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ln the divenity of the European Mousterian a special place is occupied by the so-cdled Micoquian. The question

of this group has been taken up by such scholars as Bosinski (1967), Chmielewski (1969, Valoch (1988) and
others. They proposed the criteria for the territorial, chronological and cultural grouping of Micoquian industries,
and discused the problem of the origin and historical development of this phenomenon. There exlstavariety of
terms covering these industries viz.: the Micoquian, the French Micoquian, the Micoquian of Central Europe, and
the Eastern Micoquian. ln the last group,CIsemblages have been reported representing non-Levalloisian technology,
mainly with mousterian (discoidal) cora and proto-prismatic cores, middle value of lF index,low blade index. B+
sides, there are frequent bifacially worked tools, usually withspecific treatment of particular parts of the toolviz.:
thinning of the distal end, blunting of the back, special thinning of the base (proximal part). From the typological
point of view,these assemblages are dominated by sidescrapen and knives, usually bifacial. Also present are true bi-
faces, simple and leaf-poins.

To this group of asemblages in the European part of the USSR should be ascribed: Korolevo,layer lla (Trans-

carpathian region of the Ukrainian SSR), Rikhta in the Zhytomir region of Polesie, Khotylevo on the Don, Anto-
novka I and ll in the Donbas, Sukhaya Mechetka near Volgograd, Starosiele in the Crimea (Gladilin lg85).

ln this paper the author has used the clasification of the Mousterian proposed byV.N. Gladilin (1976,1985).

The notion of the Eastern Micoquian should be made more precise and concrete. This concerns pafticularly the
cultural determination of Eastern Micoquian assanblages. 0bvioudy, under this denomination,harre been grouped
asemblages with common general features (technological and typologicalland with specific certain characteristics
(e.9. presence and/or quantity of particular types in the asemblags) which concerns especially the role of leaf
poins in the assemblages.

Introducang in his typological list the notion of leaf-poins,F.Bordes understood by the term real spear-points.
Subsequently, however, the conceptual range of the term broadened and is sense became les precise. This tool-
clas gradually come to cover implemenb with leafshape regardles their morphological features. In thb way a new
term appeared: leafshaped tools, a group in which the primary position is still occupied by leaf-points.

For these reasons the term leaf-poinB nee* to be made more precise.
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Fig. l. Map of fie Eastern Mboquian sites in the European part of t're USRR
Korolevo, 2,3 -  Zhitomir,  Rikhta,4 -  Khotylevo,5,6 -  Antonovka land l l ,7 -  Sukhaya Mechetka,

8 - Starmiele.
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L ea fsh aped I m p I eme n ts i n "E astern ivl icoqu i an "

ln our opinion to leaf-pointsshould be ascribed tools characterized by the following features:
- leafshaped (laurel, willow, and poplar leaf)

; straight and symmetrical in the crossection and the profile,
- symmetry of the shape corresponding to the axas of the tool,
- bifacial working of the working edge,
- special treaunent of the proximal part (presence of base thinning or formation of the tang),
- gracility of profile (slender profile),

The working part could be pointed or rounded.

A dbtinction has to be made betunen leafpoints and leafshaped scrapers and knives. The latter tools approach
leafpoin$ only by their shape. But other features set them apart viz.: they are more massive, more assymetrical in
profile;their leafshaped form is obtained primarily byspecialtreatment of theside opposite to theworkingedge.

Leafshaped forms appear also in other groups of tools for example among denticulated tools.

ln the "Eastern European Micoquian" of the European part of the USSR leaf-poina, leaf-shaped scrapers and
kniws are prusent representing various quality and quantity in asemblags.

K o r o I e v o,layerl la. Bifacial lyworkedorpart ial ly bifacialtoolsmake up13%of al l tools. Leaf-pointsare
absent; there are no leafshaped scrapers, kniva or denticulates.

R ikh ta . l ndexo fb i f ac ia l i t y -16 .60 /o .Lea f -po inb ( lau re landw i l l ow lea fpo in t s )makeupon ly3%of the to -
tal (Kukharchuk lg84), but this frequency is, posibly, exaggerated. Only one leafshaped knife (0.4%) is found in
this asembla6 (Kukharchuk 1989).

Z h a t  o  m i r .B i fac ia l indexisre lat ive lyh ighprobablyduetotheadmixtureof  Late-Acheuleantools .Leaf-
poinb account for approximately 2o/o of all tools (Praslov 1984).

Kho ty levo .Typ ica lw i l l owand lau re l l ea fshapedpo in tsa rep resen tana logous to those f romZh i tom i r
and thos from Starosiele. Numerical data is not provided.

An tonovka l .B i fac ia l i ndex -0 .4%, lea f - shapedsc rapenandkn ivesa remore f requen t -4 .2%(G lad i l i n
te76).

A n t o n o v k a l l .Bifacial lyworkedtoolsare2l%,laurel leafshapedpoints-0.3%,leaf-shapedscrapers
and knives - 1.60/o (Gladilin, 1 976).

S  u  kh  aya  M e  c  h  e  t  ka -b i f ac ia l i ndex rna r l y l0%(Pras lov ,  1984) .The rea reno lea f -po ins (a l -
though L. Kuznetsova - 1985 - has distingrished one specimen). Leaf-shaped scrapers and kniws are very rare.

S t  a  r  o  s  e le .Bi fac ia l index-10%(Gladi l in1976) .Leaf  po intsarere lat ive lyabundant .

0n all sites of the Easbrn Micoquian leafjoints are relatively rare and their highest frequency does not exceed
2.5To.They are mainly laurel- or willow leafshaped. Poplar leafshaped forms are absent. Leaf-shaped forms are more
numerous and typical in Zhitomir, Khotylwo and Starosele.

The presence of leafpoina in the Eastern Micoquian cannot be explained by the functional type of asemblages.
They are found both in caves as well in openair sites such as Khotylevo.

The occurrence of these tooh is, in all likelihood, due to the technomorphological traditions of these asembla-
gss.

The Eastern Micoquian of the Rusian Plain is not a single phenomenon, but it is related to other traditions of the
European Middle-Palaeolithic, especially to Central European traditions such as Kdnigsaue (complex A and C), Kul-
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Fig.2. Leaf poinr
| - Rakhta (according to Y. Kukharchuk), 2,3 - Zhitomir (according to N. praslov), { - rnotylevo (according

to F. Zavernaayev), 5,6 - Starosiele (according to A. Formozovl.
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Leaf-shaped lmplemenE in "Eastern Micoquian"

na (Micoquian series of layers), the [Vligsqus-Prondnician of Poland, Zamarovce in Slovakia, some comp0nen6 of
the industries of RipiceniJzvoare in Romania. Clearly, these assemblages are not grouped on the basis of the presen-

ceof  lea f {o in ts (wh icharc rare inCent ra lEuropeans i tes) ,bu t the  mostcommonfeatureo f  theasemblages inque-
stion are nonJevalloisian technology, high index of bifuciality, some types of special treatment of tips and the base
notably of scrapers and knirns of segmentoidal orsemilunarform. There are alsosome othertypes of tools buttheir
frequency varies according to intersite and facial variability. The presence of knives of the Prondnik-K0nigsaue- and
Volgograd - types is the most common feature of these asemblages regardles the fact that the criteria for the
definitions of these types are insufficient.

0ne of the most important problems concerning the Eastern Micoquian is the origin of this industry. Another
problem is the subsequent development of this complex. The most popular conceptaon thatthe Eastern Micoquian
evolved into the Szeletian cannot be accepted without reservations. lt is difficult to see the transformation of the
Central European Micoquian into leafpoint industries of the R0rshain and Kiisten typeand to explain the essential
role of these industries in the origin of the Szeletian (Valoch 1988). lt is equally difficult to prove the trarsational
character of the industries of Jezerany I and ll and the Babony type (Kozlowski 1988). Still greater difficultaes are
encountered if we try to find the EUP andustries in the Russian Plain which would contain the Eastern Micoquian
tra diti ons.
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