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Articles

Bones of Contention: Reflections on
Osteoarchaeology and the Baltic Region

Nesutarimai dél kauly. Pamastymai apie osteoarcheologija ir
Baltijos regiong

Laszl6 Bartosiewicz
Stockholm University, Lituania

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1588-4406

Abstract: During the last decade, some of the most significant archaeological
interpretations included the integrated use of scientific methods, including
osteoarchacology. The identification, analysis and interpretation of human and animal
remains from archaeological sites has been developing along increasingly different
trajectories, due to the different aspects of daily life the bones of animals and humans
illustrate. This paper is a review of the position osteoarchacological research has

achieved since the 1960s, through the example of its beginnings in the mid-20%
century in Sweden. Similarities and differences between the histories, contents of
and directions in human and animal osteoarchaeology are reviewed, revealing some
controversies in the ways the results of the discipline have been embraced by the broader
archacological community. Similarly to archacological research, increasingly complex
analytical methods help refining results obtained by traditional morphometric methods
applied to bones. This trend will continue in the foreseeable future: scientific methods
will keep on contributing to valuable insights into past societies. Special sections in the
paper are devoted to the possibilities of disseminating the results of osteoarchaeology
through formal and informal networks such as publications, teaching and conferences
within the context of the Baltic region through the example of archacozoological
research.

Keywords: human osteoarchacology, archacozoology, environmental archacology,
Sweden, science in archaeology, research history.

Summary: Pastarajame deSimtmetyje reik$mingiausios archeology interpretacijos buvo
atlickamos pasitelkiant mokslinius metodus, tarp kuriy buvo ir osteoarcheologija.
Archeologinése vietovése rasty gyviny ir zmoniy lickany identifikacija, analizé ir
interpretacija buvo plétojamos jvairiausiomis kryptimis, kurios iliustravo kasdienybe
daugybe skirtingy aspekty, apie kuriuos gali papasakoti tiktai gyvany ir Zmoniy
kaulai. Sioje publikacijoje, pasitelkus Svedijos pavyzdj, bus apzvelgiama, kaip nuo
1960 m. pletojosi osteoarcheologiniai tyrimai. Skirtumai tarp gyviny ir Zmoniy
osteoarcheologijos istorijos, turinio ir krypéiy jau yra aptarti, buvo i$skirti ir kai kurie
diskusiniai klausimai bei nesutarimai, susij¢ su tuo, kaip gaunamus rezultatus naudoja
archeology bendruomené.

Osteoarcheologijoje, kaip ir archeologijoje, gaus¢ja analitiniy metody, todél galima
suzinoti daugiau, negu taikant vien tradicinius morfometrinius kauly tyrimy metodus.
Tokios tendencijos iSliks ir ateityje, o moksliniai metodai toliau prisidés prie vertingy
pracities bendruomeniy gyvenimo jZvalgy. Atskiros $io straipsnio skiltys yra skirtos
archeozoologiniy tyrimy pavyzdZiu parodyti, kaip, naudojantis jvairiausiais badais —
publikacijomis, mokymais, konferencijomis, galima skleisti osteoarcheologiniy tyrimy
rezultatus Baltijos regione.

Keywords: Zmoniy osteoarcheologija, archeozoologija, aplinkos archeologija, Svedija,
archeologijos mokslas, tyrimy istorija.
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Introduction

Archacology should b ovo be a transdisciplinary subject. In Scandinavia
there has been exemplary cooperation between archaeology and the
natural sciences as early as the mid-19" century (Forchhammer et
al., 1851-1856), setting an example for osteoarchacological studies
across 200 century Europe (Bokonyi, 1992, 400). Since then, an ever
increasing number of archaeological projects have been using data
provided by the natural sciences, including new perspectives in the
study of ancient humans and animals. In addition to the efforts of
utilising bones in radiocarbon dating (Sellstedt et al., 1966), these
organic remains have become indispensable in the reconstruction of
early food production (archaeobotany, archacozoology, sedimentology),
food consumption (residue analysis, dietary isotope research), and human
palacodemography (ancient DNA, isotopes related to mobility).
Osteoarchacology is the study of both animal and human remains
from archaeological sites. Therefore, it falls within the disciplinary overlap
between natural sciences and humanities as, in this case, osteological data
form the basis of our archacological interpretations of culture and history.
Today the coupling of these two related subjects is relatively rare, as —
while anatomical similarities between humans and other mammals make
skeletal studies technically relevant to each other -, interpretations of
animal and human remains fundamentally differ in archacology.
According to Google Ngram Viewer, the relative frequency of
some related terms changed at different rates in the general English
language technical literature between 1970 and the mid-2010s (Figure
1). Environmental archaeology was chosen as the general concept that
has inspired the use of natural sciences in archaeology. In the late

20 century, it has largely developed parallel with archaeozoology,
the latter being increasingly referred to as zooarchaeology recently
(Bartosiewicz, 2001, p. 78). In British usage Old World terminology, i.c.
archaeozoology, dominated until the late 1980s when a radical decline
followed (Bartosiewicz, 2019, p. 30, Fig. 2).

Synonyms for palacoanthropology were more difficult to find as the
study of human remains in archaeology is covered by various names. E.
g. the term bioarchaeology (not shown in the diagram) is increasingly
frequent. But while in the US it is a word largely used for the study
of human remains, such as human palacopathology, elsewhere it also
includes the archaeological study of all living organisms, humans, animals,
plants and even microorganisms. Physical anthropology, on the other
hand, is not limited to archacological usage.

Although there are elucidating differences between British and
American usages of some of the words studied here (Bartosiewicz, 2019,
p- 30, Fig. 2), in this diagram I decided to plot English in general, as it
covers the broadest literature published world-wide, thereby enhancing
the statistical reliability of the patterns to be discussed. On a different,
local scale, Lidén (2006) also noted ca. 20 years long cycles in the five-year
moving average percent of papers utilizing or discussing general scientific
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Google Ngram Viewer, %

methods in the Swedish archaeological journal Fornvinnen between the
beginning of the 20 century and 2006. The last two of these have also
been included in Figure 1. Following an upsurge in all scientific methods
during the 1960s, a marked lull becomes noticeable around the 1980s
(Lidén, 2006, p. 102, Fig. 2). Its graph ends with another dip around
2006, similar to the setback seen in at least two terms shown in Figure
1. The number of articles utilising or discussing osteology published in
Fornvinnen seems to have been too few to reflect this clear trend (Lidén,

2006, p. 98, Fig. 1).
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Figure 1

Diachronic trends in the relative frequencies of the terms osteoarchaeology,

environmental archacology, archacozoology/zooarchacology, and

palacoanthropology in the general English language literature.
Circles indicate the five-year moving average percent of articles discussing/utilizing
scientific methods in Fornvinnen. Basic data: Google Books Ngram Viewer, Lidén 2006.

1 pav. Osteoarcheologijos, aplinkos archeologijos, archeozoologijos / zooarcheologijos

terminy vartojimas literatroje angly kalba. Apskritimai rodo terminy vartojima archeologijai
ir viduramziy menui skirto Svedijos zurnalo Fornvinnen mokslinése publikacijose.

Basic data: Google Books Ngram Viewer, Lidén 2006.

Figure 1 shows a modest but steady relative increase in the use of
palacoanthropology and osteoarchacology, paralleling each other. The
relatively rare usage of these two terms does not reflect the dynamic
changes shown by the rest of the graph. Nevertheless, the relevance
of the joint osteoarchaeological approach is shown by successtul fora
such as the International Journal of Osteoarchaeology, published since
1991, devoted to research on both human and animal bones and
the “Gesellschaft fiir Archiozoologie und Pribistorische Anthropologie”
established in Konstanz (Germany) in 1994. However, the contrast to
the dynamics expressed in comparison with especially archacozoology/
zooarchaelogy is still remarkable.

Following a lull in the early 2010s, archacozoology/zooarchaeology
show a steep upswing. In part, this may be related to the fact that mass-
spectrometry based laboratory methods and ancient DNA studies have
come of age. They have included initiatives in dietary isotope studies
(DeNiro and Epstein 1978), AMS dating (Gowlett and Hedges, 1986),
and ZooMS (Buckley et al., 2008) as well as studies of ancient DNA
(Higuchi et al., 1984). As these methods became increasingly available,
animal remains became widely used in various studies. This is not to
say that using the same advanced techniques has not revolutionized the
analysis of human remains in archacology (Tauber, 1981). A similar trend
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may be masked by the aforementioned linguistic diversity of naming
human research in archaeology. In addition, animal studies are also more
visible from a quantitative point of view as they represent numerous taxa,
each studied separately in palacogenetic research. Animal bones are also
frequently analysed in parallel with human remains, e. g. in the study of
dietary stable isotopes.

Regardless of the difference between researching humans and animals
in osteoarcheology, humanities in general seem to be moving out
of what has been called the postmodern phase in mental history.
Although the direction and rate of change is unclear, archaeology is
no exception in this regard (Fahlander, 2012). Osteoarchaeologists
with a primary education in natural sciences (such as traditional
archacozoologists) may understand some new techniques more easily
than those whose background lay in archaeology with a secondary
specialization in osteology. The roots of this difference are, however,
deeper than immediate training. Inductive reasoning, the analysis of
cumulative information has long been a basic tool in humanities,
includingarchaeology. Natural sciences, on the other hand, use deductive
reasoning, testing hypotheses on carefully planned, often experimental
data. The fact that the latter are rarely available in archaeology has been
a source of extensive debates regarding the meaning of archaeological
sciences (Bartosiewicz, 2001, p. 78).

How have these general trends been manifested in the history of
current Swedish osteoarchaeology? In this paper I made an attempt
to illustrate some highlights of the discipline and place them within a
broader, international context with special regard to the Baltic region.

A perspective from Sweden

The Osteoarchaeological Research Laboratory in Stockholm was initiated
by Nils-Gustaf Gejvall (1911-1991; Figure 2) and established in 1967. A
zoologist by training specialized in osteology (Stjernquist, 1992, p. 115),
Gejvall became an expert in both human and animal osteoarchaeology
carrying out pioneering research in the identification and analysis
of cremated remains. Prior to the establishment of the laboratory,
Gejvall (1966) contributed to ground-breaking advances in the computer
registration of animal remains from archacological sites. He worked
out a 80-column coding form for osteological description, also entering
physical modifications, such as traces of gnawing, cut marks, etc. into
the newly devised data base. He first recorded 25,300 fragments from
the University of Cincinnati (OH) excavations at Lerna, Greece. He
recognized that in the future computerization would be the solution to
all archacological and museum work, as it had already proven efficient in
a number of other scientific and public activities at the time.
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Fig. 2.
Nils-Gustaf Gejvall.

2 pav. Nilsas-Gustafas Gejvallis. Lenarto Nilsono nuotrauka
Photo by Lenart Nilsson.

With the opening of the new research facility at Stockholm University,
the study of human and animal bones from archacological sites
was officially recognized, offering opportunities to regularly lecture
archaeology students on the subject and carry out both basic and applied
research within the new institution. Gejvall led the newly founded
Osteoarchacological Research Laboratory during its first decade, until his
retirement in 1977.

Why was opening the new laboratory a remarkable achievement?
According to Don Brothwell (2016, p. 160), when Gejvall first contacted
him prior to the publication of his thesis based on osteoarchaeological
rescarch at medieval Westerhus (Gejvall, 1960) around 1959, he
expressed grave concern about the academic future for osteoarchacology
in Sweden, represented only by a small research group at Stockholm
University at the time. Fortunately, Gejvall found a sympathetic
supporter in Gustaf VI Adolf (1882-1973), King of Sweden between
1950-1973. The king had a widely documented lifelong interest in
archacology and art (Jansson, 1972; Fjellman, 1973). Thus a new
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osteoarchacological institution could be founded with the help of
appropriations from the King Gustaf VI Adolf’s 80-year Fund for
Swedish Culture and the Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation at
the royal premises of Ulriksdals Kungsgird, north of Stockholm. The
Osteoarchacological Research Laboratory first operated in the historic
stables of Ulriksdal Palace (Figure 3) from 1967 until 2005, when it
moved in with the Department of Archaeology and Classical Studies near
the main campus of Stockholm University in Frescati.

Fig. 3.
The stables of Ulriksdal Palace today, the first premises
of the Osteoarchacological Research Laboratory.
3 pav. Ulriksdalio ramy arklidés — pirmosios Osteoarcheologiniy

tyrimy laboratorijos patalpos, $iy dieny vaizdas. Autoriaus nuotr.
Photo by the author

Gejvall himself was an active member in several academic organisations
such as the Kungliga Vitterhets Historie och Antikvitets Akademien,
Kungliga Humanistiska Vetenskapssamfunder i Lund, The Royal
Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland as well as the
American Association of Physical Anthropologists. In addition to his
personal recognition, student engagement has been seen as key to the
success of the Osteoarchacological Research Laboratory. The first PhD
dissertation written in the newly founded laboratory by Elisabeth Iregren
(1972) was a study of cremated Iron Age human as well as animal bones,
reflecting the dual interests of the institution. As a reminder of this
approach, the cover picture from the book of Ian W. Cornwall (1956)
‘Bones for the archaeologist’, an artwork by Maitland Howard, has been
used to decorate the laboratory for decades (Figure 4). A review of 21
dissertations defended at the Osteoarchaeological Research Laboratory
between 1972-2018 showed a slight dominance of animal-related topics
(43%) over those of human bone analyses (33%), while the remaining

16
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quarter of theses treated general osteological problems equally relevant to
human and animal remains. Animal-oriented theses encompass a broad
range of species, although cattle and seals have been more frequently
singled out for doctoral studies than other mammals. The chronological
distribution of PhD topics has been dominated by the analyses of Stone
Age and medieval bone materials (Stord and Bartosiewicz, 2019, p. 47,
Figs. 8-9). Today osteoarchacology has developed into one of the four
specializations taught at the Department of Archaeology and Classical
Studies within the framework of general archaeology.

Fig. 4.
Enlarged cover picture of Cornwall’s book decorating the Osteoarchaeological Research Laboratory.

4 pav. Padidintas Cornwalio knygos virSelio pie$inys, puoses Osteoarcheologiniy tyrimy laboratorija.
Photo by the author.

As a remarkable development, osteoarchacology has become an
independent subject at three universities in Sweden during the last
two decades. At Lund University it is called historical osteology. It has
been developed in Lund by Elisabeth Iregren since the early 1990s.
The Lund department was also the first in Sweden to offer a master’s
course in osteoarchacology. At Uppsala University, osteoarchaeological
education is provided at Campus Gotland. The curriculum (today named
osteology) was built up by Ebba During, another doctoral graduate of the
Osteoarchacological Research Laboratory (During, 1986). This program
began as a summer course in the 1990s. Since 1999, four semesters of
osteology have been taught within the framework of archaeology on
Gotland. From 2008 onwards a master’s degree has also been offered by
this institution.

The recent history of osteoarchaelogy shows an interesting generational
tendency, evident on a broad international scale as well. The “Great
Generation” of experts in the 1960s consisted of highly respected
individuals across Europe who through their merits and research
achievements functioned as hubs in international networks by creating
“schools”, whether in formal or informal terms. By the new millennium,
their former students, consolidated in their own careers, began forming
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a less hierarchical, increasingly horizontal network. As a result of this
gradual “democratization” process involving an increasing number of
experts, junior scholars today routinely participate in large research teams
on a grand scale within the framework of international projects, e.g.,
financed by the European Research Council. This changing scenario does
not diminish or dilute personal achievement, but reorients responsibility
and fosters genuine cooperation in which the standing of individuals
remains more equal even if leadership is acknowledged. The long-term
effect of large scale international funding is facilitating projects that
are able to address the immense accumulation of data in archaeology,
supporting a generation of young researchers often with very diverse
academic and national backgrounds. This promising tendency will help
eliminating sharp divisions between natural science and humanities,
data and theory in the future. Encouraging examples of recent projects
run with the participation of researchers of the Osteoarchaeological
Research Laboratory involve the traditional osteological analysis of
animal and human remains in combination with advanced laboratory
methods including aDNA research (e.g. Ersmark et al., 2019; Fraser
et al., 2017; Ollivier et al., 2018; Frantz et al., 2019; Landeschi et al.,
2019; Price et al., 2019). Of these, the current project titled ‘The Atlas
of ancient human genomes in Sweden’ stands out. This research is aimed
at deciphering demographic developments behind the chronological and
geographical distribution of material culture observed by archaeologists
(e.g. Malmstrom et al., 2015; Coutinho et al, 2020). Evidence of
migrations, isolation and genetic introgression can be demonstrated using
sufficient series of ancient human genomes. In the Osteoarchaeological
Research Laboratory, Anna Kjellstrom and Jan Stora are involved in
selecting and interpreting human bones from the Mesolithic to the
Early Middle Ages for this project. Their genomic research has also been
expanded to include other areas in Eurasia (Giinther et al., 2015; Kiling
etal., 2016; Omrak et al., 2016).

Human and animal osteoarchaeology

Until recently, the Osteoarchacological Research Laboratory housed a

famous 19™ century collection of human crania owned by Stockholm’s
Karolinska Institutet, a medical university involved in current medical
research. This craniological collection was largely assembled during
the first half of the 19™ century by Anders Retzius (1796-1860),
then professor of anatomy. It was maintained and further expanded
under the tenure of his successors Gustaf von Diiben (1822-1892)
and Gustaf Retzius (1842-1919). The collection was used by physical
anthropologists in studying human variation in physical appearance.
Craniometric research in the 18"-19 century conformed the ruling
idea of the age, that rigid classification was the best means of
scientific orientation in an increasingly complex-looking world. This
simplistic and undifferentiated conceptual approach gave rise to
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inadequate generalizations and growing errors (Pucher, 2013, p. 54).
In addition, a keen scientific interest in the categories of race and
nation emerged by the late 19t century, frequently conflating biological
and cultural phenomena. The main Swedish representative of this line
of inquiry, ultimately leading to “race biology” was Gustaf Retzius.
Many skulls in the Retzius collection originate from a variety of
countries, purchased, traded or collected through a complex network
of 19thcentury expeditions and institutional exchanges (Ljungstrom,
2014). Interpretations turned dangerous when cranial measurements
became instrumental in classification and skull volume, i.e., brain
size, became a proxy to intellectual faculties. By now it is clear that
much of this research was based largely on racial and social prejudices
of the scholars rather than scientific objectivity (Gould, 1981, p.
43). Its links to phrenology (Retzius, 1891), today recognized as
pseudoscience, have led to the darkest days of eugenics (e.g. Lorenz,
1940) with fatal historical consequences. Due to mounting ethical
concerns, the Osteoarchaeological Research Laboratory withdrew the
Retzius Collection from daily teaching and has recently returned it
to the Karolinska Institutet’s Medical History and Heritage Unit.
Whenever possible, crania were repatriated to indigenous communities
world-wide for proper treatment and eventual burial. At Stockholm
University the current research of human remains has been focusing
on less contentious topics. The osteological remains of archacological
individuals are studied in an effort to understand human origins and
reconstructing ancient lifeways including pathologies, diet and ancient
migrations as exemplified by the Atlas Project. In 1988, the Wenner-
Gren International Symposium on ‘Behaviour of the Earliest Hominids
was organized at the Osteoarchaeological Research Laboratory with an
opening address by King Carl XVI Gustaf.

The study of animal remains has not been overshadowed by the dark

ethical and political controversies of the 20t century. Environmental
thinking in archaeology was stimulated by an increasing interest in
ecological change heralded in popular culture by Rachel Carson’s
1962 best seller, ‘Silent spring. An “ecological approach to Prehistory”
was soon emphatically advocated (Butzer, 1964), and animal bones
(along with charcoal, macrobotanical remains, and pollen) became
important “ecofacts” in the reconstruction of ancient environments.
This overall, explicitly positivist trend became even stronger with
the emergence of “New Archacology” (Binford and Binford, 1968;
also known as processual archacology) that promoted a distinctly
scientific approach (Brothwell and Higgs, 1970). The foundation of the
Osteoarchacological Research Laboratory took place at this time, the
heyday of archaeozoology, when the appreciation of post-World War II
archacological bone studies gradually increased world-wide. The “Great
Generation” of archaeozoologists began working in institutions across
Europe, a trend visibly marked by the 1956 publication of Cornwall’s
aforementioned seminal book, ‘Bones for the Archaeologist'. In 1971, the
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first meeting of the International Council for Archaeozoology (ICAZ)
took place in Budapest, Hungary.

An outstanding character in Swedish archaeozoology of this period
was Johannes Lepiksaar (1907-2005). He graduated in zoology at the
Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences of the University of Tartu,
Estonia, in 1930. From 1941 to 1943 he was employed as a lecturer at
the same university (Lo#ugas, 2009). As Estonia was repeatedly contested
and occupied by the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany during World War
IT (ultimately being incorporated into the former), he fled to Sweden in
1944. He was followed by his wife Niina (1911-1994), a fellow-biologist
and accomplished illustrator. Following five years in Uppsala, Lepiksaar
found employment at the Goteborg Museum of Natural History in
1949, where he worked until his retirement in 1972. Lepiksaar began
identifying animal bones from the Lammasmie mound at Kunda and
other sites in Estonia already in 1933-1937, as an assistant at the
Institute of Zoology of the University of Tartu. Following the initial
disruption caused by emigration, he began significantly contributing to
archacological research in Sweden (Kaclas, 1999). His academic merit was
recognized in the form of Honorary Doctorates at the Universities of
Goteborg (1968) and Lund (1988). Following the “Singing Revolution”
marking the beginning of independence of the Baltic States from the
Soviet Union, he became an honorary member of the Estonian Society
of Naturalists in 1990. A less oflicial, but equally important form of
spontaneous appreciation by peers and former students came in the form
of several edited volumes dedicated to him and even Niina (Figure 5),
including the proceedings of the 2™ International Conference of ICAZ,
organized in Groningen, the Netherlands in 1974 (Clason ed., 1975; see
also Iregren and Liljekvist eds., 1989; LaBianca and von den Driesch eds.,
1995).

20
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Fig. S.
Niina and Johannes and Lepiksaar.

5 pav. Nina ir Johannesas Lepiksaarai

Clason ed., 1975

International networking, publications

An important British link with Stockholm existed even prior to the 1967
foundation of the Osteoarchacological Research Laboratory in the form
of the collegial relationship between Gejvall and Brothwell. The latter
was appointed to Cornwall’s position at the Institute of Archaeology
(University of London) as senior lecturer in zooarchaeology in 1974.
Their long-time and manifold cooperation was recognized in the form of
a honorary doctorate granted to Brothwell at Stockholm University in
1989 (Figure 6).

21
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e
Fig. 6.
Don Brothwell during his promotion to honorary

doctor at the Stockholm City Hall on 6 October 1989.

6 pav. Donas Brothvelas garbés daktaro vardo suteikimo ceremonijoje Stokholmo rotuséje 1989 m. spalio 6 d.
Photographer unknown.

Already in 1968, Gejvall wrote a monograph on the pre-Roman
Iron Age to late Viking age human bones from Skedemosse in Oland.
It was published in cooperation with the archacozoologists Joachim
Boessneck and Angela von den Driesch-Karpf (Boessneck et al., 1968) of
the Institut fiir Paldoanatomie, Domestikationsforschung und Geschichte
der Tiermedizin in Minchen. Boessneck’s institute was perhaps the
most important hub of archacozoology in Central Europe at the time.
It became an independent institution in 1964 when the Veterinary
Faculty in Miinchen removed the subject area osteoarchaeology from the
curriculum of the Institute of Animal Anatomy in order to give it better
opportunities to develop. When Gejvall received another contract to
study the large animal bone assemblage from Eketorp fort, the renowned
Iron Age site in southeastern Oland, he again involved his German
colleagues in what grew into a major international cooperative project
(Boessneck et al., 1979).

Although Lepiksaar’s broad range of expertise included teriology,
ornithology and ichthyology, internationally he became best known for
his unique knowledge of fish osteology. He participated in international

22
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projects, among others with Boessneck and von den Driesch (e.g.
Lepiksaar, 1995).

Although Lepiksaar did not hold a university position, throughout
the last quarter of the 20t century he individually taught and mentored
members of an entire generation of archaeozoologists from many
countries of Europe. In addition to Sweden, these included Belgium,
Denmark, Estonia, both the FDR and GDR, Hungary, the Netherlands,
and Spain, just to name the countries where he had the largest impact.
As ichthyoarchacology is a relatively narrow field, his work in education
resulted in a tightly knit academic community. The Fish Remains
Working Group, populated mostly by his former students, was the first
such specialized entity within ICAZ. This working group was created
during an informal meeting held at the Zoological Museum of the
University of Copenhagen in 1980. Although the event took place well
after Lepiksaar’s retirement, for years members of this group enjoyed his
and Niina’s hospitality in their small home in Goteborg, where the living
room was turned into a library with a maze of four parallel bookshelves,
and one of the two bedrooms housed the osteological collections and
a file cabinet of animal-related newspaper articles. While Gejvall used
all institutional opportunities to promote osteoarchaeology from top-
down, buildinga network to benefit the subject area, Lepiksaar’s influence
was more bottom-up, mediated through the grassroots efforts of his
committed students. It also contributed to the post-Soviet development
of the field significantly in Estonia where he donated his library and
reference collections to support a new generation of experts.

OSSA, the ‘International Journal of Skeletal Research’ was a journal
published by the Osteological Research Laboratory between 1974 and
1989. Its international editorial board encouraged the submission of
scholarly articles in English and German. Sixteen volumes of various
lengths (including two “Letters” and three supplements) were published.
Studies in human osteology dominated among the 152 articles published
during this period. Only 18 (12%) were devoted to research on animal
bones. The international composition of contributors showed some
remarkable patterns (Figure 7). OSSA was a preferred forum not only by
authors in the host country, Sweden, but also by physical anthropologists
in the United States and Canada. There was an impressive representation
of research in the UK and Israel, especially in light of the relatively
few articles published from Nordic countries other than Sweden. At
the wake of the Cold War in Europe OSSA was an important medium
bridging the communication gap between Western and Eastern countries
created by politically motivated military animosity. (In the period of
1971-1990 ICAZ fulfilled a similar mission in the free low of academic
ideas by organizing its quadrennial meetings alternating between cities of
Eastern and Western Europe). According to Figure 7, OSSA published
papers from both countries (FRG and GDR) that represented politically
still divided Germany. Single entries included one article each from the
Soviet Union and Vietnam, reunified in 1976. Relationships between
natural science and arts and humanities, as well as attitudes to scholarly
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authority had developed differently in various countries even prior to
the mid-20" century (Bartosiewicz, 2001, p. 77). These differences
in research tradition were consolidated by the division embodied by
the “Iron Curtain”. This is why maintaining every possible line of
communication was very important during those years. The publication
of OSSA ceased in 1990 on the eve of political changes in Europe. In 2004,
the Osteological Research Laboratory launched its own monograph series
“Theses and Papers in Osteoarchaeology’ which has become an important
forum for scientific work carried out within the Laboratory.
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Fig.7.
The international composition of authorship in OSSA based on 152 articles.
The distinction between countries of the West and East conforms Cold War political terminology.

7 pav. Zurnalo OSSA autoriy tarptautiné sudétis 152 straipsniy duomenimis.
Vakary ir Ryty $alys isskirtos pagal Saltojo karo laiky politing terminologija

Single entry

Another form of scholarly cooperation in animal osteoarchaeology
within the region is facilitated by the Archacozoology of the Baltic
Region and Adjacent Areas (ABRA) Working Group of ICAZ. The
general purpose of ABRA is thus to provide a platform for the exchange
of academic information, personnel and research materials in animal
osteoarchaeology within the broader region. The Baltic Region is a clearly
definable geographical unit possessing diverse aquatic and terrestrial
habitats. In addition to environmental adaptations, the convoluted
coastline with its archipelagos has facilitated both human settlement and
communication during the shared history of this area since Prehistory.
From the gradual withdrawal of the ice cover, through the protracted
spread of neolithization up to the Hanseatic dominance of Baltic
maritime trade between the early 12th and 15th century, there are
many exciting developments that also involved the exploitation of
animals in multitudes of cultural settings. The scope of research includes
adjacent areas intimately linked to the Baltic Rim throughout its
complex history. Today, the drainage area of the Baltic Sea is home
to over eighty million people. Most inhabit the southern half of the
region. Their rich archaeological heritage is shared by nine countries:
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia
and Sweden. Archacozoological studies in the region were divided
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by borders, each country having its own language (representing four
major linguistic groups) and likewise variegated academic structures
and research tradition. Results in these countries have been published
in various media including local journals, regional bulletins, museum
archival reports and dissertations. Germany and Poland, for example
have similar post-World War II research traditions, while the Soviet
Union represented a separate entity in spite of important contributions
to osteoarcheology by scholars in its various republics. Of the major
languages, English became dominant in international communication in
the region, the importance of German has steadily declined and Russian
has never gained ground outside the borders of the former Soviet Union.
The influence of French has been relatively weak (Bartosiewicz, 2001,
p. 84). Even with good linguistic communication, archacozoologists,
especially in smaller countries, are relatively few and at risk of working
in isolation. The working group grew out of the session titled ‘Past
animal and human relationships around the Baltic’ held at the 22nd
Annual Meeting of the European Association of Archaeologists held in
2016 in Vilnius, Lithuania. The working group was initiated by Tuija
Kirkinen (University of Helsinki, Finland). In 2018 ABRA organized its
own session at the 13™ International Conference of ICAZ in Ankara,
Turkey, titled: ‘Animal introduction, adaptation and exploitation around
the Baltic and beyond’. The session was organized by Eve Rannamie
(University of York, UK/University of Tartu, Estonia). The composition
of presentations by participating countries are shown in Figure 8.
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Fig. 8.

omposition of presentations made by participants of the ABRA

group at the 22nd Annual Meeting of the European Association of Archaeologists in

2016 in Vilnius, and in 2018 at the 13th International Conference of ICAZ in Ankara.
8 pav. Baltijos regiono ir gretimy krasty darbo grupés (ABRA) prane$éjy tarptautiné sudétis 22-ojoje Europos archeology
konferencijoje Vilniuje 2016 m. ir 13-oje Tarptautinés archeozoology tarybos (ICAZ) konferencijoje Ankaroje 2018 m.

The increased need for international cooperation among
archacozoologists is shown by a spontancous parallel development. The
first joint Nordic meeting for zooarchaceologists/animal osteologists was
organized by Jacob Kveiborg, Kenneth Ritchie, and Susanne Ostergaard
at Moesgaard Museum near Arhus, Denmark in 2017. The second was
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hosted by Sara Gummesson and Bettina Stolle at the Osteoarchaeological
Research Laboratory, Stockholm in 2018. The third meeting took place
in the Natural History collections of the University Museum of Bergen,
Norway organized by Hanneke Meijer, Samuel James Walker, and
Liselotte Takken Beijersbergen in 2019. The scope and composition of
the two formations largely overlap, it is the geographical emphasis which
in this latter case is somewhat shifted toward the north relative to ABRA,
toward the territory of Fennoscandia (Figure 9). The style of meetings
somewhat also differs as the Nordic meeting for zooarchacologists
has more business discussions and round table events relevant to
close cooperation within a linguistically and administratively more
homogeneous region where academic structures, financing and quality
control are more comparable with each other than among all Baltic
countries. Although English is being readily used in the Nordic meetings,
various Scandinavian speakers can easily communicate with each other
using their own respective languages (even in Finland Swedish is being
taught as one of the two official languages). It is important, however, that
open scholarly cooperation in an informal atmosphere is the driving force
behind both professional formations.

Poland

Lithuania
Germany

Norway

Sweden

Estonia

Finland

Denmark

Based on 82 list members
Fig. 9.

The international composition of members in the 2018 mailing list

of the Nordic meeting for zooarchaeologists/animal osteologists.
9 pav. Siaurés zooarcheology / gyviiny osteology konferencijos
2018 m. dalyviy tarptautiné sudétis pagal susiradinéjimo adresus

The meeting ‘Investigating bones: diet, health, environment in the

Baltic region. The 10 ™  International Conference in honor of Jonas
Puzinas’ organized by Giedré Pili¢iauskiené and Justina Kozakaite at
Vilnius University in 2019 was an important step in the process of
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integrating osteoarchacological research, connecting not only experts
from a number of Baltic countries, but also re-connecting human and
animal osteoarchacology as well as new research methods utilizing organic
remains in expanding the horizons of these two branches of study.

Concluding thoughts

Exactly 120 years prior to the publication of ‘Silent spring Japetus
Steenstrup used postglacial subfossilia to interpret climate change in
the analysis of Vidnesdam and Lillemose bogs in northern Zealand
across from the West Coast of Sweden (Steenstrup, 1842). He realized
that a pattern in the succession of vegetation was correlated with
climatic change. On the other hand, working in a team with geologists
and archeologists (Forchhammer et al., 1851-1856), he was also the
first to recognize that animal remains preserved in prehistoric shell-
middens along the Danish coast originated from prehistoric human
action. According to Kristiansen (2014, p. 14) this ca. 1850-1860 period
may be considered the first scientific revolution in archacology, when it
emerged as an independent discipline in a close cooperation with zoology
and geology. In spite of this encouraging beginning, multidisciplinary
cooperation in archaeology has had setbacks, preventing it gaining
a steady momentum. About a century later, a breakthrough in
nuclear research brought about lc dating in archaeology, reorienting
interpretations paving the way to science-oriented New Archaeology
(Kristiansen, 2014, p. 14). Widely popularized scientific achievements
illustrate this era: the 1960s began with a man successfully returning
from the orbit and ended with another one setting foot on the Moon.
Faith in technology has probably never been greater. As New Archacology
became increasingly popular in the US, however, Marshall Sahlins, an
authority in modern anthropology, referred to the ‘characteristic failing of
interdisciplinary study — an enterprise which often seems to merit definition
as the process by which the unknowns of one’s own subject matter are
multiplied by the uncertainties of some other science. (Sahlins, 1972,
p- 51). While technical innovation and interdisciplinary cooperation
are becoming increasingly inevitable, some skepticism is still due. By
the end of the 20™ century, it became patently clear that natural
sciences could not offer panacea to all problems in archaeology:
disillusionment with traditional osteoarchacology (as well as other
scientific methods) fostered a less science-oriented stance, expressed in
the emergence of post-processual archacology. Largely British-inspired
post-processual archaeology has been strongly critical of the idea
that scientific methods could produce objective results in archacology
(Johnson, 1999, p. 98-99), fearing that an emphasis on regularities,
quantification and modeling would lead to “dehumanization” of the
past (Shanks and Tilley, 1987, p. 77). It has been an influential trend
that, in part evolved as a direct reaction to New (ie. processual)
Archaeology, may be one of the reasons behind the fall in references
to environmental archaeology and archacozoology/zooarchaeology in
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Figure 1. A break is also visible in the five-year moving average of papers
relevant to general scientific methods in Forrnvinnen. Following steady
upsurges of science-oriented archaeology during the 1960s, a marked lull
around the 1980s seems to coincide with the strengthening intellectual
movement of post-processualism, when quantitative methods and
science-based knowledge more-or-less disappeared from the mainstream
of archacological interpretation.

Osteoarchaeologists working in distant continents frequently seem to
have far more in common with each other than the interest archacologists
share with physicists within their respective home countries, even if the
mutual interests of both lay in the procurement of reliable absolute dates.
It should be understood that investigations in humanities and natural
science are not competing or mutually exclusive. They are inseparable
in drafting the possibly most reliable picture of the past. What still
seems to be lacking in many cases, is the consistent and creative dialogue
between archacologists and natural scientists. This may lead to misuses
of archaeological science — by archaeologists as well as natural scientists.
Scientific methodology evolves rapidly and is becoming increasingly
complex. In the absence of an in-depth understanding of scientific
methods, archacological interpretations sometimes lack source criticism
or isolated results may be taken as a proxy for “people”, rather than
individuals. Some scientists, on the other hand, use archacology as mere
cosmetics to make their results more colorful or simply ignore cultural
implications (Lidén and Eriksson, 2013, p. 13-17). However, the age
of polymaths has long been over, individuals have limited knowledge
for tackling a holistic scenario. Today viable projects demand increasing
and substantial collaboration between representatives of numerous
disciplines as seen in the example of recent osteoarchaeological research
in the region.

Along with the expanding use of sophisticated scientific methods
aimed at elucidating phenomena in past natural and social environments,
archaeology has also been facing a host of frequently inter-related
contemporary challenges such as climate change, environmental
fluctuations, mass-migration and pandemics. Studying the history,
structure and mechanics of these major phenomena will make
transdisciplinary cooperation more important than ever.
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Nesutarimai dél kauly. Pamastymai apie osteoarcheologija ir
Baltijos regionaLaszl6 Bartosiewicz

Santrauka

Archeologija ab ovo turéty buti tarpdalykinis mokslas. Osteoarcheologija
yra archeologinése vietovése rasty gyvany ir Zmoniy lickany tyrimai,
tai kartu ir gamtos, ir humanitarinis mokslas. Siy dviejy susijusiy
sri¢iy tyrimai kartu atlickami retai. Nors Zmoniy ir gyviiny anatominis
panasumas lemia techniskai pana$ius jy tyrimus, archeologijoje
naudojamos gyviny ir Zmoniy kauly tyrimy interpretacijos yra visiskai
skirtingos. ] osteologiniy tyrimy raida galima pazvelgti per Svedijos
pavyzdj. Osteoarcheologiniy tyrimy laboratorija Stokholme 1967 m.,
remiamas karaliaus Gustavo IV Adolfo, jkiiré zoologas Nilsas-Gustafas
Gejvallis (1911-1991), tapes gyviiny ir Zmoniy osteologu bei kremuoty
kauly tyrimy pradininku ir vadovaves savo paties jkurtai laboratorijai iki
1977 m. Tuo metu buvo pradéta vertinti Zmoniy ir gyvany kauly tyrimy
reik§mé, imti rengti studentai.

Osteoarcheologiniy tyrimy laboratorijoje 1972 m. buvo apginta
pirmoji disertacija, o iki 2018 m. i§ viso jy apginta 21, didesné dalis jy
buvo skirtos gyviiny tyrimams (43 %), zmoniy tyrimams — 33 %, likusios
gvildeno bendro pobudzio osteologines problemas. Populiariausios
laboratorijoje tiriamos rasys yra galvijai ir ruoniai, mégstamiausi
laikotarpiai — akmens amzius ir viduramziai. Osteoarcheologija yra tapusi
viena i§ keturiy Stokholmo universiteto Archeologijos ir klasikiniy
studijy katedros specializacijy ir kaip atskiro dalyko jos mokoma Lundo
ir Gotlando (Upsalos) universitetuose.

Zmoniy ir gyviiny osteoarcheologiniai tyrimai klostési skirtingai.
Senosios antropologinés kolekecijos ir jy tyrimai XX a. pirmoje puséje
kelia daug politiniy ir etiniy klausimy, su kuriais nesusidursime
gyvany kauly studijose. Nuo XX a. septintojo desimtmecio pradzios
susidoméjimas gyvuny kaulais didé¢jo dél kylancio susidoméjimo aplinka
ir joje vykstandiais pokydciais. 1971 m. Budape$te jvyko pirmasis
Tarptautinés archeozoology tarybos susitikimas. Butina paminéti vieng
svarbig Svedijos ir Baltijos archeozoologijos istorijoje asmenybe —
Johannesa Lepiksaarg (1907-2005). Jis kartu su Zzmona Nina nuo
ateinandiy soviety 1944 m. pabégo i§ Estijos j Svedija ir beveik visa
gyvenima dirbo Geteborgo gamtos istorijos muzicjuje. Jo nuopelnai
jvertinti Geteborgo ir Lundo universitety garbés daktaro vardais, J.
Lepiksaarui dedikuota ne viena archeozoologiné jo buvusiy mokiniy
knyga. Iki XX a. paskutinio ketvircio jis nedirbo universitete ir daugybe
jvairiy Europos $aliy archeozoology moké asmeniskai. J. Lepiksaaras
buvo ne tiktai puikus Zinduoliy ir pauksciy specialistas, bet ir ypa¢ gerai
nusimané apie zuvis. Jo buve mokiniai 1980 m. jkiiré ir Zuvy tyréjy darbo
grupe (FRWG). Apibendrinant galima pasakyti, kad archeozoologijai
Svedijoje iskilti padéjo dvi asmenybés — N.-G. Gejvallis ir J. Lepiksaaras.
Pastarasis padaré didele jtaka naujajai Estijos zooarcheology kartai, jo
biblioteka ir zuvy skelety kolekcija yra padovanotos Talino universitetui.
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Svarbi osteoarcheologijos veiklos kryptis — rezultaty sklaida ir tyréjy
bendravimas. Stokholmo Osteologiniy tyrimy laboratorija 1974-1989
m. leido Zurnaly OSSA. Jame dominavo Zmoniy tyrimams skirti
straipsniai ir tik 18 % i§ 152 pasirodziusiy publikacijy buvo skirtos
gyvanams. Taciau $is Zurnalas, kaip ir ICAZ, atliko ir kit svarbig funkcija
— buvo tarpininkai ir jungianéios gijos tarp Vakary ir Ryty tyréjy. Vakary
ir Ryty bloko $alyse buvo susiklosciusios skirtingos tyrimy tradicijos ir
bendrauti, ypa¢ gritivant gelezinei uzdangai, buvo itin svarbu. Nutrakus
OSSA leidybai, Osteoarcheologiniy tyrimy laboratorija 2004 m. pradéjo
leisti monografijy serijg ,,Thesis and papers in Osteoarcheology®. Yra
jkurtos dvi Baltijos regiono valstybes siejancios tyréjy grupés. 2016 m.
Vilniuje, EAA konferencijos metu, jkurta Baltijos regiono tyréjy darbo
grupé (ARBA), kurios tikslas — keistis akademine informacija, tyréjais,
medZiaga platesniame regione. Panasiais tikslais 2017 m. pradéti rengti
ir Siaurés zooarcheology susitikimai (Nordic zooarchaeology meetings).
Nors minétos dvi grupés formaliai kiek dubliuoja viena kita, ta¢iau
yra labai skirtingos. Nordic grupés Saliy tyréjai yra artimi ne tiktai
finansinémis galimybemis, bet ir tyrimy tradicijomis ar net galimybe
suprasti vienam kitg kiekvienam kalbant savo kalba. ABRA $aliy atstovai
turi nemazai skirtumy. Vilniaus konferencija 2019 m. taip pat buvo
bandymas suburti Baltijos regiono tyréjus. Be to, ¢ia darsyk pabandyta
sujungti gyvany ir zZmoniy osteoarcheologija.Nepaisant vis labiau
intensyvéjancio tarpdalykinio bendradarbiavimo ir techniniy naujoviy,
XX a. pabaigoje tapo aisku, kad gamtos mokslai negali i$spresti visy
archeologijos problemy, o nusivylimas tradicine osteoarcheologija (kaip
ir kitais moksliniais metodais) paskatino postprocesinés archeologijos
- maziau | moksla orientuoto poziario, atsiradima. Tai galéjo buti ir
viena i§ priezas¢iy, kodél sumazéjo nuorody j aplinkos archeologijg ir
archeozoologija / zooarcheologija (1 pav.).

Humanitariniy ir gamtos moksly tyrimai néra konkuruojantys ar
vienas kita nuneigiantys. Deja, daznai vis dar troksta nuoseklaus ir
karybingo archeology ir gamtos moksly atstovy dialogo, o tai gali
sukelti vieny ir kity piktnaudziavimg archeologija. Moksliné metodika
tobuléja greitai ir tampa vis sudétingesné, o nesant iSsamaus moksliniy
metody supratimo, archeologinése interpretacijose gali pritrukti $altiniy
kritikos arba pavieniai rezultatai gali bati laikomi ,zmoniy®, o ne
pavieniy individy pavyzdziu. Be to, kai kurie mokslininkai naudoja
archeologija kaip puo$mena, kad jy rezultatai baty spalvingesni, arba
tiesiog nepaiso kulttriniy implikacijy (Lidén ir Eriksson, 2013). Vykdant
Siuolaikinius tyrimus reikia kuo glaudesnio jvairiy sri¢iy mokslininky
bendradarbiavimo. Juo labiau kad pastaruoju metu ir archeologija
susiduria su jvairiais, daznai tarpusavyje susijusiais is$ukiais, tokiais kaip
klimato kaita, aplinkos nepastovumas, masiné migracija ir pandemijos.
Studijuojant $iy fenomeny istorija, struktira ir veikimo principus,
tarpdalykinis bendradarbiavimas yra svarbesnis nei bet kada.

30



Liszlé Bartosiewicz. Bones of Contention: Reflections on Osteoarchaeology and the Baltic Region
Acknowledgments

Grateful thanks are due to Giedré Pili¢iauskiené and Justina Kozakaite,
organizers of the 10th International Conference in honor of Jonas
Puzinas titled ‘Investigating bones: diet, health, environment in the Baltic
region’, who invited me to this event held at Vilnius University in
October 2019. Comments and minor corrections by two anonymous
reviewers are also gratefully acknowledged.

Referencias

Bartosiewicz L. 2001. Archaeozoology or zooarchaeology? A problem from the
last century. Archacologia Polona, 39, p. 75-86.

Bartosiewicz L. 2019. Animal palacopathology: between archacology and
veterinary science. In J. Peters (ed.) Animals: Cultural Identifiers in
Ancient Societies? Documenta

Binford S. R. and Binford L. R. 1968. New perspectives in archacology. Chicago,
IL: Aldine Publishing Company.

Boessneck J., von den Driesch-Karpf A., and Gejvall N-G. 1968. The archaeology
of Skedemosse 3. Die Knochenfunde von Siugetieren und von Menschen.
Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell international.

Boessneck J., von den Driesch A., and Stenberger L. 1979. Eketorp IV:
Befestigung und Siedlung auf Oland/Schweden. Die Fauna. Stockholm:
Kungliga Vitterhetsakademien.

Bokonyi S. 1992. The possibilities of a cooperation between archaeology and
zoology. Bulletino di Paletnologia Italiana, 83, p. 391-401.

Brothwell D. R. 2016. Faith in Archacological Science: Reflections on a Life.
Oxford: Archacopress.

Brothwell D. R. and Higgs E. (eds.) 1963. Science in Archacology. London:
Thames and Hudson.

Buckley M., Anderung C., Penkman K., Raney B. J., Gétherstrom A,
Thomas-Oates J. and Collins M. J., 2008. Comparing the survival of
osteocalcin and mtDNA in archaeological bone from four European sites.
Journal of Archaeological Science, 35/6, p. 1756-1764. doi 10.1016/
j25.2007.11.022

Butzer K. W. 1964. Environment and Archaeology: An Ecological Approach to
Prehistory. Chicago: Aldine.

Carson R. 1962. Silent spring. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

Clason A. T. (ed.) 1975. Archacozoological Studies. Amsterdam—New York:
North Holland and American Elsevier.

Cornwall I. W. 1956. Bones for the Archaeologist. London: Phoenix House.

Coutinho A., Gunther T., Munters A. R., Svensson E. M., Gétherstrom A.,
Stord J., Malmstrom H., and Jakobsson M. 2020. The Neolithic Pitted
Ware culture foragers were culturally but not genetically influenced by the
Battle Axe culture herders. American Journal of Physical Anthropology,
172/4, p. 638-649. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.24079

DeNiro M. J. and Epstein S. 1978. Influence of diet on the distribution of carbon
isotopes in animals. Geochimica et Cosmochimica Acta, 42, p. 495-506.

31


https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.24079

Archaeologia Lituana, 2021, vol. 21, ISSN: 1392-6748 / 2538-8738

During E. 1986. The fauna of Alvastra: an osteological analysis of animal bones

from a Neolithic pile dwelling. OSSA, 12, Supplement 1.

Ersmark E., Baryshnikov G., Higham T., Argant A., Castanos P., Doppes D.,
Gasparik M., Germonpré M., Lidén K., Lipecki G., Marciszak A., Miller
R., Moreno-Garcia M., Pacher M., Robu M., Rodriguez-Varela R., Rojo
Guerra M., Sabol M., Spassov N., Stora J., Valdiosera C., Villaluenga A.,
Stewart J. R., and Dalén L. 2019. Genetic turnovers and northern survival
during the last glacial maximum in European brown bears. Ecology and

Evolution 9/10, p. 5891-5905. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5172

Fahlander F. 2012. Are We There Yet? Archaeology and the Postmodern in the
New Millennium. Current Swedish Archaeology, 20, 109-129.

Fjellman M., 1973. Gustaf VI Adolf. Nirbilder av kungen [Gustaf VI Adolf.
Close-ups of the king]. Stockholm: Bonniers.

Forchhammer G., Steenstrup J. C. H. R. and Worsaae J. 1851-1856.
Undersogelser i geologisk-antikvarisk retning [Studies in geological-
antiquarian direction]. Kebenhavn: Kongliga Hofbogtrykker Bianco
Luno.

Frantz L. A. F,, Haile J., Lin T., Scheu A., Georg C., Benecke N., Alexander M.,
Linderholm A., Mullin V. E., Daly K. G., Battista V. M., Price M., Gron
K. J., Alexandri P., Arbogast R-M., Arbuckle B., B#l#sescu A., Barnett
R., Bartosiewicz L., Baryshnikov G., Bonsall C., Bori¢ D., Boroneant
A., Bulatovi¢ J., Cakirlar, C., Carretero J-M., Chapman J., Church M.,
Crooijmans R., De-Cupere B., Detry C., Dimitrijevic V., Dumitrascu
V., du-Plessis L., Edwards C. J., Merih Erek C., Erim-Ozdogan A.,
Ervynck A., Fulgione D., Gligor M., Gétherstrom A., Gourichon L.,
Groenen M. A. M., Helmer D., Hongo H., Horwitz L. K., Irving-Pease
E. K., Lebrasseur O., Lesur J., Malone C., Manaseryan N., Marciniak A.,
Martlew H., Mashkour M., Matthews R., Motuzaite-Matuzeviciute G.,
Maziar S., Meijaard E., McGovern T., Megens H-J., Miller R., Mohaseb
F., Orschiedt J., Orton D., Papathanasiou A., Parker-Pearson M., Pinhasi
R., Radmanovi¢ D., Ricaut F-X., Richards M., Sabin R., Sarti L., Schier
W., Sheikhi S., Stephan E., Stewart J. R., Stoddart S., Tagliacozzo A.,
Tasi¢ N., Trantalidou K., Tresset A., Valdiosera C., van den Hurk Y.,
Van Poucke S., Vigne J-D., Yanevich A., Zeeb-Lanz A., Triantafyllidis A.,
Gilbert M. T. P., Schibler J., Rowley-Conwy P., Zeder M., PetersJ., Cucchi
T., Bradley D. G, Dobney K., Burger J., Evin A., Flink L., G., and Larson
G. 2019. Ancient pigs reveal a near-complete genomic turnover following
their introduction to Europe. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 116/35, p. 17231-17238; doi: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1
901169116

Fraser S., Elsner J., Hamilton W. D., Sayle K. L., Schlumbaum A., and
Bartosiewicz L.2017. Matrilines in Neolithic cattle from Orkney Scotland
reveals complex husbandry patterns of ancestry. Journal of Archacological
Science Reports, 14, p. 46—-54. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jasrep.201
7.04.022

Gejvall N-G. 1960. Westerhus. Medieval Population and Church in the Light
of Skeletal Remains. Arkeologiska monografier, 43. Lund: H. Ohlssons
Boktr.

Gejvall N-G. 1966. Datamaskinbehandling av skelettmaterial vid Stockholms

universitets osteologiska forskargrupp (Use of computer handling of

32


https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5172
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1901169116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1901169116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jasrep.2017.04.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jasrep.2017.04.022

Liszlé Bartosiewicz. Bones of Contention: Reflections on Osteoarchaeology and the Baltic Region

skeletal materials by the Osteological Research Group of the University of
Stockholm). Fornvinnen, 61, p. 14-20.

Gould S. J. 1981. The Mismeasure of Man. New York: W. W. Norton &
Company.

Gowlett J. A. J. and Hedges R. E. M. (eds.) 1986. Archaeological Results
from Accelerator Dating. Oxford: Oxford University Committee for
Archaeology.

Ginther T,, Valdiosera C,, Malmstrom H,, Urefa I,, Rodriguez-Varela R,
Sverrisdéttir O. O., Daskalaki E.A., Skoglund P., Naidoo T., Svensson E.
M., Bermtdez de Castro J.

Higuchi R., Bowman B., Freiberger M., Ryder O. A., and Wilson A. C. 1984.
DNA sequences from the quagga, an extinct member of the horse family.
Nature, 312, p. 282-284. doi: https://doi.org/10.1038/312282a0

Iregren E. 1972. Varby och Varberg II. Studie av kremerat minnisko-
och djurbensmaterial frin jirnaldern [Varby and Varberg II. Study
of cremated human and animal bone materials from the Iron Age].
Stockholm: Theses and Papers in North-European Archacology 1.

Iregren E. and Liljekvist R. 1989. Faunahistoriska studier tillignade Johannes
Lepiksaar [Fauna historical studies dedicated to Johannes Lepiksaar].
Lund: Arkeologiska institutionen och Historiska museet.

Jansson S. B. F. 1972. Kungen var min larare i arkeologi [The king was my
teacher in archacology]. Stockholm: Bernadotteska Arkivet, Gustaf VI
Adolfs arkiv I. Volym 156.

Johnson M. 1999. Archaeological Theory: An Introduction. Oxford: Blackwell.

Kaelas L. 1999. Zoologen Johannes Lepiksaar och svensk arkeologi [The
zoologist Johannes Lepiksaar and Swedish archaeology]. In A. Gustafsson

and H. Karlsson (eds.) Glyfer och arkeologiska rum [Glyphs and
archeological sites]. Goteborg: Institutionen for arkeologi, p. 593-608.

Kiling G. M., Omrak A., Ozer F., Gu#nther T., Bu#yu#kkarakaya A. M. Bigak¢1
E., Baird D., Dénertag H. M., Ghalichi A., Yaka R., Koptekin D., Can
S., Parvizi A. P, Krzewinska M., Daskalaki E., Yu#ncu# E., Dagtas E. D.,
Fairbairn A., Pearson J., Mustafaoglu G., Erdal Y. S., Cakan Y. G.; Togan
L, Somel M., Stord, J., Jakobsson M., Gotherstrom A. 2016. Current
Biology, 26, 2659-2666.

Kristiansen K. 2014. Towards A New Paradigm? The Third Science Revolution
and its Possible Consequences in Archaeology. Current Swedish
Archaeology, 22, p. 11-34.

LaBianca @. S. and von den Driesch A. (eds.) 1995. Hesban 13: Faunal Remains
Taphonomical & Zooarchacological Studies of the Animal Remains from
Tell Hesban & Vicinity. Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Press.

Landeschi G., Apel J., Lundstrom V., Stora J., Lindgren S., and Dell'Unto
N. 2019. Re-enacting the sequence: combined digital methods to study
a prehistoric cave. Archaeological and Anthropological Sciences, 11, p.
2805-2819. doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s12520-018-0724-5

Lepiksaar J. 1995. Chapter 9. Fish remains from Tell Hesban, Jordan. In @.
S. LaBianca and A. von den Driesch (eds.) Hesban 13: Faunal Remains
Taphonomical & Zooarchaeological Studies of the Animal Remains from

Tell Hesban & Vicinity. Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Press,
p. 169-210.

33


https://doi.org/10.1038/312282a0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12520-018-0724-5

Archaeologia Lituana, 2021, vol. 21, ISSN: 1392-6748 / 2538-8738

Lidén K.2006. Naturvetenskap i Fornviannen [Natural Science in Fornvinnen].
Fornvinnen, 101, p. 95-105.

Lidén K. and Eriksson G. 2013. Archaeology vs. Archacological Science Do we
have a case? Current Swedish Archacology, 21, p. 11-20.

Ljungstrom, O. 2014. Swedish Golgotha. Anders Retzius’ collection of human
crania at the Karolinska Institutet according to an 1862 manuscript.
Lychnos: Arsbok for idé- och lirdomshistoria 2014, p. 159-171.

Lorenz K. 1940. Durch Domestikation verursachte Stérungen arteigenen
Verhaltens. Zeitschrift fu#r angewandte Psychologie, 59, p. 2-82.

Lo#ugas L. 2009. Johannes Lepiksaar 100: ma#lestusi tuntud loodusteadlasest
ja fauna-ajaloo uurijast Johannes Lepiksaares [Memories of Johannes
Lepiksaar, well-known naturalist and researcher of fauna history]. Tallinn:

Arheoloogiakeskus.

Malmstrém H., Linderholm A., Skoglund P., Stor4 J., Jakobsson M., Sjodin P.,
Gilbert T., Lidén K., Holmlund G., Willerslev E., Gétherstrom A. 2015.
Ancient mitochondrial DNA from the Northern fringe of the Neolithic
farming expansion sheds light on the dispersion process. Proceedings of

the Royal Society London, B370.

Ollivier M., Tresset A., Frantz L. A. F., Bréhard S., Biligescu A., Mashkour
M., Boroneant A., Pionnier-Capitan M., Lebrasseur O., Arbogast R-M.,
Bartosiewicz L., Debue K., Rabinovich R., Sablin M. V., Larson G., Hinni
C., Hitte C., and Vigne J-D. 2018. Dogs accompanied humans during
the Neolithic expansion into Europe. Biology Letters, 14, 20180286. 1, 4.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2018.0286

Omrak A., Giinther T., Valdiosera C., Svensson E. M., Malmstrom H.,
Kiesewetter H., Aylward W., Stord J., Jakobsson M., Gétherstrom
A. 2016. Genomic evidence establishes Anatolia as the source of the
European Neolithic gene pool. Current Biology, 26, 270-275.

Price N., Hedenstierna-Jonson Ch., Zachrisson T., Kjellstrom A., Stord J.,
Krzewiniska M., Giinther T., Sobrado V., Jakobsson M., and Gotherstrom
A.2019. Viking warrior women? Reassessing Birka chamber grave Bj.581.
Antiquity 93/367, p. 181-198. doi: https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2018
258

Pucher E. 2013. Die Tierknochen der Grabung 1939. In E. Pucher, F.
E., Barth, R. Seemann, and F. Brandstatter (eds.) Bronzezeitliche
Fleischverarbeitung im Salzbergtal bei Hallstatt. Mitteilungen der
Prihistorischen Kommission, 80, p. 53-92.

Retzius G. 1891. Das Gehirn eines Lapplinders. Internationale Beitrige zur
wissenschaftlichen Medicin 1. Festschrift, Rudolf Virchow gewidmet zur
Vollendung seines 70. Lebensjahres, Band 1. p. 3-16.

Sahlins M. 1972. Stone Age Economics. New York: de Gruyter.

Sellstedt H., Engstrand L., and Gejvall N-G. 1966. New application of
radiocarbon dating to collagen residue in bones. Nature, 212, p. 572-574.

Shanks M. and Tilley, C. 1987. Social Theory and Archaeology. Albuquerque,
NM: University of New Mexico Press.

Steenstrup J. J. S. 1842. Geognostisk-geologisk Undersogelse af Skovmoserne
Vidnesdam og Lillemose i det nordlige Sjelland, ledsaget af
sammenlignende Bemarkninger hentede fra Danmarks Skov-, Kjer og
Lyngmoser i Almindelighed. [Geognostic-geological study of the forest
bogs Vidnesdam and Lillemose in northern Zealand, accompanied by

34


https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2018.0286
https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2018.258
https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2018.258

Liszlé Bartosiewicz. Bones of Contention: Reflections on Osteoarchaeology and the Baltic Region

comparative remarks taken from Denmark’s forest, peat and heather bogs
in general]. Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes Selskabs Athandlinger, 9,
p. 17-120.

Stjernquist B. 1992. Nils-Gustaf Gejvall och hans forskning [Nils-Gustaf Gejvall
and his research]. Fornvinnen, 87, p. 115-120. http://kulturarvsdata.se/
raa/fornvannen/html/1992 115

Stora ]. and Bartosiewicz L. 2019. The Osteoarchaeological Research Laboratory
at Stockholm University celebrated its 50th anniversary. International
Council for Archaeozoology Newsletter, 19/2, 45-48.

Tauber H. 1981. 13C evidence for dietary habits of prehistoric man in
Denmark. Nature, 292, p. 332-333.

Nesutarimai dél kauly. Pamastymaiapie osteoarcheologija ir
Baltijos regiona

Ldszlé Bartosiewicz

Santrauka

Zmoniy ir gyviiny osteoarcheologiniai tyrimai klostési skirtingai.
Senosios antropologinés kolekcijos ir jy tyrimai XX a. pirmoje puséje
kelia daug politiniy ir etiniy klausimy, su kuriais nesusidursime
gyvany kauly studijose. Nuo XX a. septintojo deSimtmecio pradzios
susidoméjimas gyvuny kaulais didéjo dél kylancio susidoméjimo aplinka
ir joje vykstanciais pokyciais. 1971 m. Budape$te jvyko pirmasis
Tarptautinés archeozoology tarybos susitikimas. Butina paminéti vieng
svarbig Svedijos ir Baltijos archeozoologijos istorijoje asmenybe —
Johannesg Lepiksaara (1907-2005). Jis kartu su Zmona Nina nuo
ateinandiy soviety 1944 m. pabégo i§ Estijos j Svedija ir beveik visa
gyvenima dirbo Geteborgo gamtos istorijos muziejuje. Jo nuopelnai
jvertinti Geteborgo ir Lundo universitety garbés daktaro vardais, J.
Lepiksaarui dedikuota ne viena archeozoologiné jo buvusiy mokiniy
knyga. Tki XX a. paskutinio ketvircio jis nedirbo universitete ir daugybe
jvairiy Europos $aliy archeozoology moké asmeniskai. J. Lepiksaaras
buvo ne tiktai puikus Zinduoliy ir pauks¢iy specialistas, bet ir ypa¢ gerai
nusimané apie zuvis. Jo buve mokiniai 1980 m. jkiiré ir Zuvy tyréjy darbo
grupe (FRWG). Apibendrinant galima pasakyti, kad archeozoologijai
Svedijoje iskilti padéjo dvi asmenybés — N.-G. Gejvallis ir J. Lepiksaaras.
Pastarasis padaré didele jtaka naujajai Estijos zooarcheology kartai, jo
biblioteka ir zuvy skelety kolekcija yra padovanotos Talino universitetui.

Svarbi osteoarcheologijos veiklos kryptis — rezultaty sklaida ir tyréjy
bendravimas. Stokholmo Osteologiniy tyrimy laboratorija 1974-1989
m. leido Zurnaly OSSA. Jame dominavo Zmoniy tyrimams skirti
straipsniai ir tik 18 % i§ 152 pasirodziusiy publikacijy buvo skirtos
gyvanams. Taciau $is Zurnalas, kaip ir ICAZ, atliko ir kit svarbig funkcija
— buvo tarpininkai ir jungianéios gijos tarp Vakary ir Ryty tyréjy. Vakary
ir Ryty bloko $alyse buvo susiklos¢iusios skirtingos tyrimy tradicijos ir
bendrauti, ypa¢ gritvant gelezinei uzdangai, buvo itin svarbu. Nutrakus
OSSA leidybai, Osteoarcheologiniy tyrimy laboratorija 2004 m. pradéjo
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leisti monografijy serijg ,,Thesis and papers in Osteoarcheology®. Yra
jkurtos dvi Baltijos regiono valstybes siejancios tyréjy grupés. 2016 m.
Vilniuje, EAA konferencijos metu, jkurta Baltijos regiono tyréjy darbo
grupé (ARBA), kurios tikslas — keistis akademine informacija, tyréjais,
medZiaga platesniame regione. Panasiais tikslais 2017 m. pradéti rengti
ir Siaurés zooarcheology susitikimai (Nordic zooarchaeology meetings).
Nors minétos dvi grupés formaliai kiek dubliuoja viena kita, ta¢iau
yra labai skirtingos. Nordic grupés Saliy tyréjai yra artimi ne tiktai
finansinémis galimybemis, bet ir tyrimy tradicijomis ar net galimybe
suprasti vienam kitg kiekvienam kalbant savo kalba. ABRA $aliy atstovai
turi nemazai skirtumy. Vilniaus konferencija 2019 m. taip pat buvo
bandymas suburti Baltijos regiono tyréjus. Be to, ¢ia darsyk pabandyta
sujungti gyvany ir zmoniy osteoarcheologija.

Nepaisant vis labiau intensyvéjancio tarpdalykinio bendradarbiavimo
ir techniniy naujoviy, XX a. pabaigoje tapo aisku, kad gamtos
mokslai negali i$spresti visy archeologijos problemy, o nusivylimas
tradicine osteoarcheologija (kaip ir kitais moksliniais metodais) paskatino
postprocesinés archeologijos — maziau | mokslg orientuoto poziurio,
atsiradimg. Tai galéjo bati ir viena i§ priezas¢iy, kodél sumazéjo nuorody
j aplinkos archeologija ir archeozoologija / zooarcheologija (1 pav.).

Humanitariniy ir gamtos moksly tyrimai néra konkuruojantys ar
vienas kita nuneigiantys. Deja, daznai vis dar troksta nuoseklaus ir
karybingo archeology ir gamtos moksly atstovy dialogo, o tai gali
sukelti vieny ir kity piktnaudziavimg archeologija. Moksliné metodika
tobuléja greitai ir tampa vis sudétingesné, o nesant iSsamaus moksliniy
metody supratimo, archeologinése interpretacijose gali pritrukti $altiniy
kritikos arba pavieniai rezultatai gali bati laikomi ,zmoniy®, o ne
pavieniy individy pavyzdziu. Be to, kai kurie mokslininkai naudoja
archeologija kaip puo$mena, kad jy rezultatai baty spalvingesni, arba
tiesiog nepaiso kulttriniy implikacijy (Lidén ir Eriksson, 2013). Vykdant
Siuolaikinius tyrimus reikia kuo glaudesnio jvairiy sri¢iy mokslininky
bendradarbiavimo. Juo labiau kad pastaruoju metu ir archeologija
susiduria su jvairiais, daznai tarpusavyje susijusiais is$ukiais, tokiais kaip
klimato kaita, aplinkos nepastovumas, masiné migracija ir pandemijos.
Studijuojant $iy fenomeny istorija, struktira ir veikimo principus,
tarpdalykinis bendradarbiavimas yra svarbesnis nei bet kada.

Archeologija ab ovo turéty bati tarpdalykinis mokslas.
Osteoarcheologija yra archeologinése vietovése rasty gyviiny ir Zmoniy
lickany tyrimai, tai kartu ir gamtos, ir humanitarinis mokslas. Siy
dviejy susijusiy sri¢iy tyrimai kartu atlickami retai. Nors Zmoniy
ir gyviny anatominis panafumas lemia techniskai panasius jy
tyrimus, archeologijoje naudojamos gyvany ir Zzmoniy kauly tyrimy
interpretacijos yra visiskai skirtingos. ] osteologiniy tyrimy raidg galima
pazvelgti per Svedijos pavyzdj. Osteoarcheologiniy tyrimy laboratorija
Stokholme 1967 m., remiamas karaliaus Gustavo IV Adolfo, jkaré
zoologas Nilsas-Gustafas Gejvallis (1911-1991), tapgs gyviny ir zmoniy
osteologu bei kremuoty kauly tyrimy pradininku ir vadovaves savo
paties jkurtai laboratorijai iki 1977 m. Tuo metu buvo pradéta
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vertinti zmoniy ir gyvany kauly tyrimy reik$me, imti rengti studentai.
Osteoarcheologiniy tyrimy laboratorijoje 1972 m. buvo apginta pirmoji
disertacija, o iki 2018 m. i$ viso jy apginta 21, didesné dalis jy buvo skirtos
gyviny tyrimams (43 %), Zmoniy tyrimams — 33 %, likusios gvildeno
bendro pobudzio osteologines problemas. Populiariausios laboratorijoje
tiriamos rusys yra galvijai ir ruoniai, mégstamiausi laikotarpiai — akmens
amzius ir viduramziai. Osteoarcheologija yra tapusi viena i§ keturiy
Stokholmo universiteto Archeologijos ir klasikiniy studijy katedros
specializacijy ir kaip atskiro dalyko jos mokoma Lundo ir Gotlando
(Upsalos) universitetuose.

Zmoniy ir gyviiny osteoarcheologiniai tyrimai klostési skirtingai.
Senosios antropologinés kolekcijos ir jy tyrimai XX a. pirmoje puséje
kelia daug politiniy ir etiniy klausimy, su kuriais nesusidursime
gyvany kauly studijose. Nuo XX a. septintojo deSimtmecio pradzios
susidomeéjimas gyviny kaulais didé¢jo dél kylancio susidoméjimo aplinka
ir joje vykstandiais pokyciais. 1971 m. Budapeste jvyko pirmasis
Tarptautinés archeozoology tarybos susitikimas. Butina paminéti vieng
svarbig Svedijos ir Baltijos archeozoologijos istorijoje asmenybe —
Johannesa Lepiksaara (1907-2005). Jis kartu su Zmona Nina nuo
ateinandiy soviety 1944 m. pabégo i§ Estijos j Svedija ir beveik visa
gyvenima dirbo Geteborgo gamtos istorijos muziejuje. Jo nuopelnai
jvertinti Geteborgo ir Lundo universitety garbés daktaro vardais, J.
Lepiksaarui dedikuota ne viena archeozoologiné jo buvusiy mokiniy
knyga. Iki XX a. paskutinio ketvircio jis nedirbo universitete ir daugybe
jvairiy Europos $aliy archeozoology moké asmeniskai. J. Lepiksaaras
buvo ne tiktai puikus Zinduoliy ir pauks¢iy specialistas, bet ir ypa¢ gerai
nusimané apie zuvis. Jo buve mokiniai 1980 m. jkiiré ir Zuvy tyréjy darbo
grup¢ (FRWG). Apibendrinant galima pasakyti, kad archeozoologijai
Svedijoje iskilti padéjo dvi asmenybés — N.-G. Gejvallis ir J. Lepiksaaras.
Pastarasis padaré didele jtaka naujajai Estijos zooarcheology kartai, jo
biblioteka ir zZuvy skelety kolekcija yra padovanotos Talino universitetui.

Svarbi osteoarcheologijos veiklos kryptis — rezultaty sklaida ir tyréjy
bendravimas. Stokholmo Osteologiniy tyrimy laboratorija 1974-1989
m. leido Zurnaly OSSA. Jame dominavo Zmoniy tyrimams skirti
straipsniai ir tik 18 % i§ 152 pasirodziusiy publikacijy buvo skirtos
gyvanams. Taciau $is Zurnalas, kaip ir ICAZ, atliko ir kit svarbig funkcija
— buvo tarpininkai ir jungianéios gijos tarp Vakary ir Ryty tyréjy. Vakary
ir Ryty bloko $alyse buvo susiklosciusios skirtingos tyrimy tradicijos ir
bendrauti, ypa¢ gritivant gelezinei uzdangai, buvo itin svarbu. Nutrakus
OSSA leidybai, Osteoarcheologiniy tyrimy laboratorija 2004 m. pradéjo
leisti monografijy serijg ,,Thesis and papers in Osteoarcheology®. Yra
jkurtos dvi Baltijos regiono valstybes siejancios tyréjy grupés. 2016 m.
Vilniuje, EAA konferencijos metu, jkurta Baltijos regiono tyréjy darbo
grupé (ARBA), kurios tikslas — keistis akademine informacija, tyréjais,
medZiaga platesniame regione. Panasiais tikslais 2017 m. pradéti rengti
ir Siaurés zooarcheology susitikimai (Nordic zooarchaeology meetings).
Nors minétos dvi grupés formaliai kiek dubliuoja viena kita, ta¢iau
yra labai skirtingos. Nordic grupés Saliy tyréjai yra artimi ne tiktai
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finansinémis galimybemis, bet ir tyrimy tradicijomis ar net galimybe
suprasti vienam kitg kiekvienam kalbant savo kalba. ABRA $aliy atstovai
turi nemazai skirtumy. Vilniaus konferencija 2019 m. taip pat buvo
bandymas suburti Baltijos regiono tyréjus. Be to, ¢ia darsyk pabandyta
sujungti gyvany ir zmoniy osteoarcheologija.

Nepaisant vis labiau intensyvéjancio tarpdalykinio bendradarbiavimo
ir techniniy naujoviy, XX a. pabaigoje tapo aisku, kad gamtos
mokslai negali i$spresti visy archeologijos problemy, o nusivylimas
tradicine osteoarcheologija (kaip ir kitais moksliniais metodais) paskatino
postprocesinés archeologijos — maziau | mokslg orientuoto poziurio,
atsiradimg. Tai galéjo bati ir viena i§ priezas¢iy, kodél sumazéjo nuorody
j aplinkos archeologija ir archeozoologija / zooarcheologija (1 pav.).

Humanitariniy ir gamtos moksly tyrimai néra konkuruojantys ar
vienas kita nuneigiantys. Deja, daznai vis dar troksta nuoseklaus ir
karybingo archeology ir gamtos moksly atstovy dialogo, o tai gali
sukelti vieny ir kity piktnaudziavimg archeologija. Moksliné metodika
tobuléja greitai ir tampa vis sudétingesné, o nesant iSsamaus moksliniy
metody supratimo, archeologinése interpretacijose gali pritrukti $altiniy
kritikos arba pavieniai rezultatai gali bati laikomi ,zmoniy®, o ne
pavieniy individy pavyzdziu. Be to, kai kurie mokslininkai naudoja
archeologija kaip puo$mena, kad jy rezultatai baty spalvingesni, arba
tiesiog nepaiso kulttriniy implikacijy (Lidén ir Eriksson, 2013). Vykdant
Siuolaikinius tyrimus reikia kuo glaudesnio jvairiy sri¢iy mokslininky
bendradarbiavimo. Juo labiau kad pastaruoju metu ir archeologija
susiduria su jvairiais, daznai tarpusavyje susijusiais is$ukiais, tokiais kaip
klimato kaita, aplinkos nepastovumas, masiné migracija ir pandemijos.
Studijuojant $iy fenomeny istorija, struktira ir veikimo principus,
tarpdalykinis bendradarbiavimas yra svarbesnis nei bet kada.
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