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Trakya, birbirinden farkh pek ¢ok cografi bélgenin arasindaki konumuyla, kiltir tarihinin her déne-
mine ait dnemli buluntu yererinin bulundugu ve bu baglamda konuyla ilgili pek ¢ok sorunun
vamitun banndwan bir bolgedir. Fakat son 25 yilda bolgede yapilan arastirmalarcla, bu Paleolitik
Cag'la ilgili buluntular sadece Istanbul Bogazn ¢evresinde agiga ¢ikanlnustr. Trakya'min geriye kalan
kisimlaninda  yapian arastirmalarda, bu doneme ait buluntu yerlerinin bulunamamis olmas:,
Trakya'nin Istanbul Bogaz ¢evresinden farkli bir jeolojik yapiya sahip oldugu fikrini dogurmustu,
Bizim, Tekirdag dolaylannda rastlant sonucu ortaya gkardigimz iic buluntu veri (Yatak, Kugtepe ve
Balitepe), burada Paleolitik Cag'a ait buluntu yerlerinin bulunabilecegini géstermenin yvami sira, bu
balgenin Paleoliik Cag aqisindan olduk¢a zengin oldugunu da ortaya koymustur. Yorede tanm
etkinlikleri ytiztinden gerceklesen hizl tahribat, sistematik bir arkeolojik arastrmayi zorunlu kilmak-
tachr.

Tekirdag Paleolitik buluntularmin Yanmburgaz Magaras: ve Eskice Sirti gibi buluntu verlerivle ben-
zedikleri, bunlann olasihkla Orna Pleistosen'de (iretilmis olduklanim diistiindiirmektedir. Insann
diinyaya yvayihsiyla ilgili pek ¢ok ¢alsmada, Trakya'min ana vollardan birisi olarak gésterilmesine
ragmen, bélgede Pleistosen baslanina tarihlenebilecek buluntulann hentiz agiga gikanlamanis olmas:
ve Afrika kékenli Acheul kiiltiirtine ait iki yiizeylilerin (elbaltalar) bolgede nadiren bulunmalan,
insamn Eski Diinya'yva vayiiminda bu bélgenin roliintin bir kez daha gézden gecirilmesi gerekliliging
ortaya koymakitadir.
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Thrace lies at the interface between Asia and
Europe, as well as between the basins of the
Mediterranean and the Black Seas. As a conse-
quence of its position Thrace has great impor-
tince o understanding cultural histories and
relations among these regions, and there should
be many important settlements in Thrace dating
to all periods of human history (M, Ozdogan
1982), Many scientists consider Thrace the most
likely route for the human species o have
reached the Balkans and Europe (K. D. Schick-
N. Toth 1994, A. Dardas 1995), and nearly all
maps showing early human migrations out of
Africa have routes to Europe via Thrace (eg., O.
Bar-Yosel- A. Belfer-Cohen 2001). However,
because its archaeological cultures differed sub-
stantially from those of Anatolia and the Near
East, archacologists have had difficulties inte-
grating Thrace into regional research programs.
For that reason, Thrace probably is one of the
least researched regions of Turkey, archaeologi-
cally speaking (M. Ozdogan 1999, B. Dinger
20000, Given the lack of research it is not sur-
prising that the region has not been considered
important for human evolutionary studies (see
M. Ozdofzan 1983).

Until some decades ago large pans of Thrace
were closed 1o archaeological research due 1o
military restrictions. But surveys begun by M.
Ozdogan, in the 1980s have proven the archae-
ological importance of this region. In these sur-
veys some Paleolithic anifacts were found on
both sides of the Bosphorus, but until the year
2000, no Paleolithic anifacts were found west of
Terkos-Selimpasa  “boundary” (M. Ozdogan
1996 and C. Runnels-M. Ozdogan 2001), It had
been assumed that the Bosphorus region and
western Turkish Thrace did not present the
same geological structure and all the Paleolithic
sites had been destroyed by recent hydrological
and geological activities caused by the changes
in the sea-level during the Quatemary (M.
Ozdogan 1989). In our point of view, the
absence of Paleolithic sites was mainly the result
of the lack of research in Turkish Thrace. Our
discoveries in the province of Tekirdag show
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that Paleolithic sites are still
accessible in the region.

preserved and

Turkey had probably been populated since the
earliest Paleolithic (G. Arsebiik 1999). The site of
Dmanisi in Georgia, dating to nearly 1.8 million
years ago (V. P Ljubin-G. Bosinski 1995), shows
that hominicds must at least have passed through
Anatolia as they dispersed from Africa to south-
ern Georgia (B, Dinger 2001a and S, Kuhn
2002). However, the few Paleolithic sites yet
known in Turkey do not as yet provide evi-
dence for a hominid presence at such an early
date. Concentrations of Paleolithic  sites in
Turkey (see: S. Harmankaya-O, Tamndi 1997)
reflect areas of intensive  archacological
research, not the actual concentrations of
Paleolithic populations (G. Arsebiik 1993). Most
of Turkey has not yet been subject 10 modemn
and systematic research for Paleolithic sites (G.
Arsebiik 1995 and 1998a) and Turkish Thrace is
the least researched region of Turkey.

In order o understand the Paleolithic prehistory
of Turkish Thrace, it is crucial 1 understand the
tectonic evolution of the region. The Anatolian
peninsula and Thrace uplified in the Pleistocene
as a result of global tectonic movements (L. Esin
1992, 1994). As results of sea-level changes dur-
ing the glacial and interglacial periods, the
Marmara, the Aegean and the Black seas were
connected or isolated from each other at differ-
ent times. The sealdevel changes had a very
important role in the cultural history of Turkish
Thrace (M. Ozdo@an 1982). Recent researches in
the strait of Dardanelles showed that prior to
oxygen isolope stage 8, the Marmara Sea had
never been isolated from the Acgean Sea
because the sea floor of the strait was oo deep
(C. Yalurak et al. 2002). After the Marmara Sea
was disconnected from the Aegean however the
land area of Thrace was greatly enlarged, par-
ticularly in the south (M. Ozdogan 1983).

THE LOWER PALEOLITHIC OF THE BOSPHORUS

Important Lower Paleolithic sites, all dating to
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Pleistocene, in Thrace and the
Balkans include Yanmburgaz (Turkey),
Petralona (Greece), Gajtan  (Albania) and
Sandalja (Croatia) (A, Darlas 1995). All Lower
Paleolithic sites in the Balkans belong to a rela-
tively late part of the period (C. Runnels 2003).
Until our recent discoveries in the Tekirdag area,
the only Lower Paleolithic remains from western
Turkish  Thrace were “suspicious”
Paleolithic finds from the vicinities of Kirklareli
and Edime provinces (M. Ozdogan 1996). The
lack of research in the region is the main expla-
nation for the lack of Paleolithic sites west of the
Terkos-Selimpasa "boundary™. Even though the
surveys done under the direction of M. Ozdogan
were very intensive, some areas in Thrace were
not covered (M. iﬁzdn{z:m 2003 and C. Runnels-
M. Ozdogan 2001).

the Middle

SOMme

The main periods of the Paleolithic are all rep-
resented on both sides of the Bosphorus (only
the Later Upper Paleolithic is missing) (C.
Runnels-M. Ozdogan 2001), The massive flake
and chopper/chopping-tool industry of the
Clatonian type found at Eskice Sirti, probably
represents the oldest occupation of the region,
at least based on antifact typology. A few core
tools found at Giimisdere, on a high terrace of
the Black Sea (M. Ozdogan 1985) and sites like
Karababa and Davutpasa (U. Esin 1994) consli-
tuted our base of knowledge about Lower
Paleolithic in the region before the excavation of
Yanmburgaz Cave.

Excavations at Yanmburgaz Cave added speci-
fic data o surface finds. The Yanmburgaz indus-
try is more closely related to assemblages from
the Middle Pleistocene of Eastern and Central
Europe than to lower Paleolithic assemblages
from Anatolia or the Near East (G. Arsebiik
2003). The wols from Yanmburgaz seem pri-
mitive or expedient in their production, in that
only what is needed is made (G. Arsebiik-M.
Ozbasaran 1993). The industry is characterized
mainly by retouched flake tools: core tools are
very few in number (5. Kuhn et al. 1996 and
1998). Specific raw materials were selected for

specific types of tools and technological proce-
dures (G, Arsebiik-M, Ozbasaran 2000), There
are no bifacial tools (handaxes) or evidence of
Levallois debitage in Yanmburgaz (G. Arsebiik
1998h). The distribution of bifacial (handaxe)
Lower Paleolithic assemblages in northwestern
Turkey is problematic but important. Bifacial
incustries are very well represented in the Near
East, the Levant and southeastern Anatolia (1
Yalginkaya et al. 1997) as well as in westem
Europe (H. Taskiran 1998). Recent excavations
at Kaletepe in central Anatolia have also brought
to light a Lower Paleolithic industry with bifaces
and cleavers (L. Slimak et al. 2005), In north-
western Amatolia and the Balkans, however,
bifacial artifacts are very rare (A, Darlas 1995
and C. Runnels 2003). Some bifaces were found
on the east side of the Bosphorus (A. |. Jelinek
1980 and M. Ozdogan 1986). But the Bosphorus
did not constitute a permanent boundary to
movement of human groups during the
Pleistocene (B. Dincer 2001h).

THE PALEOLITHIC OF TEKIRDAG PROVINCE

In 2000, one of the authors (BD) discovered by
coincidence, the Paleolithic site called Yatak.
Since that time the author has visited this site
many times, and collected some surface materi-
al. The existence of this site showed that, con-
trary to prior ideas about destruction of
Paleolithic sites in western Turkish Thrace, some
Paleolithic sites might still be preserved and
accessible in the region (B. Dinger 2001c). In
2004, during one of the author's visits to Yatak,
we located a second site with Paleolithic arti-
facts. The local name of that area is Kustepe. In
2005, the third Paleolithic site, called Balitepe,
was located, again by chance, by the author
(Fig. 1). The fact that the sites were found by
chance and not through systematic survey
demonstrates the potential richness of the
region for the Paleolithic. A systematic survey
would certainly result in the discovery of many
more sites and a better understanding of their
distribution.
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All three of the sites are located on a high
plateau on northern slopes of Ganos mountain,
which extends over nearly 75 km from the west
of Tekirdag city to the east of Kesan. The area is
characterized by higher elevations and different
drainage patterns from the rest of Turkish
Thrace, which could explain the preservation of
Paleolithic sites in the region. Raw material, in
the form of rounded river cobbles from ancient
drainages, is plentiful in the province of
Tekirdag. Our interviews with the local people
also point to the availability of raw materials in
the Malkara district and the vicinity of Yatak and
Kustepe.

YATAK

Yatak is situated in the Karansilh village, nearly
30 kilometers west of the city center of
Tekirdag. The site is located nearly 350 meters
southeast of the village, just 100 meters north-
east of the road that goes to the village ceme-
tery. The GPS coordinates of Yatak are 40°.58'N
and 27°.11'E. The site is nearly 230 meters above
sea-level (asl). (Fig. 2-3) Both unworked raw
materials and antifacts are widespread in the
area southeast of the village, but antifacts were
concentrated in a field called Yatak by villagers,
forming a cluster roughly nearly 60x75 meters
in size. A pile of stones collected from that field
by farmers provided the first evidence of
Paleolithic anifacts (B. Dinger 2001b). That
stone pile grew each time we visited the Yatak
site, and after five years the density of artifacts
at the site is much lower than when it was first
discovered. The stone pile which included some
Paleolithic artifacts, was moved and used for
construction in the village. This is a sad story of
how Paleolithic sites are rapidly destroyed by
agricultural activities (Fig. 5).

There are clear differences in the exploitation of
different raw materials at Yatak. Chopping tools
are exclusively made on quarzite whereas the
assemblage of artifacts on quartz is essentially
composed of choppers. Flakes were produced
from quartz using discoid debitage and bipolar
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(hammer-on-anvil) technique: there is just a sin-
gle core of quantzite. The bipolar cores are large,
around 10 cm in maximum dimension, and
could have been used 1o produce relatively
large flakes. One of these cores also shows clear
signs of percussion and was cenainly used as a
hammer. We note there are differences in the
cutting edges of quartz choppers and quarzite
chopping tools. The flaking of choppers from
quartz generally produces abrupt or obtuse cut-
ting edges. Quartzite pebble tools show more
investment and sharper flaked edges that would
be more useful in cutting activities, Some of the
quartz choppers should probably be considered
cores rather than tools: centainly, the distinction
between cores and tools is less clear on this
material. It is also possible that differences in
edge morphology result from differences in the
shapes of clasts of the different raw materials.
The clearest tools on quartzite are made on flat
pebbles, a morphology which is not represent-
ed in quartz, However, we do not know if the
differences between quartz and quartzite are
attributable to the morphological properties of
raw materials or if they reflect choices in the
selection of the pebbles for the production of
tools.

Locally available flints are of poor quality, The
scarce artifacts of flim resemble those in
quartzite, in both the kinds of pebble tools ma-
nufactured and in the morphology of pebbles
used. At the same time flint exploitation could
present some similarities with quarnz exploita-
tion with respect to the presence of simple cores
exploited by a variant of the discoid method (L.
Slimak 1998-1999 and 2003). There is no prepa-
ration of the striking platform in these flint dis-
coid cores. In this raw materials, the smooth,
alluvial cortex probably presented a more
homogeneous structure and so was more suit-
able for flaking activity (V. Mourre 1994). The
single maodified flint tool discovered is a rough-
ly-shaped bifacial artifact preserving large areas
of its natural surfaces. This tool was produced
by using direct, hard-hammer percussion and
cannot be considered as a true handaxe. In



The Paleofithic of Turkish Thrace

2000, one of us (BD) found another possible
bifacial anifact that has unfortunately been lost
(B. Dincer 2001b and 2001c). One flint flake
from Yatak shows some alteration of its edge
that could be the result of use (Table 1, Fig. 7).

KUSTEPE

Kustepe lies nearly 300 meters in the northwest
of Karansilh village on a hill overlooking a small
valley. The GPS coordinates of Kustepe are
40°.58'N and 27.11E, and the site is situated at
nearly 210 meters asl (Fig. 2, 4). Stone material,
including both artifacts and unmadified cobbles
are present at a higher density than at Yawak
For the most part artifacts from Kustepe are
manufactured on quarntz. The industry is charac-
terized by choppers on quartz and by some dis-
coid cores. The cores present the same charac-
teristics as the Yatak cores, in that platforms are
unprepared and lakes were struck directly from
the cortical surface. One of the choppers is actu-
ally produced by thick, abrupt retouch on a
large cortical flake. We also note the presence of
an anvil-stone showing pronounced signs of
battering resulting from heavy percussion. These
signs of impact are confined 1o an area about
two centimeters across on a flat pebble 10 cen-
timeters in maximum length (Fig. 9). Flint and
quantzite are poorly represented at Kustepe;
only a few choppers of these raw materials were
present (Table 2, Fig. 8).

BALITEPE

Balitepe lies in the village of Cavuskoy, nearly 6
kilometers east of Malkara and nearly 50 kilo-
metres west of Tekirdag. The site is located
about 450 meters east-southeast of the village
and npearly 150 meters south of the modern
Tekirdag-Malkara motorway. The GPS coordi-
nates of Balitepe are 40°.52'N and 26°.58'E, and
the site is situated at about 200 meters asl (Fig.
1, 6). The arifacts from Baltepe are manufac-
tured primarily on quartzites. Manulfacture was
mainly directed at chopper production. It is par-
ticularly interesting to note that most of the

quartzites employed at Baltepe are morpholog-
ically and mineralogically similar to  the
quartzites of Yatak. Nonetheless we did not find
any indication of chopping tools in any site
other than Yatak. Like Yatak however, bipolar
(hammer-on-anvil) debitage on quanz pebbles
is present at Balitepe. In fact, one of the chop-
pers has a truncation by bipolar percussion
opposed to the chopper-edge (Table 3, Fig. 10).

THE AGE OF THE INDUSTRIES

Yanmburgaz Cave provides the only archaeo-
metric dates for the Paleolithic in Turkish
Thrace, and even then the age of that site is not
very secure, Based on the small mammal fauna
found in the same layer as human occupation,
cycle M1, the Yanmburgaz assemblage can be
assigned 10 a cold period in the middle of the
Middle Pleistocene (W. Santel-W Von
Koenigswald 1998). Electron Spin Resonance
(ESR) dates of several Ursus deningeri teeth
associated with the Paleolithic horizon average
200-220£20-30 ka, assuming linear uptake, 270-
390+£40-60 ka, if recent uptake is assumed: the
recent uptake model correlates better with the
microfauna (G. Arsebiik-M. Ozbasaran 1999),
This Tayacian-like Lower Paleolithic assemblage
can thus be assigned to oxygen isotope stage 7
or 8 (G. Arsebiik 2003). At this point we note
that the Yanmburgaz assemblage, with its pre-
dominance of retouched flake twols, could fit
comfortably within either the Middle Paleolithic
or the Lower Paleolithic (S. Kuhn 2003). It is
very difficult to estimate the ages of other Lower
Paleolithic industries in Turkish Thrace and the
surrounding areas because of the small number
of sites, relatively small samples, and because
most are surface finds. Eskice Sirti and Goksu
finds can probably be assigned to a period ear-
lier than Yanmburgaz (C. Runnels-M. Ozdogan
2001). The bifacial artifacts from Goksu, on the
east side of the Bosphorus (A]. Jelinek 1980),
have been assigned to the Riss glacial or Riss-
Wiirm interglacial (oxygen isotope stages 6 or 5)
(U. Esin 1992). The bifacial artifact of
Kokkinopolis in Greece is estimated to date



from 250-300 kya, whereas the Gajlan finds in
Albania have assigned to the to Holstein inter-
glacial (A. Darlas 1995). It has been suggested
that bifacial assemblages in the region should be
assigned 1o different cultural contexts and dif-
ferent time spans (probably later) than the core-
chopper assemblages (G. Arsebiik 1998h).

The finds from the province of Tekirdag report-
ed here are clearly Lower Paleolithic in charac-
ter, and could in fact reflect a long span of time.
Based on techno-typological features alone, the
core-chopper industries in quartz and quartzite
could be among the most ancient archacological
occurrences in the region. If we compare the
sites near Tekirdag with the Yanmburgaz and
Eskice Swti assemblages, we can  hypothesize
that the Tekirdag sites were occupied in the first
half of the Middle Pleistocene. The few bifacial
artifacts, which are not typical Acheulean han-
daxes, could date from a period after the
Yanmburgaz occupation. Needless to say it is
very difficult o draw firm conclusions about
dates based only on the typology of artifacts, but
until geological or radiometric age estimates are
unavailable we have no other recourse.

CONCLUSIONS

All three sites in the province of Tekirdag were
found by coincidence, without systematic sur-
vey., The accidental discovery of these sites
shows that systematic survey is likely to reveal
many more Paleolithic sites in the western part
of Turkish Thrace. Given that modern agricul-
tural activities are also destroying Paleclithic
sites, a systematic survey is urgently needed.
The existence of these sites also shows that we
should re-evaluate previous theories about the
geological history of the region with respect to
the preservation of Paleolithic sites. The assem-
blages from all three sites are dominated by
choppers: chopping tools are numerous only at
the Yatak locality. We do not believe that this
is a result of our sampling strategy. Instead, it
may represent functional or chronological dif-
ferences between the sites. It is also interesting
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to report that we have documented few pieces
that can be dated to periods other than the
Lower Palealithic, These include what are prob-
ably Epi-Paleolithic or Neolithic anifacts from
the village of Karansillh,  Archaeological and
physical anthropological evidence indicates at
least three waves of migration out of Africa
between 1.8 and 0.7 Ma (O, Bar-Yosef-A. Belfer-
Cohen 2001). However, in our view the earliest
Paleolithic industries in Turkish Thrace do not
predate the Middle Pleistocene, given the limit-
ed evidence currently available, Even though
Thrace has been considered a main route for the
western dispersal of hominid species, our finds
appear to show a relatively late date for the
arrival of the Lower Paleolithic in the region.
Oldowan or Mode 1 industries may have
reached Turkish Thrace very late. Whereas typ-
ical Acheulean assemblages appeared both in
western Europe and the Near East before
500,000 years ago, Lower Paleclithic industries
with bifaces are extremely rare and atypical in
eastern Europe, including Turkish Thrace,
which may also point 1o a late arrival of the
Acheulean culture in the region. In other words,
rather than being a conduit for repeated move-
ments of hominid populations, one could rea-
sonably argue that the region was comparative-
ly isolated from human movements in the early
Pleistocene.  Given the limited knowledge of
early Paleolithic eccupations in Turkish Thrace,
however, further systematic research in the
region is needed to provide more secure
answers 10 important questions about  human
dispersals out of Africa and the colonization of
Europe.
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TABLE 1: Lithic industry of Yatak

YATAK
Quartz | Quartzite | Flint sandstone Total by nature | Representation

softly madified pebble 5 18 3 206 17.33
Chopper 21 20 2 43 28.67
Chopper fra;émt;*m 1 3 E 2.67
Chopping-tool 3 7 3 13 867
Chopping-tool fragment 1 1 2 1.33
Bifacial artefact | 1 0.67
Core 6] 2 H 5.33
Core fragment 3 3 2.00
Polyedric core 1 1 0.67
Discoid core 5 1 (i) 4.00
Partial discoid 2 2 1.35
Anvil core 5 5 5.33
Flake 5 14 12 1 32 21.33
Flake fragment 1 1 2 1.33
Retouched flake 2 2 1.33
Total by raw material 48 73 28 i 150 100

Note: 1 flint flake with probably mousterian faceted butt
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TABLE 2: Lithic industry of Kugtepe

KUSTEPE
Quartz| Quartzite| Flint Andesite Total by nature | Representation
Softly modified pebble 6 5 3 14 17.72
Chopper 17 13 4 34 43.04
Chopper on flake 1 / 127
Chopper fragment 2 2 2.53
Chopping-tool 1 1 2 2.53
Anvil 1 ! 1.27
Core 3 ] 2 ] 759
Core on anvil 1 | 1.27
Discoid core 3 ] 3.80
Partial discoid core | ! 1.27
Flake 3 5 3 1 12 15.19
Retouched Flake 1 I 2 2.53
Total by raw material 39 25 14 1 79 100
Note: 1 chopper on anvil
TABLE 3: Lithic industry of Balitepe
BALITEPE
Quartz| Quartzite| Flint Sandstone Total by nature | Representation

Softly modified pebble 2 3 7 714
Chopper 4 38 2 44 44.90
Altern chopper 1 2 3 3.00
Chopper fragment 2 2 2.04
Core i A4 4.08
Biseau core 1 i 1.02
Discolid core 1 ! 1.02
Anvil core 2 1 3 3.00
Flake 7 13 10 30 30.61
Flake fragment 1 ! 1.02
Retouched flake fragment 1 1 2 2.04
Total by raw material 16 64 17 1 98 104

Note: 1 chopper altern on flake
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Fig. 3: View aof Yatak from soutfwest
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Fig. 2: Map showing the focations of Yk
and Kustepe in Karaosill village,
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Fig. 5: Stone cluster of collected stones Fig. 6: View of Balwepe from southwest.
froim Yatak, in 2001,



o Berkay DINCER, Ludovie SLIMAK

Fig. 7: Stone wools from Yauak; chop
per (tap right), bifacial artifact (lop
left), chopping rools (hottowm right,
left and midcdic),

Fie, 8 stone tools from Kustepe; chop-
ping taed Crop leftd, chioppers Ctop mght
and bottom feftd and o chopper on anvil
thottam right)

Fig, 9 Anvil-stone from Kugtepe stiowing
proncunced signs of battering resulting
from vy percussion
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Fig. 10: Srone tools from Balitepe; chopper (fop) and two “micro” choppers Chottem ),

al



