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In the 1 96 0ies and early 1 97 0ies Palaeolithic archaeologist saw a synchronic transiti on f rom $e M ousterian to the

Upper Palaeolithac in both Europe and the Near East. The appearance of the earliest Upper Palaeolithic sits was

dated to between 38,000 and 33,000 BP, a time interval represented by the mid-Wurm Hengelo/Podhradem inter-

stadial and the subsequent Wurm stadial (e.g. Valoch 1968). In the rest of the inhabited Old World, Upper Palae-

olithic industries were either absent or made their appearance comiderably laterin time, between 35,000 - 15,000

BP.

Now we realize that the appearance of the Upper Palaeolithic in Europe is far more complex and that fie data on

hand permit us to examine this process in a new way. This information, fint and foremost, comes from the excava-

tions at Korolevo (Soviet Carpathian region). Gladilin's excavations of thb multi-layered Acheulean and Mousterian

loca l i t y in  1978- lgS0openeduptwoUpperPa laeo l i th ic indus t r ies :complex laa tKoro levo landcomplex l la tKo '

rolevo ll (Gladilin 1980; 1982; 1985). They were found at different levels in the loes-loam which separates the two

upper relict soils at Korolevo (the Upper Palaeolithic complex of Korolevo ll issomewhat olderthan at Korolevo l)

and were stratified between Mousterian complexes. Their dating is relatlve to the ages of the two upper Korolevo re-

l ict  soi ls ( l l l  and lV).  Morphology, latho-mineralogy,,paleopedology,,  palynology, paleomagnetic and thermoluma-

nescence data all asign the lV soil to the Ris-Wurm and, posibly, the Amersfoosd, while the ll soil dates to the

Brorup and 0dderade (Adamenko and Grodetskaya 1987; Adamenko et al. 1989). Thus the Upper Palaeolithic com-

plexes fcund between these soils must date to a pre-Brorup Wurm I stadid and be over 65,000 years in age. Extant

radiocarbon dates for these layers,38,500 t  1000 (GlN 2774) for Korolevo l l  and 25,700 t400 (GlN 2773lfor

Korolevo l, are in dbcordance with such an old date (Sulerzhitsky et at. 19841. Given the sum total of the data, we

must clearly consider radiocarbon dates as erroneous. They are considerably younger o a result of a number of fac-

tors including the unreliability of this method to date material over 40,000 years in age, the contamination of the

samples by modern root fragments which are indistinguishable for true ancient charcoal (the Upper Palaeolithic hori-

zons of Korolevo I and | | did not contain clear hearths), and finally, the fact the analyzed samples from layer l-a at

Korolevo I were probably contaminated by intrusive Halstatian urn burials containing cremated human remains. For

these reasons we consider biostratigraphic dating which asigns these layen to an early Wurm stadial preceding the

Brorup as the most raliable.

Both Upper Palaeolithic complexes at Korolevo show the same uniform parallel method of blade production

which always began with the creation of a ribbed surface and the removal of lame ircrgte. The lamellar index at
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Korofevo ll b 34.8 %and40.5 % at Korolevo l. The wide and narrow faceting index at Korolevo ll as 27.4 %and8%

respectively at 18.3 % and 3.1 % at Korolevo ll. Levalloise, radial, and amorphous cores are absent. The industry

at Korolevo ll retaim only one early Palaeolithic Levallobe tradition - constant restraping of the striking platforms

during blade removal. The tool asemblages from these sites are different, horuarer. Tools from the older Korolevo ll

inventory create an ambigous impression - the Mousterian component is still fairly large (23.88 %1, consisting

primarily of side scrapers. At the same time the inventory is dominated by Upper Palaeolithic forms (39.55 %)

repr6ented most clearly by points and blade knives while the end scrapers, burins, and piercen still retain a fairly

archaic form. The 'hqltral" tools-notches and dentlculates (15.6 %) and bifaclal points (20.9 %), give this inventory

iB characteristic profile (Fig. 1-3). Thus, while technically the Korolevo ll industry is a typically Upper Palaeolithic

one, the toob themselves sttrl retain many Mousterian traditions' Together these data pointto thetransitional naure

of this inventory which represents the very begining of the U pper Palaeolithic.

The tools from the later Upper Palaeolithic complex of Korolevo I shoru a greater dominance of Upper Palaeoli-

thic tool types (63.29 %l.Here end scrapers (46.83 %) dominate here. The Mousterian tools, although still numerous

(25.32 o/ol, in contrast to Korolevo ll, are primarily represented by atypical forms, especially evident among side

scrapers. Noched and denticulate piecs ("neutral" tools) are pr€sent in small proportion (11.39 %). Thus both

technologlcally and typologically the Korolevo I industry is a fully Upper Paleolithic one and, from complex llat

Korolevo ll to complex 1a at Korolevo l, shows the evolution of a single Upper Palaaeolithic culture which loses iB

bifacial points through time.

0uring the pre-Brorup Wurm I stadial at Korolevo we can monitor a unique case of the exastance and development

of a single Upper Palaeolithic tradition within conglomerate e of Mousterian complexes.

Until noru this phenomenon of an unusually early co-existance of technologically and typologically Upper Palae-

olithic complexes and their interstratification with early Palaeolithic ones wi! documented only in the Near East -

the "preAurignacian" (Garrod and Bate, 1937; Rust 1950; Garrod and Kirkbride 1961; Garrod 1970). Too often

these data, because of their uniquenes, haw been ignored in our evolutionary schemes. With the dlscovery of

Korolevo inventories we can no longer see the Korolevo "Upper Palaeolithic phenonomenon" and the

"Pre-Aurignacian" of the Near East as some sort of unique early Wurm "islands" in the global "sea" of Mousterian

complexes. Extensiw fieldwork done in the l970ies and l980ies together with a reconsideration of previously

known materaals is shoruing the ex'stance of these early, pre- Hengelo/Podhradem, Upper Palaeolithic industries in

Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary. They include Brno-Bohunice (Valoch 1976a; 1982), Stranska Skala lll and

l l la -  lower level (Svoboda 1987; 1988),  Vedrovice l l  and Kuparovice |  (Valoch 1976b; 0l iva 1980),  lvanovce
(Prosek 1953; Barta 1980);  Bacho Kiro -  complex 1l  (Kozlowski 1979; 1982),  Samuil ica l l  -  complex 5-6 (?)

(Kozlowski 1975; Sirakov 1983); Szeleta - lowercomplex (Vertes 1964), and lstallosko (Vertes 1955). All of these

early Wurm sites are located within the confines of the Carpathian bain and the Balkans - thus being regionally

restricted to the Carpatho-Balkan region of south+astern Central Europe. The large number of these sites here, and

their ahsence from both Western and Eastern Europe, indicates that this region was a center of Upper Palaeolithic

dwelopment and is thus a strategic region for examiningvarioustheoreticalisues dealingwith the origins of Upper

Palaeolithic indwtries.

Biostratigraphic dating together with techno-typological analysis of these early Upper Palaeolithic industries
permit us to outline three stages in the development of the early Upper Paleolithic here (Gladilin and Demidenko

1986).  Thef intsugeistechnological lycharacter izedbytheremoval ofparal lel  bladeswh'ph, inafewcasessuchas

Brno-Bohunice and Samuilica ll, is augmented by Levallobe elements. Typologically thh stage features many types

transitional between the Mousbrian and Upper Palaeolithic - all of this expresed in fie presence of numerous
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Upper Palaeolithic forms together with the strong presence of Mousterian tool types (Korolevo ll, Brno-Bohunice,

Szeleta, Samuilica ll (?).

The second sbge also {eatures the removal of parallel blades. The Levalloise presence still persists in some com-

plexes wch as Stramka Skala lll and llla: Tool types are dominated by Upper Palaeolithic forms (end scrapers,

retouched blades, and points on blades) but contain few, usually atypical, burins. Mousterian tools are in the mino-

rity. Examples of this stage can be found at Korolevo l, Stranska Skala lll and llla, Bacho Kiro, and lstallosko.

The third stage contanues the production of parallel blades. The Levallois technique is absent. Upper Palaeolithic

tool types are numerous and widespread, Mousterian ones few in number, and most inventories are dominated by va-

rious types of burim (e.9. Vedrovice ll, Kuparovice l).

The developmental scheme presented above first and foremost attemps to delimit the development of various in-

dustries at the anitial stages of the Upper Palaeolithic. In it we hypothesize that Upper Palaeolithic technology and

typology must pass through a number of formative sages in their development and fiat these, depending on the

local cultural traditiors present, will necesarily be somewhat different in the different areas. The delimiting of these

sttges permit us to concretely outline the genetic roots 0f these Upper Palaeolithic complexes, aswell as to determi-

ne their role in the evolution of the different Upper Palaeolithic cultural traditions. For example, the

techno-typological traits of industries in the first stage of development (Korolaro ll, BrnoBohunice, Szeleta,

Samuilica ll (?)) point t0 their direct evolution from Mouserian complexes. The profile of the industry from com-
plex 1 I at Bacho Kiro, on the other hand, suggests the exisbnce of an earlier, as yet unknown, stage of Upper

Palaeolithic development here. We $ould underscore that we do not asume that this early stag of Upper Palaeoli-

thic dernlopment had to have occurred at the same time wen/where. Some regions were undergoing the second and

third sbgs of development while other were in the first stage. The co-existance in one and the same region at the

same time of industries representing these various stages of development probably reflects various migrations of

U pper Palaeolithic groups.

This stadial periodization of early Wurm Upper Palaeolithic sites in the Carpatho-Balkan region permits us also to

consider their origins.

Three technico-typological traits characterize the oldest of these stage I industries (Korolevo ll, Brno-Bohunice,

Szeleta, Samuilica ll (?)).

- the production of parallel sided blades
- elemenB of the Levalloise technique
- the presence of bifacial leaf poinb in the inventories.

The Korolevo I inventory, with its genetic ties to the Mousterian and Acheulian industries, at presentmostfully

reflect the dwelopment of Palaeolithic inventories in the Carpatho-Balkan basin. Here, from Gunz to Ris-Wurm
(complexes Vlll - lll), we can trace the origin and evolution of the tortoise Levallobe into the pointed Levallobe
(complex ll-b, dating to the Amersfoort (?))which features also the development of the parallel technique of blade

removal (blade index to 30 %). This autochtonous entity, evolving from the Lower to the Middle Palaeolithic, con-

tains leaf pohts only in the Late Acheulean complexes (V-a and V, dating to Ris ll-ll l). These evolve out of elon-
gated hand axes present in complexes Vl-Vb (Mindel-R'ss l-11). The making of leaf points does not continuein

the Mousterian complexes of Korolwo I and because of this, tempting though it may be, we cannot asociate them

with the oldest Upper Palaeolithic sibs in the region. ln addition to th's, the general stratigraphic column at Korole-

vo shows t'rat the final stge of development of the local Levallois tradition in Korolevo | (complex ll-b) is separa-
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ted from the Upper Palaeolithic complex of Korolwo ll by aforeign"EasternMhoquian"industryof complex lla

at Korolevo I (Fig. a).

Becaue of this, and in spite of superficid unlikelihood, the scenario which sees the origins of fie oldest Upper Pa-

laeolithic sites of the Carpatho-Balkan basin in the Korolevo complexes Va and V (with theirwell developed, for late

Acheulean, Levallob and parallel core techniques), becomes most paNmonioc. Admittedly there is a chronological

hiatus betranen them - from Ris ll-lll all the way to Wurm l. This hiaus, however, suggests the existence of inter-

mediate Mousterian stages. Given the present stage of our knowledge about the Palaeolithic of this region,such an

intermediate stage may be represented at Kikkonopilos (end of RissWurm-begining of Wurm)which features the

lasted typo-technological traits but in their more dweloped forms (Dakarb, Higgsand Hey 1964). This, in turn,sug-

gests, the existence of another heartland of development for late Acheulean and Moustedan industries in the Bal-

kans, one which while bearing cultural similarity to Korolaro, did not witnes the abandonement of leaf poinf. Thus

we $lggest t'rat, at prsent, Kokkinopilos should be seen as the sub-base for early Wurm sites wi$ leaf poins belon-

ging to the firststage of development of the Upper Palaeolithic. Most likely it b this (or similar) Mousbrian industry

which gave rbe, via the principle of "branching evolution", to similar but not culturally identical early Upper Pa-

laeolithic complexes of the Carpatho-Balkan region. One of these evolutionary patls led to the ll complex of Koro-

levo ll and loarer complex from Szeleta - characterized by the abandonement of Levallois points but presence of

leaf points. The second evolutionary direction is seen at such sites as BrnoBohunice and complexes 5-6 at Samui-

lica ll which contaan both Levallobe and leaf poins.

The further evolution of early Upper Palaeolithic complexes during the early Wurm in thb region is not s0 unili-

neal. Breaks can be observed in the general stratigraphic column at Korolevo where Upper Palreolithic layers are co-

vered by Mousterian layers (Korolevo | - complexes lla, ll, and l). This break, however, should not be anterpreted as

a natural break in evolution. Today we do not know sibs where a continous evolutionary procss is represented, one

not complicabd by incursion of dlien cultural complexes. The changes in climate and fauna during the early Wurm

inevitably did lead to both migrations and demographic shift of human populations. ln moving to new places

Palaeolithic groups retaaned and developed their lithic traditions, Once these groups increased in size and tten either

returned to their former home areas or colonized new onos. These procesa lead to what appears to be fie mosaic

nature of early Upper Palaeolithic industries in the south+astern Central Europe. In reality the record on hand

dem onsta rte d "branchin g evolution".

We suggest that the fate of early Wurm industries with leaf pointsshould be considered from such a vantage point.

Currently we are delimiting a few directions in this arolution (Figure 5).
Dlrect ion 1 Complex l l  at  Korolevo l l  -  complex la at Korolevo I
Direction 2 Brno-Bohunice - Stranska Skala lll and llla - lower larel - Stranska Skala llla - upper complex
Direction 3 Samuilica ll - complexes 5-6 (?) - Bacho Kiro complex ll.

These three evolutionary trajectories for going from the Mousterian to the Upper Palaeoli$ic in fie Carpatho-Bal-
kan region in general posibly reflect the origins of three independent early Upper Palaeolithic cultures within a
single ethnocultural region.

Thus, the mabrials from the Carpatho-Balkan region reveal the transformation of Middle Palaeolithic Lwdlobe

industries with leaf poinb into Upper Palaeolithic ones during the begining of the Wurm. Thisspecific transforma-
tions from the Lov\,er to the Upper Palaeolithic, which was just one of many posible ways, can be termed the
Levallobe one.
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Fig. 1 Leaf poinb from Upper Palaeolithic complex of Korolevo ll
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Fig. 2 Leaf poinb from Upper Palaeolithic complex of Korolevo ll
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