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Introduction
Scientific disagreements and a healthy scientific debate about 

causal relationships and how to decipher ephemeral residues of 
past realities is one of the main columns to reach convergence on a 
solution. Here, we reply to the unfair serious insinuations and criticism 
made by Roebroeks et al.1 to maintain the “paleontological” status 
of Untermassfeld and the obsolete “Young Europe” paradigm. The 
previous criticism made by Baales2 in 2013 and now Roebroeks et 
al.1 do not only reject evidence of hominin activities at Untermassfeld 
without providing any scientific arguments,3−6 but contain serious and 
undemonstrated insinuations, mere opinions and attacks. A first reply 
paper responding to the criticisms of Baales was published by Landeck 
and Garcia.7 Regarding the first manuscript draft of Roebroeks et al.8 
which was rejected by the journal, all the information was already 
provided in numerous communications with the Editor of Journal 
of Human Evolution. In this respect, authors refused to enter into 
discussion with us. A new draft of this paper was also recently rejected 
by the journal PLOS ONE.9 Moreover, in their new attempt,1 neither 
their primary paper was changed or modified, nor their insinuations 
and accusations. Thus, we believe that this is the genuine intention 
of the responsible paleontologists to publish the same paper without 
including counterstatements or rectifications.

Baales2 and now Roebroeks et al.1 do not include any analysis 
of bone surface alterations or taphonomic features in their appraisal 
of site formation to defend their hypothesis. These papers are not 
characterized by a scientific basis or methodology and/or analysis, 
but mere opinions, insinuations and criticisms against the papers 
demonstrating hominin occupation at Untermassfeld.3−6 The authors 
of this article also reject hominin occupation at sites older than 1 Myr 
in Europe, which is accepted by the rest of the scientific community 
and propose a return to the old “short chronology” paradigm. 
Roebroeks has been one of the main defenders of this obsolete 
paradigm since the 1990s and it seems that he intends to continue 
defending their old paradigm. His co-authors Baales and Gaudzinski 
(Paleolithic researchers linked to the Senckenberg Research Station of 

Quaternary Paleontology) support this “Young Europe” paradigm and 
thus systematically deny hominin occupation of Europe in the Early 
Pleistocene before 1 Myr.

The methodology of excavation applied by the paleontological 
teams at Early Pleistocene sites is one of the main factors limiting the 
possibilities of discovering possible hominin activities or occupation 
preserved at the sites, which is the case also at Untermassfeld. As 
paleontology is interested in faunal remains and their chronology, 
no considerations are given to hominin interferences at old sites. 
Furthermore, the excavation practice used is not based on an extensive 
archaeological methodology, but on trenching around large fossils or 
bones disposed in anatomical connection, which contributes to the 
possible destruction of information regarding spatial associations 
of archaeological material. Medium bone specimens are collected 
by digging a hole and isolated specimens or fragments of bones are 
extracted together with the adhered sediments, losing their orientation 
information and the horizontal plane information. During sieving of 
dry or washed fossil-bearing sediments in order to find the smallest 
specimens, such as micro-mammal remains and small fragments of 
herbivore remains, possible debris and small fragments of stone tools 
are frequently overlooked. In archaeological terms, all these procedures 
hinder detection of hominin intervention along with destruction of 
possible archaeological associations at a site. Additionally, possible 
anthropogenic marks can be destroyed in restoration processes during 
the excavation or at the laboratory. Consolidants are chosen based 
on desired properties like strength, glass transition temperature, re-
solubility, solvent availability and matrix properties, but not on the 
preservation requirements of the possible anthropogenic marks. 

This inability to recognize evidence of hominin occupations (i.e. 
lithic industry and faunal remains modified by hominins) by some 
paleontological teams who worked at large sites of this time period 
(Early Pleistocene), supported by archaeologists belonging to the old 
school (i.e. proponents of the “short chronology”) has resulted in a 
notable drawback in the study of this historical key issue. Moreover, 
most Mode 1 industries in the Early Pleistocene are scarcely elaborated, 
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activity at Untermassfeld site 1.07 Myr ago.

Keywords: ‘Young Europe’ hypothesis, hominin butchery, bipolar knapping, fluvial 
archaeological site, earliest European settlements

Journal of Historical Archaeology & Anthropological Sciences

Review Article Open Access

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102&domain=pdf


The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany) 334
Copyright:

©2018 Landeck

Citation: Landeck G, Garcia Garriga J. The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany). J His Arch & Anthropol Sci. 
2018;3(2):333‒347. DOI: 10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102

worsening the situation. The absence of taphonomic studies on bone 
material discovered at Early Pleistocene paleontological sites, which 
were driven mostly by the a priori assumption that hominins were 
not involved in site formation, contributes to the loss of recognition 
of anthropogenic activity and also hinders research. The persistence 
of the old static paradigms supported by old school archaeologists1,2 
hampers any progress, even when the discoveries are long and well 
dated. Obviously, scientific goals, scientific interests, academic 
formation and also the methodology used by paleontologists at some 
sites do no facilitate the recovery of data demonstrating hominin 
presence. The difficulty in achieving sufficient collaboration between 
paleontological and archaeological teams and bridging their different 
objectives is another reason responsible for lost insights.

The bone and lithic collection
Research has been undertaken on Early Paleolithic occurrences in 

the valleys of the Weser River system (Werra, Fulda and Weser) since 
the 1950s.11−13 During this research not only numerous Paleolithic 
but also Mesolithic sites were discovered. After drawing up a 
frontier that lasted 28 years between both German States in 1961, 
systematic surveys and observations of Pleistocene fluvial deposits 
were intensified and led to the discovery of several Lower Paleolithic 
occurrences in the middle course of the Hessian and Thuringian Werra 
Valley; mostly surface finds, but also some in-situ artifacts from river 
terrace deposits.3,14,15 In the context of archaeological investigations 
carried out in the middle and upper Werra Valley regions (Thuringia) 
several Upper Paleolithic and Mesolithic find sites but also Lower 
Paleolithic lithic artifacts associated with fossil bones originating 
from river deposits opened in the old Untermassfeld sand pit were 
discovered almost 40 years ago. The bone (N=419; NISP=297) and 
lithic (N=256) collections we have analyzed were received between 
2007 and 2012 from private collections, which were made in the late 
1970s/early 1980s in the former German Democratic Republic during 
commercial mining activities in the Untermassfeld sand pit at the time 
it was much larger than today (Figure 1). Most of the bone specimens 
were retrieved from the Lower Fluviatile Sands (LFS) and Upper 
Fluviatile Sands (UFS) north of the excavation area, but some were 
found in the discarded sediments (backdirt) and on the quarry surface 
(northern part) belonging to the late Early Pleistocene sandy deposits. 
These remains are therefore clearly associated with the fossiliferous 
layers (containing Epivillafranchian fauna) of the excavation area 
described by Kahlke,16−20 as evidenced by typical surface features, 
adhered sediment and taxonomic attribution. The finders of the private 
collections contacted one of the authors (GL) personally, taking note 
of ongoing research activities on the first traces of hominin settlement 
in the Weser river valley and its large tributaries by members of North 
Hessian Society of Prehistory and Archaeology of the Medieval 
(NVUFM) and Hessian Working Committee on the Paleolithic. Some 
years before in 2003 after an academic visit to the sand quarry with 
two German experts in Paleoarchaeology (University of Marburg 
and Federal State Office of Historic Monuments in Lower Saxony), 
during ongoing excavation two bone pieces and four lithic specimens 
showing intentional modifications were identified and correlated with 
the Lower Pleistocene sands. They were handed over in January 2004 
to the director (Prof. Kahlke) of the Senckenberg Research Institute of 
Paleontology (Weimar, Germany).

In order to verify the stratigraphic origin of the specimens of the 
old collections an in situ-visit was arranged at the find location. At that 
time the sand quarry was named “ZBO-Sandgrube” and was much 
larger than today as it is now part of the central garbage dump in the 
county (Figure 1). After being assured during a visit with the finders 
to the location points where material was found that none of the bones 
come from the excavation area of the site but from stratigraphically 
correlated levels of the fossil-bearing sands nearby, it was stipulated 
that after the delivery of the material to the bureau of NVUFM and 
completing the analysis, the entire collection had to be submitted to 
the Museum of Natural History in Schleusingen (Thuringia, Germany) 
by the finders. We accepted this material to carry out a study with 
the purpose of making the scientific community aware of a collection 
whose existence was not known until that moment. The study was 
carried out after the finders accepted the imposed conditions and we 
were assured that they represent old material from the surrounding 
area stratigraphically correlated with the late Early Pleistocene 
deposits and that therefore no legal and/or research problems would 
occur.

The entire material was termed “Schleusingen collection” because 
its storage was provided by the Museum of Natural History at 
Schleusingen. Specimens which are important for zooarchaeological 
or taphonomic questions were documented by photos (Figure 
2). Further analyses of bone surfaces were conducted at the Max 
Planck Institute (MPI) in Mainz (with collaboration of Dr. J Huth 
and Dr. C Humburg) with light microscope and scanning electron 
microscope (SEM).4 In 2014, after analysis was completed, this old 
bone collection was given back to the finder who had already agreed 
to transfer it to the Museum of Natural History at Schleusingen for 
future storage (donation). Similarly, at the turn of 2013/14 we handed 
over the lithic collection to its finder with the same obligation. After 
returning the collections to the finders, it was not checked if they were 
transmitted de facto to the museum. Because of the questions posed 
about these materials, we have directly contacted the director of the 
museum (Schleusingen Museum of Natural History) to verify if the 
finders finally submitted the entire collection as they had agreed after 
the study of the materials. He has informed by e-mail that in 2014 ca. 
64 bone specimens from Untermassfeld site were transferred to the 
museum and that this material had been submitted in the meantime 
to Senckenberg Research Station of Quaternary Paleontology at 
Weimar. We assume that this sample is part of the collection we have 
analyzed because we can identify some of these bones in the paper 
by Roebroeks et al.1,8,9 Thus, we have to state that the bone collection 
has been donated incompletely to the museum by the finders. We also 
sent a formal petition to the director of Senckenberg Research Station 
to request permission to analyze and identify the material. However, 
clearance was refused and this arouses suspicion if the data given by 
Roebroeks et al. is authentic. It should also be added that collaboration 
between archaeologists and paleontologists was offered to Prof. 
Kahlke by one of us (GL) in 2004 following recommendations by two 
German experts in Paleoarchaeology from University of Marburg and 
Federal State Office of Historic Monuments in Lower Saxony. Prof. 
Kahlke rejected this collaboration because the paleontological team 
did not recognize any hominin presence at the site. Unfortunately, 
our new request of collaboration established in March 2017 to 
share information enriching research and its results has been neither 
accepted nor considered meaningful.
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Figure 1 Untermassfeld site. 

1.	 Sand pit (yellow outline: excavation area; red outline: former northern part of the pit). The northern part was filled one after another during the accumulation 
of a big garbage dump and is no longer passable today. 

2.	 Geomorphology of the upper Werra Valley near Untermassfeld.141

3.	 Stratigraphic layers of late Lower Pleistocene deposits in the sand pit showing from bottom to top: terrace gravels (jZGS), loamy floodplain sediments 
(“Auesediment”), sandy infill of the river channel (UFS=Upper Fluviatile Sands; in this picture not visible because already removed), floodplain sediments 
(LFS=Lower Fluviatile Sands). 

4.	 Uncovered floodplain sediments (LFS) at the northern edge of the former large sand pit. 
5.	 Partly filled up sand pit (hatched lines, view from the east). The excavation area is situated in the southern part of the pit and not visible in this picture. 
6.	 Northern part of the old sand quarry showing exposed Lower Fluviatile Sands (LFS) at the right margin in the middle of the picture (already partly filled).
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Stratigraphical provenience
Lithic and bone finds do not proceed directly from the excavation 

itself as Roebroeks et al.1 state, but from the same layers of Upper 
Fluviatile Sands (channel infill, UFS) and Lower Fluviatile Sands 
(floodplain deposits, LFS) in the surrounding area (Figure 1(3−6)). 
These fossiliferous sands are lying on extremely weathered terrace 
gravels, which were deposited by the river Werra as early as in 
Eburonian times but at the latest during the Menapian cold stages.20,21 
The two sandy deposits can be clearly distinguished from each other 
by their typical facies throughout the whole quarry (ca. 32,000m2). 
The channel infill and the upper layers of the floodplain deposits 
have shown normal polarity in contrast with the lower layers of the 
floodplain deposits and terrace gravels which are reversely magnetized. 
Thus, despite the recovery of the analyzed material from an adjacent 
area of the fieldwork in the 1970s and 1980s, there is no doubt about 
the correlation of both lithics and bones bearing butchering marks 
(Figure 2) with the fossiliferous layers, which belong to the onset of a 
normally magnetized Chron. 

Figure 2 Cut marks on bones from Untermassfeld. Scale bars 1 cm. 
1.	 Upper limb bone fragment of a small-sized mammal. 
2.	 Dorsal face of a cervical vertebra fragment from a cervid. 
3.	 Deep V-shaped mark on an impacted upper limb bone of a medium-sized 

mammal overlapped by percussion pit with emanating striae. 
4.	 Tuber calcanei of rhinoceros. 
5.	 Upper limb-bone fragment of a medium-sized mammal showing 

V-shaped marks overlapped by tooth marks. 
6.	 Intermediate limb bone shaft fragment of medium-sized mammal.
7.	 Upper limb bone shaft fragment from a medium to large-sized animal 

with deep V-shaped mark overlapped by (tooth) pits. 
8.	 Magnified view of inset in subfigure 7 depicting internal parallel striae.

The stratigraphical provenience of the bone and lithic material 
(i.e. coming from the same layers which were excavated not far away 
containing Epivillafranchian fauna) is unequivocally evidenced by: 

a.	 The surface status of bones exhibiting the same surface features 
(color and chemical erosion features). 

b.	 The exact identical taxonomic status and metric data of skeletal 
elements described by the paleontological team.16−20 

c.	 Description and demonstration of the stratigraphic position (layer 
and height) of archaeological finds with photo documentation of 
the old sand quarry and fossiliferous layers.

d.	 The fact that chert artifacts are solely incorporated in the Lower 
and Upper Fluviatile Sands which are exposed in the sand quarry 
and which contain fossil faunal remains. 

Figure 3 Bipolar on anvil technique applied to platy raw material similar to 
a chert specimen from  Untermassfeld (Figure 5e),4 and (Figure 8).1 (Drawing 
by L. Fiedler).

No lithic artifacts or chert occur in other layers of the quarry 
or on the surface of the surrounding terrain surface. Other clues of 
stratigraphic origin were already detailed in Landeck,3 Garcia et al.4 
and Landeck and Garcia Garriga.5,6 Regarding the allegation of an 
“admixture” of the old bone assemblage with a specimen from the 
excavation in 2009 we have to state that none of the specimens studied 
is known to originate from a different origin other than its retrieval 
some decades ago and collected from the surroundings of the current 
excavation in stratigraphic levels which can be correlated with the 
fossiliferous sediments.

Uneven data quality and the earliest 
occupation of Europe – the case of 
Untermassfeld
Hominin butchered bones

The publications of Gaudzinski-Windheuser,22 Kahlke & 
Gaudzinski23 and Kahlke20 lack a complete analysis of biotic bone 
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surface alterations and breakage patterns. Associated lithic finds 
are not mentioned at all. Roebroeks et al.1 state that analyses by a 
wide range of specialists have not yielded any indication of hominin 
modifications of faunal remains. Apparently, they have overlooked 
Musil’s24 analysis of equid bones which draws attention to a humerus 
fragment (IQW 1980/15900) exhibiting a surface modification 
adjacent to the fracture outline, which may originate from an impact 
possibly imparted by a tool to break the bone. The focus on a few 
taphonomic parameters made by the aforementioned authors is solely 
interpreted in the way how they may fit the priori-assumption of 
drowned animals and attritional carcass remains on the floodplain. 
There are no alternative interpretations. Similarly, the publication 
of Baales2 neither includes any analysis of lithic specimens nor 
bone surface alterations and taphonomic features in his appraisal 
of site formation at Untermassfeld. Baales’ comments against the 
archaeological evidences from Untermassfeld,3,4 do not provide any 
scientific evidence. He also rejects hominin presence at the rest of 
the European ancient sites, proposing the return to the old “short 
chronology” paradigm. The outlandish argumentation used by Baales 
lacks scientific basis and is exclusively based on his own non-scientific 
opinion. We have already published a contrasting adjustment.7 Four 
bone specimens out of 419 analyzed specimens which were analyzed 
by us some years ago and which were part of a sample we termed 
“Schleusingen collection” are demonstrated by Roebroeks et al.1 
in their published paper. These four bones are said to be part of a 
sample (N=64) delivered originally to Schleusingen Museum of 
Natural History and are now stored at the Senckenberg Research 
Station of Quaternary Paleontology at Weimar. The published paper 
by Roebroeks et al. contains the assessment of a few bone specimens 
negating hominin butchery traces. Here we give rectifications for each 

specimen in order to demonstrate fallacious conclusions which fit the 
picture mentioned above:

a.	 Figure 4 Roebroeks et al. state: “This fragment, according to 
Landeck and Garcia Garriga5 part of an assemblage recovered 
in the late 1970s and early 1980s, was still in the ground 
decades later and stolen as an incomplete fragment from a 2009 
excavation area (Figure 3). Figure 4 shows the regained distal 
metapodial fragment refitted to the proximal portion of the same 
skeletal element, recovered by the Senckenberg excavators. The 
whereabouts of the freshly broken, but still missing, portions 
of the bone remain unknown. The packages delivered to the 
Museum of Natural History at Schleusingen were transferred to 
the Senckenberg Research Station at Weimar. In these packages, 
further bone fragments published by Landeck and Garcia Garriga5 
were identified, in total 10 out of the 36 illustrated in their Journal 
of Human Evolution paper”. As we have mentioned before, we 
have studied only the mentioned old collection. Roebroeks et 
al. cannot assert that this bone specimen was part of the sample 
we have studied because adhering sediment which was present 
during analysis is not visible and as the authors describe there 
are “still missing portions”. Roebroeks et al. alleged that this 
specimen is published in our article. In the case that this specimen 
corresponds to the bone fragment depicted by Roebroeks et al., 
we would have identified and refitted the missing portions during 
analysis. In the meantime, we have applied to Senckenberg 
Research Station where this specimen is said to be housed now 
in order to further clarify this issue and to identify which bones 
may have been presented to us some years ago for analysis 
originating from the Lower Pleistocene sediments. The director 
of the institute (Prof. Kahlke) did not give any permission.

Figure 4 Drawings of lithic pieces from Untermassfeld shown by photographs in Roebroeks et al. (Figure 9-13) exhibiting features of intentional rock breakage/
cleavage. (Drawings by B. Kaletsch and L. Fiedler). Scale bars 1 cm.

1.	 Exhausted small chert core.

2.	 Multifacial silicified limestone core. 

3.	 Bipolar silicified limestone flake.

4.	 Bipolar chert flake. 

5.	 Bipolar chert flake.
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b.	 Figure 5 Roebroeks et al. stated in the figure caption: “The 
modification (i.e. incision; comment made by the authors) starts 
as very shallow striation in a modern break and is interrupted 
by a modern planar removal of the bone surface.” This bone 
piece was evidently broken in modern times and refitted by glue. 
The purported shallow striations which are clearly incisions 
characterized by shouldering are accompanied by a set of 
subparallel striations on the other site of the modern break. These 
modifications are unrelated to the modern break or a very small 
modern bone surface removal, which developed very recently 
as the bone breaks in two pieces because they exhibit moderate 
smoothing from abrasion like the other set of grooves. The 

main groove of the second set is very deep, showing a V-shape 
section and proceeds laterally by two grooves characterized by 
shouldering and internal microstriae.5 Both characteristics are 
strongly suggestive of an incision generated by a sharp stone 
edge. This surface region is not disturbed by erosional processes, 
which are described by Roebroeks et al. by “blunt, undefined 
shoulders that merge into the surrounding bone surface”, caption 
of Figure 5 and have removed the outer lamellae of the bone in 
some other areas of the specimen. Roebroeks et al. recognize 
red sediment filled in a “deeper section of the modification” 
(i.e. incision; comment made by the authors) which attests to its 
ancient development and origin from Untermassfeld sands.

Figure 5 Flakes and retouched pieces from Untermassfeld. (Drawings by B. Kaletsch and L. Fiedler). 
1.	 Quartzite flake with a reduced angle (distal left side) and dorsal removals of opposite directions originating from a core with two opposite striking 

platforms. 
2.	 Chert flake exhibiting the residual of a prepared striking platform, supposedly representing waste of bifacial knapping. 
3.	 Retouched bone fragment: flake scars (complete or truncated) are illustrated by white lines that point out their dimensions and direction of detachment 

(edge retouches are left blank).
4.	 Cortical chert flake with dorsal negative on its right side within the cortex.
5.	 Chert flake with proximal (intentional) modification. 
6.	 Chert flake with left-sided shallow scraper retouch and dorsal removals of opposite directions. 
7.	 Chert flakes with remnants of striking platform, supposedly generated by bipolar-on-anvil technique. 
8.	 Chert flakes with remnants of striking platform, supposedly generated by bipolar-on-anvil technique.
9.	 Flake resulting from bipolar-on-anvil technique with right-sided retouches. 

10.	 Pointed chert flake.

c.	 Figure 6 The description by Roebroeks et al. is incorrect: “A 
left calcaneus of Stephanorhinus hundsheimensis Figure 6 with 
modern striae serves as a further example”. The subparallel and 
deep striae are not modern but unequivocally fossil because 
of their slightly rounded edges in many parts where erosional 
processes did not alter their original morphology. In some 
sections erosion has not altered the incision and its original 
morphology with smooth V-shaped walls is observed. Their deep 

and subparallel character is very suggestive of an anthropogenic 
origin. For example, no carnivore can produce such a pattern of 
deep incisions with its teeth at this anatomical location because 
the anatomy of the specimen allows neither the required counter 
pressure nor its subparallel arrangement. The assumption of the 
mentioned authors that inferred exploitation of muscle meat 
“does not make sense” is unsubstantiated. Observations of living 
hunter-gatherers and experimental butchering data indicate also 
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cutting of distal tendons, which are associated with an exclusively 
proximal location of the muscle flesh within the muscle-tendon 
unit.25,26

d.	 Figure 7 The specimen published by Landeck and Garcia 
Garriga5 shows one incision (left lower subimage) with a barb, 
which is indicative of an anthropogenic incision with a stone 
tool27 and another modification exhibiting shouldering of deep 
subparallel incisions, which is experimentally observed when 
different strokes are inflicted with a stone tool characterized by a 
retouched edge.27,28

Lithic industry

Roebroeks et al.1 state that 11 (six chert fragments and five 
limestone pieces) are momentarily stored at the Senckenberg Research 
Station of Quaternary Paleontology at Weimar, formerly delivered to 
Schleusingen Museum of Natural History. In their article1 they have 
depicted 6 lithic specimens which were obviously part of the analyzed 
sample (N=256) because they are published in Garcia et al:4

a.	 Figure 8 in the paper of Roebroeks et al.1 images a broken chert 
core (formerly platy chert blank) exhibiting several concave 
longish fracture planes separated by clear longitudinal rims 
inflicted by unidirectional orthogonal blows of a hard percussion 
instrument (hammerstone) on the striking platform, while lying 
with its flat surface on an anvil (Figure 3). The procedure is 
further evidenced by battering of the flaked plane ridges of 
the striking/resting platform (very small localized detachment 
negatives)29 and accompanied only by the following comment by 
Roebroeks et al.1 “Our Figures 8 to 10 show objects interpreted 
as cores knapped on an anvil” and in the figure caption “Chert 
fragment, published as a tabular chert core knapped on an anvil”. 
Roebroeks et al.1 only reiterate our designation by negative 
semantics. Neither the Results section nor the figure caption 
contains any detailed descriptions made by the authors.

b.	 The same unscientific description and assessment of lithic 
specimens applies to the “piece” (Figure 9) imaged in Roebroeks 
et al. (and by the way all the other depicted specimens), which 
bears doubtless concave or conchoidal flake scars, because of a 
very fine and homogen texture of chert as for example is also 
the case of the core imaged in Garcia et al.4 which represents an 
exhausted small core of unquestionable anthropogenic reduction 
technique using a tabular chert blank (Figure 4(1)).

c.	 The specimen shown in Figure 10, which was simply commented 
on by Roebroeks et al. “...another inferred core”, is not easy to 
approach according to its characteristics (i.e. breakage marks) 
due to raw material constraints (silicified limestone) but it 
displays clear flake scars formed during the reduction process 
which allow the diagnosis of a multifacial core (Figure 4(2)).

d.	 Figure 11 is described by Roebroeks et al. as a shattered 
limestone piece lacking bulb, platform and retouches showing 
irregularly crushed edges. Platforms on flakes struck off by 
bipolar knapping are usually very narrow. The piece also 
displays dorsal flake removals (Figure 4(3)). We must state 
that the authors are possibly not trained in the bipolar on anvil 
technique with different raw materials.

e.	 Figures 12 and 13 are both described by Roebroeks et al. with 
the same term: “Chert fragment, interpreted as a flake produced 

in a bipolar on an anvil technique” (figure caption) and “...have 
been published as chert flakes produced in a bipolar on an anvil 
technique. Not one of the eleven pieces has a clearly visible 
bulb of percussion, while a co-occurence of a definable striking 
platform with scars of previous removals is also absent”. Firstly, 
not all pieces are flakes, which make this statement per primam 
invalid, secondly this statement denies ex cathedra visible 
features (bulbs originating from bipolar on anvil technique, 
conchoidal flake scars, hackle lines, striking platforms and 
overlapping dorsal removals). Returning to Figures 12 and 13, 
both specimens show features of flakes characterized by striking 
platforms and bulbs. The specimen in Figure 12 displays fan-
shaped hackle lines. Dorsal negatives are present in Figure 13 on 
a specimen of inhomogen rock structure containing void spaces 
and impurities (Figure 4(4,5)).

Roebroeks et al.1 state that all lithic specimens delivered to the 
Museum of Natural History at Schleusingen (N=11) have been 
published by us.4 We cannot confirm if the allegedly remaining 5 
specimens were part of our analysis or vice versa were part of the 
lithic sample delivered to the museum, because neither are all 
specimens depicted in their article, nor did we get the opportunity 
to study the mentioned 5 pieces. Moreover, Roebroeks et al. seems 
to deliberately ignore the bifacial centripetal core knapped by hand 
held method from very fine homogenous chert4 which also exhibits 
unquestionably intentional features. Regarding Figure 14 in the paper 
of Roebroeks et al. what do these boxes represent? Are they trying 
to invalidate the stone tools with these boxes? Moreover, the way 
of presenting the lithic assemblage should especially focus on the 
technological features they may present, as is usual in analyzing these 
kinds of Mode 1 assemblages. In order to invalidate the evidence of 
lithic artifacts coming from the Early Pleistocene sands surrounding 
the excavation area in its immediate vicinity, Roebroeks et al. state 
“Triassic limestone and chert are frequently found in Early Pleistocene 
gravels cut by the fossiliferous layers of the site, as well as in all 
other Pleistocene fluviatile deposits of the middle Werra”. This is not 
what has been observed by the geologists. Ellenberg30 has shown that 
clastic material of chert (chunks, pebbles and cobbles) occur only 
in the Pliocene and Early Pleistocene deposits of the River Werra, 
having very low frequencies in the latter, which is later confirmed 
by Ellenberg and Kahlke.21 This means that their relatively high 
occurrence in the Early Pleistocene sediments found in the immediate 
vicinity of the excavated area is not natural and points possibly to an 
anthropogenic origin.

On the other hand, the archaeological origin of the Mode 1 lithic 
assemblage from Untermassfeld is reinforced by the fact that it has 
features in common with the coeval European Early Pleistocene, such 
as: 

1.	 local raw material selection, 

2.	 one rock type preferred for knapping, 

3.	 small-sized assemblage, 

4.	 knapping technology dominated by orthogonal on an anvil and/or 
hand held reduction processes, 

5.	 a low percentage of unifacial and bifacial centripetal cores, 

6.	 a few or absence of cobble tools such as choppers or chopping-
tools, and 

7.	 the retouching of denticulates and notches.10,31−38
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Roebroeks et al. further state: “The redeposition of Triassic material 
took place by means of high-energy processes that caused mechanical 
splintering and breakage of the corresponding rocks”, which is aimed 
at explaining the breakage of our published lithic specimens by a 
natural cause. We must ask why these powerful hydraulic forces20,21 
which were presumably able to split stones did not fragment the 
accompanying fragile bones (ca. 65% of all large mammal bones are 
not found in anatomical position or were associated finds implying 
fluvial transport without protection of soft tissue)20 Moreover, they 
allege that “limestone and chert rocks transported into the bone 
bearing sands” originating “from the upper reaches of the Werra River 
and eroded subsoil of the river, from adjacent slopes of the valley, 
(and) from the mudflow fan within the site itself” (Figure 2), would 
per se exclude anthropogenic modification of specimens. However, 
the occurrence of cleavable stone material in river sediments only 
documents that early hominins would have had potential access 
to sources of raw material which can be converted to sharp tools. 
A myriad of Paleolithic archaeological sites located riverside are 
characterized by finds of tools and the rocks from which they were 
struck within the river or lake shore deposits.32,39−41 

Finally, we have serious doubts according to declarations of 
Roebroeks et al.1 which relate to the whereabouts of delivered 
finds. The authors wrote “Landeck states that “Objects are handed 
over to the excavator Dr. R.D. Kahlke (Forschungsstation für 
Quartärpaläontologie, Senckenberg-Institut, Weimar) and are stored 
at the Thüringer Landesamt für Denkmalpflege (Weimar)” and 
“According to a later publication,3 “a small selection of specimens is 
preserved at the Thüringer Landesamt für Denkmalpflege (Weimar)”.3 
“The Thüringer Landesamt für Denkmalpflege does not hold lithics 
from Untermassfeld… and no lithics were handed over to the 
Senckenberg Research Station of Quaternary Paleontology”. This is 
completely incorrect, because four lithics3 and two bone pieces were 
handed to Prof. Dr. Kahlke in the presence of the preparatory JA 
Keiler, on 30th of January 2004, 14.00 p.m. at Forschungsstation für 
Quartärpaläontologie, Steubenstr. 19a at Weimar (Research Station 
of Quaternary Paleontology), which was a former to Senckenberg 
Research Station of Quaternary Paleontology (Weimar). Prof. 
Kahlke mentioned that he was member/collaborator of the Thüringer 
Landesamt für Denkmalpflege (Thuringian State Office of Antiquities 
and Monuments) and the declaration was included in a protocol. One 
of the bone pieces (Figure 5(3)) has been interpreted as a retouched 
bone piece3 and the possible loss of this specimen would be momentous 
for the cultural interpretation of the site.

Technological traits of lithic artifacts from Untermassfeld 

The Untermassfeld site is located apart from the region of the 
extension of the Nordic ice sheet with its vast occurences of Nordic 
flint specimens. In the upper Werra valley, especially in the Hessian 
region, good examples of numerous Middle Paleolithic and Mesolithic 
artifacts manufactured from quartzite, lydite and flint exist. The 
occurrence of flint artifacts is caused only exceptionally as imports. 
In Hessia, many Lower Paleolithic sites contain/are characterized by 
handaxes, cores and flakes, which are frequently made out of quartzite 
and to a lower proportion manufactured out of quartz, lydite and 
phonolite. Neanderthals and their ancestors have traditionally used 
local raw materials to produce stone tools. This is also the case at 
Untermassfeld. In its surroundings chert occurs in small chunks which 
are often smaller than 5 cm and characterized by void spaces. Because 
of its hardness, the material is nonetheless feasible for manufacturing 

light duty tools. It is unproblematic to demonstrate that normally 
used free hand knapping leads as an exception to results which are 
comparable to flint (Figure 5(1,2,4−6,10)). Many retouched specimens 
are unequivocally produced from detached pieces, which are inferable 
from a bipolar vertically performed technique of knapping (Figure 3, 
Figure 4(3−5) and Figure 5(7–9)); specimens stored at Senckenberg 
Research Station of Quaternary Paleontology). Of course it must be 
held in mind that flint nodules wedged in deposited river gravels 
which are broken by sedimentary forcing can resemble a specimen 
crafted by intentional bipolar-on-anvil technique. But pitching of large 
boulders has not been observed at Untermassfeld site. It is therefore 
expected that, by reason of their small size, the sediment force of 
chert nodules would have been pressed in the sandy-loamy ground, 
but without being split. To be cautious, only cleavage products with 
additional presence of edge modifications have been assessed as 
intentional artifacts.

The equivalent knapping technique has especially been known 
from quartz artifacts in Zhoukoudian Cave near Peking in China for 
almost 100 years.42−44 Its products were also found at the East African 
Olduvai site.45 This is described extensively by PR. Jones46 regarding 
Bed I-III. He studied splintered pieces from Bed I–IV of Olduvai 
Gorge in detail and demonstrated that the frequent presence of pitted 
anvils is evidence of the cleavage technique on quartz and quartzite 
boulders. Gurtov and Eren47 explain the close technology–toolstone 
association between quartz and bipolar reduction at Olduvai sites by 
recognizing differences in the physical properties of different types 
of raw material. Bulbs emerge on materials produced by this way as 
an exception. Hackle lines appear in a parallel arrangement but not 
fan-shaped as in the usual stone flaking technique (i.e. hand held). 
Similarly, striking platforms are less frequent because of the sharp-
edged character of both flake sides. These characters are considered 
by Roebroeks et al.1 to represent natural debris. This reductive view 
is comprehensible but eliminates knapping of brittle raw materials 
a priori from Paleolithic contexts and is fanciful. The adoption of 
bipolar flaking technique for hard rock for the production of tools 
has been described by several authors, such as R Feustel48 or F Le 
Brun Ricalens.49 Remarks stem from ethnographic observations in the 
lowlands of the River Amazon, South America and Oceania (to split 
the only usable raw material of amethyst crystals) and the northern 
Baltic region finds, as well as from analyses of Paleolithic finds in 
China. The knapping method in question came operational during 
Paleolithic times, when suitable raw materials in the form of small 
nodules, angular debris, rough flakes and tough flint (i.e. mountain 
crystal, amethyst, or Paleozoic chert) had to be reduced. Because of 
the required high-energy blows, the materials could not be held in the 
hand. Thus, it was placed on a stone worktop (anvil), retained by one 
hand and split from above by vertical blows (Figure 3).

Not every chip generated in this way would be suitable to be used 
as a tool, but in every such working process plenty of usable, sharp-
edged pieces are produced. Residual cores are often characterized by 
prismatic or discoid specimens, which are well known as splintered 
pieces (pièces esquillèes). Resulting flakes are frequently flat and 
prismatic. Platform remnants are usually not preserved or appear as 
sharp-edged lines. Bulbs are virtually not developed or accomplished, 
but cleavage planes are frequently covered by a multitude of fissures 
which run in the direction of applied blows. Ripple lines50 may occur; 
sometimes from both sides of the applied force, but always with one 
dominant direction. Pieces detached in this way sometimes resemble 
naturally crushed flint pieces in Pleistocene moraines in Denmark and 
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northern Germany, which in the first instance are not infrequently 
misinterpreted to represent intentional produced blades. The diagnosis 
of intentionally generated lithics and artifacts depends on the specific 
geomorphologic processes which possibly acted at a find site. Single 
stone fragments or cobbles showing extractions from Pleistocene 
river deposits may correspond to lithic artifacts, while sometimes they 
could have been generated by natural causes when rocks collide and 
shatter. Discriminating the origin of this Mode 1 lithic assemblage 
depends on how many of these products are aggregated together and 
whether dynamic processes in the formation of geological sediments 
may have contributed to artifact-like forms or not. 

Nordic glaciations/glaciers never reached Untermassfeld. All the 
lithic finds originate from fluviatile sediments deposited by the late 
Lower Pleistocene Werra River, which represent silty and fine- to 
medium-grained sands developed without significant relief energy. In 
this substratum, no significant breakage of transported stones could 
have occurred. Similarly, drifting chunks of ice had no meaning in 
this region, as evidenced explicitly by the good preservation status of 
the animal bones. Among the lithic artifacts, those pieces generated 
by the bipolar on an anvil technique prevail, but also numerous 
pieces attest to the freehand knapping method carried out at the site 
(Figure 3(1,2,4-6,10)). The fundamental skepticism towards every 
flake originating from fluvial deposits by Roebroeks and Baales 
already noted elsewhere51 totally prevents detection of anthropogenic 
activities in these Pleistocene river archives. Investigating cultural 
traces associated with river deposits is not meaningless as proved 
by myriads of Middle and Upper Pleistocene archaeological fluvial 
sites, which are easier to recognize than Lower Paleolithic artifacts, 
because artifacts of this age are usually more elaborate. Early artifacts 
are predominantly manufactured by simple techniques which follow 
physical splitting properties of stones and therefore are not easily to 
distinguish from nature products. But in the case of local accumulation 
and their co-occurrence with cut-marks on bones, as demonstrated 
at Untermassfeld site, every quick criticism should be reserved and 
instead very careful examinations are needed to avoid operating 
with spurious arguments ex cathedra. We must therefore question if 
authors have excelled in processing Lower Paleolithic artifact series 
to achieve substantial experience in this issue. 

Demonstrating technological features of Lower Paleolithic 
artifacts needs an additional comment, which argues against 
increasing European claims reporting archaeological material only 
by photographs. A systematic manufactured handaxe is simply 
recognizable in fact by photograph. In contrast, small Lower 
Paleolithic tools are hardly imaged by a camera so that it is possible 
to recognize all necessary features. The changing rock colors hamper 
the identification of hackles and Wallner lines. Drawing procedures 
facilitate the appropriate autopsy of pivotal characters, which develop 
during intentional rock splitting caused by dynamic loading under 
changing light incidence. Photographs do not offer such possibilities. 
Thus, the decision is allocated to the observer if he trusts the publishing 
authors to conduct accurate analyses and conclusions. In the case at 
hand, it was easy for the critics to deny the expertise of the authors. 
Therefore, we recommend that journals or reviewers should demand 
additional professional drawings of lithic artifacts. If Mary Leakey45 
had published the stone artifacts from Bed I at Olduvai Gorge by 
photographs, it would have been easy for the proponents of the short 
chronology to label the stone artifacts natural tephrofacts and reject 
evidence of early hominins. 

We express a general criticism of the irrelevant writing of some 
text passages. Roebroeks et al.1 suggest that some well skilled 
scholars investigating Europe are novices and lack the ability to 
distinguish between ecofacts and artifacts at early European sites. 
This is enforced by using terms like “data base hygiene”, which is 
used to suggest that some data per primam are “toxic” or “infectious”, 
that is to say no one should tackle them or make further analyses. The 
attack against our work using the peer review system is outrageous. 
Roebroeks et al.1 state “The case of Untermassfeld presented in 
extenso here underlines that peer review is an imperfect shield and 
that flawed claims do make their way into the scientific literature.” 
They continue with their first draft submitted to Journal of Human 
Evolution because they did not agree with the reviewing process of the 
journal! Peer review systems, editorial teams, scientific journals and 
reviewers which give help and support deserve respect. Paradigmatic 
statements like “The absence of any hominin traces whatsoever at the 
Untermassfeld site and the problematic character of the claims made 
for sites such as Vallparadís and Le Vallonnet imply that at the scale of 
Europe, solid undisputed evidence for a hominin presence in the Early 
Pleistocene is indeed rare…”, or the apodictic text passage at the end 
of the article “Untermassfeld is not an archaeological site. Which site 
is next?” deny the occurrence of clear discernible intentional modified 
lithics and bones and do not respect recent scientific results.10,52 
Moreover, it disqualifies future investigations ex cathedra by arrogant 
and cynical accusations. Regarding the Vallonnet criticism, it is not 
very convincing to refer to an investigation of which the proof of 
argumentation is based on the depiction of one pebble with a single 
removal53 and arouses suspicion that the authors have never seen the 
artifacts.

Discussion
For three decades the research of the earliest European settlers has 

been divided into two research groups. The “Old Europe” supporters 
are confident with the increasing archaeological data from European 
sites and are represented by the majority of the scientific community, 
defending a presence of the first inhabitants of Europe before 1 Myr. 
Contrastingly, the proponents of a “Young Europe” defend a much 
younger occupation after 0.8–0.5 Myr of the continent.2,51,54−58 Since 
the mid-1990s, new discoveries have been made with evidences 
of great explanatory power and informative value at such sites as 
Atapuerca, Dmanisi, Fuente Nueva-3 and Barranco León.38,60−63 
Successive investigations at the beginning of the new millennium 
were able to confirm the “(very) Old Europe hypothesis” at Orce 
sites, Atapuerca and Vallparadís in Spain; Pirro Nord/Italy; Pakefield 
and Happisburgh 3 in England; Dursunlu, Gediz River and Kocabas 
in Turkey; Kozarnika cave/Bulgaria; Lezignan, Vallonnet cave, and 
Loire sites in France.36, 52, 64-73, 76-84, 88 Further investigations have shown 
that the purported age of some sites has to be corrected. For instance, 
it was demonstrated that Ceprano site in Italy must be younger than 
formerly proposed,85,86 but vice versa new dating of the Vallonnet cave 
site recently shows that its old age has even been underestimated.52 
Otherwise, the dating of the oldest archeological layers in Kozarnika 
cave in Bulgaria (ca. 1,6–1,2 Myr) has recently been questioned 
by new paleomagnetic results placing them into the early Brunhes 
Chron, but showing significant disagreement between mammal 
biostratigraphy (MNQ zones 19-17) and magnetostratigraphy.87

Looking further north, the oldest known sites in the center of 
France88 are dated currently around 1.1 Myr and two sites further 
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north in England to 0.85 Myr69,89 and 0.7 Myr.68 East European sites 
of Sinyaya Balka, Rodniki and Kermek (Russia)74,75,90 are well beyond 
the west-east high mountain chain of (southern) Eurasia. The find 
site of Mauer in western central Europe yielding a hominin mandible 
recovered from river sands in 1907 along with numerous faunal 
remains and lithic artifacts dated to 0.6 Myr,91−93 has long been taken 
as the paradigm, representing the oldest evidence of hominin presence 
in northern Europe supported by other sites like Boxgrove, Westbury-
sub-Mendip, Warren Hill and Waverley Wood in England,94−99 and the 
German Miesenheim 1 and Kärlich G sites.100 Artefact finds from the 
late Early Pleistocene faunal site of Dorn-Dürkheim 3 in Germany101,102 
and Červený kopec in Czech Republic103,104 have indicated that 
hominin presence in western Central Europe could be significantly 
earlier than previous thought. New dating of Rhine river terraces in 
the middle Rhine section105 suggests a significantly older age (1.3 
Myr) of stone tools found in the deposits of the main terrace (“Jüngere 
Hauptterrasse”) of the river Rhine and its large tributaries Moselle and 
Nahe near their confluences.106−108 Thus, hominin presence at around 
1.0 Myr at Untermassfeld is reinforced by these new investigations.

Arguing against archaeological traces at Untermassfeld, 
Roebroeks et al.1 state that this site would represent geographically 
an outlier among early European sites located in southern mainlands 
or southwestern coastal regions. This is no scientific reasoning. 
Untermassfeld may represent one tiny mosaic fragment of the whole 
still hidden larger picture of the past. Data from several sites suggest 
that the first Europeans adapted to different environments. Full 
interglacial conditions with dense deciduous vegetation are evidenced 
at the French archaeological site of Pont-de-Lavaud, dated to ca. 
1.1 Myr in the central part of the country.109,110 Similar among pre-
Elsterian archaeological sites in western central Europe, Mauer (i.e. 
Lower Mauer Sands) and Miesenheim 1 can be clearly assigned to 
a warm climate period or interglacial conditions. The same applies 
to data from the European inland (Untermassfeld), which indicate 
full interglacial conditions with faunal elements adapted to large 
forested areas, but also open landscapes.20 On the other hand, the 
sites of Happisburgh 3 (MIS 25 or 21) and Dorn-Dürkheim 3 (MIS 
21 or 19) are characterized by botanical and/or faunal elements which 
correspond to a cool and forested environment and may represent an 
interglacial-glacial transitional phase. 69,101,111,112The faunal and pollen 
records available at the earliest archaeological sites in northwestern 
Europe suggest that hominins in the course of the late Lower and early 
Middle Pleistocene (Mid Pleistocene Transition) were increasingly 
able to settle in different environments and probably also different 
periods of the glacial-interglacial cycle (with the exception of 
significant cold stages and glacials).

Zagwijn113 has argued, based on the distribution of Abies in the 
Holsteinian and Eemian interglacials, that maritime climate (high 
precipitation, relatively warm winters) in warm interglacials can 
reach northeastern lowlands up to latitude of 54–58°, extending as 
far as the western parts of the Russian plain. Biostratigraphic and 
magnetostratigraphic evidence at Untermassfeld points to the Bavelian 
interglacial (MIS 31) at the base of the Jaramillo event.20 MIS 31 was 
characterized by an exceptional warmth and was one of the “super-
interglacials” in the Pleistocene114−117 with an estimated eustatic rise 
of 20 m.118 Thus, sea level rise and change of the coast line could 
explain that in this time period the climate even in more distant inland 
regions of northern Europe (maritime) was at least warm enough to 
enable the survival of species like Hippopotamus. The presence of 
this animal at Untermassfeld which is adapted to a warm climate 

with mild winter temperatures indicates that the habitats of the first 
hominin settlements in western central Europe were not only restricted 
to coastal landscapes.125 The same is valid for the regional interglacial 
archaeological occurrences of Kärlich A, (probably MIS 31, 29, or 27) 
and Mosbach and Mauer (both probably MIS 15)91-93,119-124 each with 
evidence of Hippopotamus attesting to climate conditions favorable 
for Homo to survive at least several thousands of years.

In pre-Elsterian periods, neither geographic barriers like the high 
mountain chains of the Alps and Carpathians nor bio-geographic or 
climatic frontiers seem to have prevented hominins entering central or 
western parts of the continent from South or East Europe. The northern 
expansion of hominins possibly coincided with an approximation of 
European fauna associated with the beginning of a faunal turnover, 
leading to Galerian faunal communities and reduction of differences 
in ecological structures between southern and northern habitats.126 
Why do Roebroeks et al.1 avoid mentioning in their article sites which 
are aged >1.0 Myr like Pont de Lavaud, Bois de Riquet (France), 
Kozarnika (Bulgaria) and southern Russia sites? Are they captured 
by a rigid “40° latitude-limitation”? For example, Early Pleistocene 
archaeological sites in the Nihewan Basin (China) which are included 
in their argumentation are localized further north of Bejiing and are 
similarly characterized by a cool climate in winter.127-130

Conclusion
Adaptations which would have enabled the survival of hominins 

in seasonal habitats concern the subsistence behavior of these first 
European pioneers. The large terrestrial assemblage at Untermassfeld 
includes cervids, horse, bison, rhinoceros and hippopotamus, all of 
which show conclusive evidence of anthropogenic predation, including 
meat removal, disarticulation and bone breakage.5,6 Analysis suggests 
that this bone assemblage consists of animal remains with different 
taphonomic origins which died of natural causes or were killed by 
predators and accumulated as a result of flood action. Nevertheless, 
the primary predatory behavior of hominins probably documented at 
the site is considered a key adaptation pattern in the early colonization 
of mid- and low latitudes in Europe and is in agreement with the other 
European late Early Pleistocene sites, suggesting that hominins acted 
as generalistic predators.64,131-138 We, are certainly of the opinion that 
the freedom of research includes publishing reasonable critique. Of 
course, this may also be done in the case of missing/absent expertise. 
However, then it must be accepted that nonsense, polemics or mental 
aversion after all the demonstration of patience should now be strongly 
rejected. That is to say, there is no reason to hinder other persons 
entering uncharted scientific territory and in such a way torpedoing 
the progress of research, although it should happen in public space 
and not by anonymous peer review. At the same time, we hope to close 
this distressing situation in the course of our rejection. Self-evidently, 
we know that in the early period of hominin culture the physical 
splitting of rocks for the purpose of generating tools by all means may 
also have its natural equivalents. This problem occurs likewise in the 
inspection of singular and isolated rocks/stones in geological strata 
and artificially crushed rocks. But if this is an intention to hamper 
research in order to ignore archaic find samples, this research would 
have come to an end.

If large flint nodules, large quartzite blocks or vulcanites with 
fine grained matrix would have been available in the vicinity of 
Untermassfeld, then early hominins would have been able to produce 
larger stone tools made by conventional flaking technique. This was 
not the case and they were dependent on small-sized chert chunks 
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with maximal dimensions of 5 cm. This raw material was usually 
reduced by free hand technique. In many cases, this was not possible 
and bipolar-on-anvil technique was used. Regarding well-known 
“Old World” Lower Paleolithic sites this technique was described 
extensively from East Africa at Olduvai sites46 but was known even 
earlier from Zhoukoudian cave in China43,139 and also belonged to the 
commonest knapping technique in the European Early Pleistocene 
sites.31−38 If only products of this technique appear at Untermassfeld, 
it would be understandable that excavators did in fact recover them 
but would not necessarily recognize them to represent artifacts. 
Otherwise, there exist small-sized “normal” flakes and cores of 
common reduction sequences.

Regarding the criticism of anthropogenic traces at Untermassfeld 
by Roebroeks et al.1 we must state that a systematic approach 
investigating biotic bone surface modifications and associated 
lithic material has never been undertaken to date by the responsible 
paleontologists or “involved” archaeologists, which makes the 
assumption of these differing results unsubstantiated. It is clear 
that our data do not correspond with the paleontological results, as 
Prof. Kahlke argues, because we presented5,6 for the first time data 
of archaeological material recovered from levels exposed adjacent to 
the fossiliferous levels excavated by paleontological fieldwork, which 
are confidently synchronous. The stratigraphic continuity of levels at 
the site and region makes this correlation possible. Rejecting these 
last non-scientific criticisms of Roebroeks et al.1 by using scientific 
argumentation makes knowledge of the first hominin settlement of 
Europe possible.

Acknowledgements
This research did not receive any specific grant from funding 

agencies in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors. We would 
like to thank Prof. Dr. Fiedler (University of Marburg, Germany) for 
technological analysis and observations and for providing the lithic 
drawings in this paper. We also thank Peter Smith for the English 
correction of the manuscript.

Conflict of interest
Authors declares that there is no conflict of interest.

References
1.	 Roebroeks W, Gaudzinski-Windheuser S, Baales M, et al. Uneven data 

quality and the earliest occupation of Europe-the case of Untermassfeld 
(Germany). Journal of Paleolithic Archaeology. 2017; DOI: 0.1007/
s41982-017-0003-5.

2.	 Baales M. Untermassfeld - or the struggle for finding the earliest traces 
of human occupation in Central Europe: a comment on: Hominin 
dispersals from the Jaramillo subchron in central and south-western 
Europe: Untermassfeld (Germany) and Vallparadís (Spain) by J Garcia 
et al. Quaternary International. 2014;316:254−256.

3.	 Landeck G. Further evidence of a Lower Pleistocene arrival of early 
humans in northern Europe-The Untermassfeld site (Germany). 
Collegium Antropologicum. 2010;34(4):1229–1238. 

4.	 Garcia J, Landeck G, Martínez K, et al. Hominin dispersals from the 
Jaramillo subchron in Central and western Mediterranean Europe: 
Untermassfeld (Germany) and Vallparadís (Spain). Quaternary 
International. 2013;316:73–93.

5.	 Landeck G, Garcia Garriga J. The oldest hominin butchery in European 
mid-latitudes at the Jaramillo site of Untermassfeld (Thuringia, 
Germany). Journal of Human Evolution. 2016;94:53–71.

6.	 Landeck G, Garcia Garriga J. New taphonomic data of the 1 Myr 
hominin butchery at Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany). Quaternary 
International. 2017;436:138–161.

7.	 Landeck G, Garcia J. Jaramillo hominin presence at Untermassfeld 
(Thuringia, Germany) - Or the struggle against the early 20th century 
“Mauer mandible paradigm”: Reply to M Baales (2014). Quaternary 
International. 2015;355:169–171.

8.	 Roebroeks W, Windheuser GS, Baales M, et al. Tales of Stones and 
Broken Bones: Data cleansing the record of early hominin Europe. 
HUMEV-E-16-00513. Journal of Human Evolution. 2016.

9.	 Roebroeks W, Windheuser GS, Baales M, et al. Uneven data quality 
and the earliest occupation of Europe - the case of Untermassfeld 
(Germany). PLOS ONE. 2017.

10.	 Garcia J, Martínez K, Carbonell E. The Early Pleistocene stone tools 
from Vallparadís (Barcelona, Spain): Rethinking the European Mode 1. 
Quaternary International. 2013;316:94–114.

11.	 Rust A. Über neue Artefaktfunde aus der Heidelberger Stufe. 
Eiszeitalter und Gegenwart. 1956;7:179–192.

12.	 Fiedler L. Archaic artefacts in Hessen, FRG. Early Man News. 
1989;14:33–55.

13.	 Fiedler L. Zu den Artefakten des Homo erectus heidelbergensis. 
Ethnographisch Archäologische Zeitschrift. 1993;34(4):629–638.

14.	 Landeck G. Steingeräte aus altpleistozänen Werraterrassen in 
Südthüringen. Archäologisches Nachrichtenblatt. 1997;3(2):267–276.

15.	 Landeck G. Altpaläolithikum aus dem mittleren Werratal. In: Fiedler 
L, editor. Archäologie der ältesten Kultur in Deutschland, Materialien 
Vor- und Frühgeschichte Hessen 18. Landesamt f, Denkmalpflege: 
Wiesbaden; 1997. p. 79–86.

16.	 Kahlke RD. Das Pleistozän von Untermassfeld bei Meiningen 
(Thüringen). Monographien des RGZM 40(1), Habelt: Bonn; 1997.

17.	 Kahlke RD. The early Pleistocene (Epivillafranchian) faunal site of 
Untermassfeld (Thuringia, central Germany). Synthesis of new results. 
In: Lordkipadnize D, Yosef BO, Otte M, editors. Early humans at the 
gates of Europe. Proceedings of the first international symposium Vol 
92. Etudes et Recherches Archéologiques de l ̓ Université de Liège: 
Liège; 2000. p. 123–138.

18.	 Kahlke RD. Das Pleistozän von Untermassfeld bei Meiningen 
(Thüringen). Monographien des RGZM 40(2), Habelt: Bonn; 2001.

19.	 Kahlke RD. Das Pleistozän von Untermassfeld bei Meiningen 
(Thüringen). Monographien des RGZM 40(3), Habelt: Bonn; 2001.

20.	 Kahlke RD. Untermassfeld - a late Early Pleistocene (Epivillafranchian) 
fossil site near Meiningen (Thuringia, Germany) and its position in the 
development of the European mammal fauna. British Archaeological 
Reports, International Series 1578. Archaeopress: Oxford; 2006.

21.	 Ellenberg J, Kahlke RD. Die quartärgeologische Entwicklung 
des mittleren Werratals und der Bau der unterpleistozänen 
Komplexfundstelle Untermassfeld. In: Kahlke RD, editor. Das 
Pleistozän von Untermassfeld bei Meiningen (Thüringen). Habelt: 
Bonn; 1997. p. 29−62.

22.	 Gaudzinski-Windheuser S. Subsistenzstrategien frühpleistozäner 
Hominiden in Eurasien. Monographien RGZM 61, Habelt: Bonn; 2005.

23.	 Kahlke RD, Gaudzinski S. The blessing of a great flood: differentiations 
of mortality patterns in the large mammal record of the Lower 
Pleistocene fluvial site of Untermassfeld (Germany) and its relevance 
for the interpretation of faunal assemblages from archaeological sites. 
Journal of Archaeological Science. 2005;32(8):1202–1222.

https://doi.org/10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2Fs41982-017-0003-5.pdf
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2Fs41982-017-0003-5.pdf
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2Fs41982-017-0003-5.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214003176
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214003176
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214003176
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214003176
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214003176
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21874704
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21874704
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21874704
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213001389
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213001389
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213001389
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213001389
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618216308527
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618216308527
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618216308527
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214005503
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214005503
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214005503
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618214005503
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/biorxiv/early/2017/10/31/211268.full.pdf
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/biorxiv/early/2017/10/31/211268.full.pdf
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/biorxiv/early/2017/10/31/211268.full.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213007568
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213007568
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213007568
https://www.eg-quaternary-sci-j.net/7/179/1956/egqsj-7-179-1956.pdf
https://www.eg-quaternary-sci-j.net/7/179/1956/egqsj-7-179-1956.pdf
http://www.rhinoresourcecenter.com/pdf_files/131/1312675175.pdf
http://www.rhinoresourcecenter.com/pdf_files/131/1312675175.pdf
http://www.rhinoresourcecenter.com/pdf_files/131/1312675175.pdf
http://www.rhinoresourcecenter.com/pdf_files/131/1312675175.pdf
http://www.rhinoresourcecenter.com/pdf_files/131/1312675175.pdf
http://www.rhinoresourcecenter.com/pdf_files/131/1312675175.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440305000634
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440305000634
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440305000634
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440305000634
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440305000634


The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany) 344
Copyright:

©2018 Landeck

Citation: Landeck G, Garcia Garriga J. The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany). J His Arch & Anthropol Sci. 
2018;3(2):333‒347. DOI: 10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102

24.	 Musil R. Die Equiden-Reste aus dem Unterpleistozän von 
Untermassfeld. In: Kahlke RD, editor. Das Pleistozän von 
Untermassfeld bei Meiningen (Thüringen), Monographien RGZM 
40(2). Bonn: Habelt; 2001. p. 557−587.

25.	 Binford LR. Bones: ancient men and modern myths. Academic Press: 
New York; 1981.

26.	 Nilssen PJ. An actualistic butchery study in South Africa and its 
implications for reconstructing hominid strategies of carcass acquisition 
and butchery in the Upper Pleistocene and Plio-Pleistocene. PhD. 
Thesis, University of Cape Town: South Africa; 2000.

27.	 Shipman P, Rose J. 1983. Early hominid hunting, butchering and 
carcass-processing-behaviors: approaches to the fossil record. Journal 
of Anthropological Archaeology. 2(1):57–98.

28.	 Rodrigo DM, Juana S, Galán AB, et al. A new protocol to differentiate 
trampling marks from butchery cut marks. Journal of Archaeological 
Science. 2009;36(12):2643–2654.

29.	 Sánchez Yustos P, Garcia Garriga J, Martínez K. et al. Experimental 
approach to the study of the European Mode 1 lithic record: the Bipolar 
Core Technology at Vallparadís (Barcelona, Spain). European Journal 
of Archeology. 2017;20(2):211–234.

30.	 Ellenberg J. Die geologisch-geomorphologische Entwicklung des 
südwest-thüringischen Werra-Gebietes im Pliozän und Quartär. PhD 
Thesis, University of Jena: Germany; 1968.

31.	 Mussi M. The earliest occupation of Europe: Italy. In: Roebroeks W, 
Kolfschoten VT, editors. The Earliest Occupation of Europe. University 
of Leiden Press: Leiden; 1995. p. 27–49.

32.	 Peretto C, Amore FO, Antoniazzi A, et al. L’industrie lithique de 
Ca’Belvedere di Monte Poggiolo: stratigraphie, matière première, 
typologie, remontages et traces d’utilisation. L’Anthropologie. 
1998;102(4):343–465.

33.	 GarcíaCarbonell E, Antón GMD, Mallol C, et al. The TD6 level lithic 
industry from Gran Dolina, Atapuerca (Burgos, Spain): production and 
use. Journal of Human Evolution. 1999;37(3−4):653–693.

34.	 Moyano TI, Barsky D, Cauche D, et al. The archaic stone tool indus
try from Barranco León and Fuente Nueva 3 (Orce, Spain): evidence 
of the earliest hominin presence in southern Europe. Quaternary In
ternational. 2011;243(1):80−91.

35.	 Barsky D, Celiberti V, Cauche D, et al. Raw material discernment 
and technological aspects of the Barranco León and Fuente Nueva 3 
stone assemblages (Orce, southern Spain). Quaternary International. 
2010;223–224:201–219.

36.	 Sirakov N, Guadelli JL, Ivanova S, et al. An ancient continuous 
human presence in the Balkans and the beginnings of human 
settlement in western Eurasia: a Lower Pleistocene example of the 
Lower Palaeolithic levels in Kozarnika cave (Northwestern Bulgaria). 
Quaternary International. 2010;223−224:94–106.

37.	 Ollé A, Mosquera M, Rodríguez XP, et al. The Early and Middle 
Pleistocene Technological Record from Sierra de Atapuerca (Burgos, 
Spain). Quaternary International. 2013;295:138–167.

38.	 Hermida LA, Bargalló A, Bernal TM, et al. The lithic industry of Sima 
del Elefante (Atapuerca, Burgos, Spain) in the context of Early and 
Middle Pleistocene technology in Europe. Journal of Human Evolution. 
2015;82: 95−106. 

39.	 Yosef BO, Inbar GN. The lithic assemblage of ̔Ubeidiya. A Lower 
Palaeolithic site in the Jordan Valley. Monographs of the Institute of 
Archaeology, The Hebrew University: Jerusalem; 1993. 

40.	 Chauhan PR, Bridgland DR, Moncel MH, et al. Fluvial deposits as an 
archive of early human activity: progress during the 20 years of the 
Fluvial Archives Group. Quaternary Science Reviews. 2017;166:114–
149.

41.	 Mishra S, White MJ, Beaumont P, et al. Fluvial deposits as an archive 
of early human activity. Quaternary Science Reviews. 2007;26(22-24): 
2996–3016.

42.	 Pei WC. Preliminary note of the discovery of quartz and other stone 
artifacts in the Lower Pleistocene hominid bearing-sediments of the 
Choukoutien cave deposit. Bulletin of the Geological Society of China. 
1931;11:203–250.

43.	 Pei WC, Zhang SS. A study on the lithic artifacts of Sinanthropus. 
Bejiing: Science Press; 1985.

44.	 Leng J. Early Palaeolithic quartz industries in China. In: Petraglia MD, 
Korisettar R, editors. Early human behavior in global context: the rise 
and diversity of the Lower Palaeolithic record. Routledge, London; 
1998.

45.	 Leakey MD. Olduvai Gorge vol. 3. Excavations in Beds I and II 1960-
1963. Cambridge University Press: Cambridge; 1971.

46.	 Jones PR, Results of experimental work in relation of the stone 
industries of Olduvai Gorge. In: Leakey M, Roe DA, editors. Olduvai 
Gorge Vol. 5, Excavations in Beds III, IV, and the Masek Beds 1998-
1971. University Press: Cambridge, 1994. p. 254−298. 

47.	 Gurtov AN, Eren MI. Lower Paleolithic bipolar reduction and hominin 
selection of quartz at Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania: What’s the connection? 
Quaternary International. 2014;322–323:285–291. 

48.	 Feustel R. Technik der Steinzeit. Böhlau, Weimar; 1973.

49.	 Ricalens LBF. Ausgesplitterte Stücke. Kenntnisstand nach einem 
Jahrhundert Forschung. In: Floss H, editor. Steinartefakte - Vom 
Altpaläolithikum bis in die Neuzeit. Tübinger Publications in Prehistory: 
Tübingen; 2012. p. 439–456.

50.	 Hein W, Lund M. Flinthandwerk. Hörnig: Ludwigshafen; 2017.

51.	 Baales M, Jöris O, Justus A, et al. Natur oder Kultur? Zur Frage 
ältestpaläolithischer Artefaktensembles aus-Hauptterrassenschottern in 
Deutschland. Germania. 2000;78:1–20. 

52.	 Michel V, Shen CC, Woodhead J, et al. New dating evidence of the 
early presence of hominins in southern Europe. Scientific Reports. 
2017;7(1):10074. 

53.	 White C. La grotte du Vallonnet: evidence of early hominid activity 
or natural processes. The Newsletter of the Lithic Studies Society. 
1995;16:70–77. 

54.	 Roebroeks W, Kolfschoten T. The earliest occupation of Europe: a 
reappraisal of artefactual and chronological evidence. Proceedings 
European Science Foundation Workshop Tautavel (France), Leiden 
University Press: Leiden; 1995. p. 297–315.

55.	 Haidle MN, Pawlik AF. The earliest settlement of Germany: is there 
anything out there? Quaternary International. 2010;223–224:143–153.

56.	 Muttoni G, Scardia G, Kent DV. Human migration into Europe 
during the late Early Pleistocene climate transition. Palaeogeography, 
Palaeoclimatology, Palaeoecology. 2010;296:79–93.

57.	 Muttoni G, Scardia G, Kent DV. A critique of evidence for human oc
cupation of Europe older than the Jaramillo subchron (~1 Ma): Com
ment on ‘The oldest human fossil in Europe from Orce (Spain)’ by Toro-
Moyano et al. (2013). Journal of Human Evolution. 2013;65(6):746–
749.

58.	 Muttoni G, Scardia G, Kent DV. Early hominins in Europe: the Galerian 
migration hypothesis. Quaternary Science Reviews. 2018;180:1–29.

59.	 Gabunia L, Vekua A. Dmanissian fossil man and accompanying 
vertebrate fauna. Metsniereba, Tbilisi: Georgia; 1993.

60.	 Turq A, Navarro MB, Palmqvist P, et al. Le Plio-Pléistocène de la 
région d’Orce, province de Grenada, Espagne: Bilan et perspectives de 
Recherche. Paléo. 1996;8:161−204.

https://doi.org/10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0278416583900089
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0278416583900089
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0278416583900089
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440309002593
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440309002593
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440309002593
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/european-journal-of-archaeology/article/experimental-approach-to-the-study-of-the-european-mode-1-lithic-record-the-bipolar-core-technology-at-vallparadis-barcelona-spain/A88E183B5E7B1C1C61C6D52D5F725CEF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/european-journal-of-archaeology/article/experimental-approach-to-the-study-of-the-european-mode-1-lithic-record-the-bipolar-core-technology-at-vallparadis-barcelona-spain/A88E183B5E7B1C1C61C6D52D5F725CEF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/european-journal-of-archaeology/article/experimental-approach-to-the-study-of-the-european-mode-1-lithic-record-the-bipolar-core-technology-at-vallparadis-barcelona-spain/A88E183B5E7B1C1C61C6D52D5F725CEF
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/european-journal-of-archaeology/article/experimental-approach-to-the-study-of-the-european-mode-1-lithic-record-the-bipolar-core-technology-at-vallparadis-barcelona-spain/A88E183B5E7B1C1C61C6D52D5F725CEF
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0047248499903366
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0047248499903366
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0047248499903366
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618210004799
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618210004799
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618210004799
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618210004799
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618209004479
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618209004479
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618209004479
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618209004479
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104061821000087X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104061821000087X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104061821000087X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104061821000087X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104061821000087X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618211006483
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618211006483
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618211006483
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25847842
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25847842
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25847842
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25847842
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379117302500
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379117302500
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379117302500
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379117302500
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379107002594
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379107002594
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379107002594
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213006149
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213006149
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618213006149
https://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=4724001
https://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=4724001
https://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=4724001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28855634
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28855634
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28855634
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Thijs_Kolfschoten/publication/291337603_The_earliest_occupation_of_Europe_A_reappraisal_of_artefactual_and_chronological_evidence/links/56b0731508ae9ea7c3af09f0/The-earliest-occupation-of-Europe-A-reappraisal-of-artefac
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Thijs_Kolfschoten/publication/291337603_The_earliest_occupation_of_Europe_A_reappraisal_of_artefactual_and_chronological_evidence/links/56b0731508ae9ea7c3af09f0/The-earliest-occupation-of-Europe-A-reappraisal-of-artefac
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Thijs_Kolfschoten/publication/291337603_The_earliest_occupation_of_Europe_A_reappraisal_of_artefactual_and_chronological_evidence/links/56b0731508ae9ea7c3af09f0/The-earliest-occupation-of-Europe-A-reappraisal-of-artefac
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Thijs_Kolfschoten/publication/291337603_The_earliest_occupation_of_Europe_A_reappraisal_of_artefactual_and_chronological_evidence/links/56b0731508ae9ea7c3af09f0/The-earliest-occupation-of-Europe-A-reappraisal-of-artefac
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618210000674
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618210000674
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0031018210003652
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0031018210003652
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0031018210003652
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24139478
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24139478
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24139478
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24139478
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24139478
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379117305152
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379117305152
https://www.persee.fr/doc/pal_1145-3370_1996_num_8_1_911
https://www.persee.fr/doc/pal_1145-3370_1996_num_8_1_911
https://www.persee.fr/doc/pal_1145-3370_1996_num_8_1_911


The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany) 345
Copyright:

©2018 Landeck

Citation: Landeck G, Garcia Garriga J. The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany). J His Arch & Anthropol Sci. 
2018;3(2):333‒347. DOI: 10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102

61.	 Gabunia L, Vekua A, Lordkipanidze D, et al. Earliest Pleistocene 
hominid cranial remains from Dmanisi, Republic of Georgia: taxonomy, 
geological setting, and age. Science. 2000;288(5468):1019–1025.

62.	 Lordkipanidze D, Jashashvili T, Vekua A, et al. Postcranial evidence of 
early Homo from Dmanisi, Georgia. Nature. 2007;449:305–310.

63.	 Carbonell E, Castro BJM, Pares JM, et al. The first hominin of Europe. 
Nature. 2008;452(7186):465–469.

64.	 Martínez K, Garcia J, Carbonell E, et al. A new Lower Pleistocene site 
in Europe (Vallparadís, Barcelona, Spain). Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences. 2010;107(13):5762–5767. 

65.	 Lumley H, Fournier A, Krzepkowska J, et al. L’industrie du Pléistocène 
inférieur de la grotte du Vallonnet. L’Anthropologie. 1988;92:501–610.

66.	 Lumley H, Barsky D, Cauche D. Les premières étapes de la colonization 
de l’Europe et l’arrivée de l’homme sur les rives de la Méditerranée. 
L’Anthropologie. 2009;113:1–46.

67.	 Oms O, Parés JM, Navarro MB, et al. Early human occupation of 
western Europe: paleomagnetic dates for two Paleolithic sites in Spain. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2000;97(19):10666–
10670. 

68.	 Parfitt SA, Barendregt RW, Breda M, et al. The earliest record of human 
activity in northern Europe. Nature. 2005;438(7070):1008–1012.

69.	 Parfitt SA, Ashton NM, Lewis SG. Early Pleistocene human 
occupation at the edge of the boreal zone in northwest Europe. Nature. 
2010;466(7303):229–233.

70.	 Arzarello M, Marcolini F, Pavia G, et al. L’industrie lithique du 
site Pléistocène inférieur de Pirro Nord (Apricena, Italie du sud): 
une occupation humaine entre 1,3 et 1,7 Ma. L’Anthropologie. 
2009;113(1):47–58. 

71.	 Arzarello M, Pavia G, Peretto C, et al. Evidence of an Early Pleistocene 
hominin presence at Pirro Nord (Apricena, Foggia, southern Italy): P13 
site. Quaternary International. 2012;267:56–61.

72.	 Crochet JY, Welcomme JL, Ivorra J, et al. Une nouvelle faune de 
vertebras continentaux, associée à des artefacts dans le Pléistocène 
inférieur de l’Hérault (Sud de la France), vers 1,57 Ma. Comptes Ren
dus Palevol. 2009;8(8):725–736. 

73.	 Gülec E, White T, Kuhn S, et al. The Lower Pleistocene lithic 
assemblage from Dursunlu (Konya), central Anatolia, Turkey. 
Antiquity. 2009;83:11–22.

74.	 Shchelinsky VE, Dodonov AE, Boigusheva VS, et al. Early Paleolithic 
sites on the Taman peninsula (Southern Azov Sea region): Bogatyri/
Sinyaya Balka and Rodniki. Quaternary International. 2010;223–
224:28–35.

75.	 Shchelinsky VE, Gurova M, Tesakov AS, et al. The Early Pleistocene 
site of Kermek in western Ciscaucasia (southern Russia): stratigraphy, 
biotic record, and lithic industry (preliminary results). Quaternary 
International. 2016;393:51–69.

76.	 Garcia J, Martínez K, Carbonell E. Continuity of the First Human 
Occupation in the Iberian Peninsula: closing the archaeological gap. 
Comptes Rendus Palevol. 2011;10(4):279–84. 

77.	 Garcia J, Martínez K, Carbonell E, et al. Defending the Early 
Human Occupation of Vallparadís (Barcelona, Iberian Peninsula): 
a reply to Madurell-Malapeira et al. Journal of Human Evolution. 
2012;63(3):568–75. 

78.	 Garcia J, Martínez K, Bescós CG, et al. Human occupation of Iberia 
prior to the Jaramillo magnetochron (>1.07 Myr). Quaternary Science 
Reviews. 2014;98:84–99. 

79.	 Moyano TI, Navarro MB, Agustí J, et al. The oldest human fossil 
in Europe dated to ca. 1.4 Ma at Orce (Spain). Journal of Human 
Evolution. 2013;65:1−9.

80.	 Palmqvist P. The oldest human fossil in Europe dated to ca. 1.4 Ma at 
Orce (Spain). Journal of Human Evolution. 2013;65:1−9.

81.	 Vialet A, Guipert G, Cihat M, et al. La calotte crânienne de lʻHomo 
rectus de Kocabaş. LʻAnthropologie. 2014;118:74–107.

82.	 Vialet A, Prat S, Will P, et al. The Kocabaş hominin (Denizli Basin, 
Turkey) at the crossroads of Eurasia: new insights from morphometric 
and cladistic analyses. Comptes Rendus Palevol. 2017;17(1−2):17−32.

83.	 Maddy D, Schreve D, Demir T, et al. The earliest securely-dated hominin 
artefact in Anatolia? Quatenary Science Reviews. 2015;109:68–75.

84.	 Bourguignon L, Crochet JY, Capdevila R, et al. Bois-de-Riquet (Lé
zignan-la-Cèbe, Hérault): a late Early Pleistocene archeological oc
curence in southern France. Quaternary International. 2016;393:24–
40. 

85.	 Ascenzi A, Biddittu I, Cassoli PF, et al. A calvarium of late Homo erectus 
from Ceprano, Italy. Journal of Human Evolution. 1996;31(5):409–423.

86.	 Manzi G, Magri D, Milli S, et al. The new chronology of the Ceprano 
calvarium (Italy). Journal of Human Evolution 2010;59(5):580–585. 

87.	 Muttoni G, Sirakov N, Guadelli JL, et al. An early Brunhes (<0.78 Ma) 
age for the Lower Paleolithic tool-bearing Kozarnika cave sediments, 
Bulgaria. Quaternary Science Reviews. 2017;178:1–13.

88.	 Despriée J, Voinchet P, Tissoux H, et al. Lower and Middle Pleistocene 
human settlements recorded in fluvial deposits of the middle Loire 
River Basin, Centre Region and France. Quaternary Science Reviews 
30 2011;(11−12):1474−1485.

89.	 Westaway R. A re-evaluation of the timing of the earliest reported 
human occupation of Britain: the age of the sediments at Happisburgh, 
eastern England. Proceedings of the Geologists’ Association. 
2011;122:383–396.

90.	 Spassov N. Southeastern Europe as a route for the earliest dispersal 
of Homo toward Europe: ecological conditions and the timing of the 
first human occupation of Europe. In: Harvati K, Roksandic M, editors. 
Paleoanthropology of the Balkans and Anatolia, Human evolution and 
its context. Vertebrate Paleobiology and Paleoanthropology Series, 
Springer: Dordrecht; 2016. p. 281–290.

91.	 Fiedler L. Hornsteinartefakte von Mauer. In: Beinhauer KW, Kraatz R, 
Wagner GA, editors. Homo erectus heidelbergensis von Mauer. Neue 
Funde und Forschungen zur frühen Menschheitsgeschichte Eurasiens 
mit einem Ausblick auf Afrika: Mannheim; 1996. p. 155–159.

92.	 Wagner GA, Krbetschek M, Degering D, et al. Radiometric dating of the 
type-site for Homo heidelbergensis at Mauer, Germany. Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences. 2010;107(46):19726–19730. 

93.	 Wagner GA, Maul LC, Löscher M, et al. Mauer-the type site of Homo 
heidelbergensis: palaeoenvironment and age. Quaternary Science 
Reviews. 2011;30:1464–1473.

94.	 Roberts MB. Excavation of a Lower Palaeolithic site at Amey’s 
Eartham Pit, Boxgrove, West Sussex: a preliminary report. Proceedings 
of the Prehistoric Society. 1986;52:215–245.

95.	 Roberts MB, Parfitt SA. Boxgrove: a Middle Pleistocene hominin site 
at Eartham Quarry, Boxgrove,West Sussex. London: English Heritage 
Archaeological Report; 1999.

96.	 Ashton N, Lewis JE, Hosfield R. Mapping the human record: population 
change in Britain during the early palaeolithic. The Ancient Human 
Occupation of Britain. 2011;14:39–51.

https://doi.org/10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10807567
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10807567
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10807567
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18368116
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18368116
http://www.pnas.org/content/107/13/5762
http://www.pnas.org/content/107/13/5762
http://www.pnas.org/content/107/13/5762
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0003552109000168
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0003552109000168
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0003552109000168
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10973485/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10973485/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10973485/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10973485/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16355223
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16355223
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20613840
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20613840
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20613840
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0003552109000053
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0003552109000053
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0003552109000053
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0003552109000053
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618211000681
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618211000681
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618211000681
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068309000980
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068309000980
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068309000980
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068309000980
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618209002973
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618209002973
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618209002973
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618209002973
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104061821500991X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104061821500991X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104061821500991X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104061821500991X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068311000327
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068311000327
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068311000327
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.crpv.2011.02.004
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22748384
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22748384
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22748384
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22748384
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379114002121
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379114002121
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379114002121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.quascirev.2014.05.031
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068317301379
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068317301379
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1631068317301379
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379114004818
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379114004818
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618215006370
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618215006370
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618215006370
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618215006370
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S004724849690069X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S004724849690069X
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20832845
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20832845
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379117307382
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379117307382
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379117307382
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379111000692
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379111000692
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379111000692
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379111000692
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0016787811000253
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0016787811000253
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0016787811000253
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0016787811000253
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21041630
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21041630
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21041630
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379110000156
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379110000156
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379110000156
http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archiveDS/archiveDownload?t=arch-1416-1/dissemination/pdf/9781848021792_all_72dpi.pdf
http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archiveDS/archiveDownload?t=arch-1416-1/dissemination/pdf/9781848021792_all_72dpi.pdf
http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archiveDS/archiveDownload?t=arch-1416-1/dissemination/pdf/9781848021792_all_72dpi.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780444535979000042
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780444535979000042
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780444535979000042


The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany) 346
Copyright:

©2018 Landeck

Citation: Landeck G, Garcia Garriga J. The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany). J His Arch & Anthropol Sci. 
2018;3(2):333‒347. DOI: 10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102

97.	 Hosfield R. The British Lower Palaeolithic of the early Middle 
Pleistocene. In: Carrión JS, Rose J, Stringer C, editors. Ecological 
scenarios for human evolution during the Early and Early Middle 
Pleistocene in the western Palaeoarctic. 2011. p. 1486–1510.

98.	 Preece RC, Parfitt SA. The Early and early Middle Pleistocene context 
of human occupation and lowland glaciation in Britain and northern 
Europe. Quaternary International. 2012;271:6–28.

99.	 Voinchet P, Moreno D, Bahain JJ, et al. New chronological data (ESR 
and ESR/U-series) for the earliest Acheulian sites of north-western 
Europe. Journal of Quaternary Science. 2015;30:610–623.

100.	 Turner E. Miesenheim 1. Excavations at a Lower Palaeolithic site 
in the Central Rhineland of Germany. Monographien des RGZM 42, 
Habelt: Bonn; 2000.

101.	 Franzen JL. The late early Early Pleistocene teeth and bone 
accumulation of Dorn-Dürkheim 3 (Germany, Hessen): natural or man-
made? In: Gaudzinski S, Turner E, editors. The role of early humans 
in the accumulation of European Lower and Middle Palaeolithic bone 
assemblages. Habelt: Bonn; 1999. p. 41–56.

102.	 Fiedler L, Franzen JL. Artefakte vom altpleistozänen Fundplatz Dorn-
Dürkheim 3 am nördlichen Oberrhein. Germania. 2002;80:421–440. 

103.	 Valoch K. The earliest occupation of Europe: eastern Central and 
southeastern Europe. In: Roebroeks W, Kolfschoten T, editors. 
The earliest occupation of Europe: a reappraisal of artefactual and 
chronological evidence. Proceedings European Science Foundation 
Workshop Tautavel. Leiden: Leiden University Press; 1995. p. 67–84.

104.	 Valoch K. Paläolithische Archäologie in der ehemaligen 
Tschechoslowakei und ihr Beitrag zur mitteleuropäischen Forschung. 
Mitteilungen der Gesellschaft für Urgeschichte. 2010;19:71–115.

105.	 Preuss J, Burger D, Siegler F. Neue Ergebnisse zur Gliederung und zum 
Längsgefälle der Talbodenniveaus im Mittelrheintal und an der Unteren 
Nahe: Revision der Hypothese der Niveaukonstanz, Berücksichtigung 
des Modells der aktuellen Höhenänderungen, Korrelation der 
Terrassensequenz mit den Marinen Isotopen Stadien und den Terrassen 
der Maas. Mainzer Naturwissenschaftliches Archiv. 2015;52:5–75.

106.	 Fiedler L. Älterpaläolithische Funde aus dem Mittelrheingebiet. 
Festschrift für H. Schwabedissen. Kölner Jahrbuch. 1981;15:13–23.

107.	 Berg VA, Fiedler L. Altpaläolithische Funde von Winningen 
und Koblenz-Bisholder an der Unteren Mosel. Archäologisches 
Korrespondenzblatt. 1983;13:291–298.

108.	 Berg VA. Älteres Paläolithikum aus dem Gebiet an Mosel und Mit
telrhein. In: Fiedler L, editor. Archäologie der ältesten Kultur in 
Deutschland. Landesamt für Dekmalpflege Hessen: Wiesbaden; 1997. 
p. 227–268. 

109.	 Marquer L, Messager E, Renault-Miskovsky J, et al. Paléovégétation 
du site à hominidés de Pont-de-Lavaud, Pléistocène inférieur, region 
Centre, France. Quaternaire. 2011;22(3):187–200. 

110.	 Messager E, Lebreton, V, Marquer L, et al. Palaeoenvironments of early 
hominins in temperate and Mediterranean Eurasia: new palaeobotanical 
data from Palaeolithic key-sites and synchronous natural sequences. 
Quaternary Science Reviews. 2011;30(11):1439–1447.

111.	 Knul M. Unexpected: hominin presence at Happisburgh Site 1 and Site 
3 (Norfolk, UK) during the Early and early Middle Pleistocene. PhD 
Thesis, Faculty of Archaeology, University of Leiden: The Netherlands; 
2012. 

112.	 Moncel MH, Landais A, Lebreton V, et al. Linking environmental 
changes with human occupations between 900 and 400 ka in Western 
Europe. Quaternary International. 2017;in press. 

113.	 Zagwijn WH. An outline of the Quaternary stratigraphy of the  
Netherlands. Geologie en Mijnbouw. 1985;64:17–24.

114.	 DeConto RM, Pollard D, Kowalewski D. Modeling Antarctic ice sheet 
and climate variations during Marine Isotope Stage 31. Global and 
Planetary Change. 2012;88–89: 45–52.

115.	 Scherer RP, Bohaty SM, Dunbar RB, et al. Antarctic records of 
precession-paced insolation-driven warming during early Pleistocene 
Marine Isotope Stage 31, Geophysical Research Letters. 2008;35:1–15. 

116.	  Melles M, Brigham-Grette J,  Minyuk PS, et al. 2.8 million years of 
Arctic climate change from Lake Elʼ gygytgyn, NE Russia. Science. 
2012; 337:315–320.

117.	 Coletti AJ, DeConto RM, Brigham-Grette, et al. A GCM comparison of 
Pleistocene super-interglacial periods in relation to Lake Elʼ gygytgyn, 
NE Arctic Russia. Climate of the Past. 2015;11:979–989. 

118.	 Raymo ME, Lisiecki LE, Nisancioglu KH. Plio-Pleistocene ice volume, 
Antarctic climate, and the global δ18O record. Science. 2006;313:492–
495. 

119.	 Koenigswald VW. On the ecology and biostratigraphy of both 
Pleistocene faunas of Mauer near Heidelberg. In: Beinhauer KW, 
Wagner GA, editors. Schichten von Mauer-85 Jahre Homo erectus 
heidelbergensis. Braus: Mannheim; 1992. p. 101–110. 

120.	 Koenigswald VW, Heinrich WD. Mittelpleistozäne Säugetier-faunen 
aus Mitteleuropa-der Versuch einer biostratigraphischen Zuordnung. 
Kaupia. 1999;9:53–112. 

121.	 Maul LC, Rekovets L, Heinrichs WD, et al. In: Storch G, Weddige 
K, editors. Advances in vertebrate palaeontology, Senckenbergiana 
Lethaea 80. Senckenbergische Naturforschende Gesellschaft: Frank
furt; 2000. p. 129–147. 

122.	 Keller T. Sedimentology and taphonomy of the Middle Pleistocene 
Mosbach Sands (Germany). In: Maul LC, Kahlke RD, editors. Late 
Neogene and Quaternary biodiversity and evolution: Regional de
velopments and interregional correlations. Proceedings of the 18th 
International Senckenberg Conference, VI International Palaeonto
logical Colloquium. Berlin: Terra Nostra; 2004. p. 131–132. 

123.	 Koenigswald VW, Smith HB, Keller T. Supernumerary teeth in a 
subadult rhino mandible (Stephanorhinus hundsheimensis) from the 
Middle Pleistocene of Mosbach in Wiesbaden (Germany). Paläonto
logische Zeitschrift. 2007;81(4):416–428. 

124.	 Koči A, Schirmer W, Brunnacker K. Paläomagnetische Daten aus dem 
mittleren Pleistozän des Rhein-Main-Raumes. Neues Jahrbuch für 
Geologie und Paläontologie, Monatshefte. 1973;9:545–554.

125.	 Cohen KH, Gibbard P. Global chronostratigraphical correlation ta
ble for the last 2.7 million years. ICS Subcommission on Quaternary 
Stratigraphy. 2012. 

126.	 Rodríguez J, Martín-González JA, Goikoetxea, I, et al. Mammalian 
paleobiogeography and the distribution of Homo in early Pleistocene 
Europe. Quaternary International. 2013;295:48–58. 

127.	 Pei SW, Li XL, Liu DC, et al. Preliminary study on the living 
environment of hominids at the Donggutuo site, Nihewan Basin. 
Chinese Science Bulletin. 2009;54(21):3896–3904. 

128.	 Ao H, Deng C, Dekkers MJ, et al. Pleistocene environmental evolution 
in the Nihewan Basin and implication for early human colonization of 
North China. Quaternary International. 2010;223-224:472– 478.

129.	 Ao H, Dekkers MJ, Wei Q, et al. New evidence for early presence of 
hominids in North China. Scientific Reports. 2013;3:2403. 

130.	 Yang SX, Petraglia MD, Hou YM, et al. The lithic assemblages of 

https://doi.org/10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618212002765
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618212002765
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618212002765
https://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=4318635
https://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=4318635
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/28041
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/28041
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/28041
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/28041
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/28041
https://ecitydoc.com/downloadFile/palolithische-archologie-in-der-ehemaligen-tschechoslowakei_pdf
https://ecitydoc.com/downloadFile/palolithische-archologie-in-der-ehemaligen-tschechoslowakei_pdf
https://ecitydoc.com/downloadFile/palolithische-archologie-in-der-ehemaligen-tschechoslowakei_pdf
https://publications.ub.uni-mainz.de/opus/frontdoor.php?source_opus=52796&la=de
https://publications.ub.uni-mainz.de/opus/frontdoor.php?source_opus=52796&la=de
https://publications.ub.uni-mainz.de/opus/frontdoor.php?source_opus=52796&la=de
https://publications.ub.uni-mainz.de/opus/frontdoor.php?source_opus=52796&la=de
https://publications.ub.uni-mainz.de/opus/frontdoor.php?source_opus=52796&la=de
https://publications.ub.uni-mainz.de/opus/frontdoor.php?source_opus=52796&la=de
https://journals.openedition.org/quaternaire/5955
https://journals.openedition.org/quaternaire/5955
https://journals.openedition.org/quaternaire/5955
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379110003306
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379110003306
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379110003306
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379110003306


The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany) 347
Copyright:

©2018 Landeck

Citation: Landeck G, Garcia Garriga J. The last refugia of the ‘Young Europe’ defenders: Untermassfeld (Thuringia, Germany). J His Arch & Anthropol Sci. 
2018;3(2):333‒347. DOI: 10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102

Donggutuo, Nihewan basin: knapping skills of Early Pleistocene ho
minins in North China. PLOS ONE. 2017;12(9):e0185101. 

131.	 Blasco R, Blain HA, Rosell J, et al. Earliest evidence for human 
consumption of tortoises in the European Early Pleistocene from Sima 
del Elefante, Sierra de Atapuerca, Spain. Journal of Human Evolution. 
2011;61(4):503–509.

132.	 Patrocinio Espigares M, Martínez-Navarro B, Palmqvist P, et al. 
Homo vs. Pachycrocuta: earliest evidence of competition for an 
elephant carcass between scavengers at Fuente Nueva-3 (Orce, Spain). 
Quaternary International. 2013; 295:113–125.

133.	 Saladié P, Huguet R, Díez JC, et al. Carcass transport decisions in 
Homo antecessor subsistence strategies. Journal of Human Evolution. 
2011;61(3):425–446.

134.	 Saladié P., Rodríguez-Hidalgo A, Huguet R, et al. The role of carnivores 
and their relationship to hominin settlements in the TD6-2 level from 
Gran Dolina (Sierra de Atapuerca, Spain). Quaternary Science Reviews. 
2014;93:47–66.

135.	 Rodríguez J, Burjachs F, Cuenca-Bescós G, et al. One million years 
of cultural evolution in a stable environment at Atapuerca (Burgos, 
Spain). Quaternary Science Reviews. 2011;30(11–12):1396–1412.

136.	 Rodríguez J, Martín-González JA, Goikoetxea I, et al. Mammalian 
paleobiogeography and the distribution of Homo in early Pleistocene 
Europe. Quaternary International. 2013;295:48–58.

137.	 Huguet R. Primeras ocupaciones humanas en la Península Ibérica: 
Paleoeconomía en la Sierra de Atapuerca (Burgos) y la Cuenca de 
Guadix-Baza (Granada) durante el Pleistoceno inferior. PhD. Thesis, 
Universitat Rovira i Virgili: Tarragona, Spain; 2007.

138.	 Huguet R, Saladié P, Cáceres I, et al. Successful subsistence strategies 
of the first humans in south-western Europe. Quaternary International. 
2013;295:168–182.

139.	 Li F. An experimental study of bipolar reduction at Zhoukoudian 
locality 1, north China. Quaternary International. 2016;400:23–29. 

140.	 de Lombera-Hermida A, Rodríguez-Álvarez XP, Peña L, et al. The 
lithic assemblage from Pont-de-Lavaud (Indre, France) and the role of 
bipolar-on-anvil technique in the Lower and Early Middle Pleistocene 
technology. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology. 2016;41:159–
184. 

141.	 Eissmann L. Quaternary geology of eastern Germany (Saxony, 
Saxon-Anhalt, south-Brandenburg, Thuringia), type area of the El
sterian and Saalian stages in Europe. Quaternary Science Reviews. 
2002;21:12751−346.

https://doi.org/10.15406/jhaas.2018.03.00102

	Title
	Abstract 
	Keywords

