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Figure 5. Tool types assigned to the Tres Ancien Paléolithique and the Lower Paleolithic.

blades), side scrapers (single, double, and transverse),
backed knives (naturally backed and with retouched back),
and notches/denticulates (Figure 6).

DISCUSSION
TERMINOLOGY
This is a topic that is still very unclear for the Lower Pa-
leolithic record of Romania. Inconsistencies regarding the
terms are mentioned here.

Tres Ancien Paléolithique (TAP)

This term refers, sensu Bonifay (Bonifay and Vandermeer-
sch 1991), to industries that were prior to the emergence
of developed Acheulian bifaces and Levallois technology.

In Romanian archaeology, it is used as a synonym for the
Pebble Culture and is meant to designate Mode I indus-
tries, as can be inferred from the typology of the material
(see Figure 5).

A very difficult issue is learning what meaning under-
lies the term Lower Paleolithic itself. In order to clarify this
problem, one must look back a few decades, when there
was a belief that the cultures that postdate the Pebble Cul-
ture were the Abbevillian, Acheulian and Clactonian, all
emerging from Pebble Culture industries. After the cul-
tural meaning of the Abbevillian and the Clactonian were
challenged, in Romanian archaeology the framing of this
period became more cautious. There was no explicit shift
defended in publications, but gradually the two terms fell
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out of use in defining distinct industries and became just
a typological and a technical description, respectively. At
the same time, the existence of the Acheulian north of the
Danube was no longer claimed, but the term still was used
in classification of bifaces.

It seems that vague formulations were preferred, and
the reader could understand anything he or she wanted:

“Au Pléistocene moyen, aux formes d’outils specifiques
pour cette industrie archaique sur galets, s'ajoutent de
nouveaux types, comme par exemple les pieces proto-
bifaciales (representent semble-t-il une évolution a partir
du chopping tool) ou les bifaces de type abbevillien com-
me ceux découverts dans la vallée du Dirjov, ou ceux de
type Acheuleen trouvés parmi les graviers des vallées de
I'Olt et du Dirjov, de méme que des éclats de technique
clactonienne” (Pdaunescu 1989: 129)%.

What can be inferred from the quote above is that Mode
2 industries (with no particular assignment to Acheulian,
non-Acheulian, or both) evolved from Mode 1; they have
bifaces and flakes. For some of the tools, terms like Abbevil-
lian, Acheulian, and Clactonian are used, not in a cultural
but in a typological sense.

Premousterian
The Premousterian also is very equivocally defined, as fol-
lows:

“Par cette culture, ou plutdt par les cultures prémousté-
riennes, on entend en general ces industries d’eclats de
débitage Levallois ou non Levallois, dans lesquelles les
formes anciennes d’outils travaillés sur galets (de type
choppers, chopping-tools) ou les bifaces peuvent étre
rencontrés dans un pourcentage plus ou moins grand,
ou sont absents, et qui se sont dévelopées dans la dernie-
re partie du Paléolithique inférieur. Leur origine semble
se situer au debut du Riss; quant a leur disparition, elle
pourait atteindre méme les débuts du Wiirm inférieur”
(Paunescu 1989: 129)*.

This generous description leaves room for practically every-
thing, because the only criterion is a very long time span.

As one can see, there is much ambiguity concerning the
meaning of each term involved in classifying the Romanian
Lower Paleolithic. The definitions are too general and thus
virtually every artifact can be assigned to any technocom-
plex.

THE PUBLISHED SOURCES

Because most of the lithic pieces were found in derived con-
texts, they were published in reports usually entitled along
the lines of: “Pebble tools found at [the village of] Fircasele”
(Nica 1970) or “Lower Paleolithic tools found in the Dirjov and
Mozac Valleys” (Nania 1972). Usually the presentation con-
sisted of a description of the pieces and a few drawings;
the final part of the article was concerned with assigning
them to various periods—usually the choppers and chop-
ping tools were supposed to show the presence of the Peb-
ble Culture and the bifaces, the presence of the Acheulian.
The flakes, based on their internal platform angle, were

supposed to be either Clactonian or Premousterian. Some-
times, due to the particular morphology of the piece, ad-
ditional interpretations were made regarding the piece’s
various presumed functions, such as cutting, crushing and
scraping (Nania 1972: 241). Those pieces were regarded as
true evidence of the existence of the Lower Paleolithic and
a tacit assumption was that future field research would re-
veal the in situ sites.

A complete description of all the pieces was made by
Al. Paunescu, who applied identical criteria to all the piec-
es. The pieces were presented using two perspectives:

1. typological; for the choppers and chopping tools,
he described the shape of the pebble/cobble and
the shape and size of the cutting edge; for the
bifaces, the shape and the degree of complexity
were mentioned; and, for the flake and blade sup-
ports, the criteria were the technique (Levallois
or non-Levallois), the presence/absence of cortex,
the platform type, the size of the percussion bulb,
and the kind of retouch, if any (see for example
Paunescu 2000: 167-177).

2. physical; three variables were taken into account,
the patina, the gloss, and the degree of rolling.
Each of them was evaluated on a scale from absent
(-) to very intense (+++). According to the degree
to which the variables were present, the pieces
were interpreted as having been transported a
shorter or a longer distance, although this aspect
was identified as a criterion which should not be
generalized (Paunescu 2000: 41)

THE OSTEODONTOKERATIC

As presented above, the arguments for supporting the exis-
tence of the Osteodontokeratic rely on the presumed bone
tools and the three “manuports” at Tetoiu — Valea lui Gra-
unceanu. Even during the 1960s, when the concept was still
in use, the argumentation was insufficient, no matter how
enthusiastically it was presented. Regarding the bone in-
dustry, researchers proved that the Osteodontokeratic, sen-
su Dart, is not a valid concept (Brain 1981; Singer 1956; Wol-
berg 1970). R. Feustel, for example, particularly referred to
the bones of Bugiulesti [Tetoiu] as presenting tooth marks
of carnivores (Feustel, reply in Wolberg 1970: 32). As for
the existence of the three manuports, is hard to believe that
early hominins, no matter how primitive, would only pre-
fer rocks found 40km away. There are many other poten-
tial explanations for their presence beyond the purposeful
transportation over such a distance.

With the advent of the 1970s, direct references to the
bone industries were tacitly abandoned, but not entirely,
especially in popular journals (Nicolaescu-Plopsor 1970).
Later work mentions the two components separately and
more cautiously, but the reader is still allowed to conclude
anthropogenesis for some materials a possibility:

,Si a Valea lui Graunceanu de Bugiulesti [Tetoiu] des
pierres étaient apportées depuis des gisements distants
de plusieurs jours, on ne saurait en aucun cas attribuer
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cet acte a un comportement instinctif. Cela suppose, au
contraire, un démarche consciente appartenant a un étre
humain. On peut dire autant des os longs transportés
dans ce méme gisement et dont les éxtrémites étaient
transformées en outils a destination intentionelle, en
employant chaque fois une technique de transformation
similaire” (Carciumaru 1999: 47)%.

This was not the only problem regarding the chronolo-
gy and interpretation of the Tetoiu sites. For all three Tetoiu
sites mentioned above, an age of ca 1.7 MY BP was estimat-
ed. Among them, Dealul Mijlociu is supposed to be older
than Valea lui Graunceanu. At Dealul Mijlociu, however,
the discovery of three chopping tools was reported; these
were assigned to the TAP, and thus, they predate the level
with the presumed bone tools. This creates a situation that

simply contradicts the rules of time and place.

THE LITHIC INDUSTRIES OF THE LOWER

AND MIDDLE PLEISTOCENE SITES

Except for the poorly documented in situ finds presented
above, the majority of pieces were found in disturbed con-
texts. Besides the vaguely defined industries, other serious
doubts occur:

Anthropgenic action. That hominins produced some
of the simplest choppers is questionable, if one
keeps in mind that the rivers carry millions of stone
blocks, and so it is very likely that many such piec-
es were created naturally. For the Romanian case,
there are some pebbles that hardly exhibit any
trace of voluntary modification (Figure 7). When

Figure 7. 14, “Choppers” discovered in disturbed context from the Ddrjov Valley.
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Figure 8. Slatina — Valea Muierii: 1, Chopper. Valea Mare: 2, Chopping tool; Brebeni: 3, Chopping tool. (Drawings after Paunescu
2000; used with permission of the AGIR).
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published, they were counted for the statistics but
never illustrated.

e Chronological value. There are numerous artifacts
that were assigned to the Lower Paleolithic (Pebble
Culture, Mode 2 industries, and Premousterian)
according to their typological features, although
the context was lacking. Certain types may have a
greater occurrence in certain periods, but that does
not mean that they should solely be connected to
a unique technocomplex, and, especially for this
period, they should not be assigned chronological
relevance (Roebroeks 1994).

®  Presentation. Some pieces were “upgraded” while
being drawn, in order to be closer to the idea of
pebble tools (Figure 8). This situation is not unique;
for example, Roebroeks and Kolfschoten (1994)
mention this regarding some Bohemian material.

®  Bifacial tools. These pieces range from proto-bifac-
es to “Abbevillian” and “Acheulian” bifaces, and
they have been the subject of the most variable
interpretations. From the expanded presentation
of data (Carciumaru 1999; Paunescu 1999b, 2000)
it can only be inferred that they postdate the TAP
industries. Other than that, no consistent chrono
— cultural interpretation was made. Sometimes
these pieces were assigned to undefined Lower Pa-
leolithic industries; elsewhere, Acheulian bifaces
are interpreted as being Premousterian (Paunescu
2000: 42, Table 1); finally, some of them are regard-
ed as possibly Mousterian (see note 2 above).

THE PREMOUSTERIAN

For Romania, Paunescu vaguely defined the Premous-
terian as a set of Levallois or non-Levallois industries in
which pebble tools may be present or not; these industries
evolved from the Riss up to the early Wiirm (Paunescu
1989: 129). According to this definition, the only criterion
is the chronological interval, and thus this concept should
only apply to pieces that were found in situ, namely in sedi-
ments whose age would fall within this temporal range. Be-
cause all of the so-called Premousterian pieces were found
in derived contexts, there is no information about the age
of their original layer and thus they should not be classified
this way, at least not according to this definition.

CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this paper was to show that the Romanian
Lower Paleolithic record needs to be reevaluated. The data
gathered for this period is the result of a century of re-
search, undertaken by intrepid scholars who studied the
Old Stone Age; thus far, the record for the earlier phases
of this age is scarce if compared to the Middle and Upper
Paleolithic in Romania. I have presented some issues that,
if acknowledged, show that there are some important ques-
tions regarding the validity of the discoveries made so far.

The important paleontological site of Tetoiu-Valea lui
Graunceanu should be divorced from the idea of presumed
hominin activity in the Villafranchian. Even for the 1960s,

this interpretation relied on virtually no solid data. The in
situ discoveries assigned to the Lower Paleolithic are very
few and relatively poor. The ca. 1,100 pieces found in dis-
turbed context can be divided into two major categories—
some whose artifactual character is doubtful, because they
are very rudimentary, and others, which are true artifacts
but should not be used as chrono-cultural markers. Schol-
ars must be cautious when interpreting them. On the other
hand, the presence of these pieces indicates that Lower
Paleolithic sites may exist in Romania, but have yet to be
discovered.
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ENDNOTES

1. Tetoiu is current name of the village. At the time when the research
began, it was called Bugiulesti.

2. The following excerpt is relevant for the vague cultural attribution. It
refers to many pieces found at Draganesti, Olt County, in a disturbed
context. The lot consists of seven choppers, six chopping tools, six
bifaces and protobifaces, seven simple flakes, five naturally backed
knives, one Levallois flake, three side scrapers, and one denticulate:

“We believe that the material described above belongs to
different industries. The choppers and the unretouched
flakes could be assigned to the TAP (probably to the ar-
chaic industry of worked manuports and simple flakes);
the other pieces (the protobifaces, the bifaces, the Leval-
lois flakes, the naturally backed knives, the side scrap-
ers and the one denticulate) may belong to the Lower
Paleolithic, and some of them to the Premousterian or
even to the Mousterian.” (Paunescu 2000: 194) [author’s
translation]

“During the Middle Pleistocene, in addition to the typi-
cal tools of this archaic cobble/core industry, new types
appear, such as proto-bifaces (which presumably have
evolved from the chopping tools), Abbevillian bifaces
(found in the Dirjov Valley) and Acheulian bifaces (from
the gravels of the Olt and Dirjov Valleys); Clactonian
flakes also appear during this period” (Paunescu 1989:
129). [author’s translation].

4.

“This culture, or, rather, the Premousterian cultures,
generally refers to Levallois or non-Levallois flake
industries, in which ancient forms of tools made on
cobbles (choppers, chopping tools) or bifaces may be
present in variable percentages or may be completely
lacking, developed during the last part of the Lower Pa-
leolithic. Their origin seems to have been at the begin-
ning of the Riss; as to their disappearance, they last until
the beginning of the lower Wiirm” (Pdunescu 1989: 129).
[author’s translation].

“If it is acknowledged that the rocks of Valea lui Gra-
unceanu, Bugiulesti [Tetoiu] were carried from distant
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locations of several days” walk, one cannot in any case
attribute this to mere instinctive behavior. Rather, this
is the result of the conscious action of a human being.
It could be said that the same conscious actions were
involved in carrying long bones to the site, in order to
be shaped into tools, by similar techniques every time”
(Céarciumaru 1999: 47). [author’s translation].
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