage, with just fourteen andesite, 

eight quartzite, and possibly three chert pieces. One third 

(36%, n=234) of the pieces are broken, with the majority (52%, 

n=121) being class 2 body breaks, mainly class 2b (n=62). The 

next highest individual break pattern are 4a siret breaks 

(n=26), although there are also a fair number of class 1 

platform breaks (n=52) distributed amongst almost all of its 

individual patterns (See Fig 3.18). Obviously the majority of 

the broken material is hornfels, and only four andesite and 

one quartzite piece are broken. This is suggestive of 

potentially in-situ material, however the paucity of chips (n=3) 

disputes this and a properly excavated assemblage is needed 

to clarify the matter. 

 

Unsurprisingly, hornfels directs the overall debitage sizes (see 

Table 6.10), yet in every measure the quartzite is the largest. 

Table 6.8 reveals an assemblage trend toward ‘ordinary’ 

dimensions (62%, n=247) although 29% (n=113) are ‘squat’ 

and just 9% (n=35) are flake blades, although no correlation is found between these categories 

and butt morphology. Indeed, the majority of the debitage have plain butts (52%, n=193) 

followed by dihedral (30%, n=110) and faceted (16%, n=57) with just 2% (n=8) being natural.  

 

 

Blades 
Levallois Points 
PCT Flake Tools X
Retouched Points 
(Convergent Points)



Unique Long Unifacial 
Points (Hagenstad)



Slightly Trimmer 
Flake Tools



Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers



Hooked/Hollow 
Scrapers 
(Notch/Flaked Flake)



Crude Scrapers 
Convergent (Nosed) 
Scrapers



End Scrapers 
Side Scrapers 
Large Scrapers X
Burins/Gravers X
Disks X
Serrated Scrapers 
(Denticulates)



Backed Flakes X
Table 6.9: Presence and 

absence against Fauresmith 
debitage type list (Appendix 3) 
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n %
Denticulate 1 1.6
Denticulated 
Scraper

1 1.6

Side-Scraper 14 21.9
End-Scraper 6 9.4
Concavo-Convex 
Scraper

7 10.9

Scraper retouch 13 20.3
Retouched Point 
(awl)

3 4.7

Retouched Point 
(weapon)

1 1.6

Notch 6 9.4
Undiagnostic 
Retouch

2 3.1

Flaked Flake (or 
spall)

7 10.9

Hagenstad Point 2 3.1
Nosed Scraper 1 1.6
Total 64 100.0

Table 6.11: Retouched 
debitage typological 

distribution 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.2.4 Un-Retouched Debitage 

As with the debitage assemblage as a whole, of the 579 un-retouched flakes just over a third 

(37%, n=216) are broken, with 49% (n=107) of these in the class 2 category. However, 10% 

(n=26) are siret fractures. As mentioned, combined with the 85 chunks and 18 core fragments, 

this could indicate that the material is in-situ, except for the lack of chips (n=3), although this 

may simply be symptomatic of the collected nature of the assemblage.  

 

The 25 pieces of PCT or blade material shall be dealt with below and what remains are largely 

Toth Type 6 flakes (44%, n=264), although types 1 (n=3), 2 (n=6), 4 (n=4), and 5 (n=45) are also 

present, suggesting some, albeit limited, primary core working. To add to the two PCT cores 

there are also four pieces of PCT core debitage and despite the lack of blade cores there are 

five pieces of laminar core debitage, all in hornfels. Indeed only 21 (4%) un-retouched pieces 

are not on hornfels. 

 

6.2.5 Retouched Debitage 

There are 64 tools, pre-dominantly hornfels (94%, n=60), with 

just three quartzite and one andesite. The typological 

distribution is given in Table 6.11, and suggests some form of 

processing site with the majority of the tools (65%, n=42) in the 

scraper categories. Indeed, a specific site function could explain 

the lack of PCT and blade material, neither being necessary for 

carcass processing. In terms of the Fauresmith, the presence of 

Hagenstad points and concavo-convex scrapers is in line with 

expectations, although there is a lack of backed pieces, disks, 

and burins. 

 

6.2.6 PCT and Blades 

The 25 pieces of blade and PCT material, all on hornfels, and divided between fourteen 

convergent PCT flakes, eight non-pointed blades, and three pointed blades. The blades bare a 

maximum 
length

axial 
length width thickness butt width butt length

Median Median Median Median Median Median
Hornfels 49.24 43.32 39.14 12.13 21.15 8.32
Quartzite 54.95 49.67 44.54 19.3 44.82 18.16
Andesite 53.2 45.13 44.03 12.98 22.94 8.24

Chert 41.36 33.92 40.08 14.2 22.78 11.11
Total 49.24 43.29 39.4 12.23 21.44 8.35

Raw 
Material

Table 6.10: Debitage measurements by raw-material 
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median length of 83.8mm, almost twice the size of any of the remaining core largest scars; 

although no blade cores are actually present. Indeed the lack of cores for the blade material 

suggests that they may have been transported away, or that they simply were not recovered 

during investigations. All of the PCT flakes are convergent yet no convergent PCT cores are 

present, as with the one centripetal core for which no flakes are present. In addition to the 

typological differences, none of the PCT flakes are small enough to fit on any of the cores 

present; with the PCT flakes reaching a maximum length of 98mm it could be suggested that 

both of the cores appear to have been abandoned as they were no longer producing long 

enough end products. 

 

6.2.7 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

The assemblage was collected and it seems unlikely that these collections would have 

recovered the complete spread of material. Although the full range of wear conditions is 

present, 79% (n= 709) of the material is in the slightly worn to worn categories with an 

assemblage median of 0.5mm. Just three cores, 11 flakes and one LCT are in the heavily worn 

category, although equally one core, one core fragment and three flakes are in the mint 

category. Despite this spread, the PCT material is, as a group, the most worn (0.7mm median) 

although still primarily falling within the worn category. As one would expect from an 

internally contemporary assemblage the softer hornfels is more worn (0.5 median) than the 

harder materials (0.3mm combined median). However, this spread of wear may suggest that 

the material, whilst probably contemporary, may not be in-situ. Whilst 76% (n=691) of the 

material is discoloured, 24% is not, suggesting that the artefacts have been subject to different 

post-depositional effects, and its geological position resting directly on bedrock under Kalahari 

sands is suggestive that post MIS5 erosion (See Chapter 1) is responsible for creating the 

assemblage. 

 

6.2.8 Interpretation 

Whilst essentially a single unit the material appears to have been moved, although the original 

site of deposition cannot be too far from the site of recovery, and it seems likely that the 

material has been mixed through the erosive processes described above (chapter 1, see also 

Chapter 10). It is unfortunate that the site has not been excavated as there is a real chance of 

recovering some very useful data, primarily establishing whether the site is in-situ or not. 

Another issue important to review would be the slightly heavier wear evident on the PCT and 

blade material, indicating the possibility that this material was exposed on the surface for 

longer, yet without firm stratigraphic controls we can never be sure. Indeed the dominance of 



David Underhill Chapter 6: Fauresmith Intra-Site Analysis (2) 

 154  

class 2 body breaks suggests that all of the material lay exposed for some time, likely being 

trampled. Despite my concerns over my raw-material attributions I have no doubts that 

hornfels dominate, with the other, incredibly sparse, materials seemingly treated in exactly the 

same way. It would appear that cobbles and prepared flakes were being used, yet curation also 

appears to have been an aspect of the raw-material management. Of all of the Fauresmith 

sites analysed this is clearly the most consistent (see Table 6.9), barring the issue of wear on 

the PCT and blade material. 

 

 

6.3 Nooitgedacht 2 

Nooitgedacht 2 constitute one of Beaumonts ‘typical’ Fauresmith sites (Beaumont 1990b), 

along with Roseberry Plain 1 (above). Beaumont (1999) describes a typical exposure at the site 

as 10-20cm of gravel, increasing to two meters in places, composed of exotic quartz, quartzite, 

and agate clasts in addition to locally derived lava boulders. Above this gravel he describes red 

Aeolian Hutton sands increasing in thickness from 0.5 to 1.5 meters east to west (Fig 6.11). 

Helgren (1979) stated that the gravel was sterile, although Beaumont (1990b) describes it as 

containing an apparently cohesive Fauresmith collection in quartzite and chert, additionally 

one piece of ground hematite is reported by Beaumont, but this is now missing from the 

collection. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.3.1 LCTs: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Of the 2172 artefacts analysed, LCTs account for just 1% (n=22) and two of these are broken, 

both hornfels, with only the tip sections remaining. The Roe tripartite diagram (Fig 6.12) is 

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite Chert Total
n=1 n=13 n=2 n=4 n=20

Median Median Median Median Median
Length 65.38 108.03 119.95 89.01 105.39
Breadth 52.66 65.05 65.66 47.3 62.08
Thickness 22.11 34.19 34.8 24.67 31.6

Table 6.12: LCT Median measurements by raw-material 

Fig 6.11: Sketch section through Nooitgedacht (after Goodwin 
1928) 
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much as one would expect. Although there is a metrical cleaver present there are no 

typological cleavers in the assemblage, indeed 62% (n=13) of the LCTs have a markedly 

convergent tip shape. 

 

The median measurements are displayed in Table 6.12, which also reveals the presence of 

andesite and an unreported hornfels biface. Whilst the quartzite and limited andesite 

examples produce a reasonably large median, the chert examples are smaller, with the 

hornfels smaller still, although they are broader. Fig 6.13 highlights that the hornfels examples 

length is well below the range of the other materials. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Not only is the hornfels example smaller than that of the other LCTs it is also far more 

symmetrical than the median for the other materials (Table 6.13), with only two quartzite 

examples being more symmetrical. Immediately obvious from table 6.13 is the close grouping 

of median symmetry measures across all of the sections of the quartzite in particular, and to a 

lesser degree the hornfels, indicating that a symmetrical shape was important. Both of these 

materials show the mesial section as their least symmetrical; in comparison to the andesite 

where the mesial is the most symmetrical, and the andesite and chert where the base is the 

least symmetrical. However, Fig 6.14 reveals no particular trend for increasing symmetry with 

working (r2=0.1) and very high symmetry is present on pieces worked both moderately and 

heavily as well as heavy working on artefacts of high to moderate symmetry. Indeed the 

majority (58%, n=11) are in the high to moderate symmetry classes, with only quartzite 

examples being very low. 

 

This suggests that although the bulk of the material (73%, n=16) is on unidentifiable blanks, the 

quartzite and hornfels may well derive from flake blanks, indeed the only identifiable blanks 

are six quartzite flakes. Further support for this is found in the edge working (Table 6.13) 

where the quartzite material is most worked in the mesial section, suggesting the removal of 

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite Chert
Median Median Median Median Median

Tip Symmetry 1.57 3.49 4.10 2.22 3.15
Tip working 15 12 . 16 15
Mesial Symmetry 2.87 3.65 1.58 3.22 3.02
Mesial working 11 14 . 15 14
Basal Symmetry 2.13 3.14 7.74 6.03 3.53
Basal working 8 12 . 10 11

Artefact Symmetry 2.49 3.49 5.38 4.31 4.04
Artefact Working 34 36 . 41 37

 Total
Raw Material

Table 6.13: LCT working and symmetry by thirds and total 
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Fig 6.13: LCT length by raw-material 

the bulb of percussion from a side-struck flake. The hornfels basal and mesial sections appear 

to have simply been worked to an acceptable level and left, the most working, along with the 

chert, is on the tip illustrating its importance. Additionally, the higher symmetry to working 

(Table 6.13) on the hornfels suggests it was the best understood of the raw-materials available 

to the knappers. Revealingly, the andesite material and the bifacial chopping tools are worn 

more than the other artefacts, including the hornfels biface, tempting a suggestion of multiple 

assemblages (see below). Indeed the presence of large flake blanks, far in excess of any of the 

cores present (below), suggests that these pieces were transported to the site.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 6.12: Tripartite Roe diagram for LCTs at Nooitgedagt 2 
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6.3.2 Cores 

Of the 284 cores in the assemblage, just 27 are chunks or core fragments, one is a core 

scraper, and six are blade cores. The vast majority are divided between non-PCT (n=150) and 

PCT (n=101) cores. Of the non-PCT cores, just 20 do not exhibit at least some parallel or 

alternate knapping, with an even amount of each technique utilised. Of these non-PCT cores 

nearly a third (n=47) have fixed platforms, and they are mainly discoidal (n=25). There is just 

one hornfels core present, a small (<=64mm) one with just six scars and less than 25% of its 

natural surface remaining. There is also only one small (<=64mm) andesite core present, with 

eight scars and less than 50% of its natural surface remaining. This suggests that the limited 

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite Chert
Median Median Median Median Median

Tip Symmetry 1.57 3.49 4.10 2.22 3.15
Tip working 15 12 . 16 15
Mesial Symmetry 2.87 3.65 1.58 3.22 3.02
Mesial working 11 14 . 15 14
Basal Symmetry 2.13 3.14 7.74 6.03 3.53
Basal working 8 12 . 10 11

Artefact Symmetry 2.49 3.49 5.38 4.31 4.04
Artefact Working 34 36 . 41 37

 Total
Raw Material

Table 6.14: LCT working and symmetry by thirds and total 

Fig 6.14: LCT edge working by symmetry showing line of best fit and 95% confidence 
limit. Also showing gross groupings of low (12-27), moderate (28-43) and heavy (44-

60) working, and virtually perfect (0-1.49), very high (1.5-2.99), high (3-3.99), 
moderate (4-4.99), low (5-5.99) and very low (=>6) symmetry. 
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hornfels and andesite the knappers had access to was small, possibly curated and certainly 

fully exploited.  

 

The non-PCT assemblage is dominated by chert (n=56) and quartzite (n=89) cores. The chert 

examples are mainly (86%, n=48) in the sub-64mm category, although just eight (14%) have no 

natural surface remaining, with the majority (n=41 73%) having up to 50% showing (Fig 6.13). 

The quartzite is much more evenly spread with 56% (n=50) in the sub-64mm size category and 

44% (39) in the 64-256mm. All bar two of these have less than 50% natural surface remaining 

with 47% (n=42) having none left (Fig 6.15). Considering the increased size of the quartzite 

material it is unsurprising that the median scar count rises to 10, and that the longest median 

scar is also on the quartzite (42.5mm), followed by the single andesite core (41.5mm). The last 

core of note in the non-PCT assemblage has been ascribed to dolerite (Beaumont pers. comm.) 

and bear nine small (median 26.4mm) single removals, suggesting that the knappers where at 

least partly testing materials derived from the gravels. When this dolerite piece was discovered 

to be of little use it was abandoned, this suggests that much of the raw-material was probably 

derived from the gravels. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The numerous PCT cores from the site are largely centripetal (61%, n=61), with a not-

insignificant number of convergent examples (22%, n=22). Having said this, 18 of these cores 

display a volumetric concept and should probably be classed as pre-levallois (Van Riet Lowe 

1945), with little to no platform preparation and limited shaping, particularly on the platform 

Fig 6.15: Non-PCT core natural surface percentage by core size and 
raw-material 
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Fig 6.17: Blade core longest scar 
by raw-material 

surface. At least two are recurrent, and one is un-struck. In addition to the convergent and 

centripetal material, there are 16 laminar PCT cores, seven of which are recurrent. 

 

None of this material occurs on andesite with the preponderance being for chert (n=59) or 

quartzite (n=41), and one convergent example in dolerite. There is no simple correlation 

between techno-typology and raw-material, and across all the materials the artefacts are 

predominantly (72%) in the sub-64mm size range, bearing a median preferential removal of 

43.1mm. However, perhaps of greatest interest to the core assemblage is the presence of two 

unreported Victoria West Cores (Fig 6.16), one side-struck and one end-struck, both on 

quartzite. Both of these are in the 64-256mm size category yet neither produced a flake large 

enough for even the smallest bifaces at the site (median 54.6mm). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The last six cores in the assemblage are all blade related, to add to the 16 laminar PCT cores 

already mentioned. Three are casual blade cores and three are prismatic, with both revealing 

an even split between chert (n=3) and quartzite (n=3) and 

the sub 64mm (n=3) and 64-256mm (n=3) size ranges. 

However, it is pertinent that all of the chert examples are in 

the smaller size range and all of the quartzite in the larger 

with the two materials producing radically different sized 

blades (Fig 6.17).  

 

Within the cores as a whole 68% (n=154) are in the <=64mm 

category. Whilst 88% (n=84) of the chert are in this smaller 

range, as are both the singular hornfels and andesite cores, 

Fig 6.16: Victoria West core from Nooitgedagt 2 
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46% (n=58) of the quartzite examples are larger. Considering 92% of the chert, and both the 

hornfels and andesite artefacts, reveal up to 50% natural surface the suggestion must be that 

these were only available in small nodules, whereas the quartzite would likely have been 

commonly available. The wear levels by techno-typology (Fig 6.18) appears to confirm a 

contemporaneity to the cores, barring perhaps the Victoria West material that is worn more 

heavily. However, the wear by raw-material (Fig 6.19) is more revealing with the harder 

quartzite and andesite material worn more than the softer chert and hornfels, suggesting that 

the quartzite and andesite are older. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.3.3 Debitage: 

The vast majority of the assemblage is debitage (86%, n=1865), mainly (n=1607) simple flakes. 

Just 219 (12%) pieces are broken and these are mainly class 1 platform breaks (54%, n=118), 

suggesting a lack of platform preparation and perhaps a certain amount of expediency or lack 

of material understanding. There is a dominance of class 1 breaks across all the raw-materials, 

except hornfels that is split between a single 2b and two class 5 hinge breaks. Despite this 

more or less even spread, 1b breaks do slightly dominate both the quartzite and chert. The 

lack of class 4 siret breaks (6%, n=30), the small amount of chips (0.8%, n=14), and chunks and 

core fragments (above) all suggest that the assemblage is not in-situ. 

Fig 6.18: Core wear by Techno-Typology 



David Underhill Chapter 6: Fauresmith Intra-Site Analysis (2) 

 161  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.15 reveals that whilst quartzite is by far the dominant 

material, chalcedony, banded ironstone, and quartz are added 

to those already discussed, albeit in very limited numbers. The 

median measurements, removing the materials represented by 

two or less artefacts, reveal chert to be the smallest material 

utilised, and whilst andesite produced the longest, widest and 

thickest flakes, quartzite flakes have the largest platforms. 

Across all the materials plain butts (66%, n=1116) and dorsal 

scars originating from the proximal (88%, n=1533) dominate. 

Table 6.12 also hints at the dominance of ‘ordinary’ dimensions 

(n=1131 66%), with only 25% being ‘squat’ and the remaining 

9% being flake blades, not including the 24 blades discussed 

below. This all suggests that although quartzite is dominant in 

the landscape, the knappers actually had access to a myriad of 

materials from the Vaals gravels; although some were possibly 

curated, others were likely to be available locally in limited 

quantities. What is definitely suggested is that all materials 

where treated expediently.  

 

 

 

 

Fig 6.19: Core wear by raw-material 

Blades 
Levallois Points 
PCT Flake Tools 
Retouched Points 
(Convergent Points)



Unique Long Unifacial 
Points (Hagenstad)



Slightly Trimmer 
Flake Tools



Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers



Hooked/Hollow 
Scrapers 
(Notch/Flaked Flake)



Crude Scrapers 
Convergent (Nosed) 
Scrapers



End Scrapers 
Side Scrapers 
Large Scrapers X
Burins/Gravers X
Disks X
Serrated Scrapers 
(Denticulates)



Backed Flakes X
Table 6.15: Presence and 

absence against Fauresmith 
debitage type list (Appendix 3) 



David Underhill Chapter 6: Fauresmith Intra-Site Analysis (2) 

 162  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.3.4 Un-retouched Debitage  

Of the 1621 pieces of un-retouched debitage, representing 

87% of the total debitage, 1136 of them are Toth Types 5 

(n=477) and 6 (n=659), although all other Toth Types are 

represented (Table 6.16). Considering that the vast majority of 

the broken pieces discussed above are simple un-retouched 

flakes (93%, n=203), it is no surprise that the pattern seen in 

the full debitage assemblage is evident here. However, of 

great interest is the presence of seven soft hammer flakes, 

seven pieces of PCT debitage, and nine pieces of laminar core 

debitage. Although only constituting 1.4% of the un- 

retouched debitage they are significant in suggesting that 

knapping was happening close to the site. Indeed the flake 

maximum lengths, whilst medianly much higher, do meet 

comfortably with the core longest scar lengths (Fig 6.20), yet, 

there is a lack of flakes in the sub 40mm grouping (Fig 6.21) indicating that material may have 

been subject to winnowing away from the site. Clearly some of the smaller flakes are no longer 

present but whether this is due to lack of recovery or genuine absence is unknown, however, 

the presence of 14 chips suggests a genuine absence.  

 

6.3.5 Retouched Debitage 

Although there are only 204 retouched tools in the assemblage there is an even spread across 

types (Table 6.17) with as many pieces bearing scraper style (n=101) as other styles of retouch 

(n=103). It is interesting to note the presence of three fresh to worn hagenstad points in the 

Quartzite Chert Andesite Hornfels Chalcedony Banded 
Ironstone Quartz dolorite Total

n=1123 n=672 n=36 n=29 n=2 n=1 n=1 n=1 n=1865
Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median

Maximum 
length 58.34 51.13 63.79 60.98 49.78 58.32 30.50 56.65 55.70

Axial length 50.69 44.52 53.65 53.63 47.87 49.88 26.29 52.43 48.77

Thickness 16.32 12.29 17.40 12.72 10.93 12.50 10.82 12.87 14.66

Width 47.81 34.88 48.38 44.68 33.22 52.30 29.43 47.63 43.10

Butt width 24.86 17.50 24.14 20.35 11.17 19.56 21.13 30.47 21.71

Butt length 10.79 7.58 10.28 8.39 4.44 5.21 10.80 12.91 9.38

 

Raw Material

Table 6.16: Median debitage measurements across raw-materials 

Table 6.17: Un-retouched 
debitage typology 

n %
Chips 14 .9%
Toth Type 1 17 1.0%
Toth Type 2 88 5.4%
Toth Type 3 18 1.1%
Toth Type 4 18 1.1%
Toth Type 5 477 29.4%
Toth Type 6 659 40.7%
Broken Hard 
Hammer Flake

203 12.5%

Soft Hammer 
Flake

7 .4%

PCT Debitage 7 .4%
Laminar Core 
Debitage

9 .6%

Pointed Flake 
Blade

7 .4%

Non-Pointed 
Flake Blade

97 6.0%

Total 1621 100.0%
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collection, on both chert (fresh) and hornfels (worn), although one of these is so worn (1.5mm) 

as to appear out of place with the rest of the collection. Perhaps unsurprisingly the vast 

majority of the retouched tools are on chert and quartzite, with just four on hornfels, three on 

andesite and one undiagnosticly retouched piece on chalcedony. However, the piece on 

chalcedony is not patinated and is in mint condition, apart from being broken; it is most likely a 

Fig 6.20: Flake maximum and core longest scar lengths 

Fig 6.21:Un-retouched debitage size groupings 
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Table 6.18: Retouched debitage Techno-Typology  

 n %
Denticulate 13 6.4%
Denticulated scraper 8 3.9%
Side-Scraper 31 15.2%
End-Scraper 28 13.7%
Concavo-Convex scraper 4 2.0%
Scraper retouch 13 6.4%
Scraper used as a Wedge 1 .5%
Retouched point (awl) 3 1.5%
Retouched point (weapon) 8 3.9%
Notch 31 15.2%
Undiagnostic retouch 21 10.3%
Flaked Flake (or spall) 33 16.2%
Unretouched wedge 4 2.0%
Utilised flake 1 .5%
Hagenstad point 3 1.5%
Nosed scraper 2 1.0%
Total 204 100.0%

Fig 6.23: Blade and blade core longest removal 
lengths 

Fig 6.22: PCT flake and core preferential removal 
lengths 

Later Stone Age inclusion (D. Morris pers. 

comm.). Whatever the realities of this piece 

it certainly challenges the integrity of the 

collection. 

 

6.3.6 PCT and Blades 

Only 40 artefacts are either PCT (n=16) or 

blade removals (n=24), in addition to the 

seven pieces of PCT and nine pieces of 

laminar core debitage mentioned above. 

Considering the number of centripetal PCT 

cores (n=61) it is interesting that only one 

centripetal flake is present, whilst there are 15 convergent PCT flakes for the 22 cores and no 

evident laminar PCT flakes. As with the cores however, the material does occur primarily on 

chert (n=7) and quartzite (n=6), although there are singular convergent flakes present on 

hornfels and andesite, and the centripetal example is on dolerite, all of which lack cores. 

Additionally the PCT flakes are medianly larger (57.4mm) than the median preferential scar 

length for the cores (43mm), although their interquartile ranges do cross (Fig 6.22).  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The final material to discuss here are the 24 blades, seven pointed and 17 non-pointed. As with  
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Fig 6.24: Wear levels across the assemblage 

the blade cores there is an even split between quartzite and chert for both types. They have a 

median length of 94.4mm, much longer than the median 55.2mm longest scar on the blade 

cores. Unlike the PCT material the interquartile ranges here do not overlap (Fig 6.23), and 

considering two thirds (n=4) of the blade cores have cortex remaining the suggestion must be 

that the cores and blades do not belong together. Indeed the blades themselves are medianly 

less worn (0.2mm) than the blade cores (0.3mm) suggesting they may be slightly younger. 

 

6.3.7 Factors affecting the Assemblage 

The lack of chips, core fragments, chunks or siret breaks suggests that the material is not in-

situ, but the presence of a fair quantity of pieces diagnostic of core working could indicate that 

the material has not travelled too far. Indeed, 

there is some suggestion that material has 

been winnowed away meaning that material 

diagnostic of an in-situ assemblage may have 

been lost to this process. Additionally, 

although there is an implication that all of the 

material may not belong together, the overall 

wear levels (Fig 6.24) actually suggest 

something of an integrity to the collection. 

 

6.3.8 Interpretation 

The material from Nooitgedacht 2 suggests that, although probably not in-situ, the assemblage 

probably derived from a single visit or several visits within a short time frame, with the 

possibility of a small amount of later and certainly younger material mixed in. It is unlikely that 

the primary site was far away. The presence of a range of materials, all seemingly knapped 

expediently, suggests that the knappers where utilising the gravels for their raw-material. 

Andesite seems to be the largest material the knappers were accessing, although none of the 

andesite LCTs are worked passed roughing out, suggesting that even this was being treated 

expediently, or that better pieces were being curated away. The presence of large flake blanks 

utilised for LCTs suggests that at least some material was being brought to the site, and the 

most parsimonious explanation for this, combined with the expedient treatment of materials 

seemingly derived from the locale, is that the hominids where utilising the area as a source for 

raw-materials. In terms of the Fauresmith (Table 6.14), it is the most likely candidate for a true 

occurrence, although its geological setting is highly suggestive of the material deriving from 

sediments that were subject to erosion (See Chapter 1). 
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6.4 Pniel 6 

Pniel 6, on the southern bank of a meander in the Vaal River known as ‘the bend’, is one of at 

least six localities on Pniel farm. Several localities have been exposed by erosion and diamond 

prospection, and this area, abutting a low andesite hill, was first described by van Hoepen 

(1926 cited in Beaumont 1990c). Beaumont’s re-investigations have identified an apparently 

stratified sequence from the ESA to LSA, indeed the Pniel locality is one of the key sites in the 

development of ESA and MSA archaeology in South Africa (Mitchell 2002b: 106). It is the type-

site for Van Hoepen’s (1932) ‘Pnielse’ Kultuur, which he equated with Goodwin and Van Riet 

Lowe’s Stellenbosch (Schlanger 2003), now understood as Acheulean. Within this culture Van 

Hoepen identified Victoria West material (Van Hoepen 1927, see also Burkitt 1928: 67-8), yet 

Leakey (1936) suggested it is not present at Pniel. It seems that from early on the composition 

of the assemblages from Pniel have been confused. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The material utilised here is drawn from strata three and four, of which Burkitt (1928: 33) 

stated that "it was impossible to bring away even a tithe of what we saw .... one literally 

scrambled over heaps composed of little else but coups de poing". The most recent description 

of the site is offered by Beaumont (2004a) who describes stratum three as half a metre of 

down slope fining andesite clasts, with some foreign pebbles, in a sand-grit matrix, and 

stratum four as a similar unit lensing in below (Fig 6.25). These can be thought of as colluvial 

deposits emplaced by gravity movement under saturated conditions. The designation of the 

industry in stratum four is fairly straight forward, with all (Beaumont 1990c; Goodwin 1933; 

Hodgson and McNabb 2006; McNabb et al. 2004; Van Riet Lowe 1937) regarding it as 

Acheulean and dating it through typological similarity to Pniel 1 where faunal analysis indicates 

a date of 500kya (Beaumont 1990c). More controversial is stratum three; a lack of handaxes 

initially precluded Beaumont (1990c) from describing the material as Fauresmith, yet by 1999 

Fig 6.25: Pniel 6 stratigraphy (after Beaumont 1990a; 2004c). 
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Hornfels 9549
Quartzite 2297
Andesite 1868
Chert 1436
Opalines 715
Calcedon 432
Quartz 57
Indeterminate 210
Mudstone 1
Total 16565

Table 6.19: Raw-
material use 

he had revised this stance and began labelling the strata’s artefacts as Fauresmith. However, 

Mitchell (2002b) designates it as early MSA; characterised by narrow blades, rare retouched 

points, and scrapers. The best dates for this layer, extracted from faunal comparison, suggest 

oxygen isotope stage 6 (127-190, 000 BP; Beaumont 1990c).  

 

Unfortunately, I was only able to analyse a small grab sample of the 

material myself (n=236), taken from across the spits in Beaumonts 

square S53 and chosen at random. Roughly a quarter of each spits 

artefacts were blindly selected for analysis, but data for the full 

assemblage was also donated by Dr John McNabb, and my grab 

sample shall be used to try and clarify any questions left by his 

primary dataset; one particular issue being the use of a fourfold, 

subjective decision for wear levels. The assemblage, excavated by 

Beaumont and McNabb, consists of 16,565 artefacts (Table 6.18), of which 15,975 are debitage 

and just 590 façonnage. As is expected from a well excavated assemblage the majority of the 

material is represented by knapping debris, with only 111 pieces (0.7%) of the debitage being 

retouched, although a further 908 pieces (5.7%) are PCT removals. However, certain questions 

must be asked of the typing of the material; for example, the data includes all of the six Toth 

Types and a separate whole flake category, something that is implicit in the designation of a 

Toth type.  

 

6.4.1 LCTs  

Despite the enormous quantities of LCTs reported from Pniel 1, just a few hundred yards away, 

there are a just 57 (0.3%) in this assemblage. Despite this the tripartite Roe diagram (Fig 6.26) 

reveals some interesting points. Although the cleavers vary enormously in the B1/B2 measures 

they retain a remarkably consistent B/L measurement, a median 0.55, the same median as 

displayed in the bifaces. This suggests that whilst shape varied, relative size remained 

important, suggesting functional over aesthetic considerations, although there is always the 

possibility that this is dictated by the raw-materials.  

 

Andesite LCTs comprise the majority of all the artefacts classified as very-worn with only three 

of the 25 very-worn LCTs being hornfels, implying that the andesite material is probably older, 

accepting the issues of chemical weathering discussed (Chapter 3). These three hornfels pieces 

are bifaces, and all are smaller than their andesite counterparts; indeed all of the hornfels LCTs 

(n=9) bear a much smaller median length (90mm) than the andesite (n=47) artefacts (132mm), 
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suggesting, as shall be returned to later, that hornfels was only available in small nodules. Also 

revealing is the percentage of identifiable blanks, with 72% (n=34) of the andesite LCTs 

manufactured on side-struck flakes compared with just one hornfels example. The two LCTs 

not mentioned so far are both quartzite, and whilst these also bare a short median length 

(92mm), one is evidently on an end-struck flake. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The andesite group are apparently flaked in a relatively non-invasive fashion (McNabb pers 

comm.) and are primarily identified on flakes. Containing thirteen typological cleavers these 

artefacts support the idea of an older Acheulean component. However, the granularity of the 

wear measurement, a subjective decision between very worn, worn, fresh, and mint, presently 

makes it impossible to identify which other LCTs belong in this assemblage. The same is true of 

the hornfels material that seems to group separately from the andesitic examples and could 

potentially be thought of as Fauresmith, yet how this material relates to the fresh/mint 

andesite examples remains unknown. 

 

Confusingly, my grab sample included four quartzite LCTs, two more than present in McNabb’s 

full database. These pieces ranged in wear from 0.2-1.6mm; fresh to heavily worn. Although no 

data is available on thinning and shaping the differing edge morphologies are equally 

represented between the material groups, with sinuous dominating (51%), and it seems on 

present evidence that the fresh/mint LCTs are otherwise identical to the worn examples. For 

the present this data neither supports nor refutes the distinction of a separate Fauresmith 

assemblage, although it does seem likely that at least two different assemblages (worn 

Fig 6.26: Tripartite Roe diagram for LCTs from Pniel 6  
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andesite vs. less worn hornfels) are present or that post depositional regimes were radically 

different between certain groups of LCTs.  

 

6.4.2 Cores 

There are 532 cores present in the data utilised, and in terms of condition the Non-PCT cores 

seem to have a reasonably even spread across raw-material groups, with the majority of each 

type in the fresh to slightly-worn category. The only real distinction is the presence of mint 

examples in andesite and quartzite, probably diagnostic of the robusiticty of this raw-material 

and suggesting a likely contemporaneity to at least some of the different raw-materials. 

 

As with the LCTs, the hornfels cores are smaller than the andesite or the quartzite examples, in 

addition to the chert, indeterminate, and chalcedony, however, opalines, and quartz are also 

present, and they are smaller still (Table 6.19). The lack of any LCTs on these materials strongly 

suggests that they were available in very limited quantities and small sizes. Although hornfels 

is the dominant raw-material for core forms (Table 6.20), and it is always small, it appears to 

have been worked less than the much larger andesite examples, it has a medianly lower scar 

count yet the same natural surface percentages remaining (Table 6.20). The even smaller 

quartz cores appear to be worked almost as much as the andesite cores, and although the data 

suggests that one third of these retain 26-50% natural surface, in my opinion there can be no 

reliable way of establishing this for quartz, and so the readings have been removed from the 

data. However, this all speaks of the raw-material situation at the site, with hornfels available 

locally in small nodules, indeed; it could be argued that heightened working on the quartz 

might be suggestive of an exotic origin, which in turn could suggest curation. Andesite is 

present in one piece classified as a boulder core and barring a 105mm longest scar. It seems 

likely that the resultant flake from this piece was used to produce an LCT blank; although the 

andesite LCTs median length is 27mm longer, flakes of this size could definitely encompasses 

the smaller LCTs (>77mm). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Scar 
Count Cortex %

Median Median
Hornfels 6 1-25
Quartzite 7 1-25
Andesite 11 1-25
Chert 7 26-50
Opaline 6 26-50
Chalcedony 3 26-50
Quartz 10 N/A
Indeterminate 4 26-50

Table 6.21: Scar count and natural 
surface percentage by raw-

material 

Table 6.20: Core volume by 
raw-material 

Volume
Median

Hornfels 221 3.45
Quartzite 115 6.14
Andesite 67 19.76
Chert 79 4.49
Opaline 22 2.23
Chalcedony 18 3.84
Quartz 3 3.09
Indeterminate 7 4.65

n
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The forgoing makes the core assemblage appear relatively cohesive; however the techno-

typology changes this pattern somewhat (Table 6.21). Although irregular polyhedrons 

dominate across the raw-material groups, the andesite and quartzite material also contain a 

not insignificant number of discoidal forms. Indeed 73% of all the discoids are in these 

materials. Hornfels shows a greater tendency toward PCT forms than the other materials with 

not a single PCT core in andesite, despite their appearance in much sparser materials like 

chalcedony and quartz. As with the LCTs above, this is highly suggestive of an Acheulean origin 

for much of this material, with a suggestion of a difference in the hornfels material. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Investigating this difference further reveals that the non-PCT component of the hornfels cores 

is dominated by small/cuboid and flat morphologies; although only 45% of the small/cuboid 

forms are hornfels with the type present across all the material groups except quartz. The 

same situation can be seen in the small flat cores, but with an increased 63% in hornfels. The 

real difference is in the fixed perimeter cores, with their dominance in harder lithologies but 

with only a small amount of PCT and vice versa. Indeed, 71% of all the PCT cores are made on 

hornfels, yet despite this 98% are in the slightly worn to fresh/mint wear categories, at odds 

with the hornfels LCTs that see a higher level of wear, although the granularity and subjectivity 

of the wear method utilised suggests caution in the interpretation. There does appear then, to 

be a clear assemblage distinction present in the cores; one assemblage of andesite and 

quartzite primarily non-PCT cores, and fresher hornfels cores including a large number of PCT 

examples. However, this is a broad trend and establishing exactly what material belongs 

together is presently impossible, although there is a suggestion that the hornfels cores and 

LCTs do not belong together. 

 

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite Chert Opaline Chalcedony Quartz Indeterminate Total
Chopper Core 0 6 3 0 2 0 0 0 11
Discoidal 7 25 29 8 3 0 1 1 74
Single Platform 1 3 1 3 1 0 0 0 9
Polyhedron 44 33 27 24 6 5 0 1 140
Casual 2 4 0 3 0 1 0 1 11
Boulder Core 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Small/Cuboid 40 14 4 20 6 4 0 1 89
Flat Core 68 17 2 10 2 6 1 2 108
Other Flake Core 3 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 8
Bladelet Core 5 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 10
Levallois 
(indeterminate )

6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

Levallois 
(Convergent)

17 2 0 3 0 1 1 0 24

Levallois 
(Centripetal)

5 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 8

Laminar Core 21 3 0 4 0 1 0 0 29
Broken 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Total 221 115 67 79 22 18 3 7 532

Table 6.22: Core assemblage composition by raw-material 
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Fig 6.27: Flake maximum length by ordinal wear 
category (authors grab sample) 

6.4.3 Debitage 

Debitage accounts for 96% (n=15,975) of the full assemblage, however 64% (n=10,159) are 

broken. Unfortunately, data concerning the type of breaks was not collected but the debitage 

from my grab sample (n=81) indicates a dominance of class 2 body breaks (77%, n=62), mainly 

2c (30%, n=24). Siret fractures, class 4, are the next most prominent (12%, n=10) suggesting 

that primary knapping was occurring, but the small number of chips (4%, n=642), and chunks 

and core fragments (2%, n=297) suggests that the site is not actually in-situ, contra Beaumont 

(1990c).  

 

The majority of the measured debitage 

(n=3553) falls within the 41-60mm size 

range (61%, n=2176), a median 56mm axial 

length compared with a 34mm median 

longest scar on the cores. The vast majority 

of these pieces (84%, n=1836) are in the 

slightly worn to fresh categories, as with the 

debitage as a whole. As this condition 

dominates across the raw-material 

categories, and accepting the issues of 

chemical weathering (chapter 3) the 

suggestion here is that the softer materials, the hornfels and chert, are younger than the 

harder quartz, quartzite, opalines and andesite, which would need more time to mechanically 

weather. However, the grab sample (n= 210) reveals an increase in length with wear (Fig 6.27). 

The suggestion becomes that several occupations occurred with harder materials primarily 

utilised on the early visits, being replaced by softer lithologies later on. With winnowing 

constantly occurring, the smaller pieces were the first to start moving. The resulting suggestion 

is that the gravels here must be colluvial in nature, with knapping occurring further up the hill. 

 

6.4.4 Un-retouched debitage 

With 85% (n=13,588) of the debitage falling in this category it is unsurprising that the patterns 

seen above are repeated in the un-retouched flakes. The typology present in the whole un-

retouched flakes is revealing and offers a potential challenge to the suggestion of multiple 

assemblages. All Toth Types are present, but types 5 and 6 are vastly dominant (95%, n=2349) 

across all raw-materials and conditions (Fig 6.28), and this is repeated in the sample 

assemblage (Fig 6.29). This suggests that what knapping did occur at the site did not involve 
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the initial stages of core reduction, during any of the visits, with just 124 Toth Type 1-4s for 

532 cores. However, it seems unlikely that a site with such abundant gravel would not be used 

to procure raw-material, unless it was used for a different specific purpose time and again, 

suggesting that some form of winnowing and re-deposition may have taken place.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.4.5 Retouched Debitage 

Just 0.7% (n=111) of the debitage assemblage is retouched tools. The majority of all the types 

identified are manufactured on hornfels (72%, n=78), indeed all types present are found on 

hornfels although this could be a product of initial raw-material size and winnowing, with most 

of the tools on all materials falling into the 41-60mm size range (46%, n=36), akin to the rest of 

the debitage discussed above. Also similar is the condition, with the majority of the tools (60%, 

Fig 6.28: Toth Types across material and condition for the full assemblage 

Fig 6.29: Toth Types across material and condition for the sample assemblage 
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n=65) being slightly worn to fresh hornfels, and 84% (n=92) of all 

of the retouched artefacts, regardless of raw-material, being in 

this condition. The remaining more worn pieces are almost 

exclusively hornfels (87%, n=13), with only one in andesite and 

one indeterminate. Following the logic presented above, the 

suggestion becomes that virtually all of the retouched tools 

belong to a later assemblage. In terms of techno-typology (Table 

6.22) it is unfortunate that only three retouched tools are 

present in the grab sample meaning nothing can be added from 

that sample.  

 

Although the numbers are small, just four tool-types represent 

55% (n=61) of the retouched tools, Flaked Flakes (n=13), 

retouched convergent points (n=14), scrapers (n=16), and un-

diagnostic retouch (n=18). All of these, barring the points, fit into 

both Acheulean and MSA assemblages, yet the Flaked Flakes, 

which have been suggested as diagnostic of the Fauresmith (see 

Appendix 2), appear more worn, although this could be explained 

by the dominance of hornfels (62%, n=8) in this type. In sum, the 

retouched tools seem MSA in nature, and the small percentage 

of formal tools is suggestive of MSA1, although retouched points 

are apparently absent in the earliest MSA (Volman 1984), only 

occurring later in the MSA or in the Fauresmith. There are also 

three large concavo-convex scrapers, five backed pieces, and two 

perimetel scrapers (which are here assumed to be disks), all of 

which, along with Flaked Flakes and points, have been described 

as type fossils of the Fauresmith (see Appendix 2). However, 

three crescents, and three foliate points, are types not associated 

with the Fauresmith but with the MSA, specifically the MSA 2b or 

Howesian’s Poort. However, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe (1929: 

79) illustrate a Fauresmith semi-circular scraper that I feel sure 

would fit very neatly in the crescent category; due to this, it is 

unreliable to use crescents as diagnostic of the MSA when a 

Fauresmith presence is suspected. The foliate points on the other 

Convergent 
point 14

Blade point 3
Point 8
Foliate point 2
Crescent 3
Backed 5
Scraper 16
End scraper 2
Perimital 
scraper 2

Retouched 18
Denticulate 7
Flaked flake 13
Wedge 1

Piece esquaille 1

Use damage 4
Truncated 
facetted 6

Multiple tool 2
Indeterminate 1
Other 1
Flaked flake 
spall 2

Total 111

Table 6.23: Retouched debitage 
assemblage composition 

Blades X
Levallois Points X
PCT Flake Tools X
Retouched Points 
(Convergent Points)



Unique Long Unifacial 
Points (Hagenstad)

X

Slightly Trimmer 
Flake Tools

X

Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers

X

Hooked/Hollow 
Scrapers 
(Notch/Flaked Flake)

X

Crude Scrapers 
Convergent (Nosed) 
Scrapers

X

End Scrapers X
Side Scrapers X
Large Scrapers X
Burins/Gravers X
Disks X
Serrated Scrapers 
(Denticulates)



Backed Flakes X
Table 6.24: Presence and 

absence against Fauresmith 
debitage type list (Appendix 3) 
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hand are more conclusive, these have never been reported as part of the Fauresmith, yet are 

definitely a part of the MSA.  

 

6.4.6 PCT and Blades 

The PCT (n=985) and blade (n=996) component of the debitage assemblage is 12% (n=1981). 

Whilst the majority (85%, n=1690) fall in the fresh to slightly worn category, the presence of 

material across the condition groupings is suggestive that a temporal distinction between 

assemblages cannot hold. However, 89% of the more worn material is hornfels, indicating that 

this softer material should probably group with the less worn artefacts, yet 73% (n=1245) of 

these are hornfels. However, PCT points are present on quartzite in all condition categories 

from heavily worn to mint and the suggestion must be that several assemblages are present in 

the PCT and blade material. The PCT material is also suggestive of curation with just 69 cores 

for the 985 flakes, yet although all of the cores sizes fall between 95 and 28mm the median is 

52mm, suggesting that many of the cores may in fact have been winnowed away. 

Unfortunately, only one artefact from this group was present in the grab sample making it of 

no use for investigating these suggestions further. 

 

6.4.7 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

The condition of the artefacts is difficult to judge given the simple and subjective division 

utilised during the data collection. The vast majority (87.3%) were judged as fresh to slightly 

worn. However, with only 98 pieces (0.6%) judged as mint, but 1968 (11.9%) worn, it seems 

likely that many of the fresh to slightly worn pieces fell toward the worn end of the continuum. 

Having said this there were only 42 (0.3%) pieces stated as very worn, and most of these are 

andesite LCTs (54.8%). Unfortunately, the coarseness of the data offers no real insights into 

any patterns in artefact condition. However, hornfels is the softest rock at the site and the 

harder andesite and quartzite take longer to mechanically wear suggesting that they are in fact 

older, accepting the possibility of increased attrition through chemical weathering. 

Additionally, all of the andesite LCTs fall in the worn or very worn categories, indeed the only 

LCTs not to fall in these are seven hornfels bifaces, seven hornfels cleavers and one quartzite 

‘other LCT’. However, the presence of heavily worn hornfels LCTs is still problematic for a 

Fauresmith diagnosis, as no PCT material matches this condition. It is clear that when techno-

typology is combined with both raw-material and condition, there is some justification for 

recognising multiple phases to the artefact deposition. Unfortunately, it is not possible to 

further subdivide the wear present on hornfels material and the presence of PCT material in 

stratum 4 and LCTs in stratum 3 negates dividing the material on purely stratigraphic grounds.  
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6.4.8 Interpretation 

The data presented above suggests the presence of multiple assemblages. Definite evidence 

for this comes from the dominance of very worn andesite LCTs and of much fresher hornfels in 

the PCT cores. The earliest material can clearly be considered as Acheulean, and although 

several tool types are present that have been previously published as diagnostic of the 

Fauresmith the only truly diagnostic pieces are the foliate points that only occur in MSA 

assemblages. The data offers something of a narrative for the site’s depositional history; it 

seems that the hillside above the site was originally visited by Acheulean utilising hominids 

that seem to have favoured andesite. Later MSA hominids also utilised the hill for the 

production of tools. It seems that at each visit the hominids probably brought in the majority 

of their raw-material and it is likely that the MSA hominids curated much of it away again. At a 

later point, the gravels were subject to colluvial sludging, and the material was winnowed. This 

winnowing mixed the two assemblages. In my opinion the Fauresmith identified at Pniel 6 is 

clearly a by-product of post-depositional mixing between Acheulean and MSA assemblages. 

 

However, this must be tempered by the nature of the available data which, whilst collected in 

a similar way to my own, still lacks much of the fine-grained information required to make 

confident assertions about the material.  

 

 

6.5 Canteen Koppie 

Situated c.1.3km south-east of Barkly West, the site of Canteen Koppie became the first 

alluvial diamond diggings in South Africa in 1869. However, it was just after the turn of the 

century that Penning (1901) became the first to publish on the site, yet it still received scant 

attention from Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe (1929). More interest was paid to the site 

following the 1929 British Association field trip, although no Fauresmith material was 

recognised until the work of Beaumont in the 1990s (1990a, 1999). Beaumont reinterpreted 

the site as a colluvial lobe resulting from the accretion of disintegrated bedrock, rather than 

colluvial gravels that were depositing in an alluvial terrace, or even simply alluvial gravels as 

earlier interpretations would have it. Beaumont described red sands overlying colluvial gravel, 

previously interpreted as the younger gravels II, followed by previously unidentified sandy 

gravel with distinctive lag horizons throughout, on top of a compact gravel layer.  
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According to McNabb and Beaumont (2011), Fauresmith 

material is present at the site in a stratified context lying on 

the surface and top 30cm of unit 2a; directly beneath the red 

Aeolian sands, and mixed within the top of the gravels (Fig 

6:30). As the same artefact types occur within this 

concentration, as throughout the main body of the upper 

gravel unit (Unit 2a), they took 30cms as an arbitrary spit 

dividing the Fauresmith that had been reworked into the 

underlying Acheulean gravels. This stratigraphic position is 

intriguing for several reasons; it seems highly unlikely that 

similar material would have been missed by earlier 

investigators, yet it has never previously been interpreted as 

Fauresmith. This is despite its stratigraphic location, matching 

the position at Larsen’s site on the Riverview estates, and 

exactly where it would have been expected to occur. 

However, McNabb and Beaumont (2011) are clear that there 

is an apparent localised concentration of convergent and laminar PCT at the top of unit 2a in 

their Area 1, and three PCT blades in banded ironstone are taken as strongly suggestive of its 

association with the Fauresmith. 

 

6.5.1 LCTs 

Of the 1139 artefacts from Area One, and contrary to the nine reported by McNabb (pers. 

comm.), I could locate just three LCTs, two rough outs, one on hornfels and one andesite, in 

addition to one chert bifacially shaped chopping tool. All of these are on flake blanks, and the 

Roe tripartite diagram (Fig 6.31) indicates that there is actually a unity in the planform 

between these pieces, having relatively low B1/B2 and B/L measures indicating narrow, 

pointed forms, although the sample size is far too small to draw any real conclusions. 

 

Surprisingly, the highest overall symmetry, although still only classed as moderate, is found on 

the bifacial chopping tool (index=4.05), yet this term is utilised here for an artefact not bearing 

enough shaping to be considered a rough-out but is also not a core (Fig 6.32). All of the LCTs 

are in the moderate symmetry category, bar the andesite rough out in the very-low group. As 

all of the LCTs are manufactured on flakes it is perhaps unsurprising that the highest symmetry 

is found on the mesial sections (median index=4.59), suggesting the thinning out of the bulb of 

percussion. All the LCTs are in the slightly worn to worn wear categories, and as could be 

Fig 6.30: Canteen Koppie 
composite section (from 
Beaumont and Vogel 2006) 
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Fig 6.32: Bifacially shaped chopping 
tool 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

expected the hornfels is the heaviest worn raw-

material (median 1.1mm), with the andesite worn 

much less (0.3mm).  

 

Whilst there appears to be contemporaneity to this 

tiny LCT assemblage, its small size warrants serious 

caution. 

 

6.5.2 Cores 

Of the 100 cores, chunks, and core fragments the 

majority are chunks (n=55) and core fragments (n=7), with the 7 PCT and Blade cores dealt 

with below. The remaining 31 cores are divided between fixed (n=4) and non-fixed (n=27) 

perimeter types. There appears to be a raw-material preference to these types with 75% (n=3) 

of the fixed perimeter cores on andesite, all discoids, and 44% (n=12) of the non-fixed 

perimeter examples on chert. Working on the non-fixed perimeter cores is split between 

alternate (n=7), and single (n=7), despite the presence of 13 with a mixture of techniques 

parallel working only appears on four of them, with the rest being a combination of both 

alternate working and single removals.  

 

The most immediately striking aspect of this core assemblage is the size range utilised (Fig 

6.33). Although most of the cores (61%, n=19) fall in the smaller <=64 mm size category, the 

Fig 6.31: Tripartite Roe diagram for LCTs at Canteen Koppie 
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Fig 6.33: Core size differences at Canteen Koppie 

majority of the andesite cores (83%, 

n=10) are in the larger 64-256 mm 

size range, with two of these very 

close to exceeding 256 mm. There are 

in fact only two cores in this larger 

size range that are not andesite, a 

chert and a quartzite example. 

Perhaps unsurprisingly, only three of 

the 12 larger cores do not have any 

natural surface, with one having in 

excess of 76% left. Of the smaller 

cores, all have less than 75% natural surface remaining with the hornfels showing less than 

25%. Given this, it is unsurprising that andesite bears the largest median longest scar (65mm) 

with quartzite having the median shortest (27mm). Considering the size of the scars and the 

abundance of natural surface remaining on the andesite material, it is surprising that they also 

have the highest median scar count (9) compared with the core assemblage median of 7. The 

non-PCT cores suggest that andesite was locally available, and in large nodules, with other 

materials possibly curated to the site, and certainly only discarded once approaching 

exhaustion. 

 

The 7 PCT and blade cores are divided between five PCT, and just two blade cores, one 

prismatic and one casual. The PCT cores contain three centripetal and two convergent 

examples. Within this PCT and blade material andesite is the dominant raw-material (43%) 

with Levallois cores also present in hornfels, chert, and quartz. The PCT material produces a 

median preferential flake of 35.9mm. This material, despite being dominated by andesite, is 

medianly more worn (0.8mm) than the other core material (0.47mm), suggesting that it is in 

fact older than the rest of the core assemblage. 

 

6.5.3 Debitage 

The majority of the assemblage is debitage (73%, n=1035), and of this 45% are broken hard 

hammer flakes (n=465), with Toth Types 1-6 representing a further 46% (n=471). Just one per 

cent (n=9) is represented by tools, with the remaining eight per cent divided between PCT 

(n=10), blades (n=5), flake blades (n=48), other debitage (n=4), and chips (n=23). The broken 

debitage (47%, n=481) is mainly represented by class 2 breaks (64%, n=277). Although breaks 

do occur in almost every category, the next most abundant are class one platform breaks 
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Ordinary 
Flake 
Blade

Squat

n n n
Hornfels 58 13 29
Quartzite 74 5 28
Banded Ironstone 1 0 0
Specularite 2 0 1
Andesite 191 33 76
Chert 54 9 17
Quartz 9 1 4
Opalines 1 0 0
Total 390 61 155

Table 6.25: Flake dimensions by raw-
material 

Fig 6.34: Median wear by spit 

(n=85), whilst siret breaks account for a not insignificant 12% (n=51). Combined with the 62 

chunks and core fragments, and 23 chips there is a suggestion that whilst probably not in-situ 

the material has not travelled a great distance.  

 

Across all the debitage, plain butts dominate (82%, 

n = 607) with similar amounts split between natural 

(6%, n=46) and dihedral (9%, n=68) but just a small 

number being faceted (2%, n=19), mainly chert 

(n=6) and hornfels (n=6). This distribution of butt 

morphology is unsurprising given the evidence 

from the core working and suggests that the cores 

and flakes may well be contemporaneous. 

 

Where possible to identify, the majority of the debitage show ‘ordinary’ dimensions and this 

dominance is across all the raw-materials (Table 6.24). Indeed, the presence of eight different 

raw-materials in table 6.24 stands in 

contrast to the five present in the core 

assemblage, lending weight to the 

suggestion that certain materials may well 

have been transported around. In terms of 

wear, the debitage has a combined median 

of 0.5mm, although this is split between 

being less worn at the top of the profile 

getting more worn down it (Fig 6.34). 

 

6.5.4 Un-retouched Debitage 

As seen, the un-retouched debitage, that accounts for the vast majority of the total 

assemblage (89%, n=1011), is dominated by broken hard hammer flakes, and simple flakes. 

The comparative lack of flakes with natural surface on the butt (3.6%, n=36) indicates that the 

initial core working was probably not done at the site, although there are two pieces of 

laminar core debitage suggesting that core maintenance was happening. Unsurprisingly, this 

collection both follows and indeed dictates the same pattern that is seen in the debitage as a 

whole. 
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Fig 6.35: Flake and tool 
maximum lengths 

6.5.5 Retouched Debitage 

There are just 9 pieces of retouched debitage (Table 6.25) and from 

a typological perspective there is very little to suggest they belong 

to the Fauresmith. There is a lack of hagenstad points, slightly 

trimmed tools, crude scrapers, burins, denticulated scrapers and 

backed flakes. One interesting fact that this small collection does 

show is the proclivity for the retouched tools to be on larger flakes 

(Fig 6.35). However, although the typologies present suggest some 

form of processing site, the numbers involved are too small to 

draw any firm conclusions. 

 

6.5.6 PCT and Blade Material 

There are just 15 pieces of blade (n=5) and PCT (n=10) 

material. All of the PCT debitage derives from the top 0-20cm 

spits, at odds with three of the cores that come from the 20-

30cm spit. All of the blades come from the 10-30cm spits 

matching the prismatic blade core from 20-30cm’s but leaving 

the casual blade core in the 0-10cm spit without any blades. 

Most of the blades (80%, n=4) do occur on andesite, as with 

the cores, except there is also one blade on chert. The 

andesite blades, despite being on a harder material, are 

classed as worn (0.7mm), whereas the chert blade can be 

considered fresh (0.2mm). However, the later occurs at the layer 1/2a interface, and could be 

expected to be fresher suggesting a lack of contemporaneity. The convergent PCT material 

(n=8) all occurs on hornfels and andesite, as with the convergent cores, whereas the 

centripetal flakes (n=3) are split across hornfels, quartzite and andesite in contrast to the cores 

that occur on hornfels, chert and quartz. This further suggests that an amount of material was 

either carried off by the knappers, or not recovered during excavations. However, the PCT 

debitage is consistent in its wear, the harder materials are worn less than the softer ones, as 

one would expect from contemporary material.  

 

 

n %
Side-Scraper 3 33.3%
Concavo-
Convex 
Scraper

1 11.1%

Retouched 
Point 
(weapon)

2 22.2%

Flaked Flake 
(or spall)

3 33.3%

Total 9 100.0%

Table 6.26: 
Retouched debitage 

typology  
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6.5.7 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

As is clear, the wear on the assemblage is revealing (Fig 6.36), 

whilst the heaviest worn material are andesite outliers, the 

softer hornfels is predominantly worn as much as the harder 

quartzite and andesite material, just as the freshest materials 

are both the softer chert and hornfels, and the harder 

quartzite and andesite. To allow the harder materials, the 

andesite, quartzite, ironstone, and specularite, to wear to the 

same levels as the softer hornfels and chert, they must be 

older. Even more revealingly is the presence of both heavily 

worn and mint andesite artefacts together in the 0-10cm spit, 

and although there is a general trend for increasing wear down 

the profile this pattern of well-worn and not so worn artefacts 

in the same raw-materials and in the same spits is repeated 

right down the profile (Fig 6.37). The suggestion must be that 

whilst the assemblage has continued to wear as an 

homogenous whole, much reworking must have occurred. It 

seems certain that the material cannot be considered 

contemporary with each other, or indeed one single 

assemblage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig 6.36: Wear across raw-material groups 

Blades 
Levallois Points 
PCT Flake Tools 
Retouched Points 
(Convergent Points)



Unique Long Unifacial 
Points (Hagenstad)

X

Slightly Trimmer 
Flake Tools

X

Concavo-Convex 
Scrapers



Hooked/Hollow 
Scrapers 
(Notch/Flaked Flake)



Crude Scrapers X
Convergent (Nosed) 
Scrapers

X

End Scrapers 
Side Scrapers 
Large Scrapers X
Burins/Gravers X
Disks X
Serrated Scrapers 
(Denticulates)



Backed Flakes X
Table 6.27: Presence and 

absence against Fauresmith 
debitage type list (Appendix 3) 
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6.5.8 Interpretation 

The most intriguing aspect to this assemblage is the wear levels presented above, which 

suggest that this part of the site’s stratigraphy has been reworked and mixed, but also that the 

material cannot all be contemporary. It is well acknowledged that the lower sections of the 

site contain an abundant Acheulean collection, and that unit 1 above contains MSA material. 

There is no way with the assemblage analysed here, largely composed of nothing but un-

retouched flakes, that any firm conclusions concerning an industrial or cultural attribution can 

be reached. The material is not in-situ but it seems likely that none of the collections mixed 

together have travelled too far from their original sites of deposition. This said, and assuming 

that the collection is representative of the enormous area at Canteen Koppie, one can suggest 

that the site was utilised for the procurement of raw-material, although the lack of natural 

surfaces suggests that the initial blocking out or material testing was not done at this specific 

locale.  

 

 

6.6 Discussion 

As is now evident even with this material, only labeled as Fauresmith within the last 40 years 

and largely within the last 20, there are significant problems. Both Pniel 6 and Canteen Koppie 

Fig 6.37: Wear across dominant raw-materials, by spit depth 
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must be considered mixed, which is surprising considering these are the most recent additions 

to the Fauresmith Gazetteer. However, Muirton, Roseberry Plain 1, and Nooitgedacht 2 can all 

be considered as coherent collections, although why Sampson felt justified in labeling Muirton 

as Fauresmith, based solely on the geology, and long after this method had been abandoned, 

remains a mystery. However, the fact that he did, combined with its cohesive nature, justifies 

its inclusion in the inter-site analysis presented later (Chapter 8). 

 

The most striking difference between these more modern assemblages and those identified by 

Van Riet Lowe is the dominance here of un-retouched material; flakes, chips, manuports, 

hammerstones, chunks and core fragments. These account for a combined 82% of the entire 

sample presented in this chapter, compared with just 6% in the last. In order to facilitate a 

brief comparison these shall be removed. The remaining assemblage compositions match with 

Van Riet Lowe’s original material through the co-occurrence of LCTs, PCT, and blade material. 

In both groups the PCT and blade material accounts for a reasonably small amount, a 

combined 20% here and 11% in Van Riet Lowe’s sample, although LCTs dominate Van Riet 

Lowes material (52%) to a degree not witnessed in the modern material (9%). Indeed, the ratio 

of gross techno-typologies (Fig 6.38) reveals something of similarity between this material and 

Van Riet Lowes except for a reversed dominance of LCTs and cores. However, when this 

correspondence is examined in more detail (Fig 6.39) it is revealed as artificial. It is only when 

combining all of the analysts materials that the full list of type fossils is found (see Appendices 

3 and 4), no collection labeled Fauresmith by any single analyst contains all of them, and no 

one type is ever particularly dominant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig 6.38: Gross techno-typological groupings by analyst 
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Fig 6.40: A: Fauresmith as 
polythetic set of authorities.  

B: Polythetic set – ESA, 
Fauresmith, MSA(1), (2a) 
Red=presence black=absence 

1-Van Riet Lowe, 2-Beaumont, 3-
Sampson, 4-McNabb. 

I-ESA, II-Fauresmith, III-MSA1, IV-
MSA2a 

1 2 3 4 i ii iiiiv
A B 

Having said this, there does appear to be some correlations in Fig 6.39 which could be 

understood as representing a polythetic set (Fig 6.40: Table 6.26); a numerical taxonomic 

theory originally developed in biology (Huxley 1940; Sneath and Sokal 1963). The theory was 

introduced to archaeology by Clarke (1968) who highlighted that “archaeological entities 

consist of clusters or aggregates of entities of lower taxonomic rank” (Clarke 1968: 35). In 

contrast to monothetic groupings, which require all the individuals of a group to have all of the 

attributes that qualify membership of the group, members of a polythetic group need only 

share a number of the attributes that qualify 

membership (Clarke 1968: 37) (Table 6.26). Fig 6.40A 

reveals the Fauresmith as a polythetic set of the 

opinions of the four analysts discused. The nature of 

the attributes is irrelevant given that polythetic theory 

sees all attributes as equal (Clarke 1968: 295; see also 

Banning 2000: 43). Here each attribute is further 

grouped with its typological fellows (blue bar), 

revealing something of a consistency whilst each 

retains an independent identity. This seems to be a 

useful theory as any mosaic development must be 

polythetic by its very nature (Clarke 1968: 38), 

polythetic sets do not require any essentialism (Sneath 

and Sokal 1963; 1973; Sutcliffe 1993), and it makes 

perfect sense that in developing composite tools there 

would be myriad assemblages variations deposited. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Williams and colleagues (1973) have made the only 

real attempt to operationalise polythetic sets in 

Table 6.28: Idealalised 
polythetic set (after 

Sneath and Sokal 1973: 22) 

a b c d e f
1 + - + + - -
2 + + + - - -
3 + + - + - -
4 - + + + - -
5 - + - - + +
6 - - + - + +

IndividualsAttributes
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archaeology through their study of settlement patterns in the Resse River, Nevada, but met 

with no real success (Spaulding 1973). Indeed, the application of polythetic sets is problematic, 

and many who have investigated their use would say impossible (Adams and Adams 1991; 

Hunt 1997; Needham 1975; Spaulding 1973; Sutcliffe 1993). As with all mosaics there is a 

potentially infinite amount of variation in any group and there is no way to relate it to 

archaeological taxonomy. Despite Clarkes (1968: 249, 258) belief that it would be obvious the 

thresholds separating one group from another can still only be set arbitrarily (Banning 2000: 

43; Beckner 1959: 24; Hunt 1997; Needham 1975; Sutcliffe 1993)(see Fig 6.40B), in fact this is 

part of the point of polythetic sets (Beckner 1959); further evidence that biology cannot be 

directly applied onto archaeology (O’Brien et al. 1998; See Chapter 1).  

 

Logically there must be an amount of variation beyond which uncertainty and contradiction 

causes divergent behavior and a loss of cohesion (Clarke 1968: 129), whilst this is clear there 

are still no suggestions on how this tipping point can be recognised. Clarke (1968: 372) utilised 

ethnographic studies of Native American tribes to suggest that 65% coincidence marked the 

level at which related clusters could be identified, suggesting that percentages below this 

marked a difference. Additionally, whist the idealised table 6.26 show both a polythetic 

(a,b,c,d) and monothetic (e,f) group it also shows members of each independent group 

together in a third grouping (b,c,e,f) and there is no consensus on how to deal with these cross 

overs. Indeed, there are many problems with the application of the theory, not least of which 

being its origins in numerical taxonomy, within which types are conceptualized quite 

differently (Adams and Adams 1991: 273). The ultimate problem is that polythetic classes are 

ineffable (Sutcliffe 1993: 47), and they make any “abstract definition of type virtually 

impossible” (Adams and Adams 1991: 70; see also Needham 1975). As Sutcliffe (1993: 47) 

states, “Any individual may be a member of any polythetic class, but prospectively one is never 

able to decide for any particular individual whether it is or not”. 

 

Utilising the theory here reveals that Sampson’s Fauresmith does not fit with the others, only 

having a 58% coincidence (Fig 6.40A), and that the Fauresmith and MSA1 form a coherent 

grouping (70% coincidence) (6.40B). However, when this is examined on a site by site basis 

only Roseberry Plain, Nooitgedacht 2 and the Cave of Hearths Bed IV group together with the 

Fauresmith sites averaging just 51% coincidence (Fig 6.42). However, if the material is 

examined monthetically then Beaumont’s sample here does not fulfill his own definition; it 

contains no backed flakes or burins, and only three nosed scrapers and five hagenstad points, 

despite his publishing them as type fossils of the Fauresmith (Beaumont 1999, 2004a, 
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Beaumont and Richardt 2004, Beaumont and Vogel 2006). Also contrary to his published 

accounts banded ironstone is not favored in the collections here, only appearing anywhere as 

single Toth Type 6 in his material and a Toth Type 5 in McNabb’s. In Beaumont’s collection 

here it is actually quartzite that dominates (41%), and in both Sampson’s and McNabb’s 

collections it is andesite (70% and 44% respectively). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 6.41: Sites as Polythetic group 
 

Red=Presence, Black=Absence. 
1-CoH III, 2-Brakfontien, 3-Canteen Koppie, 4-Fauresmith, 5-Muirton, 6-Nooitgedacht 

2, 7-Pniel 6, 8-Riverview, 9-Roseberry Plain, 10-Van der Elst Donga, 11-Bushman 
Rockshelter, 12-CoH IV 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
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It is a logical fact that any polythetic class contains ‘n’ monothetic sub-classes, in fact by 

necessity they are built from monothetic classes, and it is only in terms of monothetic classes 

that a domain of discourse can be developed (Sutcliffe 1993). There is mounting belief that 

polythetic sets have no use in archaeology, or even as a classificatory tool more generally 

(Adams and Adams 1991; de Queiroz and Good 1997; Hunt 1997; Hull 1997; Klejn 1982; 

Needham 1975; Sutcliffe 1993). l 

 

In sum, this material does not seem to be strikingly similar, indeed, the fact such different 

assemblages have been labeled as Fauresmith, despite none of them matching with earlier 

descriptions, or each other, highlights the received nature of knowledge concerning the 

industry (see Chapter 2). 
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Chapter 7: Fauresmith Inter-Site Analysis 

7.1 Introduction 

The proceeding intra-site analyses have revealed many problems with the Fauresmith data; 

four of the nine sites are almost certainly mixed (Table 7.1), including the two type-sites of 

Brakfontein 231 and Riverview Estates site VI. Additionally Pniel 6 and Canteen Koppie appear 

mixed and Van der Elst Donga is unclear. As such these sites must be removed from this inter-

site analysis. Although the remaining four Fauresmith sites can be considered cohesive, the 

sites at Fauresmith are so heavily selected that their data skew the results, so they shall also be 

removed. Whilst the results of this analysis represent the answer to my primary research 

question (what is the Fauresmith?) this merely sets up the second research question, what this 

says about the transition from the ESA to the MSA. This shall be further established and 

studied within the remainder of this thesis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is the three sites of Muirton, Roseberry Plain 1, and Nooitgedacht 2 which form the basis for 

the understanding of the Fauresmith generated here, and are used in the comparative study 

between the ESA, Fauresmith, and MSA that follows (Chapter 9). These three sites, with a total 

of 3947 artefacts, follow a reasonably consistent pattern in their gross typologies (Fig 7.1), all 

being dominated by flakes. Indeed, all have more flake tools and PCT material than LCTs, which 

constitute just 2.2% (n=86) of the combined assemblage. Due to this small sample size no 

attempts shall be made to subdivide the material into Fauresmith stages. 

 

7.2 LCTs 

As mentioned, the LCTs account for just 2.2% (n=86) of the combined Fauresmith assemblage, 

most (57% n=49) being from Roseberry Plain 1. Despite differences within the individual sites 

the combined LCT assemblage is dominated by classic bifaces (52% n=45) and no cleavers are 

present at all (Fig 7.2). The tripartite Roe diagram (Fig 7.3) reveals a very low B1/B2 median, 

even where the L1/L measure predicts a cleaver shape, indicating that pointed forms 

predominate, indeed markedly convergent tip shapes dominate (72%) and the artefact closest 

Mixed Unsure Homogeneous
Brakfontien 231 Van Der Elst Donga Fauresmith

Riverview Estates Site VI Muirton
Pniel 6 Roseberry Plain 1

Canteen Koppie Nooitgedacht 2
Table 7.1: Status of the Fauresmith site utilised in this work as revealed by intra-site 

analyses (see Chapters 5 and 6) 

Brakfontein 231 
Unclear Cohesive 
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to the median reveals a pointed ovate form (Fig 7.4). Whilst hornfels is the most utilised 

material (50% n=43) it is not used exclusively, with quartzite (22% n=19), andesite (23% n=20), 

and chert (5%n=4) also being exploited. However, within this there is a clear preference for 

Fig 7.1: Gross typologies of the three excavated and cohesive Fauresmith assemblages, and 
combined assemblage 

Fig 7.2: LCT composition at individual sites and combined 
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hornfels in the bifaces and rough-outs, with the andesite and quartzite dominating the 

bifacially shaped chopping tools (Fig 7.5). Almost all the LCTs are manufactured on un-

identifiable blanks (78% n=65), with cobbles only evident on one andesite and one quartzite 

bifacially shaped chopping tool, additionally one hornfels rough-out is on a slab. However, 

flakes are seen on every material and typology, albeit in limited numbers (n=15 18%), and, 

with the andesite outlier removed, they display a length range of just 53mm (Fig 7.6). Indeed, 

the median flake lengths across all the raw-materials are reasonably consistent (Table 7.2), and 

despite an enormous variation in length across all of the blank forms, and excluding the single 

hornfels slab, their median lengths are all within 5mm, displaying a median overall length of 

99.98mm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 7.3: Combined Fauresmith tripartite Roe diagram 

Fig 7.4: LCT closest to the combined 
Fauresmith planform median 

Fig 7.5: Raw-material use in combined Fauresmith LCTs 



David Underhill  Chapter 7: Fauresmith Inter-Site 

 192  

Median Minimum Maximum
Flake 99.98 67.53 103.38

Indeterminate 91.31 62.85 166.85
slab 122.23 122.23 122.23

Flake 105.48 85.83 120.65
cobble 92.99 92.99 92.99

Indeterminate 111.05 72.64 170
Flake 104.99 88.17 223.41

cobble 105.12 105.12 105.12
Indeterminate 119.95 73.25 164.68

Chert Indeterminate 89.01 87.32 95.2
Flake 102.92 67.53 223.41

cobble 99.06 92.99 105.12
Indeterminate 97.31 62.85 170

slab 122.23 122.23 122.23
Total 99.98 62.85 223.41

Hornfels

Quartzite

Andesite

Total

Table 7.2: Combined LCT median, minimum, and maximum 
lengths by raw-material and blank form 

With most of the pieces being on un-identifiable blanks it is perhaps unsurprising that all bar 

two are worked at least moderately (64% n=25), and this has produced mainly moderate 

symmetry (28% n=17) (Fig 7.7, see Table 7.3). However, the working to symmetry displayed in 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 7.7 is quite revealing, with no correlation evident. There is no suggestion in this of prepared 

flakes being used, although it is clear that similar working produced radically different 

symmetry, and when the raw-materials and blank forms are considered in relation to this, 

patterns do begin to emerge (Table 7.3). The cobble and slab blanks are significantly less 

symmetrical than the other forms, although the cobbles are only bifacially shaped chopping 

tools on harder lithologies and the slab blank is formed to a rough-out, neither of which would 

be expected to produce high symmetry. Perhaps peculiarly, the highest overall symmetry is 

Fig 7.6: Combined LCT lengths by raw-material and blank 
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found on the quartzite material that also displays the lowest median edge working, and gets 

less symmetrical from the base to the tip, despite the base being the least worked section. This 

suggests that quartzite prepared flakes may well have been used. However, the chert and 

hornfels material show a different pattern, with the chert almost certainly worked with an 

emphasis on tip symmetry. Whilst this all suggests that symmetry was important to the 

knappers it was not achieved particularly well or consistently and could simply be a by-product 

of manufacture rather than an attribute they actively sought. The suggestion from all this must 

be that where Victoria West material has been found, such as at Fauresmith, Canteen Koppie, 

Brakfontein 231, and Riverview Estates site VI, one can be confident, as suggested (see 

Chapters 5 and 6), that it does indeed belong to the Acheulean, and not the Fauresmith. 

However, the cohesive sites of Nooitgedacht 2 and Muirton also contain Victoria West material 

and its presence as an aspect of the Fauresmith cannot be completely ruled out without 

analysis of well-excavated in-situ assemblages.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In summary, the Fauresmith LCTs are dominated by well-made hornfels bifaces that are 

medianly c.10cms in length and pointed ovate in form. In this, and indeed all measures, they 

Fig 7.7: LCT edge working by symmetry showing line of best fit and 95% confidence limit. Also showing 
gross groupings of low (12-27), moderate (28-43) and Heavy (44-60) working, and virtually perfect (0-
1.49), very high (1.5-2.99), high (3-3.99), moderate (4-4.99), low (5-5.99) and very low (=>6) symmetry 
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are much as originally described by Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe (1929: 72-3), but are 

somewhat larger than European Mousterian examples (Ruebens pers comm., see also Iovita 

and McPherron 2011) with which they were so often compared. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.3 Cores 

The techno-typologies of the 463 extant cores at the three sites utilised here match reasonably 

well, except for the increase in Levallois technology employed at Nooitgedacht 2 (Fig 7.8). 

Indeed, of the 107 PCT cores in the combined assemblage 94% (n=101) are from Nooitgedacht 

2, with just six being present in the other two assemblages. This pattern is repeated in the 

blade cores, with six of the seven deriving from Nooitgedacht 2. However, there are also 

consistencies across the sites, with alternate knapping clearly the dominate technique. Despite 

the appearance of discoids dominating Roseberry Plain 1 (Fig 7.8) the assemblage is actually 

dominated by chunks and core fragments (53% n=103), with these included the ratio of  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite Chert Flake Cobble Indeterminate Slab
Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median

Tip Working 15 13 13 16 13 . 14 . 14
Mesial Working 15 14 14 15 12 . 14 . 14
Base Working 12 12 11 10 11 . 12 . 11
Total Edge Working 41 34 38 41 36 . 40 . 39
Tip Symmetry 2.24 3.87 2.91 2.22 2.44 5.48 2.68 4.14 2.68
Mesial Symmetry 3.77 3.65 3.59 3.22 4.35 8.95 3.37 8.09 3.6
Basal Symmetry 3.73 3.14 4.62 6.03 4.33 6.16 3.65 1.44 3.74
Symmetry Index 4.17 3.8 4.53 4.31 3.84 8.7 4.09 8.83 4.12

Raw-Material Blank
Total

Table 7.3: Median edge working and symmetry by thirds and total, for raw-material and blank form 

Fig 7.8: Core composition at individual sites and combined 
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discoids in each assemblage evens out, accounting for between ten and fourteen per cent, 

indeed, there are very similar numbers of fixed (50% n=231) and non-fixed perimeter (50% 

n=228) cores in the combined assemblage. Minus the 173 chunks and core fragments it is non-

fixed perimeter cores, bearing a combination of single, alternate and parallel techniques, that 

are the dominant individual type (17% n=109) (Table 7.4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Additionally, there is a similar diversity of raw-material use across the techno-typologies, 

although hornfels (30% n=193) and quartzite (29% n=184) seem to be favoured, and there are 

two cores utilising dolorite. Andesite seems to be primarily used for non-fixed perimeter cores 

whereas hornfels and chert dominate the fixed perimeter categories, indeed, chert accounts 

for 55% (n=58) of the PCT cores with hornfels constituting 40% (n=48) of the fixed perimeter 

non-PCT cores (see Table 7.4). 

 

In terms of working (see Table 7.5), the quartzite has the most extant flake scars (n=10) with 

hornfels the least (n=8), although this could be connected to size (Table 7.5) with 64% of the 

hornfels in the smaller size category (<=64mm) and 54% of the quartzite in the larger grouping 

(64-256mm). However, this is contrary to the pattern seen in the andesite and chert, which, 

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite Chert Dolorite Total
n n n n n n

Alternate 2 8 13 5 28
Alternate and Parallel 3 5 1 2 11
Parallel 1 5 1 5 12
Parallel from multi-platform 3 1 2 6
Singles 12 13 22 14 1 62
Any of the Above 18 43 24 24 109
Side Struck Victoria West 2 2
End Struck Victoria West 1 1
Biconical 3 5 2 10
Discoid 30 22 13 4 69
Other Fixed Platform 15 16 4 6 41
Centripetal Levallois 1 29 1 32 63
Convergent Levallois 7 1 14 1 23
Parallel Levallois 1 9 10
Recurrant Laminar Levallois 1 3 4 8
Prismatic 0 2 1 1 4
Chunk 85 15 24 7 131
Core Fragment 19 7 7 9 42
Core Scraper 1 1
Casual Blade Core 1 2 3
Total 193 184 116 141 2 636

Table 7.4: Core assemblage composition by raw-material 
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despite the andesite being mainly in the larger category (65%) and the chert in the smaller 

(88%), both reveal a nine scar median. This can be interpreted as indicating either that the 

hornfels was abundant but small and quartzite was a favoured material, or that quartzite was 

less well understood and hornfels was worked more efficiently. In this the longest scars (Table 

7.5) indicate that hornfels was likely only available in small nodules, with a median of just 

39mm, whilst the quartzite bears the longest scar median (46mm), indicating that more could 

well have been worked off and suggesting that it was available in relatively abundant large 

nodules across the central plateaux. All of this suggests that the knappers knew their materials 

and locales well, and that they had a clear and structured understanding of what materials 

leant themselves to which techniques and technologies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.4 Debitage 

The vast majority of the material in the combined Fauresmith assemblage is represented by 

debitage (81% n=3196), with most of this being simple flakes (88% n=2826). Perhaps 

unsurprisingly, considering the evidence for core working above, quartzite is the dominant 

material (40% n=1263), with hornfels (23% n=721), chert (21% n=684) and andesite (16%  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

n Median n Median n Median n Median n Median
<=64mm 56 71 29 89 1
64 - 256mm 32 83 53 12 1

8 10 9 9 9
39.47 45.54 42.83 41.18 33.99

Chert Dolorite

Core Scar Count
Core largest Scar

Core 
Size

Hornfels Quartzite Andesite

Table 7.5: core size, scar count, and largest scar length by raw-materials 

Fig 7.9: Raw-material use in the Fauresmith debitage, by site and combined 
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Max length (mm)
Median

Flakes 52.15
Tools 59.51

Blades 88.54
PCT 63.58

Total 53.37
Table 7.6: Median Debitage 

lengths of combined 
Fauresmith assemblage 

n=522) also well represented (Fig 7.9). There is just one flake of dolorite for the two cores. 

However, there are materials in the debitage that are not present in the core assemblage, 

namely banded ironstone (n=1), chalcedony (n=2), and quartz (n=1). Yet despite this seeming 

consistency different materials actually dominate the different sites (Fig 7.9), confirming that 

the Fauresmith cannot be considered raw-material dependant, as has been suggested on many 

occasions (see Chapter 2 and Appendix 4). The material use probably reflects the availability in 

the environs of each locale. Despite this range of materials and the attendant site specific 

issues surrounding both the material sources and post depositional processes, debitage sizes 

of between 40-60mm dominate at all the sites (Fig 7.10), with the PCT and blade material 

being larger (Table 7.6); this all fits well with the longest scar lengths found on the extant 

cores. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In terms of techno-typology, and although this shall be broken 

down shortly, all the assemblages, and consequently also the 

combined Fauresmith assemblage, are dominated by simple 

flakes (88% n=2826), with blade and PCT material combined 

constituting just 2% (n=70) of the debitage assemblage (Fig 

7.11). However, whilst these more advanced technologies are 

unsurprisingly dominated by faceted butts, these are still few 

(10% n=248) with the majority of the debitage bearing plain 

butts (66% n=1689) (Table 7.7). 

 

Fig 7.10: Debitage lengths by individual sites and combined 
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Plain 314 84.20% Plain 208 51.40%
Natural 21 5.60% Natural 8 2.00%
Dihedral 30 8.00% Dihedral 109 26.90%
Faceted 8 2.10% Faceted 80 19.80%
Plain 18 90.00% Plain 16 42.10%
Faceted 2 10.00% Dihedral 18 47.40%
Plain 4 80.00% Faceted 4 10.50%
Dihedral 1 20.00% Plain 3 33.30%
Plain 336 84.40% Dihedral 2 22.20%
Natural 21 5.30% Faceted 4 44.40%
Dihedral 31 7.80% Plain 3 21.40%
Faceted 10 2.50% Dihedral 1 7.10%
Plain 980 66.40% Faceted 10 71.40%
Natural 138 9.40% Plain 230 49.40%
Dihedral 253 17.20% Natural 8 1.70%
Faceted 104 7.10% Dihedral 130 27.90%
Plain 127 67.90% Faceted 98 21.00%
Natural 10 5.30% Plain 1502 66.70%
Dihedral 34 18.20% Natural 167 7.40%
Faceted 16 8.60% Dihedral 392 17.40%
Plain 12 54.50% Faceted 192 8.50%
Faceted 10 45.50% Plain 161 65.70%
Plain 4 25.00% Natural 10 4.10%
Dihedral 2 12.50% Dihedral 52 21.20%
Faceted 10 62.50% Faceted 22 9.00%
Plain 1123 66.10% Plain 19 52.80%
Natural 148 8.70% Dihedral 3 8.30%
Dihedral 289 17.00% Faceted 14 38.90%
Faceted 140 8.20% Plain 7 23.30%

Dihedral 3 10.00%
Faceted 20 66.70%
Plain 1689 65.90%
Natural 177 6.90%
Dihedral 450 17.60%
Faceted 248 9.70%

PCT

Total

blade

PCT

Total

flakes

tools

blade

tools

blade

PCT

Total

flakes

tools
Muirton

Nooitgedacht 2

Roseberry Plain 1

Total

flakes

tools

blade

Total

flakes

Table 7.7: Butt morphologies present at 
the individual sites and the combined 

Fauresmith assemblage 

Fig 7.11: Debitage gross techno-typological composition 
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7.5 Un-Retouched Debitage 

As mentioned, un-retouched debitage accounts for the vast majority of the combined  

Fauresmith assemblage, primarily simple, un-retouched flakes (n=2826). Whilst 57% (n=1607) 

of these are from Nooitgedacht 2, the other two sites follow a similar trajectory in terms of the 

techno-typology present (Fig 7.12), albeit with many more broken flakes than are found at 

Nooitgedacht 2. Indeed, 25% (n=713) of the un-retouched debitage is broken, with Muirton 

(42% n=305) dominating, and Roseberry Plain 1 (29% n=205) and Nooitgedacht 2 (29% n=203) 

containing virtually identical numbers. With these broken pieces removed, the preponderance 

is for Toth Type 6 flakes, and this is seen at all of the sites and across all of the raw-materials, 

excepting the single piece of chalcedony that is a Toth Type 5. Also evident in Fig 7.12 are flake 

blades, however, ‘ordinary’ dimensioned pieces dominate (65% n=1339) on the whole.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.6 Retouched Debitage 

Apart from the presence of LCTs with blades and PCT, retouched debitage has been the 

standard manner of identifying the Fauresmith since 1927 (Van Riet Lowe 1927). In this it is 

interesting to note that this combined assemblage of 300 artefacts, just 8% of the full 

assemblage, lacks burins, backed flakes, and the enigmatic disks previously described as 

typically present (Table 7.8), although quite how one recognises a disk has never been 

explained. However, despite the presence of all the other ‘typical’ types in the combined 

assemblage, they are not always present at the individual sites (Fig 7.13). The only types that 

Fig 7.12: Un-retouched debitage composition 
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are present at all of these accepted Fauresmith sites are 

denticulated scrapers, side-scrapers, concavo-convex 

scrapers, un-diagnostic and scraper retouch, retouched 

notches and flaked flakes. In terms of ‘large scrapers’, 

only in the side-scrapers are examples in excess of 80mm 

found at each site, with tools from Muirton generally 

smaller than the other two sites. Indeed, Fig 7.13 makes 

it clear that Nooitgedacht 2 and Roseberry Plain 1 are 

more similar in terms of the composition of their 

retouched tool typologies than either is to Muirton, 

which clearly contains many more Flaked Flakes, 

although there is the possibility that these could largely 

be geo-facts (See Chapter 6). 

 

There appears to be a burgeoning understanding of raw-

material properties displayed in this material; wedges 

only appear on the harder quartzite and hagenstad points 

are manufactured exclusively on the softer chert and 

hornfels. Other than these specific types, all of the 

remaining tools are manufactured on both the harder  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Blades 
Levallois Points 
PCT Flake Tools 
Retouched Points 
(convergent Points) 

Unique long unifacial points 
(Hagenstad) 

Slightly trimmed flake tools 
Convex (Concavo-convex) 
edge scrapers 

Hooked scrapers / Hollow 
scrapers (taken as flaked 
flakes)



Crude scrapers 
convergent scrapers 
(nosed) 

End scrapers 
Side scrapers 
large scrapers 
Burins/gravers 
Disks 
Serrated scrapers 
(denticulates) 

Backed Flakes 

Table 7.8: Presence and Absence 
against present Fauresmith 
retouched debitage type list 

(Appendix 3)  

Fig 7.13: Retouched debitage at individual sites and combined 
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andesite or quartzite and the softer hornfels or chert (Table 7.9). Perhaps more importantly for 

the identification of the Fauresmith, far from being exclusively hornfels it is actually quartzite 

that is the most versatile material used in the retouched tools, and hence either the most 

plentiful and/or the best understood material available to the knappers. Indeed, whilst it is 

generally the larger flakes that were chosen for conversion into tools (Fig 7.14), the quartzite 

Chert Hornfels Quartzite Andesite
Denticulate    

Denticulated Scraper    

Side-Scraper    

End-Scraper    

Concavo-Convex 
Scraper

   

Scraper Retouch    

Scraper Used as a 
Wedge

   

Retouched Point (awl)    

Retouched Point 
(weapon)

   

Notch    

Undiagnostic Retouch    

Flaked Flake (or spall)    

Unretouched Wedge    

Utilised Flake    

Hagenstad Point    

Nosed Scraper    

Table 7.9: Presence and absence of retouched typologies by raw-
materials 

Fig 7.14: Flake and Tool maximum lengths by raw-material 
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n %
Hornfels 964 24.40%
Quartzite 1472 37.30%
Banded Ironstone 1 0.00%
Andesite 665 16.80%
Chert 841 21.30%
Chalcedony 2 0.10%
Quartz 1 0.00%
Dolorite 3 0.10%

Table 7.10: Raw-material use in the 
combined Fauresmith 

retouched tools maximum length is the closest to its un-retouched flake counterpart, a 

difference of just 5mm, compared with over 12mm found in the andesite. This suggests 

increased confidence in transforming quartzite flakes into functional tools, although it must 

also be noted that quartzite produced larger flakes as a matter of course. 

 

7.7 PCT and Blades 

There are only 62 pieces of blade or PCT debitage, constituting just 1.6% of the full 

assemblage, significantly less than the 114 cores related to these technologies. Whilst the 32 

blades could potentially derive from the seven blade cores, there are just 30 PCT flakes for the 

107 PCT cores, indicating that either material was being transported around the landscape or 

the flakes were being converted into tools, and worked beyond recognition. Indeed, there is 

just one centripetal PCT flake for 63 centripetal cores, and whilst there are 29 convergent 

flakes for the 23 convergent cores, there are no flakes remaining for the ten laminar PCT cores, 

or for the Victoria West cores that are present at both Muirton and Nooitgedacht 2.  

 

Whilst this PCT material is mainly hornfels (50% n=15), it is also found on quartzite, andesite, 

chert, and even dolerite, the blades however, are restricted to hornfels, quartzite, and chert 

with quartzite seemingly favoured (41% n=13). 

 

7.8 Interpretation 

Whilst there are only three sites used in this 

analysis they are the ones available to this study 

that are considered most secure, although of 

course it cannot be ruled out that the material 

from these may not be as related as it appears. 

However, these sites clearly reveal patterns not 

previously reported, and the results are at odds 

with previous published accounts of the 

Fauresmith (cf. Chapter 3 and Appendices 3 and 4). 

Far from being exclusively on hornfels there are several materials utilised, with quartzite 

actually dominant (Table 7.10), indeed, the core assemblage suggests that quartzite was the 

best-understood material. However, hornfels does dominant the LCT group, which are 

moderate to heavily worked pointed ovates c.10cms in length. In this they do seem to confirm 

earlier interpretations, although as they constitute just 2% of the assemblage they were clearly 
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not a particularly important aspect of the tool kit. Indeed, the combined total of the LCTs, PCT, 

and blades, is just 262 artefacts, 6.7% of the assemblage, which is less than the retouched 

tools alone (7.6% n=300). Additionally the majority of the PCT (86%) derives from 

Nootigedacht 2. Because of these facts it could be argued that the typology of the retouched 

tools is perhaps more important, yet there are no clear fossil directeurs due to the lack of 

formal tool types at Muirton. If Muirton can be considered an anomaly, then hagenstad points 

could well be added to the universal type list. In sum, if the Fauresmith can be considered a 

real entity, then we are forced to rely on the combination of LCT, PCT and blade technology to 

identify it, although these do not constitute a major aspect of the assemblages. 
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Chapter 8: MSA Data Analysis 
 

8.1 Introduction 

The MSA sees the wholesale shift from the dominance of façonnage to debitage based tools, 

signifying a “profound technological reorganization” (McBrearty and Brooks 2000: 485: 

although see below). It is clear that the emphasis in the ESA is in the bifaces, whereas the real 

change in the MSA is to the manufacture of composite tools (Brooks et al. 2006); hafting 

smaller tools that likely displace many of the functions of the biface (Barham pers. comm.; 

Clark 1988; McBrearty and Brooks 2000). Unfortunately, as with much in South Africa, the 

origins of the MSA are somewhat confused by the issue of nomenclature (see Chapter 2 and 

Appendix 2), with people variously labeling the initial MSA as MSA(i) (Singer and Wymer 1982), 

MSA1 (Volman 1984), or Pietersburgian (Mason 1962b, Sampson 1974). However, these can 

be understood as differing levels of abstraction, useful to explaining burgeoning 

regionalisation.  

 

The Pietersburg Complex is a local Transvaal based ‘culture’ that was believed to derive from 

the Fauresmith (Mason 1957), its study really culminated in Sampson’s (1974) chronology, 

although his use of it was itself based on Mason’s work at the Cave of Hearths (Mason 1962b, 

1967). This complex is believed to include side- and end-scrapers, burins, utilised blades and 

flakes, as well as fragments of blades, and opposed platform, single platform, adjacent 

platform, discoidal, and Levallois cores (Sampson 1974: table 22). The MSA(i) and MSA1 are 

the first stages in different frameworks utilised at the same level of abstraction, an overarching 

schema to examine general trends across South Africa, although the MSA(i) was originally 

never intended to describe any more than the material from Klasies River Mouth (Singer and 

Wymer 1982: 43). This MSA(i), dated by Uranium series to 100kya, contains long thin blades 

made on local quartzite, with thin and neatly rounded butts, the frequently bruised or crushed 

platforms found are assumedly connected with generating the initial knapping angles 

(Thackeray 1992). Additionally, there are many broken blade fragments and worked points, 

denticulates, scrapers, burins, borers and occasional notches, although the cores are mainly 

single and double platform with rare discoids. However, Klein (1983) suggested that Bushman 

Rock Shelter, Border Cave, Elands Bay Cave, and Duinefontein 2 point to the MSA first 

appearing in oxygen-isotope stage 6, as much as 85ky earlier than it appears at Klasies. In line 

with this, Volman (1984) classed the earliest material at Klasies as his MSA2a, seeing an older 

and cruder large blade industry at Skildergat. Volman (1984) suggested that the earliest MSA 
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contains not only small broad blades with little faceting, but also radial and discoidal cores, 

with rare retouched pieces, few scrapers and no points (Mitchell 2002a: fig 4.2). In this 

scheme, the early Pietersburgian is also considered MSA2a, and shall continue to be so 

throughout this piece. 

 

As mentioned, the analysis here is limited to two sites; The Cave of Hearths bed IV and 

Bushman Rock Shelter, however, it is only the second analysis undertaken on the lower levels 

of Bushman Rock Shelter (see Field 2002) and the first that has an eye to comparison. These 

two sites were chosen due to the lack of early MSA material in the Northern Cape or Free State 

(see Chapter 3), and because they were compared during the excavations of Bushman Rock 

Shelter (Eloff 1969) and considered very early MSA (Volman 1984). Following the intra-site 

analyses is an inter-site comparison to allow the formulation of an MSA against which to test 

the Fauresmith.  

 

8.2 Cave of Hearths Bed IV 

Originally excavated by Mason in 1953, MSA material is found at the Cave of Hearths from his 

beds IV through IX. However, a level of confusion is added as the deposits below bed VII have 

slumped. The material utilised here is only that which can definitely be tied to Masons bed IV; 

five 12” spits from 192” to 132” below datum, and then only in the stable column A. This is the 

collection Mason (1957) utilised as the type-material for his Pietersburgian, akin to Volman’s 

(1981) MSA 2a or Singer and Wymer’s (1982) MSA(i). Although Mason’s (1971) Multivariate 

Analysis concluded that the earlier Pietersburgian ended at the 144-156” spit, doubts over the 

validity of this analysis (Volman 1981: 89-90), means that everything up to 132” was utilised 

here. The most recent study of this material was by Sinclair (2009), who also includes all five 

spits in bed IV. 

 

Despite Sinclair’s suggestion (2009: 107: table 8.2) that Mason (1988) originally listed 4000 

artefacts, the present author could only find Mason (1988) listing 3061. However, Sinclair 

(2009) himself could only locate 2697, and it seems likely that much of the material missing 

from bed IV has at some stage been miss-labelled as Bed V (Sinclair 2009: 108), possibly 

following Mason’s re-attribution of spit five. However, the situation is even bleaker today, with 

this work only able to locate 1289 pieces from both the type-series and waste that could 

definitely be tied to bed IV. Unfortunately, the nature of Mason’s methodology makes it 
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almost impossible to draw comparisons here, and Sinclair’s (2009) analysis shall be taken as 

the primary reference. 

 

Sinclair identified that the majority (57%, n=1527) of the assemblage was composed of hard 

hammer flakes, although he also suggested that the vast majority of artefacts bellow 5mm in 

length are now lost. Ultimately, both he and Mason were clear that the site is in-situ. The 

technological strategies highlighted by Sinclair are two fold; apparently, primary concern was 

with blade production, utilising mainly, although not exclusively local materials and large flakes 

were struck as core blanks. These were utilised for blades and flake blades until they were no 

longer productive, at which point knapping would switch to simple flake production until the 

cores were finally exhausted. However, it seems somewhat contradictory to work cores to 

exhaustion with abundant raw-material available locally (Maguire 2009). For PCT material, 

they apparently chose clasts from fluvial contexts with the resulting convergent flakes struck in 

such a way as to ease hafting; with the bulbs offset from the main axis. Although Sinclair does 

not report many retouched tools (n=39) he sees the majority as being side-scrapers (n=7) and 

unifacial points (n=7). 

 

8.2.1 Cores and Core tools 

There are 78 cores in the extant collection, although three of these could represent biface 

rough-outs (Fig 8.1). It is possible that these are the pieces referred to by both Mason (cited in 

McNabb et al. 2009: 158) and Sampson (1974) that led Beaumont and Vogel (2006) to suggest 

bed IV as Fauresmith. However, I remain unconvinced and caution dictates their inclusion here 

as core scrapers, although they are certainly incongruous next to the rest of the collection. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 8.1: Most convincing of the three possible biface rough outs, included here as 
cores  
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Although there are five PCT cores in the assemblage, three centripetal and two convergent, 

there is just one bipolar casual blade core. However, there is a wide spread of non-PCT core 

types, yet no single technology dominates and less structured, non-fixed platform cores (54%, 

n=43) are more frequent than fixed platform cores (46%, n=37). This actually suggests a lack of 

organisation in the knapping, contra to Sinclair’s (2009) assertion that they were working out 

PCT cores; doing this would inevitably lead to the maintenance of the fixed platform. In line 

with Sinclair’s analysis most of the cores are heavily worked, indeed 95% of all the cores have 

less than 50% natural surface remaining, with over 40% baring none at all. The cores that do 

bear natural surface are mainly (50% of all the cores with >26%) of locally abundant quartzite. 

Despite this, the core sizes do not suggest overly excessive working with the 64-256mm size 

range dominating (62%, n=49), although there are no cores in excess of 256mm. Just 38% 

(n=29) are in the smaller <=64mm category and quartz is the only material with more 

examples in the smaller than larger groups. This, combined with the lack of any cores for the 

admittedly rare chert artefacts, suggests that exotic materials were curated further, or utilised 

more intensively. In sum, there appears to be little structure to core exploitation in bed IV with 

expediency being the driving factor in locally available materials. Maximisation seems to have 

been unimportant, although curation to and from the site is evident. 

 

8.2.2 Debitage 

In total, there are 1115 pieces of debitage in the assemblage, including flakes, tools, blades, 

and PCT flakes. Of this material 85% (n=944) is un-retouched, however a massive 59% (n=685) 

is broken. Of these broken pieces the vast majority (83%, n=547) are class 2 breaks, and this 

percentage remains reasonably consistent throughout the spits. This preponderance of body 

breaks suggests the possibility that the material may have been exposed and subject to 

trampling or crushed during roof falls, lying as it did in a loose sandy matrix (Sinclair 2009). 

Although the wear measure reveals that 64% (n=744) of the material is fresh (wear=0.6-2mm), 

with variability across the materials. From 156” upwards the median wear remains a constant 

2mm regardless of raw-material (Fig 8.2A). Considering that the break patterns remain 

basically constant across this boundary (Fig 8.2B) it seems that the wear must speak of a 

change in the post-depositional regime in these higher spits. 

 

Perhaps unsurprisingly quartz flakes are the shortest and thinnest, but in every other measure 

chert is the smallest (Table 8.1). This suggests that quartz and chert were either locally 

available in small nodules or curated. Of the other materials, quartzite is the most abundant 

and, again unsurprisingly, its flakes are the widest and thickest. Additionally, quartzite butts 
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are the widest and longest, which could be taken as evidence of extemporaneity, or that the 

material was the least tractable and less control was attained in its knapping. The latter 

suggestion is potentially supported by a steady decrease in these measures on quartzite 

through the beds deposition (Fig 8.3A and B), suggesting a steady improvement in the 

understanding and control of the material. However, whilst over 55% of the material bare 

‘ordinary’ dimensions there is a slow rise in the ratio of ‘squat’ to ‘ordinary’ flakes until the 

very top layer, which seems at odds with improving control, unless ‘squat’ flakes were desired. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.2.3 Un-retouched Debitage 

With the numerically dominant broken flakes removed, the un-retouched debitage, minus the 

blade and PCT material, is dominated by Toth Type 6 flakes (78%, n=218). The reminder are 

largely Toth Type 5 (19%, n=52) with the final two per cent (n=10) being a mixture of the 

remaining Toth Types, except Type 1, and a single soft hammer flake. In addition to these 

A Fig 8.2: A: Wear on raw-
materials by spit B: Flake breaks 

by spit 

B 
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there is a single chip, which, when added to its broken partner and considered along with the 

small number of chunks and core fragments (n=31), and siret fractures (n=14), suggests that 

core working did not occur where the material was deposited. However, in contrast to the 

cores themselves this material does suggest some structure to the core working, with the 

dorsal scar patterning revealing working from the proximal (44%, n=117), proximal and distal 

(15%, n=63) or proximal and just one lateral (24%, n=99) dominating all other patterns. Whilst 

this potentially speaks of more structured knapping this is countered by the dominance of 

plain butts (65%, n=320).  

 

Ultimately, the un-retouched debitage suggests that the knapping occurred somewhere in the 

site’s direct vicinity, but not actually at the site of the materials eventual discovery, most likely 

somewhere near what would have been the cave entrance (McNabb et al. 2009). 

 

8.2.4 Retouched Debitage 

Retouched tools account for c.13% (n=171) of the entire assemblage, far in excess of the 39 

tools identified by Sinclair (2009). This discrepancy is only explained through the increased 

number of pieces with unspecific retouch, Flaked Flakes and denticulates identified in this 

study (Table 8.2) which I can only assume were considered damage by Sinclair (2009). 

Table 8.1: Median flake measurements by raw-material 

A B 

Fig 8.3: A: Median flake butt length and B: Median butt width, for raw-materials, by spit  

w
id

th
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However, here it is the latter two types that actually dominate the retouched debitage 

composition (Table 8.3). Indeed if denticulated scrapers and denticulates are taken together 

they outnumber all other logically grouped artefact types (34%, n=58). Although there is a 

spread of other tool types within bed IV the preponderance of denticulated tools alludes to the 

site being used some form of specific processing activity, likely wood working. This is 

supported by the dearth of retouched points or material connected with their manufacture, 

suggesting that the site was not used for the preparation of stone tipped hunting materials 

(although see PCT below). 

 

8.2.5 Blades and PCT 

The PCT collection from bed IV is poor, just five cores (above) and eight flakes, seven 

convergent and one laminar. No flakes are evident to correlate with the three centripetal 

cores. The PCT flakes have a median maximum length of 61.5mm, far in excess of the 34.9mm 

median preferential removal length found on the cores. Additionally, the lack of technological 

parity between the flakes and cores suggests that much of the material was removed from the 

site. The dominance of non-fixed platform cores also disputes the suggestion of worked out 

PCT cores being present in the core assemblage. This analysis suggests that PCT was only 

practiced to a limited extent at the site, indeed PCT material only begins to appear in spit 168-

156”.  

 

The bed’s blade collection is far healthier, with flake blades included, although the majority are 

broken (55%, n=132), mainly by class 2 flexion breaks (88%) additionally the number in each 

spit increases up the profile (Fig 8.4) suggestive of a developing technological repertoire. 

However, if the broken blades are removed the whole technical blade sample accounts for just 

3% of the assemblage (n=39). One casual blade core is present but apart from two crested 

n  %
Denticulate 41 24.0%
Denticulated Scraper 17 9.9%
Side-Scraper 18 10.5%
End-Scraper 1 .6%
Scraper retouch 3 1.8%
Retouched Point (awl) 1 .6%
Retouched Point (weapon) 4 2.3%
Notch 8 4.7%
Undiagnostic Retouch 27 15.8%
Flaked Flake (or spall) 41 24.0%
Utilised Flake 2 1.2%
Burin 1 .6%
Backed Pieces 7 4.1%
Total 171 100.0%

Table 8.3: Retouched tool composition 

This Study MMPRP
Microlithic crescent 0 1
Denticulated 58 8
Side-Scraper 18 7
End-Scraper 1 1
Unspecific Retouch 32 1
Point 5 8
Notch 8 7
Flaked Flake 41 0
Burin 1 0
Backed Pieces 7 6
Total 171 39

Table 8.2: Retouched tool compositions 
between this study and the MMPRP 

(Sinclair 2009) 
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Table 8.4: Raw-material 
composition 

n %
Hornfels 108 8.4%
Quartzite 610 47.4%
Andesite 190 14.8%
Chert 29 2.3%
Quartz 134 10.4%
Unknown 217 16.8%
Total 1288 100.0%

Fig 8.4: Distribution of blades 

blades and one blade core 

rejuvenation flake there is no 

evidence of prismatic blade 

manufacture on site.  

 

The PCT and blade assemblage 

supports the idea that knapping 

probably occurred nearby, and that 

the site was likely a specialist 

processing site. Both PCT and 

prismatic blade production was 

employed sparsely with most of what was produced removed from the site, possibly as aspects 

of finished composite tools. 

 

8.2.6 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

Quartzite is clearly the most utilised material, with chert the 

least (Table 8.4). The remaining four materials each display 

more than 100 artefacts each, although it is the hornfels and 

quartz that are least represented, and whilst the chert was 

likely curated the quartz seems to have been available in small 

nodules locally. As has been alluded to, the vast majority of the 

material is worn between one and five mm, with only a few 

pieces measuring less than one mm of wear, this indicates that whilst the material had not 

moved far from its original site of deposition, some post depositional processes have been 

acting upon it. The spread of sizes in the material does not indicate any form of winnowing, 

although the material must have rolled or slipped down the remnant talus cone, the cave 

appears to have provided a catchment area where material of all sizes settled. 

 

8.2.7 Interpretation 

The material in the Cave of Hearths bed IV seems internally consistent, despite huge losses 

from the archive. The wear and break patterns indicate that the material was probably 

exposed on the surface of the cave floor for at least a short while, either before or after it 

found its way to the eventual site of discovery, and it was most likely subject to some 

trampling. Sedimentary deposition declined, or frequency or intensity of occupation seems to 

have increased, from spit 144-156” onwards culminating in a much larger quantity of evidence 
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Fig 8.5: Artefact percentages in each spit 

during the deposition of spit 132-144” (Fig 

8.5). Indeed the hominins utilising the site 

during the deposition of this spit do seem to 

have been doing something slightly 

differently, with an increased technical 

competence. Indeed, I would happily 

entertain the notion proposed by Mason’s 

(1971) Multivariate analysis that the last two 

spits do indeed represent something different 

to that which went before.  

 

Whatever the case, the present interpretation differs from previous ones in several important 

respects. Sinclair (2009) suggested that PCT cores were worked until no longer recognisable as 

such, whereas the dominance of non-fixed platform cores is contra to what one would expect 

in this scenario, particularly when the remaining fixed perimeter cores maintain a size in excess 

of the extant PCT material. This analysis instead sees a limited application of PCT, with the 

site’s purpose more to do with specialised processing. When this is combined with the fact 

that the valley in which the cave sits would originally have supported a closed woodland 

environment at least 10 meters in height (Maguire 2009: 32), one could suggest that the early 

MSA hominins utilised the site as a safe area to manufacture wooden artefacts. Potentially 

spear shafts that could then be tipped with stone points or simply sharpened to a point. It does 

seem that some stone tips were manufactured on the site, although not in any great number. 

The majority of these, and the cores for their manufacture, would then have been curated 

away, along with the more exotic materials. 

 

 

8.3 Bushman Rock Shelter 

Work started at Bushman Rock Shelter in 1965, under the direction of A.W. Louw whose 

collections are now lost. However, work was continued in 1967-8 by the University of Pretoria 

as a student training excavation, under the direction of J.F. Eloff, and this material is still 

available. Unfortunately, no documentation exists for either excavation and just one short 

piece has been published comparing the earlier material to the Cave of Hearths bed IV (Eloff 

1969). Whilst the later material at the site has been published (Plug 1981a, 1981b, Protsch and 

De Villiers 1974), only brief discussions of the earlier material appear, all in unpublished works 
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(Plug 1978, 1979 cited in Field 2002, Volman 

1981, Field 2002). Unfortunately, there is some 

confusion over the site’s stratigraphy (See 

Appendix 1.2); Louw began extracting 

Pietersburgian (MSA(i)) material from layer 28, 

which supposedly correlates with Eloff’s layer 

17/18, yet Eloff reported MSA material down to 

his layer 105. The analysis here shall focus on 

both these higher and lower sections, together 

and apart as the analysis dictates. 

 

In total, 3640 artefacts where processed; 1637 

from Louw’s layers 26-28, around the base of his 

original excavation, plus 112 pieces simply 

marked as 92-96”, the depth of Louw’s trench as 

reported by Eloff (1969). The remaining 1891 

constitute Eloff’s layers 95 to 105+10, being the 

very base of his excavations. Table 8.5 reveals 

that a huge 3267 artefacts have disappeared 

from the site’s lowest 12 layers since Field’s 

(2002) analysis, with losses in every layer except 

104 where the present study was able to locate 

a single artefact not discovered by Field. Despite 

the meagre references to the site, it is presently 

believed to contain an early MSA(1) assemblage, 

indeed it is one of the sites that guided Volman’s 

realisation (1981: 44 although see 45-6) that 

there was an MSA earlier than the MSA(i). 

Fortunately, and despite the huge losses, the 

majority of techno-typologies reported by Field (2002) are still present (Table 8.6). This work 

shall show that whilst the material here is undoubtedly early MSA, intense material 

transportation and curation means it directly resembles neither the MSA(1) nor MSA(i), yet the 

site undoubtedly offers temporally discreet in-situ occurrences that could offer unparalleled 

knowledge of this period in South Africa. 

 

Table 8.6: Artefact counts for Bushman Rock 
Shelter compared to the same layers in Field 

(2002) 

n % n %
26 591 16.2
27 412 11.3
28 634 17.4
92-96" 112 3.1
95 120 3.3 295 5.7
96 359 9.9 1139 22.1
97 338 9.3 842 16.3
98 80 2.2 119 2.3
99 208 5.7 469 9.1
100 211 5.8 388 7.5
101 261 7.2 1119 21.7
102 167 4.6 451 8.7
103 4 .1 15 0.3
104 1 .0 0 0.0
Loose cleanings 
above 105 45 1.2

105 70 1.9
105+5 10 .3 32 0.6
105+10 17 .5 23 0.4

Total 3640 100.0 5158 100.0

266 5.2

Layer
This Study Field (2002)

N/A N/A

Table 8.5: Techno-Typological 
composition 

Field 2002 This Study
Chips Chips

Chunks Chunks
Broken Flakes Broken Flakes

Flakes Flakes
Core Fragments Core Fragments

Cores Cores
Flaked Flakes Flaked Flakes
Outile Ecaile Outile Ecaille

Blades Blades
PCT PCT

Convergent PCT Convergent PCT
Manuports Manuports

Denticulates
Side Scrapers
End Scrapers

Scraper Retouch
Notch

Undiagnostic Retouch
Utilised Flake

Retocuhed Flakes
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Table 8.7: Debitage types by 
assemblage 

Top Bottom Total
n n n

Flakes 1390 1306 2696
Tools 24 62 86

Blades 69 85 154
PCT 1 5 6
Chips 195 326 521
Total 1679 1784 3463

8.3.1 Cores and Core Tools 

There are 142 chunks, and 20 core fragments, evenly distributed between the higher and 

lower assemblages, and just 13 complete cores. The tiny core assemblage is clearly dominated 

by alternate (n=5) and alternate, parallel and single (n=5) technologies, with just one discoid 

and one single removal core, although no PCT or blade cores are present. Perhaps most 

revealing is that the fixed margin discoid, manufactured on hornfels, is the only core in the 

higher assemblage (layers 26-96”), with the rest of the cores, all of quartz, mainly in the top 

half of the lower sample (layers 96-101). All of the cores have been heavily reduced, being less 

than 64mm in size and having less than 25% natural surface remaining, including at least one 

Outile Ecaille indicating heavy reduction. Interestingly the largest removals are just a median 

18mm long, a flake size of little use prior to the development of microlithic technology. 

Although this small collection can reveal little, it does suggest that none of the material was 

treated expediently, with curation being important; the only cores left at the site were small 

and exhausted, suggesting that all viable cores were carried off. Indeed the presence of two 

manuports speaks of curation and material transportation. Quite revealingly, the wear is 

similar in all the layers with nothing worn above 0.20 mm and a median of just 0.10 mm, thus 

all of the material can be classed as fresh to mint in condition, suggesting that it is in-situ. 

 

8.3.2 Debitage 

The vast majority of the assemblage is debitage (95%) and 

there is a similar number of artefacts between the higher 

and lower assemblages (Table 8.7). The only real 

differences between them are the increased number of 

tools and chips in the lower assemblage, and its dominance 

by quartz (n=813 46%). Indeed 70% of all the chips are 

quartz, and its flakes remain the smallest. The crystalline 

structure of the material, combined with its dominance, may account for the subjective 

appearance of lower technical competence, or at least consistency, in the lower levels. 

However, this suggestion could also be supported by the higher ratio of ‘squat’ to ‘ordinary’ 

flakes found in the lower assemblage, something that does not appear to be raw-material 

dependant (Table 8.8). 

 

An enormous 72% of the debitage is broken, and this is equal between the two assemblages 

(lower n=1272 higher n=1218). Within these there are a significant number of class 4 siret 

breaks (n=198, 8%) equally distributed throughout the layers, relative to layer content, barring 
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Fig 8.6: Percentage of each layers debitage 
represented by Class 4 Siret breaks 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

a rise at the very base (Fig 8.6). This 

suggests that material from each layer 

represents in-situ knapping. However, 

there are more class 1 platform breaks in 

the top assemblage (24%) than the 

bottom (11%) which has more class 2 

body breaks (75% vs. 65% in the top 

assemblage). The class 1 breaks mainly 

occur on hornfels (42%) and quartz 

(29%). Quartz is understandable, having 

such a large crystalline structure makes 

stepping and breaking common, particularly in vein quartz (Driscoll 2010). However, the high 

number of platform breaks on hornfels is more intriguing, although it could be explained by its 

use alongside much harder materials requiring more force in their knapping. Despite this, 

whilst the vast majority of the debitage have plain butts (69%), where faceting does occur it is 

primarily on the hornfels (58%) and quartz (20%), suggesting that the knappers actually had a 

very good understanding of material differences, and methods of addressing them. In line with 

the cores above, the material bears a median wear of just 0.10 mm, and almost all (94%) can 

be classed as mint to fresh in condition.  

 

8.3.3 Un-retouched Debitage 

The 3217 pieces of un-retouched debitage, not including the blade and PCT material dealt with 

below, are dominated by broken hard hammer flakes (70% n=2269). What remains are mainly 

chips (16% n=521). The large number of mint and fresh chips (98.1%), combined with the high 

n % n % n %
Top 164 54.1 29 9.6 110 36.3
Bottom 153 51.9 11 3.7 131 44.4
Total 317 53 40 6.7 241 40.3
Hornfels 138 50.5 24 8.8 111 40.7
Quartzite 36 52.2 2 2.9 31 44.9
Andesite 4 66.7 0 0 2 33.3
Chert 7 70 1 10 2 20
Quartzite 80 58.8 2 1.5 54 39.7
Unknown 52 50 11 10.6 41 39.4
Total 317 53 40 6.7 241 40.3

Raw Material

Flake Type
Ordinary Flake Blade Squat

Assemblage

Table 8.8: Flake type by assemblage and raw-material 

Quartz 
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numbers of siret breaks, chunks and core fragments (above) suggests that knapping did 

happen at the site, with the material excavated in-situ. However, the whole flakes are largely 

Toth Type 6’s (70% n=317), with just 93 pieces (20%) bearing some remnant natural surface, 

obviously this is not possible to distinguish on the quartz material that’s outer and inner 

surfaces are the same. Also present are three pieces of PCT and blade core debitage indicating 

that core working was undertaken, although the lack of natural surfaces suggests that the 

initial core working happened elsewhere. In addition to the Outil Ecaille there are at least eight 

quartz bipolar flakes, although their small size suggests this may be due to an inability to knap 

the material hand held, with the median length just 24mm. The un-retouched material 

suggests an in-situ site where good raw-material was scarce. 

 

8.3.4 Retouched Debitage 

Although there are just 86 artefacts in the retouched debitage assemblage, they are 

instructive. Formal tools appear from layer 102 upward, with one piece of un-diagnostic 

retouch below (Table 8.9). The majority of the tools appear in layer 101 (n=29 34%) although 

the rest of the layers see a reasonably even spread, with non-scraper style retouch dominating 

(n=65 76%), generally simple Flaked Flakes. The retouched debitage speaks of a processing 

site. The most pronounced change between the higher and lower assemblages appears to be 

raw-material related; hornfels dominates the higher levels (n=13 54%) and quartz the lower 

(n=25 40%), although this does not affect what tools are manufactured with as many scrapers 

on quartz as hornfels (Table 8.9). 

 

8.3.5 PCT and Blades 

The PCT and blade component is relatively small (n=124), and the vast majority is blade 

material (97%), with just four pieces of PCT. Both technologies have a single artefact present in 

layer 105, and blades appear throughout the layers from 102 upwards, with PCT sporadically 

appearing in layer 98 and above. All of the PCT pieces are convergent flakes and only one is 

found in the higher assemblage. The majority of both the PCT (75%) and blade (63%) material 

is manufactured on hornfels, with one quartzite PCT flake also present. Blades are also 

manufactured on quartzite (21%), quartz (3%), chert (2%) and unknown materials (11%), 

although the vast majority of the blades are broken (n=105 88%). Whilst there are more blades 

in the lower assemblage there is actually an increase in the average number of blades per layer 

in the top assemblage (n=11) compared to the lower (n=8). However, the wear is equal in each 

and no different to the rest of the materials. No cores are present for either technology, but 

core debitage is present for both (see above). 
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Table 8.9: Retouched debitage assemblage composition by raw-material and layer 

26 27 28 92-96 95 96 97 98 99 100 101 102 105 Total
n n n n n n n n n n n n n n

Denticulate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
Side-Scraper 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
End-Scraper 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Scraper 
retouch 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Notch 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 6
Undiagnostic 
Retouch 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 4

Flaked Flake 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 5
Utilised Flake 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 4 4 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 7 1 0 24
Denticulate 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
Side-Scraper 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 3
End-Scraper 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
Scraper 
retouch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Notch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Undiagnostic 
Retouch 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3

Flaked Flake 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
Total 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 3 2 2 2 0 14

Undiagnostic 
Retouch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Flaked Flake 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 3

Scraper 
retouch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

Flaked Flake 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
Total 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3

Denticulate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Side-Scraper 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 4
End-Scraper 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
Notch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
Undiagnostic 
Retouch 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 0 0 6

Flaked Flake 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 4 0 0 8
Utilised Flake 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3

Total 0 0 0 1 0 2 5 3 2 2 11 0 0 26
Denticulate 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
Side-Scraper 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Scraper 
retouch 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Notch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Undiagnostic 
Retouch 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 5

Flaked Flake 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 4
Utilised Flake 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 2 0 16
Denticulate 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 2 0 7
Side-Scraper 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 4 0 0 9
End-Scraper 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 7
Scraper 
retouch 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 5
Notch 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 10
Undiagnostic 
Retouch 0 2 3 0 0 0 1 1 4 0 7 0 1 19
Flaked Flake 0 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 0 9 3 0 23
Utilised Flake

1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 6
Total 6 9 8 1 1 3 7 5 7 4 29 5 1 86

Total

Andesite

Chert

Quartz

Unknown

Hornfels

Quartzite
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8.3.6 Factors Affecting the Assemblage 

The majority of artefacts, regardless of raw-material, can be classed as fresh (67%), followed 

by mint (27%), and there is no distinction between whether a piece is discoloured or not. This 

dominance of low wear further supports the suggestion that the assemblage is in-situ. Barring 

andesite, which only appears in the lower assemblage, all the other materials are used in all of 

the layers analysed. However, although artefact numbers remain similar between the higher 

and lower assemblages there is an apparent change in raw-material preferences (Fig 8.7), that 

may speak of changing raw-material sources or hominin activities. Quartz, quartzite, and 

andesite are primarily utilised in the lower assemblage, whereas hornfels, unknown materials, 

and chert are used more in the upper assemblage.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.3.7 Interpretation 

The large number of chips, core fragments, chunks and siret breaks scattered evenly through 

the stratigraphy, combined with the mint to fresh appearance of virtually all the material, 

suggests that all the layers are most likely in-situ. Further, the analysis of two assemblages 

from different depths of the sites stratigraphy offers unique access to time-depth. The material 

reveals that curation and material transportation were clearly important at all times, but that 

neither PCT nor blade technology were ever important, with the true blades and PCT material 

accounting for just 3.4% (n=124) of the entire assemblage. Whilst the blade material is 

Fig 8.7: Raw-material composition of the two assemblages 
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distributed throughout the layers, albeit in increasing numbers, the extremely sparse PCT 

material is more prominent in the lower assemblage. Although PCT material is found in the 

lower assemblage, fixed margin cores only appear in top assemblage (n=1) possibly alluding to 

more structured core working in the higher levels. Indeed, there is a possibility that the lower 

layers are less technically competent, but this is largely subjective and may be dependent on 

the rough appearance of quartz. Indeed, there is a distinct change in raw-material 

procurement strategies over time with hornfels replacing quartz as the dominant material. The 

lack of cores, indicating that most were carried off, suggests that no material was treated with 

particular expedience at any time during the site’s deposition, but with a level of expediency 

probably relative to the distance of the materials source. Some materials, such as the andesite, 

were never favoured, and the probably local source of quartz delivered the material in small 

nodules, possibly streams feeding the Steelport River. In the higher assemblage, it seems that 

knowledge of the locally available material led to the importation of more tractable types. 

 

In sum, Bushman Rock Shelter can be thought of as a site where hominins carried material 

possibly in order to exploit local wood supplies, and in this it is very similar to the Cave of 

Hearths bed IV. However, it appears that most things of use were curated away from the site, 

leaving just tantalising glimpses of the hominins full repertoire. The opportunities afforded by 

Bushman Rock Shelter, to fully analyse these suggested developments, in addition to the very 

earliest MSA, at a sealed in-situ site with a secure temporal component is unique in the region. 

Unfortunately, the site, although protected, is no longer accessible, but I am sure much could 

be gleaned from a full analysis of all of the extant collections 

 

 

8.4 MSA Inter Site Analysis 

As mentioned, utilising sites from outside the primary region of the Fauresmith is unavoidable 

considering the dearth of early MSA material in areas where the Fauresmith is found (Chapter 

3). Additionally, these two sites can be regarded as some of the earliest MSA material in South 

Africa, with Sinclair (2009) attributing the Cave of Hearths bed IV to the MSA(i), or MSA2a, but 

with material from the lower levels at Bushman Rock Shelter being earlier, pre-MSA(i), and 

considered MSA1 (Volman 1981: 44, although see 45-6). Whilst this should allow any 

developments within the MSA to be picked out, it shall also constitute an early MSA sample 

against which to compare the contents and integrity of the Fauresmith. 
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Singles 25
Alternate 31
Parallel 22

Table 8.11: Flaking 
strategies on MSA2a 
non- fixed perimeter 

cores 

n % n % n %
Cores 14 0.7 79 2.6 93 1.9
Flakes 1315 69.9 2148 70.5 3463 70.3
Tools 62 3.3 195 6.4 257 5.2
Blades 76 4 286 9.4 362 7.3
Hammerstones 0 0 16 0.5 16 0.3
Chunks and Core 
Fragments

84 4.5 109 3.6 193 3.9

PCT 3 0.2 10 0.3 13 0.3
Manuports 1 0.1 1 0 2 0
Chips 326 17.3 197 6.5 523 10.6
PCT Cores 0 0 5 0.2 5 0.1
Blade Cores 0 0 1 0 1 0

Total 1881 100 3047 100 4928 100

MSA 2aMSA 1 Total

Table 8.10: MSA assemblage compositions 

A total of 4928 artefacts are present 

from the two sites, with 74% 

(n=3640) of these from Bushman 

Rock Shelter. However, 48% 

(n=1749) of the Bushman Rock 

Shelter material is from the higher 

layers of the site, those that have 

been directly compared with the 

Cave of Hearths bed IV (Eloff 1969). 

This gives 3047 (62%) artefacts that 

can be considered MSA2a and 1881 

(38%) that must be earlier (MSA1) (Table 8.10). To investigate the nature of the earliest MSA, 

and the claims of techno-typological continuity requiring a developmental phase in the 

Fauresmith, the higher assemblage from Bushman Rock Shelter and the Cave of Hearths bed IV 

material shall be treated as one group, hear labelled MSA2a, and compared with the lower 

levels at Bushman Rock Shelter, labelled MSA1.  

 

8.4.1 Cores 

There are just 85 cores in the MSA2a collection, although there are an 

additional 109 chunks and core fragments. Of the full cores, five are 

PCT, three centripetal and two convergent, and just one casual blade 

core is present. The most cores found in a single category are the 25 in 

the ‘Any of the Above’ grouping; a mixture of Alternate, Parallel, and 

Single removals. Indeed, although alternate flaking dominates (Table 8.11) the majority of the 

cores (53% n=43) bare no fixed perimeter, with all of the remaining cores (47% n=42) having a 

fixed perimeter created through alternate flaking, dominated by discoidal (n=16) and conical 

(n=15) forms. When this distribution is compared with the MSA1 collection (Fig 8.8) it is 

immediately obvious that there are differences, with all of the earlier cores (n=12) being non-

fixed perimeter. Although alternate flaking does again dominate there is a lack of any PCT 

cores, or indeed anything particularly diagnostic, yet there are PCT flakes (below) and PCT 

debitage present. However, far from being a legitimate temporal difference this most likely 

describes the nature of the sites involved, core working at the Cave of Hearths bed IV being far 

more expedient than Bushman Rock Shelter where viable materials were carried away from 

the site (see Chapter 4). 

 



David Underhill  Chapter 8: MSA Analysis 

 222  

Fig 8.8: Core assemblage composition by MSA sub-stage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Considering this, it seems that the core assemblages are basically identical between these two 

MSA sub-stages, with the most salient explanation of the evident differences being site specific 

rather than temporal. As with the MSA2a, more structured methods of core working were 

practiced in the MSA1 (see below), albeit in a limited fashion, but the cores were evidently 

transported away. However, at both sites, and in both stages, alternate flaking of poorly 

structured cores appears to be the primary method of material exploitation, the only real 

difference being the total reliance on alternate flaking in the MSA1, with parallel working only 

becoming evident in the MSA2a. With the proposed interpretations of these two sites 

functions being essentially the same (above) this could perhaps indicate some form of 

compartmentalisation to the knappers understanding of how different tools could be formed. 

Whatever the case, the core working appears to remain basically the same throughout the 

early MSA. 

 

8.4.2 Debitage 

Of the 4168 pieces of debitage from the two sites 59% (n=2734) are broken, and a similar 

percentage is found in each sub-stage (MSA 2a=59%, MSA 1=60%). With these removed the 

MSA1 becomes dominated by chips (46% n=326), although this is site specific, and with these 

also removed both stages have a preponderance of simple flakes, displaying similar ratios of 

other gross debitage types (Fig 8.9). In terms of working, both stages are dominated by plain 
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butts, although the MSA2a does 

see a slight rise in the 

percentage of facetted and 

dihedral examples. Whilst this 

could be raw-material 

dependant, especially in the 

case of the increased natural 

butts in the MSA1, it does 

appear that the MSA2a 

knappers had a greater 

understanding of their materials, 

with faceting, indicative of 

platform preparation, more 

prominent, particularly on the softer hornfels and chert (Fig 8.10). Additionally, Fig 8.10 

confirms the similarities in core working suggested above, with dihedral butts, most often 

associated with alternate working, showing similar ratios across the raw-materials during both 

sub-stages, and this is further confirmed by the evident dorsal scar patterning (Fig 8.11). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 8.9: Debitage composition by MSA sub-stage 

Fig 8.10: Percentage of flake butt morphologies across raw-materials for both MSA sub-stages 
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8.4.3 Un-retouched Debitage 

The un-retouched debitage suggests that the sites representing both sub-stages were utilised 

for the same periods of core reduction, with a preponderance of Toth Type 6 flakes. However, 

there is a distinct rise in flake blades in the MSA2a (Table 8.12) and the addition of one soft 

hammer flake that perhaps indicate an increasing technical competency. However, 

unsurprisingly there is nothing here that is unique to the MSA.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MSA 1 MSA 2a
n n n %

Toth Type 2 1 7 8 1
Toth Type 3 3 3 6 0.8
Toth Type 4 0 3 3 0.4
Toth Type 5 55 78 133 16.7
Toth Type 6 165 370 535 67
Soft Hammer Flake 0 1 1 0.1
Other Debitage 6 2 8 1
Pointed Flake Blade 0 31 31 3.9
Non-Pointed Flake Blade 9 65 74 9.1

Total 239 560 799 100

Combined

Table 8.12: Un-retouched debitage composition for MSA sub-stages 
and combined MSA sample 

Fig 8.11: Dorsal scar patterning evident on the different MSA sub-stages 
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8.4.4 Retouched Debitage 

In terms of their retouched tools, both sub-stages reveal similar typological preferences (Fig 

8.12), although this is almost certainly site specific it is in itself revealing that processing wood 

was an apparently important activity, suggesting the manufacture of composite tools and 

weapons. The only real difference between the sub-stages is a slight rise in the range of types 

seen in the MSA2a, with less of a reliance on simple Flaked Flakes. Indeed, retouched tools as a 

whole constitute more of the assemblage in the MSA2a (see Table 8.10). The MSA2a knappers 

also appear to have been selecting the larger flakes to retouch into tools, and whilst this 

pattern is also true of the MSA1 it is far less pronounced (Fig 8.13), although in this particular 

case this may be attributable to the nature of the raw-materials being used, and is most likely 

site specific.  

 

8.4.5 PCT and Blades 

Artefacts representing PCT and blade debitage constitute just 6.2% (n=307) of the full MSA 

sample, to add to the 0.1% (n=6) represented by their cores. However, although the vast 

majority (74% n=232) of these pieces are to be found in the MSA2a sub-stage, broken blades 

actually dominate both (Table 8.13). Indeed, there is such a high ratio of broken pieces 

(c.75%), much higher than is found in the flakes (c.59%), that it must prompt the question of  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Fig 8.12: Retouched tool typology for MSA sub-stages and combined MSA sample 
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intentionality, perhaps the early signs of developing truncated or sectioned blade technology. 

It is clear that neither site saw the prolific use of PCT or blade technology, but the PCT material 

from both sites dictates that artefacts were being curated away (above). Indeed, the small 

quantity of particularly PCT material is perhaps to be expected due to the proposed 

interpretation of the site functions (above). What is clear is the capacity for PCT and blade 

manufacture, but its limited application at these sites. However, there does appear to be a 

temporal aspect involved with no cores of either technology found in the MSA1 collection, 

passed two pieces of PCT debitage, indeed, there are only three PCT flakes in the older sample, 

constituting just 0.2% of the MSA1 material here.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 8.13: Un-retouched and Retouched debitage sizes 

n % n % n %
PCT Debitage 2 2.5 0 0 2 0.7
Laminar Core Debitage 0 0 4 1.8 4 1.3
Convergent PCT Flake 3 3.7 9 4 12 3.9
Laminar PCT Flake 0 0 1 0.4 1 0.3
Pointed Blade 6 7.4 17 7.5 23 7.5
Non-Pointed Blade 3 3.7 28 12.4 31 10.1
Broken Blade 67 82.7 167 73.9 234 76.2

Total 81 100 226 100 307 100

MSA 2aMSA 1 Combined

Table 8.13: PCT and Blade assemblage composition by sub-stage 
and combined 
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8.4.6 Interpretation 

These two sites do appear to show a development from an earlier MSA1 into the MSA2a, with 

the MSA1 appearing to show less technical competency and structure in general. The lack of 

fixed platform cores in the earlier MSA1 could be taken as a lack of competence, but even 

when these structured core forms are produced in the MSA2a there is still an overriding 

pattern of alternate flaking on poorly structured cores. However, despite the sample size the 

switch to softer, easier to work materials and the nature of the dorsal scar patterning, and the 

butt and overall flake morphologies appears to suggest an emerging understanding of raw-

material in the MSA2a that seems to be lacking in the MSA1. In addition to this is an increase 

in utilised tool types with the MSA1 hominins utilising just eight tool types to the thirteen seen 

in the MSA2a. As suggested, this could be evidence of developing technological structure, 

further highlighted by the possibility of developing truncated technologies and soft hammer 

working.  

 

Although based on just two sites, from which one cannot speculate too widely, there seems to 

be an evident rise in competence and technological knowledge between the lower sections at 

Bushman Rock Shelter and the higher sections there in conjunction with the Cave of Hearths 

bed IV. If these can be said to be representative of the MSA1 and MSA2a respectively, then 

Wurz (2002) claim, built from Klasies River, for techno-typological continuity throughout the 

MSA must be seen as oversimplified, and Volman’s (1981) insistence on an MSA earlier than 

the MSA(i) is borne out.  

 

Although the small sample size and high quartz content is undoubtedly biasing this 

interpretation, the earliest Middle Stone Age material available to this study can be 

understood as seeing a slow development toward increased structure, both technologically 

and by extension, behaviourally. It sees low technical competence in terms of both raw-

material understandings and the utilisation of structured technology.  
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Chapter 9: Inter- Age Analyses 
 

9.1 Introduction 

This chapter analyses the available data from the ESA, MSA and Fauresmith together. 
Whilst chapter 7 was able to describe the Fauresmith, this chapter shall place it within 
its context, comparing it with what is believed to have come both before and after. 
This shall allow the second of my research questions to be answered by establishing 
the Fauresmith’s place, or otherwise, within the chronology of South Africa and 
ascertaining what changes are evident between each ‘age’. The proceeding analyses 
have revealed many problems with the Fauresmith data; as discussed (Chapter 7) six of 
the nine sites have had to be removed from the analysis. The following is thus based 
on the ESA from the Cave of Hearths bed III, the Fauresmith from Nooitgedacht 2, 
Muirton and Roseberry Plain 1, the MSA1 from Bushman Rock Shelter and the MSA2a 
from the Cave of Hearths bed IV and Bushman Rock Shelter. 
 
The question becomes; do the technologies that define the MSA have their initial origin 
in the local Acheulean? do they reveal any expansion through transitional industries as 
was originally believed? (see Chapter 2). However, it must be reiterated that the lack of 
both final ESA and early MSA material on the central plateau of South Africa, and 
particularly within the Northern Cape and Free State, is problematic and suggestive of 
the Fauresmith representing a post-depositional mixture of the two (see Chapter1 and 
Chapter 3).  
 

9.2 ESA, Fauresmith, MSA Comparison 

As with the Fauresmith analysis above (Chapter 7), this comparative study shall only 
utilise the Fauresmith material that can be considered as having some integrity as 
coherent assemblages (Table 7.1; see Chapters 5, 6 and 7). The artefact total is 
therefore significantly reduced (Table 9.1), but this should add a level of reliability and 
confidence to the results. Whilst both stages of the MSA are included, they shall be 
kept separate during the analysis. Table 9.1 shows the assemblage compositions by 
gross techno-typological groupings, and reveals that overall the Fauresmith has a 
general composition that appears remarkably MSA, being most akin to the MSA2a. To 
try and integrate the patterns present the following analysis shall be thematic, whilst 
mainly examining technology based themes it shall begin by examining raw-material. 
 
9.2.1 Raw- Material 

Although this section must be qualified by the nature of the different raw-materials 
available at the different sites, it is still revealing. Table 9.2 shows the raw-materials  
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present in the samples of each age and it clearly reveals a switch from the dominance 
of a single lithology to the use of multiple different lithologies. Whilst nine different 
raw-material types are present in the combined material, the ESA sample appears 
almost exclusively in quartzite. However, this cannot be purely site specific as over 
40% of the MSA2a, which reveals a wide range of materials, derives from higher levels 
at the same site. Within the Fauresmith there are three materials that are not present in 
either the ESA or the MSA samples and this is most likely related to availability 
differences in the central plateau region. Contra to Van Riet Lowe’s view of it (see 
Chapter 2) there are many materials used in the Fauresmith, and it can be seen that 
hornfels is never a dominant material, not becoming the most heavily used until the 
MSA2a. In the Fauresmith quartzite remains the most favoured material as it had been 
in the ESA. By the MSA1 quartz is the most utilised, although this is almost certainly 
site specific and related more to the available sample than anything else. Other than 
quartz the only material that does not decrease between the Fauresmith and MSA1 is 

n % n % n % n %
Hornfels 964 24.4 460 24.5 925 30.4
Quartzite 876 79.3 1472 37.3 273 14.5 766 25.1
Banded Ironstone 1 0
Andesite 665 16.8 14 0.7 190 6.2
Chert 841 21.3 28 1.5 61 2
Chalcedony 2 0.1
Quartz 1 0 889 47.3 568 18.6
Dolorite 3 0.1
Unknown 229 20.7 0 0 216 11.5 537 17.6

ESA Fauresmith MSA1 MSA2a
Raw Material

Table 9.2: Raw-material use across the stages 

n % n % n % n % n %
Cores 614 57.5 349 8.8 12 0.6 79 2.6 1054 10.6
Flakes 100 9.4 2834 71.8 1315 69.9 2218 72.8 6467 65.0
Tools 126 11.8 300 7.6 62 3.3 195 6.4 683 6.9
LCTs 226 21.2 86 2.2 312 3.1
Blades 32 0.8 76 4.0 216 7.1 324 3.3
Hammerstones 2 0.2 2 0.1 16 0.5 20 0.2
Chunks and 
Core Fragments

173 4.4 84 4.5 109 3.6 366 3.7

PCT 30 0.8 5 0.3 10 0.3 45 0.5
Manuports 1 0.0 1 0.1 1 0.0 3 0.0
Chips 26 0.7 326 17.3 197 6.5 549 5.5
PCT Cores 107 2.7 5 0.2 112 1.1
Blade Cores 7 0.2 1 0.0 8 0.1
Total 1068 100.0 3947 100.0 1881 100.0 3047 100.0 9943 110.0

ESA Fauresmith MSA1 MSA2a Total

Table 9.1: Gross techno-typological groupings by stage 
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hornfels, which basically remains a constant quarter of the materials used. It would be 
interesting to check the declining trend for quartzite use with more MSA1 samples as 
its heavy use in both the ESA and Fauresmith is the only aspect of basic raw-material 
use here that suggests any relationship between the two. By the MSA2a hornfels 
becomes the most utilised material, although a rise in the use of several materials, 
excepting the anomalous quartz, creates a more even spread (Table 9.2).  
 
Although raw-material shall continue to be analysed within the following sections, the 
suggestion from these data is that the Fauresmith, whilst most akin to the MSA, is 
actually unlike either the ESA or MSA. Although more ESA samples would be needed 
the suggestion is that the Fauresmith sees the switch to the experimentation with, and 
regular use of more and varied materials and in this it is most similar to the MSA. The 
evident differences may simply be due to geographic factors and available materials, 
although the shift to a debitage based strategy would have for the first time have also 
made smaller raw-material resource packages viable. 
 
9.2.1 LCTs 

The collective LCT assemblage totals 312 artefacts, just 3.1% of the full combined 
material, although obviously no LCTs are found in the MSA. However, of the combined 
Fauresmith and ESA material they still constitute only 6.2%. The majority are cleavers 
(48%, n=149) followed by bifaces (35%, n=110), and not only are almost three quarters 
of all the LCTs in the ESA assemblage (72%, n=226), but cleavers are not present in the 
Fauresmith at all. Indeed, each has a very different ratio of LCT types (Table 9.3) with 
cleavers dominating the ESA and bifaces the Fauresmith. This temporal pattern of 
changing importance between cleavers and biface has also been noted in the ESA at 
Canteen Koppie (McNabb and Beaumont 2011). Perhaps more fundamentally whilst 
LCTs account for 21% of all the ESA material, they are just 2% of the Fauresmith.  
 
As was originally noted (Chapter 2), further differences are found when the sizes of the 
LCTs are considered (Table 9.3) with the Fauresmith material always smaller. Whilst 
this largely remains within the lower range of the ESA material (Fig 9.1) the difference 
is statistically significant (Table 9.4), which could be read as further suggestive of a 
switch to smaller raw-material packages (above) or perhaps a changing function for 
the LCTs, although it does bear out the belief that Fauresmith bifaces were smaller 
than those of the ESA. Indeed, the raw-materials utilised are distinctly different (Table 
9.3). Of the ESA LCT sample 66% (n=150) are quartzite, compared with just 22% (n=19) 
of the Fauresmith, which is actually dominated by hornfels (50% n=43) a material not 
seen in the ESA LCT sample here (Table 9.3) although it would not have been recorded 
if it was present given the quartzite/non-quartzite dichotomy used in the collection of 
the data (Chapter 4) leaving raw-material as a potential explanation for the size 
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 Fig 9.1: Length, breadth, and thickness for ESA and 

Fauresmith LCTs 

n % Median n % Median
Biface 65 28.8 45 52.3
Cleaver 149 65.9 0 0.0
Rough Out 4 1.8 31 36.0
Bifacial 
Chopping Tool

8 3.5 10 11.6

Total 226 100.0 86 100.0
Flake 163 72.1 15 17.4
Cobble 7 3.1 2 2.3
Indeterminate 56 24.8 68 79.1
Slab 0 0.0 1 1.2
Hornfels 0 0.0 43 50.0
Quartzite 150 66.4 19 22.1
Andesite 0 0.0 20 23.3
Chert 0 0.0 4 4.7
Unknown 76 33.6 0 0.0

140.5 100
90 61.3
42 40

531.09 245.2
11 14
15 14
14 11
40 39
4.8 2.7
2.7 2.6
3.9 3.8
4.7 4.1

Breadth mm)
Thickness (mm)
Volume (cm3)

ESA Fauresmith

Tip
Mesial
Base
Total
Tip
Mesial
Base
Total

Symmetry

Metrics

Type

Blank

Raw 
Material

Working

Length (mm)

Table 9.3: LCT properties for both the ESA and Fauresmith 
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differences. Despite this possibility, the Fauresmith LCTs see andesite (23%, n=20) 
more heavily used than quartzite, in addition to the use of chert (5%, n=4). Whilst this 
may speak of different availability, the limited presence of quartzite LCTs in the 
Fauresmith does suggest a more fundamental difference. Regardless of the favoured 
material and despite the size differences the tripartite Roe diagram (Fig 9.2) reveals a 
remarkably similar planform to both the ESA and Fauresmith LCTs with the knappers in 
both stages apparently seeking a similar end-product, denying the possibility of 
functional change. Additionally this can potentially inform on the unknown blanks used 
in the Fauresmith (78% n=65) as 72% (n=163) of the ESA LCTs are on flakes. Indeed, 
cobbles seem unpopular in both assemblages, identifiable in just 3% (n=7) of the ESA 
and 2% (n=2) of the Fauresmith. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A further difference is found in the working; Fauresmith knappers were able to achieve 
the same planform as the ESA knappers but slightly more efficiently (Table 9.3). The 
median edge working index on the complete Fauresmith LCTs is 39, compared with 40 
on the ESA examples, yet with the relatively underworked cleavers removed from the 
ESA sample the working increases exponentially (Table 9.5) with the ESA bifaces clearly 
worked far more than the Fauresmith examples. However, the spread of working (Fig 

Fig 9.2: Tripartite Roe diagram comparing ESA and Fauresmith LCT planform 

Table 9.4: Comparison between ESA and Fauresmith LCT metrics 

Mean Std. Dev Mean Std. Dev
Length 143.26 27.47 102.92 29.56 10.861 300 .000
Width 90.37 16.46 62.19 15.3 13.334 303 .000

Thickness 42.29 8.58 31.54 10.36 9.065 303 .000

ESA Fauresmith
t df p.n =226 n =76
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9.3 Y-Axis) is similar in both 
assemblages, yet how this relates to the 
evident symmetry is interesting.  
 
Highlighted in Fig 9.3 are the two 
individual sections that contain the most 
examples from each stage. In the ESA, the 
most cases in an individual section are 

found in the high working-moderate symmetry area, where as for the Fauresmith 
material this is the moderate working-very high symmetry sector. Despite this 
difference, the median edge working by symmetry indices for both are reasonably 
similar, both being in moderate symmetry but the ESA being higher in the working 
index. Altogether, this suggests a slight increase toward greater symmetry with less 
working on the Fauresmith LCTs. Indeed, whilst the spread is basically similar between 
the two groups, the Fauresmith LCTs are slightly more symmetrical, although this 
difference is not statistically significant (t=1.21, df=137, p=.225) (see Fig 9.4). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interrogating the symmetry further, by examining the individual thirds (see Table 9.3), 
reveals that the ESA bifaces are only more symmetrical than the Fauresmith ones in the 
mesial sections, potentially indicating the use of side struck flakes. Perhaps more 

ESA with 
cleavers

ESA without 
cleavers

Fauresmith

Median Median Median
Tip 11 15 14
Mesial 15 17 14
Base 14 14 11
Total 40 47 39

Table 9.5: Edge working index score for 
Fauresmith and ESA LCTs, both with and 

without cleavers included 

Fig 9.3: ESA and Fauresmith LCTs edge working by symmetry, showing low (12-27), moderate 
(28-43) and Heavy (44-60) working, and virtually perfect (0-1.49), very high (1.5-2.99), high 

(3-3.99), moderate (4-4.99), low (5-5.99) and very low (=>6) symmetry 

r2 Linear 
ESA = 0.004 

Fauresmith = 0.041 
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importantly, the tip sections on 
the ESA bifaces are actually the 
least symmetrical, where they are 
the most symmetrical of the 
Fauresmith sections. 
 
The LCTs seem to suggest very 
little difference between the 
Fauresmith and ESA bifaces; the 
planforms are essentially the 
same, and focus seems to remain 
on utility, whilst the Fauresmith 
knappers appear to achieve 

greater symmetry with less working, this is not to a significant degree (Fig 9.4). The 
only genuine difference appears to be in the LCT size, with the Fauresmith examples 
being smaller in every dimension. There are many potential explanations for this; raw-
material, blank strategy or blank choice being the most obvious (see Ashton and 
McNabb 1994; McPherron 1995; 1999; 2000; White 1995). 
 
9.2.2 Cores – Non PCT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

n % Median n % Median n % Median n % Median
Alternate 99 16.1 28 5.4 6 6.3 6 3.2
Alternate and 
Parallel

30 4.9 11 2.1 0 0.0 6 3.2

Parallel 20 3.3 12 2.3 0 0.0 1 0.5
Parallel from 
multi-platform

8 1.3 6 1.1 0 0.0 1 0.5

singles 15 2.4 62 11.9 1 1.0 4 2.1
Any of the Above 56 9.1 109 20.9 5 5.2 25 13.3
Biconical 1 0.2 10 1.9 0 0.0 2 1.1
Discoid 385 62.7 69 13.2 0 0.0 16 8.5
Other Fixed 
Perimeter

0 0.0 41 7.9 0 0.0 15 8.0

Chunk 0 0.0 131 25.1 69 71.9 95 50.5
Core Fragment 0 0.0 42 8.0 15 15.6 14 7.4
Core Scraper 0 0.0 1 0.2 0 0.0 3 1.6
Total 614 100.0 522 100.0 96 100.0 188 100.0
Hornfels 0 0.0 191 36.6 10 10.4 25 13.3
Quartzite 501 81.6 140 26.8 8 8.3 52 27.7
Andesite 0 0.0 111 21.3 0 0.0 13 6.9
Chert 0 0.0 79 15.1 1 1.0 5 2.7
Quartzite 0 0.0 0 0.0 76 79.2 68 36.2
Dolorite 0 0.0 1 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Unknown 113 18.4 0 0.0 1 1.0 25 13.3
<=64mm 118 19.2 187 35.8 12 12.5 33 17.6
64-256mm 495 80.6 156 29.9 0 0.0 50 26.6
0 425 69.2 131 25.1 7 7.3 33 17.6
1-25 122 19.9 109 20.9 5 5.2 34 18.1
26-50 58 9.4 72 13.8 0 0.0 7 3.7
51-75 7 1.1 28 5.4 0 0.0 3 1.6
76-99 1 0.2 5 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

12.0 9.0 6.5 10
35.0 41.7 18.3 36.4

Raw-Material

Size

Natural 
Surface 
Percentage

ESA

Scar Count 
Largest Scar Length (mm)

Techno-
Typology

Fauresmith MSA1 MSA2a

Table 9.6: Non PCT core assemblage compositions 

Fig 9.4: Ordinal symmetry of Fauresmith and ESA LCTs 
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Just over 14% (n=1420) of the full assemblages here are non-PCT cores, chunks, or 
core fragments, and the percentage of these from the ESA and Fauresmith is similar 
(43.2%, n=614 and 36.8%, n=522 respectively) (Table 9.6), with just 20% (n=290) 
deriving from MSA deposits, and then mainly the MSA2a (67%, n=194). The majority 
are cores (74%, n=1054), with the chunks and core fragments representing just over a 
quarter (26%, n=366). In both MSA assemblages chunks and core fragments constitute 
the majority (combined 68%, n=193), and although they also represent 33% (n=173) of 
the Fauresmith sample the lack of them in the ESA, due to data collection techniques, 
precludes their inclusion here. This leaves 1054 artefacts in the combined core sample, 
of which 58% (n=614) belong to the ESA, and just 1% (n=12) to the MSA1 (Table 9.7). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not only dominating the assemblage here, the ESA cores are also structured differently 
to the other stages with the majority revealing a fixed perimeter, unlike both the 
Fauresmith and the MSA material (Table 9.6). Indeed the ESA is set apart from the 
Fauresmith and MSA due to the greater structure that seems to be imposed on the 
knapping (Fig 9.5). In the fixed perimeter examples, the ESA sample is almost 
exclusively discoids, whereas the Fauresmith and MSA2a see discoids, biconical and 
not insignificant numbers of ‘other fixed perimeter’ cores. Perhaps even more 
revealing, given the dominance of non-fixed perimeter cores in the Fauresmith and 
MSA, is the preponderance of mixed reduction techniques. The ESA non-fixed 
perimeter cores are largely alternate, and whilst this also dominates the pitifully small 
MSA1 sample both the Fauresmith and MSA2a are convincingly dominated by the ‘Any 
of the Above’ category. 
 
Although the raw-materials used in these samples suggests a distinct difference to the 
Fauresmith, being different to the preceding quartzite dominance in the ESA and the 
quartz dominance in the MSA1 which came after, this cannot be divorced from the 
issues of site specifics. Although both the Fauresmith and MSA2a do show a much 
wider variety, as with the ESA the MSA2a is dominated by the use of quartzite for both 
fixed and non-fixed perimeter cores. Whilst simple non-fixed perimeter cores in the 
Fauresmith are also mainly on quartzite, there is an apparent link between technology 
and raw-material with fixed perimeter cores seeing the introduction of more tractable 
hornfels (Table 9.8).  
 
 

n % n % n % n %
Non-Fixed 228 37.1 228 65.3 12 100.0 43 56.6
Fixed 386 62.9 121 34.7 0 0.0 33 43.4
Total 614 100.0 349 100.0 12 100.0 76 100.0

ESA Fauresmith MSA1 MSA2a

Table 9.7: Core technology by stage 
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Further patterns are evident in the core sizes, with the majority of both the ESA and 
MSA2a cores being in the cobble size class, whereas both the MSA1 and Fauresmith 
cores are dominated by smaller pebble sized examples (Table 9.9). This fact no doubt 
accounts for the lower median scar count on the MSA1 and Fauresmith material, 
compared to the ESA and MSA2a (Table 9.9). The fact of mainly smaller cores in the 
Fauresmith combined with the presence of the median longest scar suggests more 
success at maximising resources than is found in the other stages. 
 

n % n % n % n %
Hornfels 39 17.1 2 4.7
Quartzite 187 82.0 75 32.9 25 58.1
Andesite 61 26.8 6 14.0
Chert 52 22.8
Quartz 12 100.0 2 4.7
Dolorite 1 0.4
Unknown 41 18.0 0 0.0 8 18.6
Hornfels 48 39.7 4 12.1
Quartzite 314 81.3 43 35.5 21 63.6
Andesite 19 15.7 3 9.1
Chert 11 9.1
Quartz 4 12.1
Unknown 72 18.7 1 3.0

ESA Fauresmith MSA2aMSA1

non-fixed 
platform

fixed 
platform

Table 9.8: Core technology and raw-material by stage 

  

perimeter 

perimeter 

Non-Fixed Fixed 

Fig 9.5: Core techno-typology by stage 
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In sum, the Fauresmith core assemblage seems to be closer to the MSA2a than either 
the ESA or MSA1, although it does appear to display greater control than is evident in 
the other stages. However, this must be caveated by the unsatisfactory nature of the  
ESA and MSA1 core assemblages. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9.2.3 Debitage 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Unfortunately, contrary to expectations, and unlike the Fauresmith and MSA 
collections, the ESA debitage contains more tools than flakes (Table 9.10), indicating a 
problem with the data, no-doubt caused through various mass clear-outs and 
movements around the numerous stores in which the material has been housed 
(Beaumont pers. comm.; McNabb and Sinclair 2009b). In total, there are 7701 pieces of 
debitage accounting for 77.5% of all the material, yet 7.7% (n=549) of these are chips 

n % Median n % Median n % Median n % Median
<=64mm 118 19.2 186 54.4 12 100.0 30 38.0
64-256mm 495 80.8 156 45.6 0 0.0 49 62.0

12.0 9.0 6.5 11
35.0 41.7 16.8 36.4

Core size 
grouping
Scar Count
Largest Scar (mm)

ESA Fauresmith MSA1 MSA2a

Table 9.9: core size, median scar count, and median largest scar by stage  
(minus chunks and core fragments) 

n % Median n % Median n % Median n % Median
Un-retocuhed 100 44.2 2834 89.7 1317 77.2 2218 85.0
Retouched 126 55.8 300 9.5 62 3.6 195 7.5
Chip 0 0.0 26 0.8 326 19.1 197 7.5
Total 226 100.0 3160 100.0 1705 100.0 2610 100.0
Hornfels 0 0.0 704 22.3 409 24.0 837 32.1
Quartzite 192 85.0 1250 39.6 242 14.2 620 23.8
Banded 
Ironstone

0 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Andesite 0 0.0 525 16.6 14 0.8 139 5.3
Chert 0 0.0 676 21.4 27 1.6 51 2.0
Chalcedony 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
Quartz 0 0.0 1 0.0 809 47.4 496 19.0
Unknown 34 15.0 0 0.0 204 12.0 467 17.9
Plain 162 71.7 1686 53.4 738 43.3 840 32.2
Natural 5 2.2 178 5.6 17 1.0 20 0.8
Dihedral 31 13.7 448 14.2 167 9.8 348 13.3
Faceted 1 0.4 215 6.8 25 1.5 161 6.2

21 9.3 716 22.7 1206 70.7 1707 65.4
1 216 6.8 140 8.2 347 13.3
2 298 9.4 883 51.8 1178 45.1
3 39 1.2 50 2.9 66 2.5
4 84 2.7 125 7.3 91 3.5
Max Length 103 52.7 25 51
Axial Length 79 44.2 21 43.4
Width 42.1 22.2 38.3
Thickness 14.5 6.9 12.3
Butt Width 21.1 13.4 19.4
Butt Length 9 5.4 8

MSA2aMSA1FauresmithESA

Broken

flake Butt 
Morphology

Type

Raw-
Material

Metrics

Break class

Table 9.10: Debitage composition 
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that are not recorded in the ESA sample and must be considered site specific; they 
shall not be included any further here. Of what remains 44% is Fauresmith (n=3134), 
with the ESA accounting for just 3% (n=226), however, 51% (n=3650) of all the 
debitage is broken, and this is particularly high in the MSA1 (70%, n=1206) and MSA2a 
(65%, n=1707). In the Fauresmith the broken pieces account for just 23% (n=716) and 
only 9% (n=21) of the ESA, yet across all the stages for which data is available class 2 
flexion breaks dominate (Fig 9.6, see Table 9.10). This pattern is also repeated across 
all the raw-materials, except for chert in the Fauresmith that sees more class 1 
platform breaks, however, this seems to be governed by the high number of class 1 
breaks at the numerically dominant Nooitgedacht 2 and can best be considered site 
specific (Fig 9.7) (see Chapter 6). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Quartzite is the most utilised raw-material present in the ESA and Fauresmith samples, 
although the change to quartz dominance in the MSA1 must be considered site-
specific, the switch to hornfels in the MSA2a is much less dominant. Indeed, as with 
the raw-materials in the full assemblages (above), regardless of which material stands 
out there is a distinct change in the Fauresmith to a wider raw-material base that 
continues into the MSA (see Table 9.10). Despite these changes in raw-material plain 
butts dominate across all materials in all stages (Table 9.11), although both the 
Fauresmith and MSA see a rise in both dihedral and facetted butts over the ESA. 
 

Fig 9.6: Debitage break morphologies for the stages where the data is available 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 
4 

Other 
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Although examined in more detail below, the flake metrics (Fig 9.8) reveal that the 
Fauresmith flake sizes are closer to the MSA2a than to the MSA1, yet this could just be 
site specifics in the MSA1 sample. In sum, and whilst all the caveats of the data must 
be borne in mind, it does appear as though the Fauresmith debitage is more similar to 
the MSA2a than either the ESA or MSA1. Although better samples are obviously 
essential there is nothing in the combined debitage that sets the Fauresmith apart. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Fig 9.8: Debitage metrics for each stage (where available) 

Fig 9.7: Gross break classes by homogenous Fauresmith sites 
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9.2.4 Unretouched Debitage 

The 549 chips are removed from this analysis due to their site-specific nature (see 
Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 8). The remaining 6469 unretouched artefacts are mainly divided 
between the Fauresmith (44%, n=2834), the MSA1 (20%, n=1317), and the MSA2a 

n % n % n % n % n %
Plain 264 52.0 165 73.0 214 49.8 643 55.2
Natural 9 1.8 5 2.2 7 1.6 21 1.8
Dihedral 134 26.4 45 19.9 130 30.2 309 26.5
Faceted 101 19.9 7 3.1 78 18.1 186 16.0
Mixed 4 1.8 1 0.2 5 0.4
Plain 138 82.6 812 72.0 88 68.8 301 66.3 1339 71.4
Natural 5 3.0 84 7.5 2 1.6 4 0.9 95 5.1
Dihedral 23 13.8 167 14.8 31 24.2 97 21.4 318 17.0
Faceted 1 0.6 64 5.7 6 4.7 50 11.0 121 6.4
Mixed 1 0.8 2 0.4 3 0.2

Banded 
Ironstone

Plain 1 100.0 1 100.0

Plain 251 81.8 7 87.5 79 66.9 337 77.8
Natural 17 5.5 17 3.9
Dihedral 32 10.4 1 12.5 27 22.9 60 13.9
Faceted 7 2.3 12 10.2 19 4.4
Plain 358 58.1 6 66.7 24 70.6 388 58.9
Natural 67 10.9 1 2.9 68 10.3
Dihedral 117 19.0 2 22.2 5 14.7 124 18.8
Faceted 74 12.0 1 11.1 4 11.8 79 17.0

Chalcedony Plain 2 100.0 2 100.0
Plain 0.0 208 72.2 83 61.5 291 68.6
Natural 0.0 6 2.1 2 1.5 8 1.9
Dihedral 0.0 56 19.4 29 21.5 85 20.0
Faceted 1 100.0 16 5.6 20 14.8 37 8.7
Mixed 2 0.7 1 0.7 3 0.7

Dolorite Faceted 1 100.0 1 100.0
Plain 24 75.0 106 83.5 153 60.5 283 68.7
Natural 4 3.1 3 1.2 7 1.7
Dihedral 8 25.0 17 13.4 72 28.5 97 23.5
Faceted 24 9.5 24 5.8
Mixed 1 0.4 1 0.2
Plain 162 81.4 1688 65.9 580 73.8 854 60.0 3284 66.0
Natural 5 2.5 177 6.9 17 2.2 17 1.2 216 4.3
Dihedral 31 15.6 450 17.6 152 19.3 360 25.3 993 20.0
Faceted 1 0.5 248 9.7 30 3.8 188 13.2 467 9.4
Mixed 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 0.9 5 0.4 12 0.2

Chert

Quartz

Unknown

Total

MSA2a Total

Hornfels

Quartzite

Andesite

ESA Fauresmith MSA1

Table 9.11: Debitage butt composition by raw-material and stage 
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(34%, n=2218), with the ESA sample only containing 100 pieces (2%) (see Table 9.9). 
Unsurprisingly, considering the patterns seen in the full debitage, almost half (49% 
n=3138) of the unretouched material is broken, breaks being most common in the 
MSA material (combined 77% n=2736), and whilst just 22% (n=770) of the Fauresmith 
unretouched debitage is broken only 2% (n=2) of the ESA sample is, although this no 
doubt relates to the history of the collections curation (discussed above). As with the 
debitage as a whole, the majority of the broken unretouched material (64%, n=2021) 
are class 2 transverse flexion body breaks, the highest represented class in all of the 
stages (see Table 9.10 and Fig 9.6); excepting the ESA for which no data on break 
morphology is available. Again unsurprisingly, considering the effects of the 
dominance of certain materials, the majority of the broken pieces in the MSA1 are 
quartz, however, in both the Fauresmith and MSA2a hornfels displays the most broken 
pieces whilst not being the most utilised material (cf. Table 9.10 and Table 9.12). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The remaining unretouched debitage is dominated by Toth Type 6 flakes (58%, 
n=1704), and perhaps unsurprisingly these dominate each stage (Table 9.12). 
However, the Fauresmith sees the addition of techno-typologies not seen in other  
stages, specifically blade core debitage, yet rather than a genuine reflection of 
technological presence and absence this is most likely connected to the sample issues 
discussed above. Indeed, although table 9.13 indicates that PCT debitage is unique to  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

n % n % n % n %
Toth Type 1 3 3.1 21 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Toth Type 2 3 3.1 106 5.1 1 0.4 7 1.3
Toth Type 3 2 2.0 24 1.2 3 1.3 3 0.5
Toth Type 4 0 0.0 26 1.3 0 0.0 3 0.5
Toth Type 5 19 19.4 620 30.0 55 23.0 78 14.0
Toth Type 6 70 71.4 1099 53.2 165 69.0 370 66.3
Soft Hammer Flake 1 1.0 15 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
PCT Debitage 0 0.0 11 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0
Laminar Core Debitage 0 0.0 7 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0
Other Debitage 0 0.0 6 0.3 6 2.5 2 0.4
Pointed Flake Blade 0 0.0 30 1.5 0 0.0 31 5.6
Non-Pointed Flake Blade 0 0.0 99 4.8 9 3.8 64 11.5

ESA Fauresmith MSA2aMSA1

Table 9.13: Unretouched debitage techno-typology by stage 

n % n % n % n %
Hornfels 232 34.4 256 25.9 557 37.8
Quartzite 2 100.0 158 23.4 155 15.7 303 20.6
Andesite 196 29.1 7 0.7 68 4.6
Chert 88 100.0 20 3.5 28 5.1
Quartzite 417 42.1 247 16.8
Unknown 135 13.6 271 18.4

MSA2aMSA1FauresmithESA

Table 9.12: Broken unretouched debitage by raw-
material and stage 
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Fig 9.9: Unretouched and retouched flake m
etrics by stage 
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Fig 9.10: Maximum lengths of un-retouched flakes 
and retouched tools in the MSA1 quartz and non-

quartz assemblages and combined quartz 
assemblage from other available stages 

the Fauresmith broken PCT pieces are evident in the MSA1. The real distinction seem 
to be the presence in the ESA and Fauresmith of soft hammer flakes, although again a 
broken example is present in the MSA2a. The only genuine difference is the 
appearance in the Fauresmith and MSA assemblages of flake blades that do not occur 
in the ESA sample (McNabb pers. comm.). Unsurprisingly, all the other patterns 
identified in the debitage as a whole are repeated in the unretouched samples. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9.2.5 Retouched Debitage 

There are 683 tools present in the available samples, with most being from the 
Fauresmith (44%, n=300) (see Table 9.10). In all stages quartzite is the dominate raw-
material utilised for retouching into tools, except the MSA1 where site-specifics mean 
quartz is dominant (Table 9.14). Although data is not available for the ESA, in both the 

Fauresmith and MSA2a the knappers 
selected the largest flakes to retouch 
into tools (Fig 9.9), yet this is not 
evident in the MSA1. However, 
further interrogation reveals this to 
be a site-specific trait peculiar to the 
MSA1 quartz (Fig 9.10): As the MSA1 
knappers were utilising quartz to 
manufacture every retouched tool 
type, except notches (Table 9.15). 
The only perceivable explanation for  

Median (mm)
Flakes 29.22
Side-Scraper 28.26
End-Scraper 28.17
Notch 33.88
Undiagnostic Retouch 22.66
Flaked Flake (or spall) 28.19
Utilised Flake 26.31
Table 9.15: Median maximum lengths 

of MSA1 quartz debitage  

n % n % n % n %
Hornfels 69 23.0 11 17.7 27 13.2
Quartzite 109 86.5 161 53.7 11 17.7 73 35.6
Andesite 23 7.7 3 4.8 23 11.2
Chert 46 15.3 3 4.8 2 1.0
Chalcedony 1 0.3
Quartz 25 40.3 28 13.7
Unknown 17 13.5 9 14.5 52 25.4

ESA Fauresmith MSA1 MSA2a

Table 9.14: Retouched debitage raw-material use by stage 
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Fig 9.11: Retouched debitage typology by stage 

n % n % n % n % n %
Denticulate 15 11.9 14 4.7 5 8.1 43 22.1 77 11.3
Denticulated Scraper 10 3.3 17 8.7 27 4.0
Side-Scraper 2 1.6 49 16.3 9 14.5 18 9.2 78 11.4
End-Scraper 13 10.3 34 11.3 3 4.8 5 2.6 55 8.1
Concavo-Convex Scraper 12 4.0 12 1.8
Scraper Retocuch 6 4.8 35 11.7 2 3.2 6 3.1 49 7.2
Scraper Used as a Wedge 1 0.3 1 0.1
Retouched Point (awl) 6 2.0 1 0.5 7 1.0
Retocuhed Point (weapon) 9 3.0 4 2.1 13 1.9
Notch 39 13.0 6 9.7 12 6.2 57 8.3
Undiagnostic Retouch 10 7.9 24 8.0 14 22.6 32 16.4 80 11.7
Flaked Flake (or Spall) 79 62.7 54 18.0 20 32.3 44 22.6 197 28.8
Unretouched Wedge 1 0.8 4 1.3 5 0.7
Utilised Flake 1 0.3 3 4.8 5 2.6 9 1.3
Hagenstad Point 5 1.7 5 0.7
Burin 1 0.5 1 0.1
Backed Pieces 7 3.6 7 1.0
Nosed Scrapers 3 1.0 3 0.4
Total 126 100.0 300 100.0 62 100.0 195 100.0 683 100.0

TotalESA Fauresmith MSA1 MSA2a

Table 9.16: Typology of retouched debitage by stage 
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this pattern would be that maximum length does not reflect the longest edge, which 
may explain why the other measurements continue to fit the expected pattern (see Fig 
9.8). Indeed, the fact that the axis of percussion is more likely to parallel the longest 
edge explains the general trend for longer flakes to be used for retouching into tools. 
This is further supported by the increased number of squat flakes in the MSA1 
retouched debitage (41%), a significantly larger percentage than are present in either 
the Fauresmith (23%) or MSA2a (14%). 
 
The most revealing aspect of the retouched debitage is the techno-typologies present. 
As the ESA only reveals seven types (n=126), and the MSA1 only eight (n=62), it is 
perhaps surprising that the MSA2a contains 13 (n=195), whilst an enormous 16 
different types are found within the Fauresmith sample. In every stage flaked flakes 
dominate, indeed 63% (n=79) of the ESA tools are of this type, whilst the other stages 
see somewhat more even distributions (Fig 9.11, Table 9.16). There are several types  
that could potentially be considered fossil directuers within both the MSA2a and 
Fauresmith, although nothing in the ESA or MSA1 is unique to them. In the MSA2a 
there are burins and backed pieces that are not seen in any of the other samples, and 
in the Fauresmith there are scrapers used as wedges, concavo-convex scrapers, nosed 
scrapers and Hagenstad points that are all unique to it within these samples, although 
they are known to occur within the MSA at other sites (Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 
1929: 141-2, Oakley 1954, Clark 1959: 163, Kuman 1989, Kuman et al. 1999). 
However, whilst denticulates, side- and end-scrapers, scraper retouch, undiagnostic 
retouch, and flaked flakes are found in each stage, un-retouched wedges are only 
found in the ESA and Fauresmith, and retouched points, and denticulated scrapers only 
in the Fauresmith and MSA2a. Nothing is uniquely found in the Fauresmith and MSA1, 
and the only MSA1 typologies that occur in the Fauresmith and not in the ESA are also 
shared with the MSA2a, being notches and utilised flakes (see Table 9.13).  
 
However, all of this must be tempered by the sample issues discussed. Despite this, 
the typological distribution of the Fauresmith does appear more in line with the MSA 
than the ESA (see Fig 9.11). 
 
9.26 PCT and Blade Cores 

PCT and Blade cores account for a combined total of just 1.2% (n=120) of the full 
assemblage, and these are predominantly PCT cores (93%, n=112) with just 8 blade 
cores present (see Table 9.1). The vast majority of both of these technologies occur in 
the Fauresmith (93%, n=112) with the remainder present in the MSA2a, none of these 
cores being present in the ESA or MSA1 (see Table 9.1). As discussed in Chapters 5 and 
6, although constituting just 2.7% of the combined PCT cores, the Fauresmith contains 
Victoria West cores that have never been reported as an aspect of the industry before, 
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being solely linked with the ESA. Indeed no evidence of Victoria West material is ever 
found with any MSA. However, the majority of the PCT cores are Centripetal Levallois 
with laminar PCT only seen in the Fauresmith. Unfortunately, the size of the MSA 
sample compared to the Fauresmith is such that very little can be said with any  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

n % Median n % Median
Side Struck 
Victoria West

2 1.9

End Struck 
Victoria West

1 0.9

Centripetal 63 58.9 3 60.0
Convergent 23 21.5 2 40.0
Parallel 10 9.3
Recurrant 
Laminar

8 7.5

Total 107 100.0 5 100.0
Hornfels 2 1.9 1 20.0
Quartzite 41 38.3 4 80.0
Andesite 4 3.7
Chert 59 55.1
Dolorite 1 0.9
0 13 12.1 1 20.0
1-25 50 46.7 3 60.0
26-50 41 38.3 0.0
51-75 3 2.8 0.0
<=64 55 51.4 2 40.0
64-256 22 20.6 2 40.0

10.0 12.5
46.5 55.1
42.6 34.9

Prismatic 4 57.1
Casual 3 42.9 1 100.0
Total 7 100.0 1 100.0
Quartzite 3 42.9 1 100.0
Andesite 1 14.3
Chert 3 42.9
0 3 42.9
1-25 2 28.6
26-50 1 14.3 1 100.0
51-75 1 14.3
<=64 4 57.1
64-256 3 42.9 1 100.0

8.0 7
49.8 134.9

Scar Count
Largest Scar (mm)

Technology

Core Size 
(mm)

Fauresmith

Raw-
Material

Raw-
Material

Scar Count
Largest Scar (mm)
Largest Prefferential Scar (mm)

Blades

PCT Technology

Core 
Natural 
Surface 
Percentage
Core Size 
(mm)

Core 
Natural 
Surface 
Percentage

MSA2a

Table 9.17: PCT and Blade core composition 
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confidence concerning the cores and all the data available is presented in Table 9.17. 
 
9.2.7 PCT and Blade End Products 

There are 367 PCT and blade end products in the combined sample, constituting just 
3.7% of the total artefacts. The majority of the blades are in the MSA2a (67%, n=216), 
but there is a steady increase in blades from the Fauresmith (10%, n=32) through the 
MSA1 (23%, n=76). Conversely most of the PCT end products are Fauresmith (70%, 
n=30) with just three flakes (7%) in the MSA1 and ten (23%) in the MSA2a. Virtually all 
of the PCT flakes are convergent (95%, n=41), with just one centripetal flake in the 
Fauresmith and one laminar piece in the MSA2a. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In no stage does either the technology or raw-material match between the debitage 
and core assemblages (cf. Table 9.17 and Table 9.18); additionally just 28% of the total 

n % Median n % Median n % Median
Centripetal 1 3.3
Convergent 29 96.7 3 100.0 9 90.0
Laminar 1 10.0
Total 30 100.0 3 100.0 10 100.0
Hornfels 15 50.0 2 66.7 2 20.0
Quartzite 6 20.0 1 33.3 3 30.0
Andesite 1 3.3 3 30.0
Chert 7 23.3
Dolorite 1 3.3
Unknown 2 20.0

63.6 59.5 61.0
58.3 56.4 53.0
39.5 33.0 32.0
12.3 10.6 10.8
30.6 27.8 21.9
10.1 9.9 10.4

Pointed 7 21.9 6 7.9 17 8.0
Non-Pointed 25 78.1 3 3.9 28 13.2
Broken Blade 0.0 67 88.2 167 78.8
Total 32 100.0 76 100.0 212 100.0
Hornfels 8 25.0 39 51.3 60 28.3
Quartzite 11 34.4 22 28.9 77 36.3
Andesite 33 15.6
Chert 13 40.6 5 2.4
Quartz 4 5.3 2 0.9
Unknown 11 14.5 39 18.4

92.6 58.8 90.4
85.0 49.0 79.5
31.4 21.8 31.9
14.3 8.4 10.8
16.8 14.4 19.4
8.8 6.4 8.8

Blade

Butt Length

Maximum Length
Axial Length
Width
Thickness
Butt Width
Butt Length

Raw-
Material

Technology

Raw-
Material

Fauresmith

Maximum Length
Axial Length
Width
Thickness
Butt Width

Technology

MSA1 MSA2a

PCT

Table 9.18: PCT and Blade debitage compositions 
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PCT material is represented by flakes, revealing that PCT end-products were retained 
and transported, confirming its use as a mobile technology (Féblot-Augustins 1993; 
1999; Geneste 1989; Scott 2011: 169-70). Further discrepancies are evident between 
the PCT cores and flakes, primarily in the raw-material preferences. Whilst quartzite 
dominates the MSA2a, particularly the cores, hornfels, unknown materials and andesite 
are also utilised; a clear increase in diversity on the hornfels and quartzite seen in the 
MSA1 flakes, for which no cores remain. However, neither matches the range of  
materials seen in the Fauresmith which shows a dominance of hornfels in the flakes 
but chert in the cores. Additionally, comparison between flake lengths and preferential 
removal scar lengths (Fig 9.12) is also revealing. There seems to be a reasonably 
consistent maximum and axial length across the stages in which PCT debitage is 
found, with a distinct dearth of flakes from closer to the size of the cores’ preferential 
removals (see Fig 9.12); a split of over 15mm between the axial and preferential 
removal lengths in both the Fauresmith and MSA2a. The interpretation offered is that 
the flakes from this size range left the sites, and it is not a huge leap to suggest that 
they were parts of composite tools. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The blade debitage collection, whilst not enormous, is certainly healthier than the PCT 
just discussed, with 324 pieces to add to the eight cores (above). Indeed, whilst no 
cores exist for the 76 blades in the MSA1 just seven are present to account for the 
Fauresmith’s 32 blades, and only one remains to cover the 216 blades in the MSA2a. 
Whilst there is overlap in preferential scar and blade lengths there are many raw-
materials that only appear in either the blades or the cores (cf. Table 9.15 and 9.16). 

Fig 9.12: PCT flake maximum and axial lengths and core preferential removal lengths for each 
stage, highlighting the difference in flake and core medians (all mm) 
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This suggests that blade cores 
were even more transportable than 
PCT cores (see Marks and Chabai 
2006). Contrary to the PCT 
material the range of raw-material 
used in the blades displays a 
trajectory from the Fauresmith to 
the MSA2a; from three, through 
four to six different materials (see 
table 9.16). Additionally, the 
Fauresmith and MSA1 see the 
primary use of the more tractable 
hornfels and chert with the MSA2a 
largely containing harder quartzite 

and andesite, although these are also present in the Fauresmith. 
 
One further difference between the Fauresmith and the MSA assemblages is revealed in 
the blade breakages (Fig 9.13). The Fauresmith pattern is different from both the MSA 
assemblages as it contains more whole than broken blades. However, where they are 
broken they do match the overall trend for class 2 flexion body breaks, although they 
are mainly class 2c (flexion breaks at the distal). The combined MSA material sees 
more class 2a breaks (flexion breaks at the proximal) (Table 9.19). The suggestion is 
that there was a developing blade technology within the MSA.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 9.14: Blade Maximum lengths 
by stage 

n % n % n %
1a 1 10.0 3 1.8
1b 2 20.0
1c 4 2.4
1d 1 1.5
1f 2 1.2
2a 31 47.7 51 30.4
2b 17 26.2 51 30.4
2c 5 50.0 14 21.5 47 28.0
2ci 2 3.1
2cii 3 1.8
2d 5 3.0
5 1 0.6
6 2 20.0
7 1 0.6
Total 10 100.0 65 100.0 168 100.0

MSA2aMSA1Fauresmith

Table 9.19: Blade break patterns by stage 

Fig 9.13: Blade breakage by stage 
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The final notable aspect of the blades worth examining is size (Fig 9.14), yet again 
bringing the Fauresmith and MSA2a into association with median maximum lengths of 
92.6mm and 90.4mm respectively, compared with the MSA1 median of just 58.8mm. 
Indeed, the outliers on Fig 9.13 display that despite blade lengths in the Fauresmith of 
up to 160.3mm, the MSA2a contains blades up to 211mm in length, yet in the MSA1 
sample the longest blade does not pass 100mm (99.3mm), although obviously this is 
tempered by the unavoidable caveat of site-specific effects.  
 
9.2.9 Discussion 

There are evident differences between the ESA, Fauresmith, MSA1 and MSA2a, not least 
of which being the gross typologies present in each. Whilst the ESA sample here 
contains no PCT or blade material, it is pertinent to note that the Victoria West material 
present in the Fauresmith sample is itself anomalous particularly given the lack of 
cleavers in the Fauresmith. The fact the Victoria West material has only ever been 
reported within the ESA before makes its absence within the ESA here succinctly 
highlight the unsatisfactory nature of the material available to this study. It is really the 
size of the LCTs, bearing the sample caveat in mind, and the presence of blade and 
PCT material that sets the Fauresmith apart from the ESA, particularly the sense of a 
developing blade technology through the Fauresmith and MSA. In reference to this 
however, it is further relevant to note the identification of blades in ESA assemblages, 
i.e. Lake Baringo, Kenya (Leakey et al. 1969) and Tabun, Israel (Cole pers. comm.; 
Garrod and Bate 1937: 67), suggesting that this difference could also be an artefact of 
the quality of the data.  
 
Beyond the differences already mentioned the LCTs actually show remarkable 
similarities between the Fauresmith and ESA, with the only real difference being the 
smaller size and lack of Cleavers in the Fauresmith. Additionally, whilst there is an 
increase in the use of hornfels within the Fauresmith LCTs that could well be 
significant, this cannot be confirmed given the nature of the ESA sample, with raw-
material identification in it limited to a binary quartzite and non-quartzite opposition 
(Chapter 4). Possibly because of this, the range of raw-materials seen in the 
Fauresmith is more akin to the MSA samples, but it suggests no difference to them 
that could not parsimoniously be explained by raw-material accessibility in different 
regions. All the other categories seem to reveal the Fauresmith as more akin to the 
MSA2a than anything else, although this is likely due to the paucity of the MSA1 
sample. However, despite these similarities between the Fauresmith and the other 
stages there are two typological oddities present that have previously been regarded as 
fossil directeurs of the Fauresmith (see Appendix 3); namely Hagenstad points and 
concavo-convex scrapers, but the former are known to occur in probable MSA deposits 
(Chapter 3). 



David Underhill  Chapter 9: Inter-Age Analyses 

 252  

 
In sum, this analysis seems to confirm the original definition of the Fauresmith, yet it 
cannot give a definite conclusion on the industries reality one way or the other, the 
nature of the samples obtained is simply not sufficient to make any confident 
pronunciations. However, I am left with serious doubts as to the industries reality; the 
similarities and differences uncovered can potentially be considered as describing 
regional distinctions in palimpsestual assemblages rather than technological 
progression. This shall be further considered in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 10: Conclusions 
 

10.1 Introduction 

The intention of this thesis was to examine the long standing question of the 
Fauresmith, its reality and identification. After gathering and analysing all of the data 
available conclusions can finally be drawn, although complications arise due to the lack 
of access to Wonderwerk Cave, Rooidam, and Kathu Pan. Additionally, the lack of ESA 
and MSA material in the central plateau region, and the loss of material from 
Olieboompoort somewhat undermines the comparisons this work would have been 
able to draw.  
 
However, this is the first work to return to the original Fauresmith type material, to 
analyse the developing understandings of the industry, and to fully compare it with 
ESA and MSA material. As such, although the conclusions must be considered 
provisional until more/better material can be accessed, it is the first step toward 
developing a systematic understanding of the Fauresmith. This will allow an unbiased 
and empirical discussion to begin on the nature of the transition from the ESA to the 
MSA in northern South Africa. With the development of fresh understandings 
concerning this particular transition, contributions can be offered toward the wider 
understandings of transitions as presently problematised in archaeology more 
generally. 
 

10.2 What is the Fauresmith 

As Volman (1981: 36) commented 30 years ago:  
“The archaeological record is assumed to reflect human behavior, and the 
effects of natural agencies and post depositional processes are not directly 
confronted, much less controlled, and … interpretations of observed 
differences in the archaeological record are asserted, but not adequately 
tested”. 
 

In this statement it is pertinent to note that the majority of the Fauresmith sites 
available to this work, the sites that best reveal the original developing understanding 
of the industry, are actually mixed assemblages combing the ESA and MSA together 
through the un-measureable erosion that has occurred since MIS 5 (Carto et al. 2009; 
Stokes et al. 1997). This mixing immediately suggests that the Fauresmith cannot be 
deemed a real archaeological entity.  
 
For the majority of the Fauresmith sites utilised here the interpretation of the evident 
patterns must be that ESA utilising hominids occupied the locales, followed sometime 
later by hominids using MSA technology. Once the erosion started during MIS 5, the 
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area of the Northern Cape and Free State was subject to the ground surface deflating 
and periods of sediment re-distribution (Carto et al. 2009; Chase and Thomas 2006; 
Haddon 2005; Stokes et al 1997), the material present on separate land surfaces would 
thus be mixed together. Indeed, at present it is estimated that wind erosion alone 
accounts for an annual 59 tons of soil erosion per hectare in the northern Free State 
(Laker 2005), and the Kalahari dunes are presently stable, when the dunes are active 
erosion and sediment movement is vastly increased. After a return to stability the 
material became stratified in the sequence together, giving the appearance of 
contemporaneity, hence most of the occurrences for which we do have stratigraphic 
knowledge deriving from beneath the sands resting directly on bedrock or gravels: i.e. 
Riverview estates, Canteen Koppie, Fauresmith, Nooitgedacht, Pniel, Brakfontein, 
Roseberry Plain.  
 
Having said this, and whilst I firmly believe that this erosion accounts for the majority 
of so-called Fauresmith occurrences, it is also clear that some of the sites here may 
well represent genuine archaeological entities, given the common fluvial contexts this 
makes Wonderwerk Cave seem all the more important, although it too was clearly 
subject to fluvial processes which have left the material from excavation 6 looking 
rather jumbled (Herries 2011; pers. comm.). However, at least three sites from the 
Fauresmith database analysed in this thesis are considered consistent with a reality to 
the industry. Unfortunately, it cannot presently be ruled out that the material from 
these may also be mixed and only further excavations could clarify this issue. However, 
the material available clearly reveals patterns not previously reported in the 
Fauresmith, and in many ways the results are directly at odds with previous published 
accounts (cf. Chapters 2; 3; 5; 6 and 7, and Appendices 3 and 4).  
 
Far from being raw-material dependant; exclusively on hornfels, or favouring chert or 
banded ironstone, there are actually several materials utilised. It would appear that 
quartzite was actually the best understood material in the Fauresmith because of both 
its dominance and more effective and pre-planned working strategies. Its presence in 
the ESA sample, suggests some form of connection between the ESA and Fauresmith. It 
seems likely that the dominance of hornfels in the Fauresmith LCTs originally led to its 
being seen as universally favoured by Fauresmith knappers, indeed, the LCTs present 
are moderate to heavily worked pointed ovates c.10cms in length, and thus do seem to 
confirm earlier interpretations. Whilst this is acceptable in a straight culture-historical 
sequence built on diagnostic pieces, they do in fact constitute just 2% of the 
Fauresmith material, and, quantitatively, were not a particularly important aspect of the 
tool kit. Indeed, the combined total of the LCTs, PCT, and blades, in the homogenous 
Fauresmith material here is just 262 artefacts, 6.7% of the combined assemblage, less 
than the retouched tools alone (7.6% n=300).  
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The similarities found between the ESA and Fauresmith can be explained in one of 
three ways: 
 

• The Fauresmith is mixed, containing ESA and MSA material 
• Both had access to an abundance of quartzite (although see chapter 9) 
• The Fauresmith developed out of the ESA 

 
Whilst it is possible the Fauresmith does contain ESA material as a mixture of the ESA 
and MSA, this would not explain the apparently cohesive assemblages. Additionally, 
the idea that an abundance of quartzite led to both its dominance and better 
understanding in both ages does not hold due to the evident availability of a vast 
range of materials at the Fauresmith locales and within the MSA sample at the Cave of 
Hearths. Indeed, I feel sure the quartzite dominance at the Cave of Hearths is site 
specific (Underhill 2006; 2007; McNabb 2009) and a better ESA sample would reveal a 
wider range of materials. Whilst more work remains to be done, in the present state of 
knowledge the most parsimonious explanation is that the Fauresmith developed out of 
the ESA. 
 
In terms of the retouched tool typology, there are no clear fossil directeurs beyond the 
possibility of small symmetrical handaxes and the presence of PCT and blade 
technology, perhaps unsurprising considering the previously published ‘typical’ 
contents (Appendix 3). However, if Muirton can be considered an anomaly, then 
agreement is found with Beaumont’s suggestion that Hagenstad points can be 
considered typical, although they are presently thought of as an aspect of the MSA 
(Chapter 3). Whilst it is unreliable to use a singular typological entity to draw sweeping 
conclusions concerning this material, Hagenstad points are an exceptionally rare 
artefact type, only ever reported with the Fauresmith, the Florisbad Unit P ‘old 
collection’, and a few very poorly understood MSA sites (Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 
1929: 141-2, see also Clark 1959: 163). The presence of Hagenstad points in the MSA 
and the Fauresmith can be explained in one of four ways: 
 

• The Fauresmith material, despite appearing cohesive is in fact mixed 
• Occurrences of Hagenstad points in the MSA actually indicate a Fauresmith 

presence, with all evidence of the sparse Fauresmith LCT manufacture not 
discovered 

• The artefact types were developed independently in both the MSA and 
Fauresmith in response to the same needs  

• The MSA developed from the Fauresmith  
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Whilst there is every chance that the Fauresmith material here is mixed, without 
controlled re-excavations we are forced to see this material as a genuine reflection of 
an internally consistent industry. Additionally, there is every chance that the MSA sites 
that reveal Hagenstad points are actually Fauresmith, including the lower levels of 
Florisbad as Beaumont and Vogel (2006) have previously suggested. However, without 
at least full comparisons with the small extant assemblages and preferably re-
excavations of the sites, we are forced to accept that the material is indeed MSA. The 
idea that both Fauresmith and MSA hominids developed the tool type independently in 
response to particular needs is possible, but the rarity of them in both ‘ages’ would 
suggest that either more effective tools swiftly replaced them or the need was never 
great. However, their occurrence in two of the three sites here, compared with just a 
handful of early MSA occurrences suggests that this replacement probably happened 
over the developmental boundary that finally separates the Fauresmith and MSA. This 
suggests one explanation for the occurrence of these rare hagenstad points in both 
Fauresmith and MSA assemblages: the MSA developed from the Fauresmith. 
 
In sum, the Fauresmith is what was originally described, but this original work mis-
interpreted the material as part of a technological progression, where as I would 
suggest that it can be understood as regional distinctions in palimpsestual 
assemblages. However, there are three Fauresmith sites here that, without further 
excavations, must be considered cohesive and have been labelled as Fauresmith. 
However, they do not paint a consistent picture of a single unified industry. If the 
Fauresmith is considered a real entity then we are forced to continue the practice of 
relying on the co-occurrence of LCT, PCT and blade technology to identify it. However, 
these do not constitute major aspects of the assemblages and whilst this is acceptable 
from a purely culture-historical perspective in every other way they appear MSA (see 
also Chauhan 2009). In fact, despite the appearance of cohesion these sites can also 
be suggested as representing a mixture of late ESA and MSA2a material (Chapter 9), 
although this does not preclude a genuine reflection of transition and may well be an 
artifice of the data. Further work is certainly needed to prove any reality to the 
Fauresmith and to achieve a practical and useful understanding of it; the work here has 
merely started a process that must continue as cogent and informed debate.  
 

10.3 The Nature of this Transition 

Whilst the majority of the Fauresmith material here clearly represents a mixture of ESA 
and MSA material, and whilst I remain sceptical as to the reality of the Fauresmith, 
there are three occurrences that cannot be denied on present evidence. As these 
cannot be explained away, they must be explained, and as such they can potentially 
offer details as to the nature of the transition from the ESA to the MSA in northern 
South Africa.  
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As discussed in Chapter One there are presently three ways in which archaeological 
transitions are explained, and each can apply to the data here, particularly if the very 
specific material from the MSA1 is seen as anomalous.  
 

• Gradual 
There is a suggestion of steady development in the raw-material base; beginning with 
almost exclusive quartzite dominance in the ESA and slowly adding materials in the 
Fauresmith until quartzite no longer dominates in the MSA. This is further supported 
by the idea that quartzite was the best understood of the materials used in the 
Fauresmith, suggesting a longer period of engagement with it, best explainable 
through a continued employment beginning in the ESA. Additionally, there is a 
possible, albeit slight, increase in the efficiency and effectiveness of LCT knapping, the 
continuation of Victoria West technology, the presence, and possible development of 
blade technology, and particularly Hagenstad points in both the Fauresmith and MSA, 
and an evident increased reliance on flake tools in the final ESA sample here. Studying 
these in more depth, with more and better ESA samples, may be revealing. 
 

• Punctuated 
It is possible to view several of the changes suggested above as punctuated rather than 
gradual; the seemingly sudden addition of multiple raw-materials, the rapid 
development of Levallois and blade technology. Indeed, whilst the nature of the 
evidences here, with no clear temporal control, predicates a view of punctuated 
development, these are both things that can appear either gradual or punctuated 
depending on one’s point of view 
 
These are the two explanations that have unsurprisingly dominated understandings of 
the Fauresmith; it was the belief in gradual transitions that led to the establishment of 
the Fauresmith as transitional, a ‘missing link’ that fitted the expected pattern. 
However, with the denial of the Fauresmith (see Chapter 2) the change became viewed 
as punctuated. Whichever of these scenarios one chooses to see in the data here, there 
remain unanswered questions: If the change from the ESA to MSA was punctuated, with 
no period of transition, then there is no explanation for the cohesive Fauresmith 
occurrences described here; if gradual then it cannot account for the lack of unity in 
the Fauresmith. In fact, the only explanation for the patterns in the present data is a 
process of hybrid transformation.  
 

• Hybridity 
The presence in the Fauresmith of Victoria West cores, despite their small number, in 
addition to the similarities and differences exhibited by the LCTs, combined with the 
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presence of both blade and PCT material is all suggestive of a mixed strategy. Whilst 
the lack of cleavers in the Fauresmith suggests doubts as to the validity of the Victoria 
West materials association, it is present in what appear to be cohesive collections. The 
combining of strategies for task completion drawn from both the ESA and MSA, 
revealing slight differences from the ‘purer’ forms seen in both, is suggestive of the 
Fauresmith as hybridising the two. Indeed, the homogenous Fauresmith material here 
appears to be in a process of becoming the MSA; it is debitage dominated, with 
multiple and varied raw-materials utilised and understood. However, there is no clear 
unity within the Fauresmith material other than the most basic techno-typological 
correlates. The process of change from façonnage to debitage happened differentially 
within the different hominid groups that produced the Fauresmith here. Indeed, this 
level of technological change would almost certainly be concomitant with life history 
changes and some level of social re-organisation. 
 
Far from being problematic to this explanation the individualised nature of hybridity 
(see Chapter 1) means it must emerge in a mosaic fashion rather than a unified 
movement; it will occur in response to stimulus but will develop uniquely at different 
places and at different rates based on the individual knowledge of the knappers 
involved. However, much better ESA and MSA samples would be required to truly test 
this idea, specifically material from the same region as the Fauresmith, yet if it can be 
thought of as a mosaic hybrid of the ESA and MSA then it can only be attributed to our 
overarching self-constructed chronologies at the most abstract level. Fundamentally, 
there seems to be nothing that unites the Fauresmith as an industry passed the co-
occurrence of LCT, PCT and blade technology, yet these technologies are vastly in the 
minority. 
 
Although dating remains problematic (below), and is ultimately governed by 
ecologically determinism, there is some suggestion (Barham and Mitchell 2008) that 
this transition is a response to environmental forcing with the switch from the 41ky 
glacial cycle to a 100ky one, which occurred c.450kya. Although slow and incremental 
this would have had profound effects on the climate in certain regions of Africa, 
changing the continents biogeography and in turn the distribution of hominin groups. 
Indeed, the slow but progressive extinction or evolution of extremely specialised 
grazers into more flexible feeders by 350kya is testament to the nature of these 
changes (Barham and Mitchell 2008: 203-4). However, as we have seen (Chapter 1) the 
Kalahari is a unique environment and would have remained wet, fertile and relatively 
stable for the majority of the Pleistocene, with the phytolith work from Wonderwerk 
revealing a long sequence of bio diverse fynbos vegetation around the cave (see 
Bamford and Thackeray 2009). Given this stability it can be suggested that if this 
transition is genuine it presently appears attributable to indigenous innovation rather 
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than replacement, underlining the ultimate problem with applying existing theories of 
transition to the African evidence. As this is most likely where our species evolved we 
cannot apply wholesale any theories developed from other areas, where change would 
have followed a somewhat different pattern. 
 
In sum, although I still hold serious reservations concerning the validity of the 
Fauresmith as a genuine archaeological entity, it cannot be completely ruled out based 
on the available data. Much better samples of specifically ESA and MSA1 material are 
required, as is the addition of the Fauresmith material from Wonderwerk, Rooidam, 
and Kathu Pan. Indeed, the addition of these data, should it become available, remains 
a priority for future research, and it has become evident that this is absolutely vital to 
fully clarifying the Fauresmith as these are the sites presently being used to formulate 
opinions concerning the industry (Beaumont and Vogel 2006; Chazan et al. 2008; 
Chazan and Horowitz 2009; Herries 2011; Porat et al. 2010). Whilst it seems likely that 
the Fauresmith material from Rooidam and Wonderwerk will eventually be seen as 
mixed (Appendix 1; Herries 2011; pers. comm.; c.f. Beaumont and Vogel 2006; Chazan 
et al. 2008; Chazan and Horowitz 2009), until they can be checked, each and every 
occurrence should be carefully studied to establish if there is any homogeneity 
present, and any validity in attributing the material to the Fauresmith. With both 
Brakfontein 231 and Riverview Estates Site VI now shown as mixed assemblages it 
seems unlikely that there will ever be a Type collection for the Fauresmith, the internal 
differences discovered here seem simply too large to designate any one site as 
representative of them all. Additionally, it is insufficient to regard the materials 
occurrence together as proof of cohesion, the material should be viewed as suspect 
until its congruity can be proved beyond reasonable doubt. Each occurrence needs to 
be carefully studied to make sure it is not the product of the depositional process 
described above. Whilst this argues for an abandoning of the essentialism that 
underpins understandings of the Fauresmith, I realise this in turn requires abandoning 
the essentialism that underpins the ESA and MSA, something that has not been 
possible here due to the limited sample sizes, and something that ultimately would not 
be helpful to continuing studies.  
 

10.4 What does this say about the nature of transitions in 

archaeology 

As discussed (Chapter 1) transitions in prehistoric archaeology are presently 
problematised in two different ways, and neither of these can explain the evidence of 
the Fauresmith. Indeed, it seems unlikely that there is ever one clear explanation of a 
transition. The technological, social, and organisational changes concomitant with any 
transition mean that changes are occurring on myriad levels, some will appear gradual, 
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others punctuated, and the way it appears is merely dependant on the scale of the 
analysis – and/or the character of the available data. Indeed, no changes occur in 
isolation, there is constant feedback between the different aspects that build the 
societies and cultures we study and neither of these essentialist processes can fully 
explain the process. In order to understand a transition we must view it as a hybrid 
process of becoming, undirected and random changes in any aspect of the milieu we 
study; mixing what was understood with new methods, requirements or knowledge. 
Unfortunately, the highly individualised nature of societal construction (Douglas and 
Isherwood 1996, Diener et al. 2003, Pfaffenberger 1992, Simmel 1896, see also 
Underhill 2005), and thus change, will always preclude pre-historic archaeology from 
fully reflecting the processes that occurred, yet this is no reason to ignore the highly 
complicated nature of transitions. Reducing them to an essentialist process moves us 
away from any true understanding.  
 
Unfortunately, we are trapped in a Catch 22 with any dismantling of essentialist dogma 
leaving no useable analytical units with which to discuss the transition. Whilst attempts 
have been made to utilise Clark’s (1969; 1970) Modes for this purpose they too have 
fallen foul of essentialising (Bar-Yosef 2006; McBrearty and Tyron 2006; and 
references therein; see Foley and Lahr 2003). Indeed, it was Clark himself who first 
essentialised his modes (1977: 23). Unfortunately, it is not enough for archaeologists 
to just realise the self-created nature of our causalities and chronologies and simply 
pay lip service to this knowledge, it must be truly tested to establish the validity of our 
units of study as analytical tools (Clark 2009). Whilst it is possible, and indeed 
necessary, for us to use entities such as the ESA or MSA in our work these must not be 
essentialised to the level they presently are, regarded as fixed and unchanging. This is 
absolutely imperative if we are to have any confidence in the conclusions we draw. 
However, uniting theories of hybridity with essentialist understandings runs the 
inevitable risk of generating a conservative view of hybridisation; essentialising the 
hybrid process. The only way to avoid this is to study each transition on its own merit, 
and at a scale of analysis dictated by it.  
 
Earlier to Middle Palaeolithic and Stone Age transitions are also receiving attention in 
the Near East (Clark and Riel-Salvatore 2006; Hovers and Belfer-Cohen 2006; Shea 
2006), Europe (Villa 2009), East Africa (Brooks et al. 2006; McBrearty and Tryon 2006), 
and India (Chauhan 2009; James 2009), and are beginning to be studied on their own 
merits. Many of these are finding similar artefact groupings to those reported in the 
Fauresmith, namely diminution of bifaces, developed core preparation, expanding 
range of tools and raw materials, yet are presently confronted with many of the same 
issues of palimpsestual mixing (Brooks et al. 2006; Cancellieri et al. 2012; Hawkins et 

al. 2001; Kleindienst 2006), interstratification (Clark and Riel-Salvatore 2006; 
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McBrearty and Tyron 2006; Van Peer et al. 2003) and chronology (Bednarik 2007; 
Chauhan 2009; Norton 2009). As with the Fauresmith it is perhaps not surprising that 
opinions in these regions also remain mixed. What is beginning to appear are attempts 
to move away from strict essential understandings (Clark 2009: 19; Clark and Riel-
Salvatore 2006: 32) with workers starting to see transitions as mosaic rather than 
monocausal (Clark 2009; Straus 2009). As mentioned, to truly understand any 
transition it is necessary to deconstruct the bracketing ‘steady state’ situations and 
reconstruct them with direct reference to the individual transition under scrutiny, 
whilst remaining alert to the possibility of imposing a self-created causality upon the 
data. 
 
However, accepting that transitions are hybrid processes leaves the problem that each 
is a unique and localised event. Therefore, in order to write a grand narrative that can 
be studied on a wider scale requires essentialising the process of hybridity. Using the 
example here, to suggest that the MSA arose as a unified entity throughout southern 
Africa, independent from other development, is to demand that essentialism holds 
true. The problem becomes establishing when a change is independent or when it is 
directed. The Fauresmith, if real, appears to be a genuine independent change, with 
little direction. The misnomer of applying ‘transitional industry’ to anything truly 
transitional is the inbuilt belief that a “single phenomenon can adequately explain the 
multiplicity of cultural, ecological, and biological contexts in which the transition 
unfolded across a wide range of biogeographical settings” (Riel-Salvatore 2009: 392), 
indeed, if unity is found in a transition then one can safely assume it is directed and 
the study enters the realms of social science. There is not the space to do justice here 
to a study in how knowledge is formulated and transferred through the systems and 
sub-systems of interconnected individuals, groups and cultures; reams have been 
published on the subject already, and this in itself appears to be a hybrid process with 
no clear unification to the theories as they stand (see Appadurai 1986, Foucault 1972, 
Gamble and Porr 2005, Giddens 1991, Graves-Brown 2000, Lemonnier 1993, Parsons 
1977, Shanks and Tilley 1987, Sassaman 2000). The appearance of unification in a 
transition must indicate that it is not the initial change but the spread of change, with 
the initial transition appearing far more sporadic and individualised: as Semaw et al 
(2009: 175) suggest for the Oldowan to Acheulian transition in East Africa “alternative 
technological responses to a range of selective pressures” or in Isaac’s (1984) 
terminology new tools or new tasks.  
 

10.5 The Future 

There remains much work to do on the Fauresmith before we gain a real 
understanding of it and by extension the transition it represents. Although absolute 
dating is beginning on South African material, there are, in my opinion, serious issues 
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that must be addressed (see also Herries 2011). All of the C14 dates for the ESA and 
MSA can now be considered redundant, mainly offering minimum age estimates; the 
limits of radiocarbon (C14) dating, although improving (i.e. Reimer et al. 2009), are 
still much younger than the material being dealt with. Indeed, as the limitations of the 
method have been realised no new C14 dates have appeared for the South Africa 
Earlier or Middle Stone Ages. More promising work is coming from Uranium series (i.e. 
Beaumont and Vogel 2006; Porat et al. 2010), Optically Stimulated Luminescence (i.e. 
Porat et al. 2010), and Cosmogenic Nuclide (i.e. Gibbon et al. 2009, Chazan et al. 
2008) dating. However, in regard to the Fauresmith, this is presently premature as 
without a clear understanding of the material under discussion there are inevitable 
abuses of terminology continuing, and becoming reified through the production of 
dates and the construction of chronologies that are again going to lead to confusion 
(See Chapter 2).  
 
Before further work can be done on new material the old Fauresmith collections need 
analysing fully, which must begin with the tracking down of the dispersed collections 
and a reunification of their data through a single unified study. This will allow the 
analysis of all of the material that has been considered Fauresmith and has, to one 
extent or another, guided the loose understandings we have today. Only by realising 
how we understand what we do, can we begin to re-organise our knowledge 
concerning the industry. This would be aided exponentially by fresh excavations at 
Roseberry Plain 1, Nooitgedacht 2 and Muirton and the addition of more and better 
controlled ESA and MSA data. The re-location of the Olieboompoort material, would be 
helpful as would further excavations at Bushman Rock Shelter, although the discovery 
of secure Earlier and Middle Stone Age material from the Northern Cape and Free State 
remains a priority.  
 
In order to establish confidence in our ability to separate co-occurring material, and to 
fully establish cohesion or otherwise, experimental work on measures of wear must be 
undertaken combined with a proper understanding of the degradation of igneous 
rocks in varying sediments. Proposed in this thesis is just one possible way of 
establishing this critically important aspect of stone tool assemblages and this needs 
robust testing on myriad materials to ensure accuracy and legitimacy. Additionally, 
work needs to progress on the sourcing of these raw-materials. As with the Middle to 
Upper Palaeolithic transition in Europe (Hovers 2009), our study of this period must 
now start anew, and there is good reason to question what extent we can continue to 
use historically charged analytical units in our explanations (see also Clark 2009) . 
 
Regardless of the work that is done in the future, it is hoped that this thesis achieves 
my primary aim of initiating debate amongst interested parties, with the goal of 
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beginning to understand the implicit knowledge that guides our interpretations and 
understandings. However, the time is now ripe for those involved with South African 
archaeology, and specifically studies of its Stone Age material, to re-engage in cogent 
debate to begin unpicking previous understandings and develop a unified approach to 
the future. This is needed not just directly within industries such as the Fauresmith and 
Victoria West (see Fluck 2002), but perhaps more importantly within the underlying 
framework utilised to make sense of the record.  
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Appendix 1: Gazetteer of Sites 
Presented below are the sites used in this analysis, beginning with the ESA and MSA sites, the 

Cave of Hearths and Bushman Rock Shelter. Following these two, the Fauresmith sites utilised in 

this work are described, before a full gazetteer of Fauresmith locales, beginning with descriptions 

of the most important sites that could, for one of several reasons, not be included in this work. 

The proceeding numbers relate to Fig A.1 below. 
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Fig A.1: Maps showing locations of sites described in the Gazetteer (full South Africa Map after: Yahoo!Maps: 
zoomed in map after: Microsoft Virtual Earth) 
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1. Cave of Hearths (Lat: 24°08’25” S, Long: 29°12’00” E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The description and history of investigations at the Cave of Hearths are more than adequately 

covered in McNabb and Sinclair (2009a) and the present author has also reviewed the site 

(Underhill 2006), as such only a brief description shall be offered here. Originally more than just a 

singular cave the site was part of a complex comprising the Cave of Hearths, Rainbow Cave, 

Historic Cave (Gwaša Cave), and Heyena/Heyena Mandible Cave (adjoining the western side of 

the Cave of Hearths) (Fig A.3), and there is some suggestion that it may have connected with the 

famous Limeworks Cave further down the Makapan cave/Mwaridzi valley (Latham and Herries 

2004, 2009). This situation would see all of the caves on the right bank of the valley linked 

together in a massive river cave system. Indeed the steep sides of the Valley could be attributed 

to the collapse of the original cave system (Latham and Herries 2004, 2009). The site was first 

discovered in 1937 through lime mining, being sealed it was hoped that the site would supply a 

much-needed stratified sequence with which to test the cultural sequence that had been 

established from the Vaal (McNabb et al. 2004). Although brief works were undertaken in 1938 

and 1943, major works did not begin until 1947 with three seasons mainly concerned with 

stabilising the site; excavation was limited to the exposed breccia at the front the cave (McNabb 

and Sinclair 2009a). The majority of the work at the site was undertaken by Revil Mason in two 

seasons (1953 and 54) and this still constitutes one of the most extensive cave excavations in sub-

Saharan Africa (Tobias 1971) revealing a sequence of occupation from the basal ESA through to 

the indigenous Iron Age. Some 313 tons of material have been processed from the site and over 

3,100 tons removed, mainly through the precise application of some 2 tons of dynamite (Field 

2002, McNabb and Sinclair 2009a, Van Riet Lowe 1954a).  

Fig A.2: A: Location and B: stratigraphic cross section through the Cave of Hearths (A after: 
Yahoo!Maps B from: McNabb and Sinclair 2009a: Fig 2.6a: 19) 

A B 
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The depositional sequence as it now stands (McNabb and Sinclair 2009b) is somewhat different to 

Masson’s (1988) original interpretation, and whilst full description should be sought from 

McNabb and Sinclair (2009b) there are relevant highlights that shall be reviewed here. The two 

beds of real importance to the present study are Beds III and IV. Through the deposition of Beds I, 

II, and III the cave opening, east of the modern entrance, was expanding from a relatively small 

opening into a dark cavern, into a much larger, broader opening paralleling the old outer cave 

wall (McNabb et al. 2009). All of the fine sediments in these layers are seen as the result of the 

entrance collapse, being washed down a talus cone further into the cave (Herries and Latham 

2009). The identification of the talus cone significantly alters the potential explanations for the 

artefacts present in these Beds, particularly I and II. In Contrast to Mason (1962b, 1988) it seems 

likely that the material in the first two beds was deposited at the entrance and washed down the 

cone into the cave. Although it seems likely Bed III saw more sustained occupation, this is still 

suggested as relatively sparse (McNabb et al. 2009). McNabb (2009) suggests that the LCTs in 

these layers were manufactured outside the cave on large, prepared flake blanks, with the 

possibility that some re-sharpening or shaping was done at the cave entrance.  

 

By the appearance of MSA material in Bed IV the spatial arrangement appears to have changed, 

with occupation apparently occurring to the rear of the cave along the back wall and sheltered 

behind a large roof collapse (Sinclair 2009). Mason excavated the MSA Beds IV-IX in arbitrary 12” 

spits and was able to identify an area of slumping that occurred between the deposition of Bed V 

Fig A.3: location of Cave of Hearths, Historic Cave and 
Rainbow Cave (Green), and their entrances (Red). (from: Van 

Riet Lowe correspondence, University of the Witwatersrand) 

Rainbow Cave 

Historic Cave 

Cave of Hearths 
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and VI, fortunately this slumping, although adding to the overall stratigraphic confusion, has no 

effect on the present work. 

 

Unfortunately this uniquely important site has been relatively ignored until quite recently 

(McNabb et al. 2003, 2004, Latham and Herries 2004, Underhill 2006, 2007, McNabb and Sinclair 

2009b). There appear to be two reasons for this, firstly Singer and Wymer’s (1982) latter 

excavation but earlier full publication of the Klasies River Mouth sequence, but also the fact that 

when Mason’s (1988) Cave of Hearths publication did appear, and despite attempting to 

implement higher levels of robusiticty, his methodology was met with fundamental disagreement 

by many (i.e. Kleindienst, Leakey, Cole, Isaac, etc) (Mason 1967b). Mason’s approach was one of 

morphology and function, accompanied by metric and technological attributes along with the 

application of statistics (Underhill 2007). Ahead of his time, and in many ways prefiguring the New 

Archaeology that was developing within the discipline (McNabb and Sinclair 2009a) Mason 

acknowledged internal variation in artefacts and thus employed a smaller number of artefact 

classes in his analysis (Mason 1967a), wishing to produce a reliable and unambiguous unifying 

methodology for the South African evidence (McNabb and Sinclair 2009b). As Mason’s typologies 

remained obscure, and despite being utilised at several other sites in the Limpopo region (i.e. 

Mason 1962b, Sampson 1974), the Cave of Hearths has remained outside easy comparison with 

other African sites (McNabb and Sinclair 2009a). Only with more recent work, particularly that of 

McNabb (McNabb et al. 2003, 2004, McNabb and Sinclair 2009b, McNabb 2009, see also Sinclair 

2009), is the site returning to its rightful place within the wider story of the Southern Africa Stone 

Ages (McNabb et al. 2009). 
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2. Bushman Rock Shelter (approx: Lat: 24°35’ S, Long: 30°38’ E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bushman Rock Shelter is in a south facing dolomite ridge about 400 yards from the Ohrigstad-

Tzaneen road (Louw 1969) It is unfortunate that this in-situ, stratified MSA and LSA site has been 

so poorly exploited, especially considering the parallels drawn between its potential and sites 

such as Jabrud and Mount Carmel (Mason 1969). The site was first opened for two weeks in 1965 

under the direction of A.W. Louw, following the collection of MSA material from pits at the site by 

J.J. Malan (Louw 1969). Louw’s excavations reached a maximum depth of 108” spanning 43 layers 

with MSA material appearing from layer 28 down (Louw 1969). Mason (1969) described this 

material as middle or developed MSA, with a high proportion of bifacial tools, and unifacial tools 

with apparently characteristic bifacial retouch. Unfortunately, the material from Louw’s 

excavations now appears lost. The real interest at the time lay in the radiocarbon dates obtained 

from the site, with Vogel (cited in Mason 1969) suggesting layer 38 as >51kya and layer 41 is 

>45kya. As Mason believed the material to post-date the MSA at the Cave of Hearths Bed IV the 

potential for applying relative dating became huge. Indeed, from 1967 work continued at the site 

as a training excavation for the University of Pretoria. Confusingly the site directors (J.F. Eloff) only 

publication relating to the site, half a page in the South African Archaeological Bulletin (Eloff 1969: 

60), suggests that by the end of the 1968 season the University excavations had reached 104” 

“viz. about 10 inches below Louw’s level”. There is an obvious discrepancy here, as mentioned 

Louw claimed a maximum depth of 108”? Most confusingly, Eloff indicates material with 

typological resemblances to the Cave of Hearths Bed IV coming from the ‘lowest part’ of the 

Bushman Rock excavations (as they stood in 1969), a diagnosis Mason (1969) agreed with. The 

Fig A.4: Location of Bushman Rock Shelter (after 
Yahoo!Maps) 
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Fig A.5: correlation of depths suggested for 
base of Louw’s excavations. (Dashed line beneath 

Eloff is the apparent depth of Eloff’s excavations revealing 
MSA material akin to Cave of Hearths Bed IV). Plug (1981: 

11) only states “close to 3 meters” 

site becomes even more confused when it is realised that the University excavations stratigraphy 

did not agree with Louw’s stratigraphy, although some correlations were made (Plug 1981a, b). 

Most importantly Louw’s MSA/LSA contact at layers 27/28 correlates with the Universities layers 

15/16/17/18, and Louw’s excavations stopped at what the university excavations labelled layer 27 

(Plug 1981b). Further, there is more discrepancy in depths, with Plug (1981b) suggesting the 

Universities level 27 was close to 3 meters, which would be over 10” deeper than Louw (1969) 

suggested for his layer 43, and 20” deeper than Eloff (1969) suggested for Louw’s layer 43. 

Unfortunately, the present author could 

not locate any stratigraphic profiles 

below the universities level 21 and 

certainly nothing that correlates the three 

accounts (Fig A.5). The Universities 

excavations apparently ended at a depth 

of “between seven and eight meters” 

(Plug 1981b: 113) having reached layer 

105, with nothing having yet been 

published on the material from below the 

universities layer 18 (despite claims that 

the publication was forthcoming (Volman 

1981: 99)). 

 

It is worth noting in regard to the collections that in addition to Louw’s material being missing, the 

artefacts from the Universities excavations, stored at the University, does appear to have been 

logged and sorted, with material bagged up and boxes marked in Afrikaans, it would also appear 

that the material was checked, probably by a supervisor, with many boxes bearing the same 

signatures. Unfortunately, no further information regarding this could be found. It would appear 

that the material sorting was done by undergraduates, with limited lithic experience, the present 

author having found many inaccuracies in labelling and much natural material included, however, 

no changes to the material as curated were made. Although it is clear that much more material 

lies buried at Bushman Rock Shelter, the chances of re-investigating the site in the foreseeable 

future seem slim to non-existent. The present landowner is apparently not amenable to 

excavations, opting to utilise the site on ghost tours instead. Without any documentation relating 

to the Universities excavations, it is impossible for the site as it stands to realise even a fraction of 

its full potential. 
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Fig A.6: Bushman Rock Shelter Plan (form: Plug 1981b: Fig 1: 
110) 
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3. Riverview Estates (approx Lat: 28° 20’ S, Long: 24° 44’ E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Although the gravels in the area of Windsorton had been producing artefacts for many years 

(Goodwin 1928b) it was at the end of April 1934 that the chairman of Carrig Diamonds Ltd 

presented an array of stone artefacts and mineralised faunal remains to the recently established 

Bureau of Archaeology, hence the site receiving no mention in Goodwin and Van Riet Lowes 1929 

volume. The finds were discovered within diamondiferous gravels on the companies land at the 

Riverview Estates on the east bank of the Vaal River, immediately opposite Windsorton. Within 2 

weeks the Bureaus director, Van Riet Lowe, and the director of the Geological Survey, Dr S.H. 

Haughton, carried out an investigation of what was swiftly seen as an extraordinarily rich 

collection of sites. Indeed, at this time they identified five sites within the estate separated by up 

to almost 2 miles, and they were able to draw up a composite section (Fig A.8; Van Riet Lowe 

1935), although Van Riet Lowe soon identified an additional sixth location. The section presented 

in FigA.8 is hugely simplistic considering the enormous variation which occurs in the area and 

FigA.9 reveals how the interpretation changed within just 17 years (although again very 

Fig A.8: Initial composite section of the Riverview Estates (taken from: Van Riet Lowe 
1935) - G= Gravels, S= Sands 

Fig A.7: A: Location and B: site plan of Riverview Estates (A: after: Yahoo!Maps, B: after: Söhnge, 
Visser and Lowe 1937) 

A B 
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generalised). Indeed the site is of critical importance to any understanding of the Vaals geology 

due to both its accessibility through diamond digging and its relatively complete sequence 

(McNabb and Beaumont 2011). In sum, Beaumont (1999) describes the sequence at Riverview as 

a generally thin surface soil overlying up to a meter of red sands. These lie on up to 8 meters of 

calcified silty sand which is sometimes divisible by lime rich lenses. Below this is a discontinuous 

layer of unconsolidated current bedded white sand which occasionally reaches a thickness of up 

to 2 meters before reaching the 2-3 meter thick Younger Gravels. 

 

At sites I (Homestead), II (Larsen’s), III (Paddock) and IV (Fissure) Van Riet Lowe (1935) recovered 

an amount of both rolled and unrolled Acheulean material throughout the Younger Gravels 

described by him as Lower and Upper Stellenbosch. In the terminology of the time that is Chellean 

and Clacton like tools, and Acheul and proto-Levallois types respectively, indeed this work was 

able to clarify the position of the Victoria West variant which was here seen as a manufacturing 

technique for the Acheulean LCTs. Contrary to the work of Van Riet Lowe (1935; 1937) and 

Söhnge and Visser (1937), Malan (1947) later suggested a thin band of current bedded sands 

immediately overlies the gravels (see also Van Riet Lowe 1952b) which also contains Acheulean 

material, although at Larsen’s site (II) he confusingly suggests the presence in this layer of blades 

with both facetted and plain but obtuse platforms. Additionally he describes (Malan 1947: 352) a 

flake which resembles a ‘convergent longitudinal point such as typify Middle Stone Age industries’ 

but with a striking platform which shows only incidental faceting, material Van Riet Lowe (1952b) 

includes within the Acheulean (South African Chelles-Acheul V). The fluvial silt and tuffa, also 

described as calcified sand and silt, which overlie these apparent bedded sands covers an area of 

some 10 square miles and reaches a thickness of some 30 feet (Malan 1947). It was initially 

reported as sterile at sites II (Larsen’s), III (Paddock), and IV (fissure), apart from a single reported 

but unseen handaxe at Larsen’s site (II), although by 1947 Malan was describing material 

recovered from Larsen’s site (II). Also at the Homestead site (I) these sandy silts were reported to 

contain an in-situ Fauresmith I assemblage, with the deposit capped at Homestead (I) and the 

unnamed site V by weathered Middle and Later Stone Age material lying on the surface (Van Riet 

Lowe 1935), indeed surface finds of Middle and Later Stone Age material were reported over 

huge areas here (Söhnge and Visser 1937). Towards the Northeast of the site, the calcareous 

sands are covered by an Aeolian Red Sand (Kalahari or Hutton sands) which has suffered the 

deposition of lime and limonite due to ground water evaporation and is thus more consolidated 

than the overlying sands (Söhnge and Visser 1937). Söhnge and Visser (1937) suggest that 

Fauresmith material is eroding out from the junction between these layers, additionally they 
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comment that this particular overburden is stratified at varying intervals with altering 

consistencies of sandy, gritty and pebbly layers. This indicates the high probability that Fauresmith 

material was originally capped by this red sand, which has since eroded and left the material 

mixing with the overlying MSA material. Slightly differing from the main profile is a thin loose 

gravel composed of angular pebbles found in a spruit which drains the southern area of the 

Riverview Estates, this has been correlated with the youngest gravels in the Riet river and the C 

gravels at Sheppard Island due to the apparent presence of Fauresmith I material (Söhnge and 

Visser 1937); although nothing has yet been published concerning this particular material directly, 

it could be understood as part of Site VI. Below the four sites on the estates which have been said 

to contain Fauresmith material are reviewed in an attempt to understand Site VI presented in the 

analysis; as such it is largely the sands and silts which are of interest. 

 

Site I – Homestead 

The profile of the Homestead site is described as 24 feet of heavy gravel, the Younger Gravels III, 

four feet of red sands and the young Aeolian sands. Van Riet Lowe (1935) comments that the 

sands at the Homestead site are actually loose sandy soil which is subject to movement by both 

wind and rain, much like at Riverton to the south. Although this deposit does become more 

calcified as it approaches Larsens site (II), he suggests that at the Homestead it, as well as the 

overlying surface sand, contains an in-situ Fauresmith I assemblage. Amongst other things he 

reports a small well-made handaxe, two cleavers, a scraper, several Levallois type flakes and 

fabricators almost exclusively manufactured on indurated shale, although he acknowledges that 

lava and quartzite were also used; the same material as favoured in the underlying Acheulean 

assemblages. Confusingly Van Riet Lowe states that on the surface and just below the surface 

sands, he recovered a deeply weathered MSA assemblage along with a slightly weathered middle 

Smithfield one. The MSA material is apparently recognisable by the non-descript nature of its un-

worked flakes and a few poor quality cores, although the LSA Smithfield material is more familiar 

containing duckbill end-scrapers, side and thumbnail scrapers, a bored stone and a grind stone 

etc. The real confusion is how an undisturbed in-situ assemblage can be present in shifting sands, 

which also contains much later material? The answer may well lie in the presence around the 

Homestead site of some four feet of the red sand that was not initially discovered (Söhnge and 

Visser 1937). This, combined with Söhnge and Vissers’ statement that the Aeolian sands at the 

Homestead are of the youngest in the Vaal valley, and still in the process of formation, suggests 

that the material here is probably not actually in-situ, and almost definitely represents something 

of a Palimpsest. Malan (1947) was able to expand on the Fauresmith assemblage recovered from 
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the site listing seven handaxes, one cleaver, 48 flakes, four cores and a few nondescript 

fragments, all unrolled and encrusted with the calcareous matrix in which they sat, again adding 

to the confusion by the statement that they were recovered from a calcified sand rather than the 

Aeolian sands. The majority of the handaxes and the cleaver were somewhat anachronistic in an 

accepted Fauresmith assemblage at this time, partly as they are manufactured on diabase, but 

also because one of the handaxes is reported as comparatively large with a ragged edge. However 

Malan is able to confirm the presence of very fine Levallois flakes and a carefully trimmed point. 

Some material from this site, as well as Riverview in general, which is all part of the Archaeological 

Survey of South Africa Collection, has found its way to the Institute of Archaeology, London, and 

material simply listed as Windsorton, Riverview, is also present at the Natural History Museum, 

London (Mitchell 2002b). 

 

Site II – Larsen’s 

The stratigraphy at this site differs from the proceeding one and at its base is a 5’ thick layer of 

gravels composed of medium sized pebbles (some 6” in diameter) overlying this is a thin layer of 

loose red sands, a few bands of blueish-grey clay, a yellow sandy layer itself capped by a few 

layers of blueish-grey clay before a 2’ layer of cross bedded sands overlying which are the 36’ of 

calcareous silts and tufa. As mentioned the silts and tufa here are much more consolidated than 

at the Homestead site, to the extent that they could only be excavated with a pick (Van Riet Lowe 

1935). Although previously reported as sterile, Malan (1947) described five handaxes, two 

cleavers, two cores, six flakes, one scraper, and a point recovered from within the top 8’ of the 

calcified sands, which he considers a Fauresmith assemblage due to its geological provenance. 

Only three of the handaxes are complete and two of these are described as ‘Limande’, apart from 

these two the remainder are described as roughly made with the suggestion that one may be 

considered as a chisel. As with the Homestead example the cleavers are manufactured on side 

flakes of Ventersdorp diabase. Almost all the flakes are described as crude and thick, with plain 

platforms.  

 

The real interest however comes from Malan’s (1947) assertion that the surface of the gravels 

(Younger Gravels II) or the current bedded sands which overlie them contained blades and a point 

with an otherwise Stellenbosch V assemblage, which is then covered by some 22’ of sterile 

calcified sands before the apparent Fauresmith material occurs. Unfortunately, far from overlying 

them, Söhnge and Visser (1937) report a distance of over 12’ between the surface of the gravels 

and the current-bedded sands which cannot be explained other than by radical localised 
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difference, which does appear to be a feature of the Vaal (see Söhnge and Visser 1937: 30-31). In 

contrast Mishra et al. (2007) comment that the true blades actually occur in the lower levels of 

the calcified silt and basal sands referring the material to the later Acheulean, although 

confusingly they quote Malan as the source; this section of the paper is almost certainly the work 

of Beaumont (below; see also Chapter 2). Interestingly it was this site which forced Van Riet 

Lowe’s (1937) rethink on his Stellenbosch scheme; originally he attributed all of the material that 

came from immediately above the Younger Gravels II to his Stellenbosch III, due to its geological 

provenance. However, it is in the Appendix to the 1937 volume, that Van Riet Lowe corrects his 

mistake now interpreting the material from the sands overlying the gravels at Larsens as 

Stellenbosch V, this allowed Söhnge and Visser to re-assess their evidence and explained to them 

why the sands I, II and III which they had identified where so homogenous. Their interpretation 

changed to see all the sands overlying the gravels as being laid down following the aggradation of 

the Younger Gravels III; in their terminology sands III. In the light of this Malan’s blades apparently 

belong to Van Riet Lowes Stellenbosch V. However, this is the only occurrence of such material 

within this stage of the Stellenbosch, and although it was seen as directly intermediate between 

the older Stellenbosch and the Fauresmith, even described as resembling the Fauresmith (Kuman 

2001), blades have not been described in this context from anywhere else in South Africa. Having 

said this Breuil (1948: 11) comments that Fauresmith blades “are generally wider and thinner than 

are those of the earlier cultures” implying they were present in earlier cultures, and they have 

been reported with Acheulean material in East Africa, sealed beneath a tuff that contains 

Fauresmith like material in Kenya’s Kapthurin Formation, and that has been dated to 240-250kya 

(McBrearty et al. 1996). This material is worth remembering when considering Canteen Koppie 

below. 

 

Site III – Paddock 

This site differs from the proceeding two, it was not excavated by shafts but as an open area, 

again however the sands are well consolidated and apparently false bedded with an overburden 

of sterile calcareous tufa, itself overlain by red sands and surface soil. It is this site, along with the 

Cave of Hearths, that Beaumont and Vogel (2006) utilised to display the presence of true blades in 

the late Acheulean, apparently occurring towards the base of the calcareous silts, a condition 

Beaumont (1999) had earlier asserted more generally for Riverview. However the quoted 

references, Malan (1947) and Söhnge, Visser and Van Riet Lowe (1937), make no such claims, 

indeed Malan doesn’t even mention the Paddock site. Additionally the presence of Fauresmith 

material at the Paddock is asserted solely by Beaumont and again his references for this, the 
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Fig A.10: Composite 
section, Paddock site 
(III), Riverview estates 

(after: Beaumont and 
Vogel 2006: Fig 8: 223) 

above mentioned plus Van Riet Lowe (1935), are bereft of any 

such reports, leaving Beaumonts assertions highly questionable. 

However, the section in Fig A.10 is a good example of the estates 

at large. 

 

Site VI 

This is the site that is of most interest here, being the type station 

for the Lower Fauresmith (I) (Van Riet Lowe 1937). It was clearly a 

new site in the 1937 publication, having not appeared in Van Riet 

Lowe’s 1935 assessment of the site, and there is some confusion 

with its designation changing from V to VI on the ‘official’ site 

chart (Fig A.11A), and IV to VI on two of the site index cards held 

with the collections (Fig A.11B). The site lies at the southern edge 

of the 35’ terrace, at the point where the Spruit that drains the 

southern end of the site has down cut, about 300-600m 

downstream of the estate buildings (Helgren 1978). Unfortunately, 

Van Riet Lowe (1937) and Helgren (1978) are the only publications 

that make direct reference to this material. It apparently derives from beneath the red sands, 

lying on the surface of the calcareous tufas that vary from 22 to 30’ thick, although the artefacts 

were apparently collected from waste heaps and from the walls of abandoned diggings (Helgren 

1978). Significantly, however, the tufas separate this material from the underlying Younger 

Gravels that contain Acheulean material (Stellenbosch IV). The Fauresmith material from this site 

(93 pieces according to Cole 1961 cited in Helgren 1978) is reported to include both handaxes and 

cleavers in addition to a few crude scrapers, the cores apparently suggest the manufacture of 

large and small concavo-convex side flakes, long narrow convergent flakes and blades flaked by a 

parallel longitudinal method, as well as fabricators. In terms of the LCTs they are described as 

cruder than accepted Fauresmith material; the cleavers being apparently small and on both side 

and end flakes, where as the handaxes where manufactured on unprepared flakes or cores. The 

preliminary flaking is detailed as steep, producing a deeply serrated edge. Yet other, appreciably 

smaller examples, ‘show slender flaking, have very regular and straight edges and are consistently 

lenticular in cross section’ (Van Riet Lowe 1937:  90), yet Van Riet Lowe states that they are not as 

fine as material from his Stellenbosch III which sees the inclusion of the Victoria West technique. 

(See Chapter 5 for analysis of the extant material). According to Klein (cited in Helgren 1978), only 

nine of the 58 handaxes are in a Mousterian of Acheulean Tradition (MTA) style. It is interesting to 
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note that Helgren (1978: 51) suggested a “primary or near-primary context” and called for a fresh 

exploration of the site to firmly establish the geography and archaeology, unfortunately satellite 

photographs make it clear that the site is now decimated by mining. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig A.12: South Western coroner of Riverview Estates showing location of Site VI. 
Numbers indicate miners shafts. Also shown is Site I (Homestead) (after: Van Riet 

Lowe archive, University of the Witwatersrand & Van Riet Lowe 1937: plate VII: 135) 

A B 

Fig A:11 A: Site Chart – note change 
from site V to VI. In the accompanying 
sketch the site is still ringed as site V 
(Van Riet Lowe Archive, University of the 

Witwatersrand) 
B: Index Cards – note change from IV 
to VI. On one card the change has not 

been made, the third card fro this 
assemblage reads site VI (University of 

the Witwatersrand) 
All these documents reference the same material with 

accession code 5/35/5F 
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Fig A.15: Hand drawn plan of Brakfontein 231, by Van Riet Lowe (Van 
Riet Lowe correspondence, University of the Witwatersrand) 

4. Brakfontein (No 231) (approx Lat: 29° 33’ S, Long: 25° 09’ E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig A.14: Brakfontein Spruit  (after Van 
Riet Lowe 1937) 

Fig A.13: Location of Brakfontein (from Yahoo!Maps) 
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Fig A.16: Scrapers from Brakfontein (after Goodwin 
and Van Riet Lowe 1929 Text-figures 1, 3 & 4, and Plates 

XIII, and XIV) 

Immediately adjacent to the left hand side of the road from Fauresmith to Koffiefontein (R704) 

just before the Homestead after which the site is named, is a donga that has cut through an 

ancient consolidated, but overgrown, sand dune from which Fauresmith artefacts have been 

washed (Burkitt 1928) (Fig A.14 & A.15). Van Riet Lowe first collected artefacts from a small re-

entrant in the dune in 1926 but Burkitt also comments that Fauresmith handaxes could be found 

some 2’ into more recent soft limey marl deposits close by. The site is situated on the edge of a 

stream that joins the Riet River, but remains some miles from it, and is in a landscape that is not 

one of Great Plains but shallow valleys dominated by dolerite koppies and hills (Burkitt 1928). The 

dune of oxidised blown sands is between three and 10’ thick and apparently rests directly on a 

floor of Dwyka shale (Söhnge and Visser 1937), although Van Riet Lowe (1937) comments that the 

Fauresmith material was recovered from under the fairly well consolidated dune where it sits on 

calcified dirty loamy soil or tufaceous limestone. Indeed the site index cards report the material as 

deriving from on and in surface limestone under Kalahari sands. Brakfontein has suffered due to 

the belief that the site is not in-situ, however 

this has never been tested, and Van Riet Lowe 

was clear that the material he collected 

originated from the very base of the dune. 

With interesting results and methodologies 

now appearing for the use of OSL dating on 

Aeolian material in the Kalahari linear dune 

fields (Stone and Thomas 2008) a potential 

method of clarifying the date on the dunes 

formation is offered, thereby providing a 

terminus ante quem for the deposition of the 

Fauresmith material. However, the dunes of 

the southern Kalahari are no older than 

60.2±2.5 (Haddon 2005: 109).  

 

The quality of the materials preservation, 

variously weathering from khaki to chocolate 

brown in colour, combined with the sheer 

richness of material means that this is 

considered the true type-site for the 

Fauresmith, and is used by Van Riet Lowe 
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(1937) as representative of a typical upper Fauresmith (II) assemblage. He describes beautifully 

finished hand-axes, mainly on unprepared flakes, which vary from pointed almonds to ovates, as 

well as rare cleavers that are large and, contra to everything else on the site that is made on 

indurated shale, exclusively manufactured on diabasic material. In addition to the LCTs, Burkitt 

(1928) states that small side scrapers with resolved flaking and disc like tools have been recovered 

from the site, and he comments that “If found in Europe the whole industry would be classed as 

either belonging to the end of the Acheulean or to the beginning of the Mousterian” (1928: 72). 

However, Van Riet Lowe (1937) does not mention disc like tools, but does comment on the 

presence of trimmed points, end- and side-scrapers, typical levallois flakes and cores, long slender 

blades, cores, fabricators and gravers. He also highlights the cancavo-convex side scrapers which 

are possibly the most famous Fauresmith artefacts (Fig A.16), however he does not mention the 

hooked scrapers which were reported in 1929 (Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929). Unfortunately, 

the lack of definite stratigraphy at the site means it has been largely ignored since Van Riet Lowe’s 

mammoth review of the Vaal in 1937, and although Beaumont (1990a, Beaumont and Vogel 2006: 

supplementary) still refers to it as the type-site, he has never really published on the material. In 

1937 Van Riet Lowe reported that material from the site was located in both Paris and London, 

and Mitchell’s (2002b) ‘Catalogue of Stone Age Artefacts from Southern Africa in the British 

Museum’ lists 86 artefacts from the site in the British Museum, all part of the Braunholtz 

collection, although no mention is made of points or levallois material. Additionally, artefacts are 

apparently located in London at both the Natural History Museum and the Institute of 

Archaeology; as parts of the Dekenah and Oakley collections and the Van Riet Lowe collection 

respectively, but also at the University Museum, Cambridge as part of the Burkitt collection 

(Mitchell 2002b). The material that apparently went to Paris, assumedly via Breuil, is yet to be 

located. However, the assemblage at the University of the Witwatersrand is rather scant and any 

analysis would benefit from the amalgamation of all of the extant material. 
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5. Canteen Koppie (Lat: 28º 32’ 30” S, Long: 24º 31’ 50” E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Situated c. 1.3km south-east of Barkly West, just off route 31, the site of Canteen Koppie was the 

first alluvial diamond diggings in South Africa in 1869. Because of this its archaeology was 

recognised early on, being first mentioned in 1901 (Penning) and again in 1926 (Jansen). Yet, and 

despite Goodwin publishing on the site in 1928(b), it received scant attention from Goodwin and 

Van Riet Lowe (1929). The site did become more prominent following the 1929 British Association 

field trip; although no Fauresmith material was recognised. Indeed, it was not until the 1990s that 

Beaumont discovered Fauresmith material (see Beaumont 1990a, 1999). The site is a low hill 

(Koppie) that has been largely dug away through open cast diamond mining. Originally, the site 

was never fully described; its stratigraphic interpretation was based on basin wide studies that 

explained the site by reference to the Vaal basin at large, rather than on its own geological merit. 

Artefactual correlation placed its gravels, the only layer of interest at this time, in the Younger 

Gravels II, although the site was not addressed when Van Riet Lowe (1952b) subdivided this unit 

into Younger Gravels IIa and IIb. It was not until the work of Helgren (1979) that the interpretation 

of Canteen Koppie was revised, again as part of a basin wide study. Helgren’s (1979) conclusions 

implied that the Canteen Koppie gravels contained a significant colluvial component. However, 

Fig A.17: A: Location and B: site plan of Canteen Koppie (A: from Yahoo!Maps, B: after McNabb 2001: fig 4.2a: 
39) (see Fig A.18B for A-B section) 

A 

B 
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Beaumont’s excavations, the first systematic archaeological field work the site has seen 

(Beaumont 1990b, 1999, McNabb 2001; McNabb and Beaumont 2011), whilst in some agreement 

with Helgren (1979), reinterpreted the site as a colluvial lobe resulting from the accretion of 

disintegrated bed rock, rather than colluvial gravels which were depositing in an alluvial terrace, 

or even straight alluvial gravels as earlier interpretations would have it. Furthermore, Beaumont’s 

work added two layers to the stratigraphy, unit 2b, which underlies the traditionally interpreted 

gravels (now 2a), and 2c, which underlies 2b. The stratigraphy at the site (Fig A.18) is presently 

interpreted as red sands overlying a colluvial gravel previously interpreted as Younger Gravels II or 

Rietputs A (Helgrens equivalent of the Younger Gravels I), followed by a previously unidentified 

sandy gravel with distinctive lag horizons throughout, on top of a compact gravel layer. 
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Fig A.19: McNabb and Beaumont’s Area 1 
Canteen Koppie, left hand side of combined 

trench 1a/b. What was Beaumont’s trench 1a. 
Despite some slumping, the units are still 

essentially visible (as marked). (depth 7m) (Authors 
Collection) 

According to McNabb (McNabb and Beaumont 

2011) Fauresmith material is present at the site 

in a stratified context lying on the surface of, 

and top 30-40cm of, unit 2a; that is directly 

beneath the red Aeolian sands, and mixed 

within the top of the Rietputs A/Younger 

Gravels II. As the same artefacts occur within 

this concentration as well as throughout the 

main body of the unit Beaumont took 50cms as 

an arbitrary spit dividing the apparent 

Fauresmith that had been reworked into the 

gravels, from the underlying Acheulean 

material. This stratigraphic position makes it 

intriguing for several reason; It seems unlikely 

that similar material would have been missed 

by earlier investigations but if it was discovered 

it has not been interpreted as Fauresmith, 

however this could be connected to the long 

standing ‘conceptual lock’ (see McNabb 1996) 

which dictated that Fauresmith material 

occurred directly beneath the red sands and on top of the calcareous tufas. However, the location 

argued for here, and assuming the gravels are contemporaneous, matches the position at Larsen’s 

site on the Riverview estates where Malan reported blades and a broken point, material that has 

been attributed to the Stellenbosch V.  

 

Indeed, the evidence for the assemblage at Canteen Koppie being Fauresmith is not conclusive. 

There is an apparent localised concentration of convergent and laminar levallois at the top of unit 

2a and three Levallois blades in banded ironstone are taken as proof of its association with the 

Fauresmith; Beaumont (2004a, b) believes this to be a raw-material favoured by Fauresmith 

knappers, yet he is the only person to ever suggest this. Additionally it is clear that Levallois 

technology was an “infrequent, but nonetheless integral part of the technological repertoire of 

the hominids who occupied the site as the whole of the gravel of Unit 2a accumulated” (McNabb 

and Beaumont 2011: 28) denying its utility as a marker of technological change in the deposits. 

Indeed Van Riet Lowe (1948: 30: italics in original, parenthesis added) commented more generally 
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that the “final phase of the Stellenbosch Culture (Stellenbosch V) in South Africa includes an old 

Levallois technique as an integral feature of the culture”. Two bifacial points have been found at 

Canteen Koppie which are generally not associated with the Acheulean, although again points 

have been claimed for both the Fauresmith (see Appendix 3) and the final Acheulean 

(Stellenbosch V), yet no depths are given on these particular pieces which are simply described as 

being found “at depth” (McNabb and Beaumont 2011.: 31), a description which seems to imply 

they are well below the apparent Fauresmith horizon. Additionally six handaxes and three 

cleavers were discovered in this top 50cm spit in trenches 1a, 1b and 2b yet they were apparently 

not considered distinct enough from the other 28 bifaces or 20 cleavers which also came from 

unit 2a, albeit further down, to warrant an individual description. Indeed when it comes to  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig A.20; Site Chart for Canteen Koppie (Van Riet Lowe 
Correspondence, University of the Witwatersrand) 
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previously considered type fossils of the Fauresmith not also claimed for the Acheulean there is 

apparently only one present, a distal fragment of a retouched point on a blade at the interface of 

units 1 and 2a manufactured on indeterminate material, although this cannot be considered a 

unifacial hagenstad point as the distal end is bifacial retouched. As unit 1 contains MSA material 

anyway, it is possible that this artefact belongs to the MSA material. The only difference between 

the top 50cm and below is in the 79 non-PCT cores which tend to be smaller than those in the 

spits below, and the presence of specularite which Beaumont (1999) asserts is frequently 

associated with Fauresmith assemblages in the Northern Cape, although again this has never 

been reported by anyone else. In conclusion McNabb (McNabb and Beaumont 2011) regard the 

high laminar index for the top of the gravels in Area 1, which is absent in Area 2, as being due to a 

Fauresmith activity location nearby.  

 

As with many of the sites discussed material has found its way to Britain, with Mitchell (2002b) 

listing parts of the Burkitt and Scholfield collections of the 1920s and 30s at the University 

Museum, Cambridge, the Natural History Museum, London as part of the 1950s Oakley collection, 

and at the Pitt Rivers Museum, Oxford, as parts of the Balfour, Swan, and Van Alphen collections 

of the 1920s as well as the Jeffreys collection of the 1940s, in addition to some material donated 

by the McGregor Museum in 1925. It is the latter institution that holds the bulk of the material, 

but Braunholtz and Breuil removed collections to the British Museum and Paris when they visited 

the site in 1929, additionally a later collection was made by Cipriani and sent to Rome (Van Riet 

Lowe 1937: 70), where any of this material now resides is unknown. 
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Fig A.22: Index card for Fauresmith Town Spruit indicate the material 
to be the same as 9/38/7 (Townlands). (University of the Witwatersrand, 

Archaeological Collections) 

6. Fauresmith (approx: Lat: 29°45’ S, Long: 25°19’ E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

At Fauresmith there are two separate sites, the Town Spruit and Townlands, and it is not clear 

exactly which is the official name site, however, the material itself is somewhat confused anyway. 

The Townlands was given accession code 4/33 with the Town Spruit designated 4/33/1, a latter 

collection from the Townlands was donated by Dr P. Van Heerden and given the code 9/38/7. To 

add a further level of confusion an index card for the Spruit material states that it is the same as 

9/38/7 (Fig A.22) However, 4a/33 also appears and some of the 9/38/7 material has Brakfontein 

written across it? Additionally despite accession codes that signify the material was deposited in 

the collections in 1933 and 1938 several pieces have 1929 written on them, and their condition 

leads me to believe that this is mainly from the Town Spruit.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Townlands site, according to the collections index cards, is all surface collected, and it seems 

safe to assume its provenance was originally believed to be the same as the Town Spruit material, 

Fauresmith Spruit 

Fig A.21  A: Location of Fauresmith (from Yahoo!Maps). B: Fauresmith Spruit section (after Van Riet Lowe 
1937) 

A B 
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Fig A.24: Section at Fauresmith Town 
Spruit (Van Riet Lowe Correspondence, 

University of the Witwatersrand) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
which apparently derives from the Youngest Gravels; 

ergo, and following the original beliefs, this material 

must be regarded as Lower Fauresmith (I). Burkitt (1928: 

70) states that “Implements can be collected … both on 

the surface of the ground and in the dry river bed as well as in the gravels forming the river bank”. 

The Fauresmith Town Spruit, an offshoot stream of the main Riet River, has cut through and 

exposed a bed of Youngest Gravels (Van Riet Lowe 1937) some six to sixteen feet deep (Goodwin 

and Van Riet Lowe 1929: 91). Eroding from these gravels were discovered vast quantities of 

Fauresmith material, all water worn and weathered blue-grey, although they are made of a dark 

grey to black un-weathered lydianite. Elsewhere in the vicinity the gravels are covered with a 

barren earthy deposit with surface lying Smithfield B material (Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929: 

91-2). Apparently, the exposures are very similar to the Kromellenboog Spruit that reveals sub-

angular lumps of shale, pebbles and boulders of indurated shale and dolerite with interstitial 

gritty matter resting directly on the bedrock of Dwyka Shale, although in the Fauresmith Spruit 

the gravel is prone to becoming coarser near dolerite sills. Additionally, in places the gravel is part 

replaced by coarse grit (Söhnge and Visser 1937: 38-9). Unfortunately, despite the relative paucity 

of material held at the University of the Witwatersrand only one artefact has found its way to the 

British Museum, from the Braunholtz collection, via the Leviseur collection. Material can also be 

found as part of the Burkitt and Foster collections at the University Museum, Cambridge, 

including material listed as coming from north of the site, and both 12 and 25 miles south as well 

as between Fauresmith and Bethulie (Mitchell 2002b), I remain unsure as to quite what this 

material is.  

Fig A.23: Fauresmith Town Spruit (Van Riet Lowe 
Correspondence, University of the Witwatersrand) 
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7. Muirton (approx: Lat: 28°33’ S, Long: 24°08’ E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Discovered in 1963 by Garth Sampson, Muirton lies on the north bank of the Vaal, 30 miles 

downstream from the original Vaal survey area (see Söhnge, Visser and Lowe 1937) and 16 miles 

below the confluence of the Vaal and Harts. The artefacts derive from a floor on calcified sands 

atop the 40’ terrace of the Vaal, and covered in a c.25cm layer of red sands (Humphreys 1969). It 

lies 150m from the base of Muirton Koppie and 600m from the Vaal (Helgren 1978). The site is 

thought to occupy the same geological situation as Van Riet Lowe (1937) described for the lower 

Fauresmith (I) (Humphreys 1970, Helgren 1978). Although Humphreys (1969, 1970) concludes 

that the material is Acheulean in nature, and Helgren (1978: 56) points out that “larger handaxes 

of more typical Acheulian aspect can be recovered from the same geological horizon elsewhere 

on Muirton farm”, it is this material that Sampson (1972) utilised to deny the Fauresmiths 

existence (see Underhill 2011a). Other than Sampson’s initial excavations of 1963, Humphreys 

A 

Fig A.25: A: Location 
and B: schematic 

stratigraphic cross 
section of Muirton (A: 

from Yahoo!Maps B: after 
Sampson 1972: fig 18: 54, 
and description in Helgren 

1978). 

A 

B 
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work in March 1968 is all that has ever been undertaken on the site, which, at the time of writing, 

is for sale, with the farm, as a going concern for diamond mining. The two excavations opened an 

area of 44m2, and recovered 1022 artefacts, almost exclusively manufactured on quartzite 

obtained from the adjacent Koppie (Helgren 1978). Humphreys excavations, plotting all of the 

artefacts in the richest 9m2, reveal that the material is not in a primary context, with no living 

patterns evident (Humphreys 1969). A good semi-primary context is suggested by Helgren (1978), 

and it appears to be a sealed context. Indeed the work constituted the first, and one of the only, 

unselected samples of its kind (Helgren 1978, Sampson 1972). Helgren suggested that the site was 

probably a quarry and that further excavations at the koppie base could reveal the primary 

context origin point of the artefacts. Considering all this, it is surprising that only one paper 

dealing exclusively with the site has ever appeared (Humphreys 1969), and it seems likely that 

further excavations would be incredibly revealing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig A.26: location of Muirton in relation to distant surroundings 
(from: Humphreys 1969: fig 1: 88) 
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8. Nooitgedacht 2 (Lat: 28°36’35” S, Long: 24°37’10” E) (not 24°27’10” E as stated in Beaumont 

1990b) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Akin to many Fauresmith sites Nooitgedacht 2 suffers from a distinct lack of publication. However, 

it does constitute one of Beaumonts ‘typical’ Fauresmith sites, along with Roseberry plain 1 

(Samaria Road Quarry) (Beaumont 1990b). Unfortunately, the author can find no section drawings 

of the site, although a sketch section of a site simply labelled Nooitgedacht was published by 

Goodwin (1928b) (Fig A.28). Although no map accompanies this section drawing, the context of 

the paper in which it appears suggests it is the same site: dealing with the Vaal and discussing 

sites such as Pniel Mission Station, Old Pniel, and Barkley West (Canteen Koppie). However, as the 

section displays the river it seems likely that it represents the locality now known as Nooitgedacht 

1 (see Beaumont 1990b: fig 1). It is interesting that Miss Wilman, who sent artefacts from 

Nooitgedacht to Peringuey at the South African Museum, notes that no artefacts occur in the 

sands but surface finds are identical to material from the gravel layer beneath the sand (cited in 

Goodwin 1928b). The description of pottery with the handaxes (Péringuey 1911: 56-7) suggests 

Fig A.27: Location maps of Nooitgedacht 2 (A: from Yahoo!Maps, B: after Beaumont 1990a: fig 1). 

B 

A 
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that this site (Nooitgedacht 1) is heavily mixed. However, it seems that this earlier work had been 

forgotten with no references to it appearing in later works. Beaumont (1990b: fig 1) even 

suggested he discovered the site in 1972 in the claim of a diamond digger named Louw Botes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Nooitgedacht 2 conforms to the sketch section of Nooitgedacht 1 (Fig A.28), with Beaumont 

(1999) describing a typical exposure at the site as 10-20cm of gravel, increasing to 2 meters in 

places, composed of exotic quartz, quartzite, and agate clasts in addition to locally derived lava 

boulders. Above this gravel he describes red Hutton sands increasing in thickness from 0.5 to 1.5 

meters east to west. Helgren (1979) stated that the gravel was sterile, although according to 

Beaumont (1990b) it actually contains an apparently homogenous collection. Whilst the 

collections are housed at the McGregor Museum (box 2824DA3M) the Natural History Museum, 

London, also holds material as part of the Oakley collection, and the Pitt Rivers Museum, Oxford, 

as parts of the Balfour and Swan collections (Mitchell 2002b). 

Fig A.28: Sketch section through Nooitgedacht (after Goodwin 
1928) 
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9. Pniel 6 (Lat: 28°36’25” S, Long: 24°34’40” E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pniel 6 is one of several localities at the site of Pniel on the southern bank of the Vaal River, it is 

behind the Pniel mission station near the graveyard (McNabb pers. comm.), on the outer bank of 

a meander of the river known as the bend. Several localities have been exposed by erosion and 

diamond prospection, and this locality, abutting a low andesite koppie, was first described by Van 

Hoepen (1926 cited in Beaumont 1990c). Burkitt (1928: 33) stated of the basal gravel unit in the 

general locality, "it was impossible to bring away even a tithe of what we saw .... one literally 

scrambled over heaps composed of little else but coups de poing". Indeed, the Pniel locality has 

become one of the key sites in the development of ESA and MSA archaeology in South Africa 

(Mitchell 2002b: 106, see also Chapter 2). It is the type locale for Van Hoepen’s (1926, 1927, 1932) 

‘Pnielse’ Kultuur, which he equated with Goodwin and Van Riet Lowes Stellenbosch (Schlanger 

2003), now understood as Acheulean. Within this culture Van Hoepen identifies Victoria West 

Fig A.29: Location maps of Pniel 6 (A: from Yahoo!Maps B: after Beaumont 1990a: fig 1) 

B

A 
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material (Van Hoepen 1927, see also Burkitt 1928: 67-8), yet Leakey (1936: 84) suggested that 

Victoria West is not present at Pniel. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Beaumont’s re-examination commenced in 1984 (Beaumont 1990c, 1999, 2004a). In a colluvial 

rubble designated stratum 3 (Fig A.30) Beaumont found many artefacts, a lack of handaxes 

initially precluded him (1990a) from labelling the material as Fauresmith, yet by 1999 he was 

labelling the strata’s artefacts as abundant undisturbed Fauresmith. However, Mitchell (2002b) 

designates it as early MSA. This stratum, c0.5m of down-slope fining andesite clasts, with some 

foreign pebbles, in a sand-grit matrix, is peculiar in having produced a macro-faunal sample, 

apparently one that is akin to the Florisbad old collection, dominated by grazers. Initially 

Beaumont (1990a) takes the evidence as a whole to point to an Oxygen Isotope Stage 6 (127-190, 

000 BP) date, pushing this back to stage 8 (Beaumont 1999) and finally stage 12 (Beaumont 

2004a). Ultimately all that can be suggested is that the deposit dates from a glacial period with a 

shallow river and a mid-winter temperature some 10°C lower than present (Beaumont 1999, 

2004a). 

 

Unfortunately Mitchell (2002b) only lists Pniel as opposed to the individual sites, but material is 

listed as present at the British Museum; 11 artefacts are listed including one ESA handaxe which 

was part of the Braunholtz collection, as well as five ESA handaxes which are possibly 

provenanced to Pniel (or Barkley West, or Windsorton) as part of the Van Alphen collection. The 

University Museum Cambridge also holds material as parts of the Burkitt and Foster collections, 

The Institute of Archaeology, London holds material as part of the Archaeological Survey 

Fig A.30: Pniel 6 stratigraphy (after Beaumont 1990a, 2004c) 
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collections and the Pitt Rivers Museum, Oxford holds it within the Balfour and Swan collections 

(Mitchell 2002b). The majority however, is stored at the McGregor Museum, Kimberley. 
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10. Roseberry Plain 1 (Lat: 28°38’32” S, Long: 24°52’00” E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The description of Roseberry Plain 1, or Samaria Road Quarry as it is also known, is presented in 

section 6.2. Unfortunately, no good detailed descriptions of the locales can be found anywhere, 

and despite my attempts I have been unable to further clarify the situation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig A.31: Location map of Roseberry Plain 1 (from Yahoo!Maps) 

Fig A. 32: Van Riet Lowe and Robert Broom at 
Roseberry Plain (Van Riet Lowe Correspondence, 

University of the Witwatersrand) 
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11. Van Der Elst Donga (Suikerbosrand) (approx Lat: 26°41’51” S, Long: 28°04’37” E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Known locally as the Van der Elst Donga, after the man who discovered it, the site lies on the farm 

of Badfontein in an erosion gully just south of the Suikerbosrand River (Van Riet Lowe and Van 

Der Elst 1949). The donga contains four distinct horizons within two river terraces; the 60’ Ecca 

sandstone and 22’ Dwyka Shale. The latter contains an abundant Stellenbosch I (early Acheulean) 

abraded assemblage in quartzite. Overlying this is an 8’ layer of calcified greenish sandy clay upon 

which an unrolled but weathered early Fauresmith assemblage is reported. Above this is an 8’ 

layer of calcified yellowish sandy clay topped with a well-developed MSA assemblage and covered 

by shifting surface sands containing early Smithfield material (Fig A.34). 

 

Large amounts of material were recovered from the base of the donga and as no excavations 

appear to have taken place at the site it was an unfortunate but necessary step that the condition 

of the artefacts was used as a guiding parameter in assigning cultural designation (Van Der Elst 

1950). These designations were themselves guided by the material discovered on the eroded 

surfaces mentioned above, indeed Van Der Elst (1950) goes so far as to suggest that the material 

on these surfaces was in-situ, and despite heavier weathering of that which lay at the base of the 

Fig A.33 Location of Van Der Elst Donga (A: from Yahoo!Maps B: from Van Riet Lowe and 
Van der Elst 1949 Fig 1) 

A 

B 
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donga the Fauresmith material showed no signs of rolling or abrasion. It is interesting that most of 

the Fauresmith material is reported as on Ventersdorp diabase (lava), which outcrops locally 

allowing for the removal of flakes large enough for biface manufacture. Indeed, several side-

struck cleavers from the site are only assigned to the Fauresmith due to being found apparently 

in-situ with Fauresmith material, retaining an otherwise Acheulean character. With all this 

material Van Der Elst (1950) reports Levallois cores and untrimmed flakes from PCT cores, several 

of which occur on indurated shale. Unfortunately, despite his obvious wish to continue work at 

the site, Van Der Elst published nothing more and no further reports are available. Unfortunately, 

the condition of the site today is presently unknown, although satellite photographs suggest that 

the site is now flooded. 

 

Members of the Witwatersrand Centre removed ‘appreciable’ collections from the site but 

donated more interesting and valuable specimens to the Archaeological survey, whose stores, 

now held at the University of the Witwatersrand, contain the bulk of the material (Van Riet Lowe 

and Van Der Elst 1949: 113). The Natural History Museum, London, also holds material as part of 

the Oakley collection (Mitchell 2002b). 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig A.34: Profile of Van der Elst Donga (from Van Riet Lowe and Van Der Elst 1949: fig 2) 
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Continuing Gazetteer 
 

What follows are the site histories and descriptions that exist for remaining Fauresmith sites that 

are of import to an understanding of the industry. These are sites that either helped develop an 

initial understanding, of have since significantly contributed to our present understanding. Each 

site was, unfortunately, unable to be included in the analysis above for one of varying reasons. 
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Sheppard Island (approx: Lat: 27° 40’ S, Long: 25° 40’ E)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Unfortunately, the site of Sheppard Island has been lost due to the construction of the Bloemhof 

Dam in the 1960s. Originally it lay in a bend of the Vaal River about 16 km upstream of the town of 

Bloemhof and is named for the diamond digger who owned the land, Mr Harry Sheppard (Mason 

1989). Despite the name, it was only an island when the Vaal was in flood and ran through both 

its permanent modern channel and its former channel to the north. Van Riet Lowe investigated 

the site following the discovery of fossil mammoth bones in the 1920s (Dart 1927, Mitchell 

Fig A.35: A: Location of Sheppard Island and B: Site Plan (A: from Yahoo!Maps B: after Van Riet Lowe 1929: fig 1: 
667) (See Fig A.36 below for X-X and Y-Y sections) 

A B 

Fig A.36: Sections through Sheppard Island (after Van Riet Lowe 
1929: figs 2 and 3) 
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2002a). According to Van Riet Lowe (1935) this was the first in-situ Fauresmith assemblage 

discovered, although the geology is somewhat confused. Basically it appears the island formed 

due to the movement of the Vaal channel, which took a southward turn around what became 

known as the island, with the original channel apparently only in flow during the summer months 

(Van Riet Lowe 1929). The island itself was composed of a thin compacted gravel layer and up to 

37’ of superimposed yet well-consolidated banks of loam and clay resting on the Ecca Shale 

bedrock. However, these strata were apparently sterile, apart from the LSA Smithfield Remains on 

the surface, and the area of interest here is the old northern channel.  

 

The old channel is composed of what Van Riet Lowe (1929) termed D and C gravels, in addition to 

C sands, although Söhnge and Visser (1937) later added D1 gravels which were the result of the 

rivers tendency to scour southwards and apparently contained further rolled and unrolled 

Fauresmith material. Whether they regard this as an initial misidentification or oversight on the 

part of Van Riet Lowe is unclear and how this material relates to the overlying assemblage has 

also never been clarified.  

 

The C gravels contained an array of material that was described as MSA in the majority, with 

technological affinity to the Mousterian (Van Riet Lowe 1929). The assemblage is reported to 

contain typical Fauresmith handaxes, as defined by Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe (1929), in 

addition to both old and late Levallois type flakes, typical MSA points, and scrapers. Interestingly 

Van Riet Lowe points to the presence of both rolled and unrolled material, hammer-stones, debris 

and cores as evidence of manufacture at or near the site during the deposition of the gravels. 

However, he also point to the fact that the apparently diagnostic Fauresmith material is 

consistently more rolled than the diagnostically MSA material yet  he further states that “the 

sorting of specimens of both groups into rolled and unrolled lots (no matter what the degree of 

rolling) shows that in each we have specimens that belong to the same lithicultural horizon [sic]” 

(Van Riet Lowe 1929: 671). He goes on to point out that the two groups cannot be separated 

stratigraphically although the rolling issue and the presence of bolas stones leads Van Riet Lowe 

to conclude that the assemblage represents cultural contact between Fauresmith and MSA folk, 

with the Fauresmith material (basically the handaxes) antedating the other material. It seems to 

the present reviewer that one cannot rule out the deposition of MSA material into deposits 

containing earlier handaxes during a period of erosion, as was the case elsewhere. As Van Riet 

Lowe himself states (1929: 678) “it is noteworthy that those Middle Stone Age remains that occur 

in gravels at depth below their loëss or alluvium, very rarely show that degree of rolling that one 
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so persistently finds in Fauresmith and Stellenbosch assemblages under similar stratigraphical 

conditions”. 

 

The only correlation of the C gravels has been provided by Söhnge and Visser (1937) who 

comment that they are the result of the Vaal remaking the upper portion of the Younger Gravels. 

However, this seems to be based on the circular assumption that one can use archaeology for 

dating stratigraphy; as the material was attributed to the Fauresmith the C gravels could not be 

undisturbed as the Fauresmith has only ever been reported from either the youngest gravels or 

the calcified sands that overlie the Younger Gravels. Thus if the Sheppard Island C gravels are the 

Younger Gravels then either they have been reworked during the materials deposition due to the 

Warrenton Barrier forcing the river to down cut, as Söhnge and Visser (1937) postulate, or one 

must suggest that the tools themselves have entered the gravels following erosion and thus 

cannot be in-situ. 

 

The D gravels below, which Van Riet Lowe (1937) correlates with the Younger Gravels III, are 

apparently filled with handaxes and cleavers of the Stellenbosch II culture, described as akin to 

“the finest forms of Europe” (Van Riet Lowe 1933: 529). Whilst still being both rolled and 

unrolled, this time he considers them definitely inseparable, leading to a probably firmer 

conclusion that the artefacts were manufactured at or near the site during the gravels deposition; 

the material is apparently identical to that recovered at Pniel (presumably Pniel 1).  

 

Ten Artefacts from the site are apparently present in the British Museum collections as part of the 

Braunholtz collection, which were once part of the Van Riet Lowe collection (Mitchell 2002b) and 

formed part of one of the first major collections to be donated to the University of the 

Witwatersrand (Mason 1989). A much larger collection of material from Sheppard Island is still 

present in the British Museum Ethnography stores as part of the Van Riet Lowe collection, in total 

83 pieces are apparently present but with no information regarding stratigraphic provenance 

(Mitchell 2002b). 
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Fig A.39: Sheppard Island old channel section (Van Riet Lowe 
correspondence University of the Witwatersrand) 
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Fig A.38: Shephard Island Site Chart (Van Riet Lowe 
Correspondence, University of the Witwatersrand) 
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Wonderwerk (Lat: 27º 50’ 46” S, Long: 23º 33’ 19” E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wonderwerk Cave must presently be considered as one of the key Fauresmith sites, apparently 

containing in-situ, sealed and dateable material (Beaumont 1990d, 1999, Beaumont and Vogel 

2006, Cahzan et al. 2008). First reliably described in 1846, the site is an ancient solution cavity 

that runs for 141 meters into the base of a low conical foothill on the eastern bank of the 

stratified dolomitic limestone Kuruman Hills (Beaumont 1999, Beaumont and Vogel 2006) (Fig 

A.40B). The first farmer at the site lived in the cave with his family from 1909-1911 (Beaumont 

1990d), before using it as a cart-house and animal shelter for almost 20 years (Beaumont 1999). 

From c.1940 to 1944 his son (or brother (Beaumont and Vogel 2006)) was exploiting the cave for 

bat-guano, during which most of the cave floor was dug over down to c.2.5 meters (Beaumont 

1999). This activity churned up artefacts that were sent to the Bureau of Archaeology (Beaumont 

1990d, Beaumont and Vogel 2006) and lead to archaeological investigation beginning in 1940, 

with further work in 1943, 1944 and 1948, Fauresmith material first being noted in 1943 (Malan 

and Wells). Exploration then ceased until the 1970s when Butzer re-instigated investigations, with 

Beaumont beginning excavations in 1978, joined by Anne and John Francis Thackeray in 1979 

(Beaumont 1999, Rüther et al. 2009). It was these excavations that began to really build an 

understanding of the site’s stratigraphy and its cultural succession, with Beaumont consolidating 

all of the previous work (creating excavation 1) between 1979 and early 1993.  

 

The work at Wonderwerk has revealed a c.7m deep accumulation divisible into nine Major Units 

(MU) (Table A.1), with the Brunhes-Matuyama interface evident within MU7 (Beaumont and 

Fig A.40: A: Location and B: 3D scan of Wonderwerk Cave (A: from Yahoo!Maps B: from Rüther et al. 2009: 
fig 8: 1853) 

A B 
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Vogel 2006). Beaumont originally divided these units into 12 stratigraphic layers, yet correlation 

across all the excavations remains problematic (Beaumont 1999). However, of interest here are 

MUs 3 and 4 that have been described as Late and Middle Fauresmith respectively, with MUs 5-8 

suggested as possible Early Fauresmith (Beaumont and Vogel 2006). MU3 (excavation 2 strata 3) 

apparently contains blades, PCT points and PCT cores, as well as bifaces, which are described as 

crude, coarse and largish, in addition to nosed scrapers (Beaumont and Vogel 2006). The same 

material is apparently present in MU4 although the handaxes are described as smaller and much 

more refined than those in MU3 and convex scrapers replace nosed scrapers. Although the 

sample sizes are small in the units below MU4, Beaumont and Vogel (2006) report a small PCT 

core, bifacial cleaver and small refined handaxe (similar to those in MU4) from MU7. However, 

Chazan et al. (2008) deny the presence of any Fauresmith in excavation 1 (the only location 

reported to contain MU7); whilst Chazan and Horowitz (2009) confirm it is present in excavation 6 

at the back of the cave they do not provide information concerning where in the stratigraphy.  

 

The great interest of Wonderwerk is its dating; MU3 has been dated, by U-Series, to 276-286kya, 

from dates taken in the artefact rich Excavation 2 stratum 3 (above). Confusingly, U-Series dating 

from MU4 (Excavation 1 stratum 6) returned dates in excess of 350kya yet a bedding area 

identified at the base of MU3, in excavation 4, has been attributed to c.400kya on the basis of C-

13 analysis (Beaumont and Vogel 2006). Chazan et al. (2008) suggest their only OSL date for 

excavation 1 correlates well with Beaumont and Vogel’s (2006) U-series dates for the excavation, 

although the present author remains somewhat confused: Beaumont and Vogel (2006) suggest 

>350ky in Beaumont’s stratum 6, whereas Chazan et al. (2008) state >256±21ky in Beaumont’s 

stratum 9 (MU6)?. If Beaumont is correct, and the Fauresmith is present in excavation 1 then 

there is the possibility of extending the Fauresmith at Wonderwerk Cave back in excess of the 

Bruhnes/Matuyama geomagnetic reversal at c.780kya. If Chazan et al. (2008) are to be believed 

then the earliest Fauresmith at the site must be dated to >350k, based on a correlation of 

excavation 6 strata 5 with excavation 1 strata 6 through both being attributed to MU4. 

Unfortunately, very little data on the actual artefacts has been published and the present author 

has been denied access to the material; conclusions therefore must await more data. Indeed, 

whilst much has been published on the site, a dedicated monograph is more than overdue for a 

site that is undoubtedly one of the most important in South African Stone Age studies. 
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Fig A.41: Section and Plan of Wonderwerk Cave showing excavations, and grid plan of excavation 1 
(from Beaumont and Vogel 2006: fig 2: 218) 

MU Stratigraphy Dating Average date Industry
exc 1 - 1-4
exc 2 - 1
exc 3 - 1
exc 5 - 1
exc 2 -2 142 ± 8kya
exc 3 - 2-3 152 ± 9kya
exc 5 - 2 117 ± 5kya
exc 6 - 3(up) 187 ± 8kya
exc 1 - 5
exc 2 - 3-4 280 ± 28kya
exc 3 - 4-6
exc 4 - 4
exc 6 - 3(lr)-4
exc 1 - 6-7 >350kya
exc 2 - 5
exc 6 - 5

5 exc 1 - 8
6 exc 1 - 9
7 exc 1 - 10 Bruhnes/Matuyama c.780kya
8 exc 1 - 11
9 exc 1 - 12 Jaramillo Subchron c.950kya

Olduvai Subchron c.1.77mya

Acheulean/
Fauresmith

Sterile
Base

3

4

280 ± 28kya

>350kya

Fauresmith

1 4.1 ± 1.2 kya LSA

2 149.5 ± 7.5kya MSA

Table A.1: correlation of Major Units and stratigraphy at Wonderwerk Cave, 
with dates and Industrial designations. Stratigraphy lists excavation number 

and stratigraphic levels within the excavation. Average date suggests an 
average based on what is represented in the dating column (after Beaumont and 

Vogel 2006: table 3: 220) 
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Rooidam I and II (Lat: 28º 46’ 10” S, Long: 24º 31’ 10” E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In 1963 the site of Rooidam, c.15 miles WSW of Kimberley on the northern edge of the Karee 

Vloer, was brought to the attention of Gerhard Fock by the landowner, who discovered material 

whilst digging a well. Fock (1968) discovered material in digger dumps in and around the site and 

was able to immediately classify it as Fauresmith. The one-month dig progressed as a pure 

research excavation in order to elucidate the industry. Excavation (I) began with a 30’ x 6’ trench, 

excavated in 6” spits, which, at 17’ down, was connected via a tunnel to a well (6’ x 6’ square), 

down which excavations proceeded in the same manner. Most of the material was recovered 

from a 4’ band at the base of a calcified sandy silt, itself contacting with a sterile red sand at 18’ 

down. The only other artefacts recovered from this excavation were a small collection (n.173) 

from a surface lime deposit at the top (from 4-6’ depth), and some non-descript and heavily 

weathered cores and flakes from near the base of the red sand (at 27’ depth). Bedrock was 

eventually reached at 30’ but no further artefacts were forthcoming (Fock 1968). 

 

The 6,257 artefacts recovered by Fock (1968) were dominated by simple flakes (78%) and cores 

(11.2%), with less than 300 (6%) of the flakes discovered showing faceting (although Butzer (1974) 

states that Fock recovered 6,925 tools, flakes, and cores). The remaining, typologically distinct, 

artefacts (10.8%) where classified by Fock (1968) as Fauresmith, primarily it seems on handaxe 

lengths averaging 106mm, and a mean length-width index of 64, although he does also report 

B 

Fig A.42: A: Location and B: composite stratigraphic profile of Rooidam I & II (A: from Yahoo!Maps B: from 
Beaumont and Vogel 2006: fig 8: 223) 

A 
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burins, nosed scrapers, and hollow scrapers (notches); significantly the entire collection is 

basically made on indurated shale, apparently extracted locally (Fock 1968, Butzer 1974).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The site was reviewed by Butzer (1974) in 1969-70, who comments that it is geologically sealed 

and in a semi-primary context. Through 17 sediment samples Butzer was able to extended the 

stratigraphy to 12 sedimentary units, with strata 3-9 (Unit H-B) producing the Fauresmith 

assemblage, particularly 9 (unit B) (Beaumont 1990e). The only layer of Fock’s that Butzer did not 

subdivide was the red sands, with the major Fauresmith occupation now seen as occurring in level 

B, a calcified foreshore dune (although the depth measurements presented by Butzer and those 

presented by Fock do not match and correlation seems impossible with the available data). In 

terms of the artefacts, Butzer saw the majority as being in mint condition, but with a significant 

number showing wear or corrosion. However, Butzer (1974) does question the validity of the 

handaxe length-width measure, and ultimately denies any stratigraphy to the Acheulean within 

the Northern Cape, denying any ability to trace a terminal Acheulean. 

 

Fig A.43: location map of Rooidam (from Butzer 1974: fig 1: 3) 
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Fig A.44: stratigraphy of Rooidam I 
(after description in Fock 1968) 

Fig A.45: Stratigraphy at Rooidam II (©F. Richardt: 
Beaumont and Richardt 2004) 

In 1979 Beaumont discovered Rooidam II, a road metal 

pit, to the east of Rooidam I, opened sometime during 

the 1970s. He made collections from slumped deposits 

and preliminarily identified three levels, the basal one 

almost certainly correlating with the Red Sand of 

Rooidam I, designated Stratum A by Butzer (1974). 

Whilst claiming the material from site II as Fauresmith, it 

is surprising that Beaumont (1990e) suggests the lithics 

are less weathered than those from site I (suggested as 

largely mint by Butzer (1974)). Beaumont (1990e) also 

suggests the presence of a large in-situ floor at the base 

of the calcified sandy silt (marl in Beaumont’s 

terminology). Later Beaumont and Richardt (2004) 

refined the stratigraphy to seven levels, with their 4b 

correlating with the in-situ floor. 

 

Although most authorities view Rooidam as purely 

Fauresmith (Barham and Mitchell 2008: 229, Butzer 

1974, 1984, Clark 1970: 111, Deacon and Deacon 1999: 93, Sampson 1974) it is interesting that 

Beaumont and Richardt (2004) disagree, referring the majority of Rooidam I to the late Acheulean 

(see also Clark 2001b). Although Beaumont 

(Beaumont and Richardt 2004, Beaumont 

and Vogel 2006) sees PCT cores and blades 

within Fock’s Fauresmith material, the lack of 

any points is sufficient for him to deny it is 

Fauresmith. Instead, Beaumont (Beaumont 

and Richardt 2004, Beaumont and Vogel 

2006) identifies the small assemblage from 

stratum 1 (Fock’s surface lime) as his middle 

Fauresmith, underlain at Rooidam II by early 

Fauresmith. However, Beaumont’s reasoning 

seems somewhat confused, when, by his own 

admission (Beaumont and Richardt 2004), 

PCT points only extend back to his middle 
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Fauresmith at Wonderwerk Cave, which is the site he uses as proxy dating from Rooidam, 

suggesting MIS 15 for the basal Fauresmith in Rooidam II (Beaumont and Vogel 2006). Other 

dating has been obtained by Szabo and Butzer (1979), whose U-series dating on limestone 

samples from their layer G (the base of Fock’s surface Lime), provided a date of 174±25ky. 

Although many authorities call this date into question (i.e. Beaumont and Vogel 2006, McBrearty 

and Brooks 2000) Szabo and Butzer (1979: 260) are clear that it is nothing more than a terminus 

ante quem for the material that lies beneath. 

 

New excavations at Rooidam II by Folke Richardt (University of Lund, Sweden) are still awaiting 

publication; however, Palaeomagnetic, Cosmegenic and Th/U dating samples have been taken, 

and an OSL date of 221±21 (presently unpublished: see Richardt 2007) has been obtained from 

Rooidam II, although where within the stratigraphy is not clear. 
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Kathu Pan 1 (approx Lat: 27º 39’ 50” S, Long: 23º 0’ 30” E) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Kathu Pan is a large (c.30ha) shallow pan that still floods as the water table rises during the 

summer. A.J.B Humphreys first investigated the site, on farm Sacha 468, in 1975 following the 

discovery of handaxes after subsidence near the farm managers’ homestead. Beaumont 

expanded investigations between 1978 and 1990 opening 10 excavations and discovering a 

further scatter, spread over the three adjacent farms that abut the pan. The site of interest here is 

Kathu Pan 1, although Kathu Pan 7 stratum 2, and Kathu Pan 9 stratum 3 have also been 

tentatively suggested as Fauresmith, the material from site 7 is considered intrusive, with the 

possibility of an in-situ occurrence further within the doline fill (Beaumont 1990f). 

 

Kathu Pan 1 is the designation of the original subsidence hole; c.90m3 collapsed into a cavity in 

the underlying calcrete. In 1979 Beaumont mechanically stripped a 3m depth of 502 m and began 

excavation. He identified five strata incorporating 18 subunits. Of most interest here is stratum 4a 

which, although originally attributed to the Acheulean (Beaumont et al. 1984) was re-classified as 

Fauresmith (Beaumont 1990f). There is a clear succession from LSA, through MSA present in the 

layers above stratum 4a, but 4b is slightly more confusing with a description that does not 

preclude a Fauresmith attribution (small handaxes, rare cleavers, unifacial and bifacial points, 

convex edge scrapers, adjacent platform cores, and PCT cores) but which Beaumont (1990f, 

2004c) feels is Acheulean. Indeed the only difference between 4a and 4b in Beaumonts short 

descriptions is the extra refinement of handaxes in 4a (although see Porat et al. 2010) and the 

Fig A.46: A: Location and B: stratigraphic profile of Kathu Pan 1 (A: from Yahoo!Maps B: from Beaumont 
and Vogel 2006: fig 8: 223) 

A 

B 
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addition of blades, and convergent points, although he does also suggest that the typology and 

raw-material is different, no data has yet been presented (see Beaumont 2004b). 

 

The material in both strata 4a and b apparently congregate around the spring eyes (although see 

Porat et al. 2010) and Beaumont (1990f) takes this as indication that the material is in-situ 

(although see Butzer 1984). Also of interest to the Fauresmith material here is the discovery of 

occasional fragments of flaked soft red haematite, which must have been transported to the site, 

with the nearest source some 25km away (Beaumont 1999).  

 

Dating at Kathu Pan 1 is of great interest with Beaumont displaying his use of the Fauresmith as a 

chronotemporal marker. The presence of heavily derived (Klein et al. 2007) Elephas recki recki in 

stratum 4b gives an age for that layer of c.600kya based on the presence of far less derived 

specimen at c.980kya in member UM1p at Olorgesailie (Potts et al. 1999); however 4a is 

suggested as c.200kya based solely on typological comparison with Wonderwerk (Beaumont 

2004b; although see Beaumont and Vogel 2006: fig 9: 225 where an estimate closer to 400k is 

given). More recently, Porat et al. (2010) have undertaken a dating program on Kathu Pan 1, with 

a particular focus on stratum 4a and the Fauresmith material. They have produced an OSL date of 

464±47kya, and a weighted mean of 542+140
-107 for a combined U-series/ESR date (on an E. capensis 

tooth) for stratum 4a. However, this work must be considered methodologically flawed: rather 

than directly dating stratum 4a, samples were taken from a spring vent within stratum 4a, 

material from which they designate as Fauresmith based on the flake elongation of 34 artefacts 

compared with, at best, just 118 of Beaumont’s original collection from the layer. Given their own 

admission of Butzer’s (1984) belief that the spring eyes would have erupted at several stages, 

forcing sediments from beneath up through the vents, all their dates can confidently do is supply 

a terminus post quem for stratum 3, given that the latter layer abuts the top of the vents. Indeed, 

it seems likely to the present author that stratum 3 was possibly laid down following erosion of an 

original spring mound. Unfortunately, although the dates may well be sound, the dubious nature 

of the collection must leave them as questionable. 
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Full Gazetteer 
What follows is a full list of every site that has at one time or another been referred to the 

Fauresmith, whether in publications or museum indexes. Many are now discredited and 

universally assigned to the Acheulean or MSA, others have seen little or no real work and consist 

of nothing more than small collections, or names on lists.  

 
2 miles North of Windsorton Road Station (no name?) 

Alwynskop (on Dwards River between Fauresmith and Phillippolis) 

Avontuur and Hoogstepunt ((Lulu Mountains) Sekukuniland) 

Bambata Cave 

Barkley Road (Kimberley side of the Bend) 

Bedfontein No.85 (near Vereeniging) 

Bedford Road (Great Fish River, Craddock) 

Bersheba 

Bester’s Pit (Bestersput) 

Bethal (Transvaal) 

Biesieput 

Blaauwbank 433 (Waterburg (Rooiberg IV) 3½m from Rooiberg Hotel on road to Warmbatha) 

Blaauwheuvel 

Blind River Mouth 

Bloemfontien 

Bloemhof 

Boesmansfontein (12m North of Bloemhof) 

Bok Baai 

Bonza Bay (East London) 

Borderlands 

Boshof Golf Course 

Bosworth (Klerksdorp – on Main Road Near Farm) 

Bosworth Farm (Klerksdorp) 

Brakfontien No. 231 

Brussels (2 miles south of Station on Warenton-Vryburg line) 

Bubesi (Matatiele) 

Bultfontein No.120 (Krugersdorp – Gravels of Magalies River) 

Bushman River (left bank on Port Elizabeth -Grahamstown road) 
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Canteen Koppie 

Cape Kalteno Farm (Paardekraal – 1m south of Molteno) 

Cave of Hearths 

Christiana Townlands 

Coega River (15m from Port Elizabeth on road to Grahamstown) 

Cofimvaba 

Cornelia 

Craddock Site V 

Craddock Site VI 

Damfontein 

Damplaats 

De Beers Floors (Kimberley) 

De Poort (Knysna) 

De Wagen Drift (East Bank of Olifants River – 16m from Groblersdal) 

Donga near Riverton Power Station 

DonoVan 

Doornhoek (Klerksdorp) 

Doornlaagte 

Dronfield (or Marfarlane’s – Near Kimberley) 

Duinefontein 

Dwarsvlei 

East London 

Edendale (Matatiele) 

Eenzaamheid 

Eerfdeel 

Eersterecht (Pietersburg) 

Elandsfontein No.122 (Potchefstroom) 

Elandsfontein Spruit (Potchefstroom) 

Elandsheuval (1½m from centre of Klerksdorp) 

Elandsput 

Fauresmith Town Spruit 

Fauresmith Townlands 

Florida Farm (30-40m East-North-East of Upington) 

Florisbad 
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Geen Einde (Gelkus Location, Skukuniland) 

GK-B - Great Kloof 

Golf Links (Kimberley) 

Great Fish River (left bank opposite fort brown) 

Groenvlei (Fauresmith) 

Haaskraal Pan 

Healdtown (Fort Beaufort District) 

Honing Koppie 

Hopefield 

Inhoek 6 

Karreedouw 

Kathu Pan 1 

Keurbooms River 

Keyter’s Nek (between Belvidere and Gonkamina Stations (Knysna)) 

Kimberely Townlands 

Kleinmond (Caledon District) 

Klerksdorp 

Klipfontein 

Klippiespan No. 205 (Boshof – 10m East of Kimberley) 

Koedoesdam (Vorster’s Site – near Windsorton Road Station (site extension)) 

Koffiefontein Townlands 

Kokstad (and elsewhere in East Griqueland) 

Kokstad Brickfields (and vicinity) 

Kokstad Commonage 

Kraanvogel Vallei (Vorster’s Site – In donga at and near Windsorton Road Station) 

Leeuwarden 

Leeuwpoort (3½m north of Windsorton Road Station) 

Lockshoek (Kromellenboog) 

Longlands (Vaal River near Barkley West) 

Loubad (Waterberg) 

Luckhoff 

Luckhoff Townlands (just East of town) 

Makoba’s Location (mount Currie, above bridge over Umzimvubu river (Matatiele-Swartberg Road)) 

Malikskraal (Gelkus location, Sekukuniland) 
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Meerlandsvlei 

Meyerton 

Mill Grange Guest Farm (Kokstad) 

Mooidraai (Mount Currie) 

Mortimer (Craddock) 

Mouth of Orabes Gorge 

Muirton 

Niekerk’s Hope (Prieska) 

Nooitgedacht 2 

Olifantshoek (Kuruman) 

Onder Dwars River 

Palmietfontein Donga (Pietersburg) 

Pandam 

Petrusburg 

Platberg (Main road leading to Platberg hill) 

Pneil 1 (Powers Site) 

Pniel 6 

Pniel Mission 

Pokwani Spruit (Taungs) 

Port Elizabeth  

Retiefs Farm (Magaliesburg – near Rustenburg) 

Rietfontein (Gordonia) 

Rietkuil (Steynsburg – hill slope north of main road) 

Riverview Estates Site VI 

Riverview Estates Donga between sites V and VI 

Riverview Estates Site I (Homestead) 

Riverview Estates Site II (Larsens) 

Riverview Estates Site III (Paddock) 

Riverview Estates (Newman’s Point) 

Rodgers House (in vicinity of in small road quarry on old Port Elizabeth – Addo road) 

Rooiberg 

Rooidam 1 

Rooidam 2 

Rooipoort (Griqualand West) 
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Rorich's Hoop 

Roseberry Plain (Samaria Road Quarry – 15m North-East of Kimberley) 

Schaapfontein 

Schmidtsdrift Road (Kimberley) 

Schoonspruit (On banks of Schoonspruit River 2m from centre of Klerksdorp) 

Sekukuniland 

Setaba Weila (Cedarville, Matatiele) 

Sheppard Island (nr Bloemhof) 

Spitzkop I 

Spitzkop II 

Spring No2 (Driefontein, Craddock) 

Springfontein 

Spytfontein Siding (South of Kimberley) 

Sterkspruit No.67 (between Middelburg and Stoffberg) 

Steynsburg Townlands 

Susannah Koppie (Frankfort Farm, Boshof – 15m from Kimberley) 

Swartfontien 

Taaibosspruit 

Valschfontein 

Van der Elst Donga (Badfontein, Vereeniging) 

Van Rhynsdorp (Koekenaap – 15m North-East of Olifants River Mouth) 

Ventersdorp (Transvaal) 

Vergenoeg 

Vlaklaagte (Klerksdorp) 

Wanstead (Mount Currie) 

Wasserfall 

Wedburg Koppie (Riverview Estates) 

Welgevouden (2-3m West of Groblersdal on the Stoffberg Road) 

West End (Kimberley, near Military Hospital towards Schmidtdrifts Road) 

Western Commanage of Klerksdorp 

Wilderbeest Kuil 2 

Windsorton 

Windsorton Road (Kimberley) 

Wolwas (Reddersburg) 
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Wonderboom (Pretoria) 

Wonderwerk Cave  

Zuurfontein 

Zwagershoek (Philipstown) 

Zwartkop Chrome Mines (10m North of Rustenberg ) 

 

168 sites in total 
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Appendix 2: Correlated Chronologies 
Below is an attempt at correlating the different chronologies that have been developed for the South African Stone Ages. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Very little of the MSA/LSA material is actually comparable between schemes as the chronologies where notoriously bad and most regarded the difference as regional rather than temporal. 

Goodwins 1926 LSA industries were penecontemporary and the Wilton and Smithfield were grouped under Bushman Industries 

Victoria West was reduced to a technique at the 1947 

(reproduced from Underhill 2011b) 

Original Appendix general Transvaal

Oldowan

Stellenbosch I
African Chellean 

(African 
Abbevillian)

South African Chelles-
Acheul I

Probably 
further 

subdivisions

Stellenbosch III
Stellenbosch IV

Charman
MSA 1 Klasies River 
MSA 2a Mossel Bay 

MSA 2 MSA 2b Still bay
Howeisons 

Poort
Howesions 

Poort
Howiesons 

Poort
MSA 3 MSA 3
MSA 4 MSA 4

Early

Matopan Classic
Pfupian
Zambian
Wilton

Nachikufan
Preceramic

Ceramic
Preceramic

Ceramic

Stellenbosch 
Type

Orange River 
Type

Robberg

Wilton

ESA

Desputed ESA / MSA / Transitional

Late

Early

Developed

ESA

 Sangoan 

MSA

Acheulian

Later Acheul (contemporary 
Earlier Sangoan)

Howiesonspoort

Stellenbosch

Still Bay  

Mazelpoort 

Victoria West

Volman (1984) further confusions (Deacon & Deacon 
1999) (

1st 
Intermediate

ESA

Kafuan

Mason (1962)

ESA

Earlier Acheul

DENIED

Chelles-Acheuls

Smithfield

Pietersburgian

ESA

Oldowan
Typical

Devloped

Wilton

Hagenstad 

LSA

Wilton 
(pygmy)

Smithfield

Oakhurst 

Still Bay  
(Eastern 
Culture)

MSA

LSA

Wilton

Early 
Pietersburg

Middle 
Pietersburg

Fauresmith Sangoan / Fauresmith

LSA

not discussed

Later 
Smithfield

Middle 
Smithfield

Earlier 
Smithfield

ESA

Fauresmith

Stellenbosch

Coastal

Coastal / 
Interior 

Later 
Pietersburg

local variants 
of Smithfield 
and Wilton

Sandy Bay

MSA (some 
were 

contemporary 
within this 

guiding 
sequence)

Mossel Bay   

Wilton / Smithfield / 
Nachikufian, etc

local variants: 
absent in 

South Africa

Magosian

Victoria West Middle Acheul

not discussed

LSA

2nd 
Intermediate

Sawmills

Howesians 
Poort

Wiltonse

Koningse

Sawmills, 
Hagenstad, 

Alexandersfontein, 
Mossel Bay

pre-Chelles-
Acheul

Chelles-Acheuls

Bambata

StillBay
Umguzan

local variants: 
later Sangoan,  

Still Bay, 
Mazelspoort, 

etc

local variants 
of Magosian

Pre-Chelles-Acheuls

Fauresmith / Sangoan

Goodwin (1926)Peringuey (1911)

not known not known

Goodwin and van Riet 
Lowe (1929)

Van Hoepen (1932)

not known

Smithfield I

van Riet Lowe (1937)

Stellenbosch II
African 

Acheulean

Smithfield V

Smithfield II

Smithfield III

Smithfield IV

Fauresmith II (Stellenbosch VI)

Smithfield VI

Littoral, or 
Solutro-

Magdalenian 
(solutrien facies)

Inland, or 
Aurignacian

Wilton

Smithfield 
A

Smithfield 
B

Smithfield 
C

Pietersburg
Still Bay

Glen Gray

Pinelse

assumed mixture of 
Pinelse and Konningse?

not discussed

Fauresmith I (Stellenbosch V)

not known

Vaalse

Pre-Stellenbosch

Pretoria (not in 1932 but 
worth inclusion)

Stellenbosche

Mosselbaaise

Middle Stone Age Complex

Oldowan / Kufuan (derived in Older 
Gravels - Vaal)

van Riet Lowe (1952)

Probably 
further 

subdivisions

African Pre-
Chellean

Howesians Poort

Poortse 

Smithfield

Konningse not discussed

 Pietersburg

1947 1st Pan-African Congress 1955 3rd Pan-African Congress

Mazelspoort
Alexandersfontein 

ESA

South African Chelles-Acheul III
South African Chelles-Acheul IV
South African Chelles-Acheul V

South African Chelles-
Acheul II (derived in 

Younger Gravels I -Vaal)

Typical

Late
Final

Early

Pietersburg, 
Orangian, 

Mossel Bay

Early

Late

LSA

Lockshoek / 
Albany

Oakhurst 

Interior Wilton (Post Wilton)

Smithfield

Mwulu
Florisbad

Oakhurst, 
Lockshoek, 
Pomongwan

Ceramic

not 
discussed

Post 
Howiesons 

Singer and 
Wymer, and 
Volman are 

also retained

Sampson (1974)

MSA 1

Late (Charaman)

Bambata

MSA

not discussed

Singer and 
Wymer (1982)

MSA

Later Stone Age

Fauresmith I

Fauresmith II

Fauresmith III

ESA

DENIED

Lower 
Acheulean

Sangoan

Upper 
Acheulean

LSA
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Appendix 3: Typological Fauresmith 
Below is every typological designation that has been declared an aspect of the Fauresmith, 

along with the sources for those pronouncements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Typological contents Source
Small fine handaxes Beaumont 1999, 2004a, b & c, Beaumont & Morris 1990, Beaumont & 

Vogel 2006, Burkitt 1928, Clark 1959, 1970, Curnoe 2005, Deacon & 
Deacon 1999, Du Toit 1954, Fock 1968, Goodwin 1926a & b, Goodwin 
& Van Riet Lowe 1929, Harrod 2007, Jones 1927, Kuman 2001, Kuman 
et al. 2005a & b, Leakey 1936, Lee 1963, Mabbut 1957, Malan 1947, 
Malan and Wells 1943, McBrearty 2001, 2003, McBrearty and Tryon 
2006, Mishra et al.  2007, Mitchell 2002a, Philipson 1985, Sampson 1972, 
Tryon & McBrearty 2002, Van Der Elst 1949,  Van Riet Lowe 1927, 
1933, 1935, 1937, 1945

         Flat Ovate Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Leakey 1953
         Sometimes Ovate Clark 1959, Fock 1968, Harrod 2007, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, 

Van Der Elst 1949, Van Riet Lowe 1937
         Neat Almond Clark 1959, Goodwin 1926, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Van Riet 

Lowe 1927, 1937, 
         Sometimes Cordiform Clark 1959, Fock 1968, Leakey 1953, Mabbut 1957, Singer & Crawford 

1958, Van Riet Lowe 1937
         Rare Limande Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929
         Sometimes Pointed Clark 1959, Leakey 1953, Van Riet Lowe 1937
         Exceedingly rare Triangular (Burkitt 1928), Fock 1968, Goodwin and van Riet Lowe 1929, (Leakey 

1953), Van Riet Lowe 1927,
         Lanceolate Fock 1968, Harrod 2007
         Double pointed Fock 1968, Harrod 2007
Rare Cleavers Beaumont 1999, 2004a, Beaumont and Morris 1990, Beaumont and Vogel 

2006, Du Toit 1954, Fock 1968, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, 
Harrod 2007, Van Riet Lowe 1927, 1937

Ordinary Cleavers Clark 1959 (small and crude), Lee 1963, Mabbut 1957, Van Riet Lowe 
1935, 1937, Van Der Elst 1949

Small well made Cleavers Clark 1970, Leakey 1953, Van Riet Lowe 1937, 1945
Blades (True or levallois – often 
unspecified – see technology list)

Beaumont 1999, 2004a, b & c, Beaumont and Morris 1990, Beaumont and 
Richardt 2004, Beaumont and Vogel 2006, Clark 1959, 1970, Dreyer 
1953, Harrod 2007, Kuman 2001, Kuman et al. 2005a & b, Leakey 
1936, Lee 1963, Mabbut 1957, McNabb n.d.,  Mishra et al. 2007, 
Mitchell 2002a, Van Riet Lowe 1937, 1945, Volman 1984

Levallois Points Beaumont 1999, 2004b, Beaumont and Richardt 2004, Beaumont and 
Vogel 1972, 2006, Burkitt 1928, Dreyer 1953, Du Toit 1954, Mishra et al. 
2007, Van Riet Lowe 1937

PCT Flake Tools Clark 1959, 1970, Deacon and Deacon 1999, Du Toit 1954, Goodwin 
1948, Leakey 1936, 1953, McBrearty 2001, McNabb n.d., Tryon and 
McBrearty 2002, Van Der Elst 1950, Van Riet Lowe 1929, 1933, 1935, 
1937

Retouched Points (convergent 
points)

Beaumont 1999, 2004a, Beaumont and Morris 1990, Beaumont and 
Richardt 2004, Beaumont and Vogel 2006, Clark 1959, Harrod 2007, 
Kuman 2001, Kuman et al.  2005a & b, Leakey 1936, Lee 1963, 
McBrearty 2001, McNabb n.d., Mitchell 2002a, Van Riet Lowe 1927, 
1937, 

UNIQUE Long Unifacial Points Beaumont and Richardt 2004
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(Reproduced from Underhill 2011a) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
              

           
            

            
             

          
           
             
   

                 
                      

       
                      

   
                     

    
               
                 
                      

    
            
             

           
            
      

             
     

           
      

    
            

          
            
            

        
          

             
    

             
          

            

            
          

            
          

 
Q  g     

‘Hagenstad’ Points Beaumont and Vogel 2006
Slightly trimmed flake tools Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929
Convex (concavo-convex) edge 
scrapers

Beaumont 1999, 2004a, Beaumont and Morris 1990, Beaumont and Vogel 
2006, Clark 1959, 1970, Dreyer 1953, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, 
Mishra et al. 2007, Van Riet Lowe 1937

Hooked Scrapers / Hollow 
Scrapers (taken as flaked flakes)

Fock 1968, Goodwin and van Riet Lowe 1929

Crude Scrapers Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Van Riet Lowe 1927, 1937, 
Convergent Scrapers (nosed) Beaumont and Vogel 2006, Clark 1970, Fock 1968
End Scrapers Clark 1959, 1970, Du Toit 1954, Fock 1968, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 

1929, Lee 1963, Van Riet Lowe 1937
Side Scrapers Beaumont 1999, 2004b, Beaumont and Morris 1990, Burkitt 1928, Clark 

1959, 1970, Du Toit 1954, Fock 1968, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 
1929, Leakey 1936, Lee 1963, Van Riet Lowe 1937

Large Scrapers Beaumont 1999, 2004c
Cores for long narrow flakes Van Riet Lowe 1937
Burins/gravers Beaumont and Vogel 2006, Clark 1959, Fock 1968, Van Riet Lowe 1933, 

1937
Polyhedral stones Beaumont and Vogel 2006, Clark 1959, Fock 1968, Goodwin and Van 

Riet Lowe 1929, Van Riet Lowe 1927, 1937
Disks Burkitt 1928, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Van Riet Lowe 1927
Serrated Scrapers (denticulates?) Fock 1968
Backed Flakes Beaumont 1999, 2004a, Fock 1968, 
Cores for long narrow flakes 
(blades)

Clark 1959, Van Riet Lowe 1937, 1945

Cores Clark 1959, Van Riet Lowe 1937, 1945 
Circular cores (discoidal)  Clark 1959, Fock 1968, Malan 1947, Van Riet Lowe 1945 
Beaked Cores Van Riet Lowe 1945
Levallois cores Clark 1959, Van Der Elst 1949
Duckbilled Scraper Dreyer 1953
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Appendix 4: Technological Fauresmith 
Below is every technology that has been declared an aspect of the Fauresmith, along with the 

sources for those pronouncements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Technological contents Source
Handaxes
Steep flaking in shapping 
(Abbevillian)

Van Riet Lowe 1937

Slender and neat retouch 
(secondary trimming flakes)

Van Riet Lowe 1927, 1937

Step flaking in retouch (secondary 
trimming flakes)

Clark 1959

thickness of c.20-25mm Beaumont and Morris 1990, Goodwin 1926b, Goodwin and Van Riet 
Lowe 1929 (28mm), Van Der Elst 1950 (28mm), Van Riet Lowe 1927, 
1937

Broad Fock 1968
On longitudinal (end struck) flakes Breuil 1928, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Singer and Crawford 

1958, Van Der Elst 1949
On unprepared flakes Clark 1959, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Jones 1927, Van Riet 

Lowe 1937
Lenticular cross section Clark 1959, Van Riet Lowe 1937
Not on Cobbles Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Van Riet lowe 1927
on Cobbles Van Riet Lowe 1937
broader than Acheulean Fock 1968
Straight edges Clark 1959, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Van Riet Lowe 1927, 

1937
Twisted profiles Goodwin 1927, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Van Riet Lowe 1927
on obliquely struck flakes Mabbut 1957, Singer and Crawford 1958
On Side Struck flakes Singer and Crawford 1958
Dorsal worked before ventral Goodwin 1926, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929
Well rounded butts Phillipson 1985, Van Riet Lowe 1937
Concave Sides Phillipson 1985
Cleavers
Side Struck Dreyer 1953, Van der Elst 1950, Van Riet Lowe 1937, 1945 
End Struck Van Riet Lowe 1937, 1945
Parallelogram, trapezium, and bi-
convex sections

Van Riet Lowe 1937

Diabasic material (dolorite) Clark 1959, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Lee 1963, Van Der Elst 
1949

Other Tools
PCT (levallois) Beaumont 1999, Beaumont and Richardt 2004, Beaumont and Vogel 2006, 

Clark 1959, Deacon and Deacon 1999, Dreyer 1953, Du Toit 1954, 
Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Harrod 2007, Kuman 2001, Kuman 
et al. 2005a, b,  Leakey 1936, Malan 1947, Mason 1959b, McNabb n.d., 
Mitchell 2002a, Van Der Elst 1949, Van Riet Lowe 1929, 1937, 1945

Side-Struck Levallois Du Toit 1954
End-Struck Levallois Du Toit 1954
PCT only trimmed opposite butt Du Toit 1954
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(Reproduced from Underhill 2011a) 
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Faceted butts Clark 1959, Dreyer 1953, Goodwin 1928, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 

1929, Leakey 1936, Mabbut 1957, Van Riet Lowe 1945, Van Der Elst 
1949

No longitudinal trimming Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929
Longitudinal flaking Van Riet Lowe 1937
True blades Clark 1959, Van Riet Lowe 1937, 1945, Volman 1984
Convergent flaking Goodwin 1928, Mabbut 1957
Lydanite/Indurated Shale 
(hornfels) favoured

Beaumont and Richardt 2004, Burkitt 1928, Clark 1959, Du Toit 1954, 
Fock 1968, Goodwin and Van Riet Lowe 1929, Humphreys 1970, Lee 
1963, Phillipson 1985, Singer and Crawford 1958, Van Riet Lowe 1927, 
1929, 1932, 1933, 1937

Banded ironstone favoured (or 
specularite associated)

Beaumont and Vogel 2006, Beaumont 1999, 2004c, d, McNabb n.d.

Chert and quartzite favoured Burkitt 1928, Morris and Beaumont 1990
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Appendix 5: Equipment Used for Data 

Collection 
 
Mitutoyo ABSolute Digimatic CD-6”CX Calipers (accuracy 0-200mm ± 0.02mm / 
Resolution 0.01mm/0.0005”) 
Mitutoyo IT-012U Data Input Tool 
Mitutoyo Series 264 SPC Cable (Input – 959149) 
Eschenbach Clip-on spectacle magnifiers (x3 magnification) 
Kinetec 14” plastic goniometer 
Tamron SP AF 90mm f/2.8 Di Macro 1:1 Lens 
Canon EOS 1000D Digital SLR Camera 
Tripod (set at 1m 40cm to desk surface) 
Canon RC-1 remote control 
Canon EOS Utility 2.10.2 for Windows 
Canon USB cable 
Marumi DRF Macro Ring Flash 
ACER AS5720-602G16MI Grade A1- Intel Core 2 Duo 2.20ghz, 2GB RAM, 15.4”, 160Gb 
DVDRW VHP Computer 
Microsoft Windows XP 
SPSS 15.0.1 
Freecom ToughDrive 320gb External Hard Drive 
 
All company and product names are Copyright and/or registered TradeMarks 
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Appendix 6: Correlated Data 
 
Reproduced from Chapter4 
 
This table is designed to aid in the reading of Chapters 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ESA

Cave of 
Hearths 
Bed III

Brakfontien
Riverview 

Estates 
Site VI

Van Der 
Elst Donga

Fauresmith Muirton
Roseberry 

Plain 1
Nooitgedacht 

2
Pniel 6

Canteen 
Koppie

Cave of 
Hearths 
Bed IV

Bushman 
Rock 

shelter

Median           
or %

Median            
or %

Median    
or %

Median            
or %

Median      
or %

Median 
or %

Median           
or %

Median           
or %

Median 
or %

Median 
or %

Median 
or %

Median     
or %

226 51 77 26 49 15 49 22 4 4
4.79 2.51 2.74 2.04 2.84 3.68 2.26 3.15 2.55 5.49
2.65 2.94 2.92 2.37 3.06 3.85 3.74 3.02 4.98 3.62
3.93 3.32 3.22 3.03 3.45 4.62 3.76 3.53 1.82 5.11
4.65 3.25 3.57 2.97 3.4 4.09 4.2 4.04 3.19 4.48
40 37 39 39 38 38 41 37 51 34

no data 0.28 0.04 0.23 0.12 0.23 0.01 0.11 no data no data
72.2% 26.5% 26.3% 24.0% 21.6% 23.1% 12.0% 27.3% 25.0% 100.0%
3.1% 2.0% 7.9% 12.0% 15.4%
24.7% 71.4% 64.5% 64.0% 78.4% 61.5% 86.0% 72.7% 75.0%

1.3% 2.0%
% 86.3% 39.0% 23.1% 98.0% 85.7% 4.5% 50.0%

Vol (cm2) 132.4 163.0 336.0 231.9 127.4 76.1 180.1
% 66.4% 2.0% 26.0% 15.4% 20.0% 2.0% 68.2% 100.0%

Vol (cm2) 519.8 113.9 353.9 172.8 133.2 403.3 240.3 471.3
% 3.9% 9.1% 80.0% 12.2% 9.1% 25.0%

Vol (cm2) 461.6 301.9 278.5 244.6 274.0 107.5
% 18.2% 25.0%

Vol (cm2) 103.9 87.6
% 33.6% 7.8% 26.0% 61.5% 2.0%

Vol (cm2) 572.1 217.2 429.9 361.8 179.2
531.09 137.10 287.64 341.51 226.99 227.17 145.20 206.74 471.30 108.40
no data 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.4 0.3 1.2 0.6

1068 149 122 44 103 864 911 2172 236 1426 1288 3640
yes no no no no no poss no no no yes yes
no no yes no no no poss no yes poss yes yes
exc col col col col exc col col exc exc exc exc

57.5% 6.0% 9.8% 13.6% 4.9% 12.8% 9.7% 6.9% 7.2% 2.5% 6.1% 0.4%
9.4% 8.7% 0.8% 4.5% 4.9% 75.0% 63.6% 74.0% 84.7% 87.7% 62.4% 75.0%
11.8% 32.2% 21.3% 18.2% 33.0% 3.7% 7.0% 9.4% 1.3% 0.9% 13.3% 2.4%
21.2% 34.2% 63.1% 59.1% 47.6% 1.7% 5.4% 1.0% 1.7% 0.3%

8.7% 2.3% 2.9% 0.9% 1.1% 0.4% 0.4% 13.3% 3.3%
0.2% 2.3% 0.1% 0.1% 1.2%

1.3% 5.0% 11.3% 1.2% 2.1% 5.0% 2.4% 4.5%

0.7% 1.5% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.1%
0.1% 0.1%

1.0% 0.3% 0.6% 2.5% 1.8% 0.2% 14.3%
6.0% 4.1% 3.9% 0.5% 0.2% 4.7% 0.6% 0.4%
2.0% 0.8% 2.9% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%

0.7% 0.6% 4.0% 3.8% 1.9% 1.8% 26.7%
21.5% 10.8% 7.3% 5.8% 46.7% 18.7% 46.2% 49.2% 25.5% 64.1% 67.0%
51.4% 37.5% 48.8% 47.6% 35.1% 35.7% 34.5% 31.8% 27.0% 30.5% 5.5%
26.4% 47.5% 41.5% 46.6% 17.4% 43.3% 15.3% 14.8% 42.7% 3.5% 0.7%
0.7% 4.2% 2.4% 0.1% 1.7% 0.4% 2.9% 0.1%

% 94.6% 38.5% 29.5% 98.1% 7.5% 95.2% 1.4% 60.6% 19.3% 8.4% 35.1%
Wear 0.4 0.55 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.1

% 79.3% 0.7% 29.5% 25.0% 19.9% 1.6% 59.2% 19.1% 18.4% 47.4% 11.8%
Wear no data 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.15 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.1

% 0.05% 0.1%
Wear 0.05 0.90

% 0.4%
Wear 0.40

% 1.3% 13.9% 69.4% 2.9% 1.8% 12.3% 43.6% 14.8% 0.4%
Wear 1.90 0.50 0.20 0.40 0.30 0.30 0.60 0.20 0.10

% 3.2% 0.3% 37.3% 4.7% 16.8% 2.3% 1.6%
Wear 0.30 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.20 0.10

% 0.1%
Wear 0.15

% 0.05% 1.3% 1.3% 10.4% 36.4%
Wear 0.30 0.50 0.25 0.20 0.10

% 2.1% 0.2%
Wear 0.10 0.20

% 0.1%
Wear 0.20

% 20.7% 3.4% 18.0% 45.5% 1.9% 16.8% 14.7%
Wear no data 0.55 0.90 0.55 0.85 0.20 0.10

12.5% 40.0% 18.3% 21.4% 53.4% 6.2% 20.2% 9.4% 17.5%
68.8% 40.0% 100.0% 100.0% 55.2% 51.0% 14.9% 76.5% 62.0% 83.0% 69.8%
12.5% 20.0% 10.1% 0.4% 5.0% 1.2% 1.9% 2.0% 4.1%
6.3% 16.4% 27.2% 26.7% 16.0% 15.8% 5.6% 8.6%

Unknown

Raw 
Material

Hornfels

Quartzite

Banded 
Ironstone

Specularite

Andesite

Chert

Chalcedony

Quartz

Opalines

Dolorite

Wear

Mint
Fresh

Slightly Worn
Worn

Heavily Worn

Flakes

n

Tools

Cobble
Indeterminate

no data

Full 
Assemblages

Class 3
Other

In-situ ?
Materials Transportated In

Excavated or Collected

Chips
PCT Cores

Blade Cores

Class 1
Class 2

LCTs
Blades

Hammerstones

FAURESMITH MSA

LCTs

Raw 
Material

n
Tip

Slab

Hornfels

Quartzite

Andesite

Mesial
Basal

Tool Index

Symmetry to Working r2
Edge Working Index

Flake

N/A

Symmetry

Blank

Gross 
Techno-
Typology

Breaks

no data

N/A

Average Volume (cm2)
Wear

N/A

Chunk and Core 
Fragments

PCT
Manuports

Chert

Unknown

Cores
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