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THE EVOLUTION OF CURRE 
ARCHAEOLOGY: SOVIET PAST 

v • 

lEVA P ABERZYTE, 

T NDS IN LITHU 
D POST-SOVIET P SENT 

RE COSTOPOULOS 

During the Soviet period, Lithuanian archaeologists developed a highly descriptive tradition in Lithuanian 
archaeology. In post-Soviet Lithuania, archaeologists continue to practice the descriptive tradition and 
rarely engage in theoretical debates. In order to understand the evolution of the descriptive tradition in 
Lithuanian archaeology, we provide an evolutionary analysis of current trends in Lithuanian archaeo­
logy. The overall goal of the a/ticle is to generate discussion between archaeologists about Lithuanian 
archaeology'S past, present and future . 

Keywords: Soviet archaeology, po t-Soviet archeology, evolution, history of archaeology. 

Sovietmeeio politika dare itakq aprasomosios archeologijos jsitviltinimui Lietuvoje. Nepriklau­
somybes laikotarpiu Lietul'os archeologai tr~sia aprasomqjq tradicijq ir retai isitraukia i teorines diskusijas. 
Straipsnyje analizuojamos aprasomosios tradicijos istakos, evoliucija ir isitvirtinimo priezastys. 
Pagrindinis darbo tikslas - skatinti diskusijas tarp archeolom apie Lietuvos archeologijos praeiti, dabani 
ir ateities tendencijas. 

ReikSminiai iodiiai: Sovietine archeologija, po ovietine archeologija, evoliucija, archeologijos 
i torija. 

INTRODUCTION 

In orne way , ideas are like species (Richards, 
1987), and the development of cience can be 
analyzed using the familiar Darwinian concept 
of diversi ty, m u ta tion, election, and drift. 
Lithuanian archaeology i a good case study for 
the application of Darwinian evolution to cience, 
becau e it has undergone ignificant and rapid 
changes in environment during it development. 
The e changes of environment have led to pow­
erful changes in selective pressure that have 
shaped the discipline and it traditions as we can 
now see them. 

Starting in the 1940 and following the Soviet 
occupation, Soviet ideology impo ed a new selec­
tive environment on Lithuanian archaeology. 
Idea , practices, and even people were selected 

out, or removed from the Lithuanian archaeologi­
cal landscape by the powerful elective force rep­
re ented by the Soviet tate. The Soviet period, 
as a whole, represent a period of strong, direc­
tional election of ideas and people that greatly 
reduced the potential variability present in 
Lithuanian archaeology until the 1930 . 

This is the period during which Lithuanian 
archaeology developed its very de criptive char­
acter, a trait it hare with many of its cou in in 
other ex-Soviet republic, and in post-colonial 
contexts in general (Trigger, 2006). During the 
Soviet period, tion of material culture and 
of pha es was the afe t archaeological activity, 
a it carried the least ideological implication. 
Tho e who pecialized in description during the 
Soviet period were elected into the system, 
whereas, tho e who attempted theory building ran 
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the risk of not fitting into the rapidly changing 
ideological framework of the Soviet tate, and 
risked being selected out of the discipline, some­
times forcefully. 

The end of the Soviet period led to a econd 
great environmental change in the history of 
Lithuanian archaeology. Since the oviet selection 
wa trong and directional, inexorably moving 
Lithuanian archaeology in a de criptive direction, 
favouring certain practices over others, and thus 
greatly limiting the ideological and practical vari­
ability of the discipline, the removal of these strong 
elective pressures in the 1990 could lead to 

greatly increased variety in the near future. New 
variants, new ideas, and new practices are no 
longer aggressively removed from the pool ofvari­
ability. They are allowed to compete and to 
spread. There is now a greater potential for drift 
in Lithuanian archaeology. 

Lithuanian archaeology tands at an impor­
tant cross-road. The ideologically more permis-
ive environment allow the evolution of very in­

tere ting new versions of archaeology contribut­
ing to the discipline in general. However, the re­
covery of variability runs slowly. The di cipline en­
tered the immediate po t-Soviet era with a highly 
selected set of ideas, practices, and practitioners. 

This text tells the tory of sudden change in 
ideological environment and in selective pres­
sures, and tries to give an account of the evolu­
tion of Lithuanian archaeology. There is no at­
tempt here at charting its future course. But there 
is hopefully the realization that this is an impor­
tant moment where the greater variability of ideas, 
practice, and people, i creating new possibili­
ties. 

We wi h to show the current situation of 
Lithuanian archaeology and fo ter a discussion 
about the problems the Lithuanian archaeology 
is facing today. This is not a review of litera­
ture. We examine the main threads of 
Lithuanian archaeology in two time periods that 
repre ent different selective environments. The 
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next logical tep in better understanding the 
po t-Soviet archaeologie is a comparative 
analy i of the Lithuanian ca e with other post­
Soviet contexts, in the Baltic States, but also in 
other post-colonial and imperial context. That 
comparative exerci e out ide the scope of the 
pre ent work will form the heart of an upcom-
• mg paper. 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Policy and the broader social milieu are very 
important factors in development of cience (Trig­
ger, 1984; 1989; 1995; 2006; Kohl, 1998). Policy 
and the social milieu is the environment of agent, 
individual re earchers, who are the carriers of 
conceptual systems. Given the abrupt change in 
Lithuania's political and social environment in the 
1940s and again the 1990 , we expected to see 
corre ponding changes in archaeology. The ta­
bility of old conceptual framework of the de crip­
tive and nearly atheoretical Lithuanian archaeol­
ogy after the political changes of the 1990 is puz­
zling. Confronted with thi apparent contradic­
tion, we decided to eek a general model of cien­
tific change, which would be helpful in under­
standing the situation of Lithuanian archaeology 
and explaining the process of major shift in ci­
ence. 

General Darwinian evolutionary theory i ap­
plied to biology and culture. Both application, 
the biological evolutionary theory and the cultural 
evolutionary theory, hare fundamental trait. Yet. 
they are different form each other becau e they 
are applied to different object. If there is an evo­
lutionary theory of science, it must be a ub et for 
a cultural evolutionary theory. It elements will 
be found in the works of thinkers who con ider 
change in cience. There are everal model of 
cientific change in the philo ophy of science lit­

erature. We draw from a few of them, which to­
gether form a firm theoretical framework. 
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We ynthe ize three model of cientific 
change: the refutationist model of Karl Popper 
(Popper, 1959), Thomas Kuhn's 'paradigm hif' 
model (Kuhn, 1962) and Robert Richard' 'natu­
ral election of ideas' model (Richard, 1987). We 
take an evolutionary perspective and concentrate 
on the explanation of change and on the role of 

. ti t in it. 

Popper 
Popper's model is built around the concept of 

fal ifiability. Fal ifiability, according to Popper, i 
the characteristic of a hypo the is that allow it to 
be proven false when confronted with ob erva­
tion of nature (Popper, 1959). From an evolu­
tionary perspective, falsifiability is a selective pro­
ce that ensures survival of the fittest idea . The 
fitte t idea in a Popperian context would be tho e 
that survive fal ification attempts. 

If nature selects the fittest ideas, according 
to Popper' model, human agency introduces 
variability: 'it is we who always formulate the 
questions to be put to nature ( ... ). And in the end, 
it i again we who give the answer; it is we our­
selves, who after severe scrutiny, decide upon the 
answer to the question which we put to nature -
after protracted and earnest attempts to elicit from 
her an unequivocal 'no' (Popper, 1959, 280). 
Therefore, the cientists have an active role in 
thi model. They need to deliver a wide enough 
variability of hypothe e to a ure rich choice 
for selection. 

The model pre ented by Popper is intere ting 
for two reasons: for the shape of the model itself 
and for the fal ifiability principle. However, we ee 
one element mi ing in thi model in order to ap-

ply it to the case of Lithuanian archaeology. Pop­
per does not consider the environmental factor. 
The environment of scientific ideas, Soviet policy, 
wa crucial in haping of Lithuanian archaeology. 

The falsifiability criterion wa not employed 
during the 20th century in Lithuanian archaeol­
ogy. Archaeologists who would uggest the fal i­
fiability criterion for the evaluation of high leveJi 
or middle-range leveF theorie would simply not 
have fit in the social and policy environment. 
Newly uncovered archaeological remains were 
interpreted within political con which pro­
scribed any doubt in the main postulate of So­
viet archaeology at the official level. The tradi­
tionally employed culture-hi torical approach, 
with its concerns for ethnicity and the root of the 
Lithuanian nation, encouraged the confirmation 
of expectation, rather than the challenge of exi -
ting assumptions. For example, tatements about 
ethnic roots and cultural heritage were important 
for local a well a for the Union's nationali m. In 
Popper's terms, expectations need to be over­
thrown because the critical evaluation of idea 
doe not limit the advance of knowledge. How­
ever, in the ca e of a politically con trained envi­
ronment, the falsifiability criterion i difficult or 
impo ible to employ at lea t for a certain period 
of time. As the history of astronomy during the 
Middle Ages shows, this period may sometime 
be very long. 

Kuhn 
According to Kuhn, there are a few stage of 

scientific development - emergence of a para­
digm, the stage of normal science, crise of nor­
mal cience, and finally paradigm shift (Kuhn, 

I High level theories (general theories) consist of abstract rules that explain relations among theoretical prepo ition 
that are relevant for understanding major categorie of phenomena. Examples of high level theorie are ideal material-
i. m, etc. ( ee Trigger, 2006, 19 9). 

2 Middle-range level theories relate observable fact to theoretical concepts. Scientific testi.ng happens at thi level ( ee 
Trigger, 2006, 1989). For example, the statement that among hunter-gatherers birth spacing is inversely proportional to 
mobility is a middle range statement that relates a materialist (high level) theory of human behaviour with ethnographic 
observation. 
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1962). In Kuhn' word 'Paradigm is an object for 
further articulation and specification under new or 
more stringent conditions' (Kuhn, 1962, 23). Ar­
ticulation of a given paradigm is the stage of 'nor­
mal science'. When normal cience face a cri i 
and cienti ts are not able to solve emerging prob­
lems within the framework of the current para­
digm, there i paradigm hift. 

Kuhn claims that the generation of cien­
tist rai ed in the old paradigm will not be able 
to reject it, 'they can at best help to create a crisis 
or, more accurately, to reinforce one that is al­
ready very much in existence' (Kuhn, 1962, 78). 
Kuhn believe, that the paradigm is a prerequi-
ite to perception: 'What a man sees depends 

both upon what he looks at and also upon what 
his previous visual-conceptual experience has 
taught him to see' (Kuhn, 1962, 112). This belief 
a ume that cienti t are the prisoner of their 
mindset to a great extent. According to Kuhn, 
it i the new generation that overthrows the old 
paradigm and eventually make a new one into 
normal science. 

Like Popper, Kuhn does not give great weight 
to the environment in the proce S of paradigm 
shift. He does not look at the paradigm hift 
cau ed by external events. Kuhn considers the in­
ternal crise of the paradigm. He look at the 
scientific problems cau ed by the failure of mod­
el to deal with reality. Over time, cientist di­
cover an increa ing number of case that don't 
seem to fit their paradigm. Those ob ervation 
don't fit the prediction that are on the a -
umptions that form the paradigm. The e are the 

internal scientific problems that new generation 
of practitioner eventually eize on to reject the 
old paradigm. 

However, his model is useful because it ad­
dre es the role of generation of researcher dur­
ing paradigm shift. His statement about the diffi­
culty of rejecting the old paradigm could help to 
explain the stable nature of the approach to ar­
chaeology in po t-Soviet Lithuania. 
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Richards 
Richards' model of change in the history of 

science i on the natural election principle 
(Richards, 1987). According to Richard, individu­
al carry idea and concepts that are related by 
logic and common evolutionary history. In order 
to be expressed, ideas and conceptual ystem go 
through selection in three different environments­
the minds of individual cientist, the cientific 
community, and the general culture (Richard. 
1987). The tran mis ion of idea between individu­
al happen depending on the context in which 
information is transmitted (book, lecture, scien­
tific discussion, etc.) and on the baggage of con­
ceptual sy tern of the receiver (Richard, 1987). 
Thi assumption accords with Kuhn's model. 
which a ume that cienti t 'mind are depen­
dent not only on the content of information re­
ceived but also on the mind et of receiver. 
Richard ' model give a role to the environment 
in which the ideas are transmitted in addition to 

examining the content of the idea them elve . To 
u e a biological analogy, the phenotypic expre -
sion of the ideas takes different shapes not onl) 
becau e of the variou per pective of the receiv­
er , or because of the content of the ideas, but 
also because of the environment in which they are 
tran mitted. Richard ' model is largely compa­
rable with Popper's. For Popper, the proce of 
selection of idea i fal ifiability, while for 
Richards it i the pre ures from different emi­
ronments - per onal, cientific and the general 
culture. Richard doe not specify the electing 
pre ures; therefore these three environment 
might include falsifiability a a elective pre UTe. 
Both model rely on the introduction of variabi­
lity for selection by human mind . 

Synthesis 
Richards and Popper rely on human agenC) 

to introduce variability of ideas for selection. CI· 

entist who introduce ideas in certain environment 
are already fit, becau e they are already elected 
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by years of success in educational systems that 
impose sometimes strong selective pressures. 
Their ideas, having carried them through their 
chooling, cannot be very harmful or distracting 

for the existing political system_ If they were, the 
scientists would not have been selected. In other 
words the variability of ideas of selected scientists 
is limited and accords well with the environment. 
When change is introduced in the political envi­
ronment, different scientific leaders are selected 
and their ideas are naturally fit, at least until the 
next significant change in political or ideological 
landscape. 

For Lithuanian archaeology under Soviet 
rule, the main selecting factor was neither per­
sonal environment, nor scientific environment, 
nor general public. All these three aggregates 
were already selected by the political environ­
ment and the carriers of ideas survived or were 
successful in the system only because they were 
fit to the political environment. The rest of the 
carriers were silent or selected out of the game. 
This process of selection of the carriers of ideas 
was very real, and at some periods, deadly. Ar­
chaeologists in Lithuania and other parts of the 
Soviet Union were sent to prison camps or were 
executed (P. Baleniiinas, A. A. Miller, S. N. By­
kovskii, O. V. Kiparisov, P. S. Rykov, B. S. Zhu­
kov,1. M. Grevs, L. S. KJejn, B. A. Latynin, etc.). 
Some Lithuanian archaeologists left the country 
because they were not able to function in the 
political environment and somehow managed to 
migrate (M. Gimbutas, J. Puzinas, P. Tarasenka, 
V. Nagevicius etc.). 

During the rule of Stalin, the Soviet policy was 
selecting scientists in a very straightforward fash­
ion - keeping them in prisons, executing or exil­
ing them to Siberia. There were also less straight­
forward measures taken, especially during the 
later periods - firing people from work, not al­
lowing them to publish, leaving them without liv­
ing accommodations, refusing trips abroad, put­
ting them in mental hospitals etc. (see Krreti:H, 

1993). In other words, the political environment 
reduced the existing variability of ideas by select­
ing carriers, and constrained the variability of new 
ideas introduced for selection. The result of these 
two pressures was a much narrower and less di­
verse range of ideas in Soviet archaeology. Scien­
tists who tried practicing the old pre-Soviet para­
digm, or were the carriers of ideas that were dis­
advantageous in the new political environment, 
did not survive the system. Therefore, the land­
scape of ideas became very homogenous during 
the Soviet period. 

In the political change of the 90's, there was 
the second big shift in environment: indepen­
dence. This was a change from a very constrained 
to a less constrained environment. In this favor­
able new environment, archaeologists were not 
selected out of the system as literally as in the 
early 40s. During the course of the second 
change, scientists faced landscape of ideas into 
which they could safely introduce a much broader 
range of ideas for selection. Despite this new 
potential for diversification of the archaeologi­
cal landscape, the old paradigm in post-Soviet 
Lithuanian archaeology is not changing as fast 
as some would expect. 

Perhaps Lithuanian archaeologists continue to 
use the Soviet paradigm because they are com­
fortable with it. In other words, they are used to 
the old way things work. Archaeologists use the 
same tools and approaches to archaeology, be­
cause they are in their comfort zone, their local 
optimum, in evolutionary terms, and it is difficult 
to leave it. They also face much less selective pres­
sure from the environment. Therefore, the old 
paradigm continues to be stable. Since the envi­
ronment is now much more permissive, ideas, both 
old and new, can survive. This can make it diffi­
cult for new ideas to displace old ones that have a 
long history and are well adapted to their envi­
ronment. 

The generation of the old paradigm reached 
local optinlUm and the most available mutations 
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can only move them off their peak in the fitnes 
landscape, and therefore are not elected. They 
don't provide an advantage. The mutations, which 
might be selected, are the space of human agency. 
Some carrier of the old paradigm are capable of 
leaving their comfort zone and becoming carriers 
of a new paradigm. In Kuhn's view, it is clear that 
the shift of paradigm is the mi ion of the new 
generation, who ha a mind et formed already in 
a different environment. The broader the mindset, 
the broader the conceptual sy tern, the greater 
variability of ideas might be introduced for selec­
tion by nature. 

In this ca e, Lithuanian archaeologists now 
have access to a greater diversity of traits, how­
ever, they are facing relaxed selective pressure3• 

Con idering all the e condition , it is possible to 
conclude that in the long term, a new paradigm 
will emerge. The velocity of change and the na­
ture of the paradigm will depend on the variabi­
lity of the concept introduced by the archaeolo­
gists for selection - by the ones, who will leave 
their comfort zone and the one who have a new 
mind et developed under a new political system. 

This synthesis of three general models is ju t 
one of several pos ible way to analyze and ex­
plain the evolution of Lithuanian archaeology in 
the 20th century. It includes the introduction of 
new ideas for selection through human agency 
(from Popper' and Richards' models), Kuhn's 
paradigm shifts, which explain why paradigm shift 
i low after abrupt change in the policy, and 
Richards' evolutionary perspective. 

Now, we shall see in greater detail how thi 
model can be applied to the analy i of Lithuanian 
archaeology. We shall consider the first change of 
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the environment (Soviet occupation), and the ap­
plication of Soviet environmental condition to 
archaeology, which resulted in the descriptive tra­
dition of Lithuanian archaeology. Then we shall 
briefly di cus the con equence of the econd and 
most recent change of environment (indepen­
dence). 

THE: FIRST CHANGE IN THE 
ENVIRONMENT - LfI'HU 

ARCHAEOLOGY'S INCORPORATION 
INTO THE SOVIET SYSTEM 

The first abrupt change in political environ­
ment occurred when the Red Army occupied 
Lithuania in 1944. Under Soviet policy, Lithuanian 
archaeologists had to forget the archaeological 
literature pub' during the fir t independence 
period and to reject terminology considered bour­
geois by the Soviet state. They were forced to 
adopt the Marxi t-Lenini t framework, to ba e 
their periodization y tern on the development of 
economic stages in society, and to identify the pro­
gressive influence of Slav on the Baltic tn 

However, the concept of ethnogenesis4 and 
the notion of archaeological culture (culture-hi -
torical approach), both promoted by Soviet ar­
chaeology, were already used by Lithuanian ar­
chaeologists in the year of the Independent tate. 
Ethnogene i and the di tinction of different 
peoples in prehi toric times was one of the mo t 

v 

important issue for Jona Puzina (Civilyte, 2005, 
48), who icon idered to be the founder of scien­
tific archaeology in Lithuania. Puzinas brought 
the e idea from Germany in 1934, where he de-

3 A concept from biological evolutionary theory ( ee Darwin, 1859). Different environments impose different selective 
on organisms. Relaxed selective pressure mean that the environment i relaxed, which will t in more orga-

than in the environment of high elective pressure. In thi particular ca e we use 'relaxed elective 
to de cribe the political environment after the declaration of independence in 1990, while contrasting it to 'high elective 
pre ure' environment in 1944, after the occupation of Lithuania by the Soviet. 

4 The of formation of ethnic In many national archaeological traditions, there i a concern for the 
reconstruction of the origin of the nation through the identification of unique artifact, burial, settlement types. 



THE EVOLUTION OF CURRENT TRENDS IN LITHUANIAN ARCHAEOLOGY: SOVIET PAST AND POST-SOVIET PRESENT 101 

fended his doctoral dissertation at Heidelberg 
University. It was entitled Vorgeschichtsforschung 
und Nationalbewusstsein in Litauen (Studies of 
Prehistory and National Consciousness in 
Lithuania) (Paberiyte's translation). Puzinas 'was 
sure that the archaeological culture is a synonym 

v 

for a nation and an ethnos' (Civilyte, 2005, 48). 
When Puzinas came back in 1934 he was the first 
to educate professional archaeologists in 
Lithuania. He taught in Kaunas and Vilnius uni­
versities from 1934 till 1944. Puzinas was a pro­
fessor of the four Lithuanian archaeologists who 
graduated before the Soviet occupation in 1944 
and who continued their work in archaeology 
later. Marija Gimbutas, one of his students, to­
gether with Puzinas emigrated to the West in the 
early Soviet period, while Pranas Kulikauskas, 
Rimute Rimantiene and Regina Volkaite­
Kulikauskiene continued archaeological practice 
in Soviet Lithuania. The three archaeologists 
who stayed in Lithuania had a firm background 
of culture-historical archaeology, a tradition 
brought by Puzinas from Germany in the early 
30s. 

In terms of our model, the Soviet occupation 
brought about an abrupt environmental change 
and imposed new selective pressures that selected 
the carriers of ideas that were compatible with the 
general Soviet science framework. Those whose 
ideas did not fit were selected out of the archaeo­
logical system. But at least some of the traits that 
had evolved already in Lithuanian archaeology 
before the Soviet occupation, allowed it to sur­
vive as an entity under the new Soviet environ­
ment. The focus on ethnogenesis and culture his­
tory were both fit in the new environment. 

This can be exemplified by the claims of some 
Lithuanian archaeologists who worked in the So­
viet period and believed that Soviet policy did not 
have much influence on archaeological research. 
Rimute Rimantiene, one of the most outstanding 
Stone Age specialists in Lithuania, claims that she 
did not face any political constraints and served 

neither Marx nor Engels during the Soviet years 
(Zernlickas, 1998). 

It is not surprising that some archaeologists 
did not feel any pressure to conform, since, with­
out trying, they were broadly compatible in their 
practice, with the environment created by the 
Soviet state. Archaeologists that continued re­
search in the Soviet environment had an approach 
that could be expressed into an advantageous 
phenotype after the abrupt environmental change. 
Without wanting to conform, or intentionally try­
ing to, they had traits that allowed them to sur­
vive and practice in the Soviet system. At the very 
least, they had traits that allowed them to avoid 
being selected out. 

THE DESCRIPTIVE TRADITION 
IN THE SOVIIi;T PERIOD 

Many Lithuanian archaeologists that went 
through the Soviet years would interpret these 
events differently and would contribute valuable 
information and perspectives that are not included 
in our treatment. For many of the more senior 
readers, most of this information will not be new. 
However, it will be useful for younger scholars and 
foreign readers to briefly review the application 
of Soviet ideology to Lithuanian archaeology. For 
many of them, the Soviet period is not a memory 
or an experience, but simply another page in a 
history with which they might not be very familiar. 

Because of the strong selective pressures im­
posed by Soviet policy, it became advantageous 
to avoid expressing risky interpretations of data, 
and to express a previously neutral trait: a heavy 
emphasis on collection of archaeological data 
and its description. This practice resulted in a 
homogeneous landscape of ideas and continua­
tion of the descriptive tradition in Lithuanian 
archaeology. 

The traits that allowed archaeologists to con­
tinue practicing during the Soviet period were not 
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limited to agreement with Soviet policy. The abi­
lity to expre their own ideas in a voice and for­
mat compatible with Soviet requirements became 
an important attribute. Thi pia ticity allowed 
orne archaeologists to adapt to the new environ­

ment. 
The main strategy of Lithuanian archaeolo­

gi t during the Soviet period wa to comply with 
official policy requirements, while engaging in 
practices that were more or Ie s compatible with 
their own convictions. Even in expressing the of­
ficially required surface me age in their litera­
ture, Lithuanian archaeologi t had a tendency to 
tay as neutral as po ible. 

Archeologi t had to have good knowledge of 
central policy requirement in order to publi h, 
work, and urvive' in the Soviet system. Their 
main concern, then, wa to try to expre s their 
ideas as best as they could while minimizing ri k . 
Archaeologists had to comply with Soviet rules 
about the content of their work, its format, termi­
nology, and text structure. 

Archaeologists started looking for the best 
compromi e between the need to expres their 
own ideas, the need to ob erve political rule, a 
well a way to circumvent these rules while mini­
mizing ri k. They gradually developed method 
for reducing the distortion of their idea in their 
published work. Readers, in the meantime, be­
came well trained in recognizing the e method 
and trategie , and were able to discern ideas that 
belonged to the author and idea that were im­
posed by the Soviet political system. This implicit 
comprehension between authors and readers in­
crea ed the po sibilitie of expre ion, while re­
ducing the ri k of being elected out by the politi­
cal environment. 

When dealing with en itive topic in archae-

lEVA PABERZYTE, DRE COSTOPOULOS 

ology, Lithuanians employed two main trategie 
in their publication to circumvent political rule 
and to survive in the y tern. Klejn titled the e 
trategies 'payment of tribute' and 'pose of silence' 

(KJIefuf, 1993, 82). 
'Pose of Hence' wa one of the mo t adaptive 

methods in Soviet era in Lithuania. Archaeolo­
gi t avoided topics that were politically sensitive 
or unacceptable5 • Such topic included the inter­
pretation of archaeological data, and theory build­
ing. Silence wa u ed a a statement of disagree­
ment (KJIeiffi, 1993, 82). The only relatively afe 
way of disagreeing with an official position was to 
keep out of the discour e entirely. Lithuanian ar­
chaeologist who urvived the change of political 
environment in 1944 employed this rule of ilence. 
both con ciou ly and uncon ciou ly. In the long 
term, this interpretive and theoretical silence con­
tributed greatly to the development of a trongly 
descriptive archaeological tradition in Lithuania. 
Thi tradition did not require or encourage the 
expre ion of opinion and dealt mo tly with low­
level theorY'. 

'Payment of tribute' allowed scientist to epa­
rate the main text from politically enforced tate­
ments. The Soviet system and the clas ic ideas of 
Marxism were discus ed apart from the main text 
in a eparate chapter, u ually the introduction, the 
foreword or the conclusion. 

Dealing with politically en itive topic. 
Lithuanian archaeologists could not avoid the 
pre entation of central Soviet po ition , and thi 
i where they paid their tribute to the system. Mo t 

of the time they tried to eparate politically en­
forced statements from the rest of the informa­
tion. On the other hand, Lithuanian archaeolo­
gists did not engage in the research and analy i 
of politically en itive topics (except Lithuanian 

5 Note from the lecture 'Lietuvos archeologijos istorija' (by prof. A. Luchtanas, 2003). 
6 Low level theories are low level generalization . They are based on correlating observable fact with not ob ervable 

fact. Archaeologi t often look for low level generalization, for example, the di covery of kiln in a settlement i an indica· 
tion of ceramic production on the ite ( ee Trigger, 2006, 1989). 
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ethnogene i ) and this is where they employed the 
. of silence'. In the Lithuanian ca e, 'pose of 
silence' resulted in the emergence of a descrip­
tive archaeological tradition. The e mechani m 
not only allowed archaeologi t to adapt to the 
y tern, but they effectively contributed to the 

narrowing of the range of ideas discussed in the 
archaeological literature and available for elec­
tion. 

Interpretations of Politically Sensitive Topics 
There were everal politically sensitive topic 

in Soviet archaeology. The e topic were een by 
the government a playing a role in the education 
of and in the creation of Soviet identitie 
that confOI med to the y tern. These sen itive top­
ic included di cus ion of the goals of archaeol­
ogy, archaeological periodization, the history of 
Lithuanian archaeology, foreign influences on 
local population (trade, contacts), cultural heri­
tage, ethnogene i and religiou belief. 

In the Introduction to Lietuvos archeologijos 
bnlOiai (The Traits Of Lithunian Archaeology)? 
(LAB, 1961), Kulikau ka pre ents a definition of 
archaeology and its goals: 'Archaeology i a sub­
field of historical science, which studies the oldest 
history of human societies through material culture' 
(PaberZyte's tran lation) (LAB, 1961, 5). In So­
viet terms, thi mean that the archaeological ar­
tifact is only a ource of data but not, as in anti­
quarianism, an end in it elf. Artifacts need to be 
analyzed and interpreted in order to recon truct 
processes within historical societies: 'It became 
necessary to enlighten the Lithuanian past cOfTectly, 
historically; based on Marxist-Leninist science, 
which studies society and its development' (Paber­
Zyte' translation) (I AB, 1961, 3). 

TautaviCius in the same volume criticize 
'bourgeois archaeologists' for wa ting their time 
on the description of artifact, which lead to for­
mal in archaeology (LAB 1961, 20). These 
goal set for archaeology in the Soviet system eem 
to be u eful and promising. However, the Soviet 
political context very much narrowed the way in 
which these goals could be achieved. The require­
ment of interpreting data and recon tructing hi -
torical ocieties was largely disregarded in 
Lithuanian archaeology, even though the authors 
of the volume claim the oppo ite. Lithuanian ar­
chaeologists largely kept silent on any high-level 
interpretation and mo tly dealt with the de crip­
tion of local material culture, the cia ification of 
artifacts and their affiliation with local ethnic 
group. 

Thi is illu trated through the later work 
Senasis geleiies amiius Lietuvoje (The Old Iron 
Age in Lithuania)8 (Michelbertas, 1986), in which 
the de cription of ites and artifact take more 
than half the pace. The part on recon truction 
of ociety's ub i tence strategie and social rela­
tions takes only a very small part of the book and 
stay away from original interpretation. The ten­
dency to keep away from data interpretation is 
een in all archaeological publications of the So­

viet period in Lithuania. Lithuanian archaeolo­
gist simply avoided discu ion that needed to 
involve theorizing. 

Avoidance of theorizing can al 0 be een in 
the tructure in Senasis geleiies amiius Lietuvoje 
compared to the early work Lietuvos archeologijos 
bruoiai. Lietuvos archeologijos bruoiai is divided 
into four main part: Foreword, Introduction, 
chapters on the Stone Age, Bronze Age, Iron Age 
and an Appendix. The sequence of topic covered 

7 LietuvosArcizeologijos BnlOiai publi hed in 1961, repre ented the Soviet paradigm in archaeology and became a model 
for later archaeological publication . The work wa used as a teaching material for archaeology students at univer ity. 

8 Senasis geleiies amiills Liefuvoje pub' in 1986, showed the well-developed descriptive archaeological tradition in 
Lithuania that was fostered by the oviet system. The work is u ed a main teaching material for archaeology student at 
university until today. 
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in each chapter on an archaeological period is dic­
tated by political requirements: the topics of 
greater concern are di cu ed at the beginning; 
the topics of lesser concern are . at the 
end. In the description of archaeological ite, 
priority is given to ettlements and hillforts. The 
de cription of burial ites come later. In the de-
cription of artifact, priority i given to working 

tool and weapons. Tho e are followed by -
tions of ceramics and jewellery. 

This latter tructure accords well with the typi­
cal Marxi t framework. According to Marxist ar­
chaeology, dome tic context and working tools 
reveal the modes of production and are the key 
to understanding the economic and ocial devel­
opment of ocieties. Burials, ceramics, and 
jewellery areecondary concem they help to 

resolve questions of archaeological culture and 
ethnogene i . An important place i given to the 
discussion of contact and trade route, because 
they can reveal foreign influences on local popu­
lation . The Soviet tate had a strong intere t in 
controlling tatement about foreign influences on 
local populations. The aspect of beliefs in prehis­
tory wa not of much concern because religion, 
according to Engel ,i 'nothing but fantastic re­
flection in the heads of humans ... reflection in which 
natural phenomena are taken for supernatural. ' 
(PaberZyte's translation) (quoted in PYMJlHUeB, 
1981, 129' OKJIa,L(HHKOB, 1952, 177). De cription 
of prehi toric belief systems were accordingly of­
ten kept for la t. 

In the later Senasis geLeiies amiius Lietuvoje 
(Michelberta , 1986), the structure described 
above has undergone orne change. Descriptions 
of burial occupy more pace than the de crip­
tion of ettlements. Jewelry is discu sed prior to 
working tools (Michelbertas, 1986). Towards the 
end of the Soviet period, Lithuanian archaeolo­
gists found them elve with a great deal of ar­
chaeological data from burial grounds and very 
little data from domestic Between 1948 and 
1960, 58 burials ground and only 17 dwelling 
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settlements were excavated. The relative propor­
tion of excavation remained the same through­
out the Soviet period (Sidrys, 1999, 212). 

Sidry (1999) argue that in the Soviet era, 
Lithuanian archaeologi t avoided the excavation 
of dome tic sites because it would have involved 
them in the politically difficult subject of social 
reconstruction and interpretation (Sidrys, 1999, 
212). We agree that thi is a valid point. Becau e 
of the Soviet political context, of the more at­
tractive sites for excavation, uch as burials or 
hillforts, burials will be more likely elected over 
hillforts, because they are less likely to generate 
con trover y. It is difficult, for example, to dis­
cu a hillfort without al 0 discussing power and 
ocial structure, wherea grave and grave 

can more euily jut be d , . ribed. E en tllOugll 

Lietuvos archeologijos bruoiai deal with ettle­
ment and hillfort , it limit it elf largely to de­
scription and does not get into much analysis or 
discussion. 

As a re ult, the Lithuanian directed their ar­
chaeological tradition towards excavation of bur i­
als and description of the artifact from burial 
ites. Significantly, tho e concern were periph­

eral to the intere ts of Soviet archaeology, but not 
hostile to the Soviet ystem. Specializing in topic 
of lesser theoretical intere twa apparently a suc­
ces ful adaptive strategy. The affiliation of the 
artifact with local ethnic groups, and determina­
tion of the territorial and chronological bound­
aries of tho e groups based on data from burial 
was another adaptive ubject. Even though 
ethnogene i wa a politically en itive topic, it wa 
compatible with Soviet as well as Lithuanian na­
tional intere ts but for different reru;OI~ ~ ee be­
low). 

Periodization wa also sensitive. Marxist­
Lenini t archaeology divided human history into 
everal tage, based on Engels' (1884) Origin of 

the FamiLy, Private Property, and the State. The 
Marxist-Leninist stage system, adopted in 
Lithuanian archaeology, implied that the Me 0-
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lithic repre ent matriarchal clan society, the 
Neolithic sees a change to patriarchal clan oci­
ety and paints the Bronze Age as a patriarchal 
clan ociety. The Iron Age wa regarded as a pe­
riod of break up of tribal ocieties and a period of 
c1as formation. Prehi tory, beginning with the 
Stone Age and ending wi th the Iron Age, was seen 
a the primitive barbarian tage. The stage could 
be moved back and forth in time in different ar­
chaeological contexts, but their equence and the 
ocial processes within the stages could not be 

modified. Archaeologists kept repeating the arne 
stage in development of economy and social re­
lation hip all through the Soviet period. The fal-
ifiability principle nece ary for the selection of 

the fittest ideas wa not employed: newly retrieved 
archaeological data was put in already exi ting 
frames established by Soviet policy requirements: 
expectation and a umptions were rather con­
firmed than challenged. 

The Soviet paradigm tended to divide influ­
ence into po itive and negative ones. It clearly 
identified who should be the object of ympathy 
and who shouldn't. Negative characters during the 
Soviet period were 'Western imperialists', 'local 
Lithuanian bourgeois', 'Polish landlordi h-bour­
geoi " 'Gelman occupant' (LAB, 1961, 28-30). 
All ofthem, according to the Soviet ideology, were 
destroying the cultural heritage of Lithuania and 
not producing any valuable data (I.AB, 1961, 28-
30). Negative attitudes were also linked to influ­
ence from the We t: the Roman Empire, Viking , 
Goth or Germans (LAB, 1961; Michelbertas, 
1986, 9). This affected how archaeology treated 
prehi toric trade and contact (LGPR, 1972; 
Zemlicka , 2005). 

Discussion of the history of Lithuanian archae­
ology faced tight political re triction during the 
Soviet period. The main goal of the policy in this 
regard was to convince the public that the Soviet 
sy tern encouraged archaeological re earch and 
only through Soviet tyle archaeology would the 
Lithuanian past be correctly revealed. In uch cir-

cum tances several hi tori cal facts and important 
per onalities of Lithuanian archaeology, who had 
been elected out of the y tern, could not be 
mentioned. One of them wa Puzinas - the fir t 
professional archaeologist in Lithuania (Zem­
lickas, 2005). Another wa Gimbutas, who emi­
grated from the country and continued her re-
earch in the United States. 

The names of these archaeologi t tarted 
to appear in the literature in the late period of 
the Soviet Union under the guise of criticism. 
Critici m became a covert way to discuss exist­
ing archaeological re earch, which earlier could 
not be di cu ed in any context. In LAB the e 
elected personalities are dismissed or men­

tioned only very briefly (1961, 22-33). 
Michelberta , by contra t, presents the works 
of Puzinas, but at the same time criticize him 
for overestimating the influence of the Roman 
Empire and the Goth on Baltic culture 
(Michelbertas, 1986, 9). 

Positive attitude was toward activi-
ties and influence from Ru ian archaeologi t 
in Lithuania during the 19th century. Special at­
tention was paid to the Soviet period, proudly Ii t­
ing the achievement of archaeologi t in data 
production and in formulation of new questions, 
such as the formation of the Baltic tribes, ocial 
cla es and finally the Lithuanian nation (LAB, 
1961, 32). It wa concluded that all progress that 
took place in Lithuanian archaeology was due to 
the Soviet Marxist-Leninist methodology (LAB, 
1961, 28-32). 

Lithuanian ethnogenesis and the protection 
of archaeological heritage were widely discu ed 
in the Soviet era literature (TayraBWIlOc, 1980; 
IIp06IIeMhI, 1985; Lietuvi4 etnogeneze, 1987). 
Those topics, for different reasons, concerned 
both Soviet authorities and Lithuanian archaeolo­
gi t . The pre ervation of the archaeological heri­
tage and the study of ethnogenesi had one goal­
the construction of cultural identity ba ed on pa t 
event and material remain. The Soviet Union 
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was eager to construct Soviet identities by inter­
preting the material heritage from a Marxist­
Lenini t perspective, while Lithuanian wanted to 
pre erve and to di cover their Lithuanian iden­
tity without the influence of Soviet ideology. A a 
re ult, archaeologists often discu ed both of the e 
topic in the literature. 

Early archaeological publications of the So­
viet period eem to ati fy the central political 
requirements. However, the surface me age did 
not repre ent archaeological practice in reality. 
This controversy showed up in later archaeologi­
cal publications (see above). Later publication 
till preserved a politically appropriate tone, kept 

the same Soviet vocabulary and the same Marxist­
Leninist framework, but they were not able to 
provide any new interpretations on the growing 
archaeological databa e gathered since the be­
ginning of the Soviet period. Lithuanian archae­
ologists became specialists in collecting archaeo­
logical data and placing it into a stagnated Marx­
ist-Lenini t framework. De criptive work became 
the main part of the archaeological literature. 
The political environment and the continuou 
efforts of Lithuanian archaeologi t to avoid 
political debates led to the de criptive tradition, 
which was neither in the intention of the Union, 
nor the intentions of Lithuanian archaeologi t 
themselve . 

The reinforcement of a descriptive archaeo­
logical tradition a an advantageous trait in 
Lithuania during the Soviet period wa thus the 
unintended consequence of the existence of an 
active archaeological community in a totalitarian 
but theoretically ophi ticated political frame­
work. Since the declaration of independence in 
1990 and the abandonment of the Marxi t­
Lenini t framework, Lithuanian archaeologi t 
have found them elve with huge databa e and 
no obvious successor framework in which to in­
terpret them. 
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SECOND ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE -
LITHUANIAN ARCHAEOLOGY SINCE 
INDEPENDENCE: THE DESCRIPTIVE 

TRADITION CONTINUES 

In 1990, Lithuania declared it's independence 
from the Soviet Union. The new political envi­
ronment did not impo e trong selection on the 
carrier of ideas in the way that the Soviet occu­
pation had. In thi more permis ive political en­
vironment, Lithuanian archaeologist found 
them elve with a broader choice of idea and the 
pos ibility of moving Lithuanian archaeological 
research in new direction . The new variability 
that is naturally generated by cultural systems was 
suddenly not under inten e elective pre ure. 
New variant were allowed to remain on the land-
cape of idea . 

According to our model, there are two main 
sources of new variability of ideas. Fir t, there 
i diffusion from external ource. New idea 
come from out ide and are either adopted or 
rejected. For example, Ian Hodder's Reading the 
Past wa tran lated into Lithuanian in 2000, and 
it idea became available for election in the 
ideological landscape of Lithuanian archaeol­
ogy. It i al 0 not unu ual for Lithuanian uni­
ver ity in tructor to a ign passage of foreign 
works for translation and summarization in their 
course. The tudent thu become aware of 
idea brought from the outside and diffused into 
Lithuanian archaeology. This teaching strategy 
increase the variability of idea available for 
election. 

Second as suggested by Kuhn ( ee above), 
new students and practitioner bring their new and 
unique to old problem and gener­
ate new ideas and solution. Each individual i 
unique and has a unique baggage of experience. 
Each individual, when confronted with a problem 
for the fir t time, brings to that problem a new 
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perspective and therefore, has the possibility of 
generating a new olution. Even a high chool 
graduate, encountering ignificant archaeological 
questions for the first time, can contribute a new 
and unique perspective to a debate. While younger 
tudents lack orne of the training that allow more 

experienced re earcher to ometimes di crimi­
nate between more or Ie valuable approache , 
their mind are not yet a con trained by that arne 
training, and they are in a sense more free to ex­
periment. Because students are considering re­
search problems from unique new perspective , 
their reactions often repre ent new variants that 
then become available for election by their teach­
er and their peer . A Richard argues ( ee 
above), selective pre ure then eliminate some 
of thi new variability from the ideological land-
cape, and allow some of it to prosper and be­

come dominant. 
The pre ure of the Soviet political environ­

ment over 50 year had affected the local archaeo­
logical tradition ignificantly and homogenized the 
land cape of idea . Now, becau e of thi homo­
geneity, Lithuanian archaeologists were having 
difficulty coming up with innovative question, 
employing the archaeological theory and engag­
ing in critical analyses of their data. After inde­
pendence, Lithuanian archaeologist rejected the 
Marxist-Leninist framework, imposed by Soviet 
policy, but never deeply espoused in Lithuania, 
and continued practicing the arne descriptive tra­
dition that had emerged during the Soviet year 
a a consequence of political restriction. 
Lithuanian archaeologi t, elected under the 
Soviet regime, had a hard time leaving their com­
fort zone in the new more permissive environ­
ment: even after environmental change they con­
tinue using the old tool to approach archaeologi­
cal data. Examples of a slow change of the old 
paradigm are noticeable in the literature pub­
Ii hed since independence, a well a in po t-
econdary education in archaeology. 

Persistent Aspects of the Soviet Era Paradigm. 
Examples from the literature on the Stone Age 
and Postsecondary Education 
The concept of ethnogenesis played a signifi­

cant role in Lithuanian archaeology both before 
and during the Soviet period, and continue to do 
o after independence, a hown by orne of the 

contribution to Brazaiti et al. (2005, 112, 250, 
317). And this is not limited to the current pub­
Ii hed literature. A vi it to the prehistoric exhibit 
of Lithuanian National Mu eum in Vilnius will 
show a strong concern for identification of the 
origin and formation of the Lithuanian national 
identity, and al 0 for the formation of tribal iden­
titie within Lithuania. Ju t a ethnogene i wa 
an important concern both before and during the 
Soviet period, it continue to be a central concern 
in post-Soviet Lithuanian archaeology. Under the 
relaxed selective environment of the post-Soviet 
era, there i no trong election against practices 
and ideas that were ucces ful in the pa t. 

As we have seen, the focu on ethnogene i 
wa partly re pon ible for allowing Lithuanian 
archaeology to continue exi ting during the So­
viet period. After the collap e of the Soviet Union, 
ethnogene is remained important in Lithuanian 
cholar hip and ociety. In the different selective 

environments of all three periods discussed here, 
this trait (the focu on ethnogenesis) was fit, but 
for different rea on . In the inter-war republic, 
ethnogenesis, like in many other countries, fit into 
the project of building a national identity through 
exploration of pa t root. During the Soviet pe­
riod, a focus on ethnogenesi fit into the Soviet 
project of building a vision of a union of nation­
ali tie ,a long a the focus on nationality did not 
threaten the central state. Now, in the post-So­
viet period, there is continued intere t in the ori­
gin and history of the Lithuanian identity, and 
studies of the Lithuanian pa t no longer need to 
avoid threatening a central narrative imposed 
from out ide. 
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It is not a coincidence that one of the fir t ar­
chaeological monograph publi hed in po t-So­
viet Lithuania was concerned with the roots of Bait 
culture - BaltLf: kultilros iStakos (The Origin of the 
Bait Culture) (Girininka , 1994). Thi work con­
forms to aspects of the old paradigm in that it i 
ba ically de criptive. However, it provided pos-
ible tarting point for di cu ion about archaeo­

logy and Lithuanian prehistory. While it ha led 
to a diver ification of idea in the Lithuanian ar­
chaeologicalliterature, it ha not yet led to exten­
sive critical discussion (Lietuvos istorija, 2005, 249, 
317). 

The old paradigm is represented by the cul­
ture-hi tori cal approach and the de cription of the 
archaeological material of the Neolithic Narva 
culture, which Girininkas a ociate with the roots 
of the Baits (Girininkas, 1994). On the other hand, 
in his Girininkas challenges the tradition­
ally accepted theory, which ay that Balt culture 
wa brought by Indo-European invasions in the late 
Neolithic. Girininkas argues for local development 
of the Bait culture (Girininka , 1994). 

This tatement is not as important in its con­
tent as it is important in its very pre ence and in 
it potential, largely unfulfilled up to now, to evoke 
debate on the i ue of the Neolithic in the Bal­
tic region. For example, in his work, Girininka 
rejects the demi-diffusion model (Ammerman, 
Cavalli-Sforza, 1973) as the only appropriate 
model for the spread of Indo-European into the 
Baltic. Thi idea encourages the introduction and 
examination of other possible socio-cultural tran-
ition models. So far, alternative model have been 

introduced, but they have not been extensively 
di cu ed and compared. 

Even though Girininka . mo tly concerned 
about the ethnogene i of the Balt ,his ideas give 
guideline for further discu ion on a wide range 
of other i ues, such as the transition to fal ming 
in the Baltic region, recon ideration of the con­
cept of archaeological culture in general, discu -
ion of different models of socio-cultural change, 
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consideration of Neolithisation in the 
Ea tern Baltic, etc. Even though rooted in the old 
paradigm, this monograph inaugurate a new era 
in independent Lithuania by bringing out an opin­
ion and giving a hint of di cu ion and debate 
to come. 

On the education front, cour es in the 
undergraduate archaeology program have not 
changed in approach since Soviet times - student 
are required to learn local typologie of archaeo­
logical artefacts and archaeological sites. There 
is little di cussion of the material, and few tool 
for approaching it critically. There i little incen­
tive for tudent to di cu or interpret the data. 
The university curriculum is designed to prepare 
collector of archaeological remains, and doe not 
emphasize analysi . 

Since independence, only one publication, a 
tran lation of Hodder's Reading the Past (2000) 
focu es on archaeological theory. The book i 
neither employed nor discu sed in archaeology 
program; therefore, the content is hardly under-
tandable for archaeology student , who do not 

have the required theoretical background. Hope­
fully, thi will change in the very' near future. 

It is important to mention that recently, there 
has been a cour e e tablished on archaeological 
theory for the graduate level tudent at Vilniu 
University. We would still argue that archaeo­
logical theory and method are in eparable. 
Theory needs to be taught at the undergraduate 
level. 

Thi ituation can also be partly blamed on 
the difficult financial situation of Archaeology 
Departments, which re tricts the number of fa­
culty members who could be pecialized in differ­
en t area (archaeological theory for example). The 
lack of financial re ources likewise create a itu­
ation in which the faculty and taff have unrea-
on able workloads. 

The mind et that evolved in the Soviet envi­
ronment ha influenced the low pace of the para­
digm shift in Lithuanian archaeology in the po t-
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viet period. This mindset could be ea ily traced 
in many phere of ociallife in Lithuania, includ­
ing the archaeological milieu. Judging by several 
archaeological publication and PaberZyte's own 
experience, critique aimed at traditionally ac­
cepted view in Lithuanian archaeology is not well 
n;ceived and generate hostile re pon e (Sidry, 
1999; Michelberta ,2001). However, it is impor­
tant to be curious and open-minded in cience in 
order to broaden knowledge, hear different views, 
and to form po itions with well grounded argu­
ment. There is also a trong hierarchy between 
the older and younger generations of research­
er . faculty, and student in archaeology, which 
sometime re ult in di re pectful behaviour from 
both ides and con trains the flow of innovative 
idea and productive cientific dialogue. 

of New Ideas into Post-Soviet 
Lithuanian Archaeology. Examples from 
the literature on the Stone Age 
Under the relaxed po t-Soviet elective envi­

ronment, how quickly will ources of new variabil­
ity allow Lithuanian archaeology to diverge from 
it Soviet-era ance tor? How are orne of the idea 
and debates recently introduced (both by diffu-
ion from the ou tside, and by reactions of 

Lithuanian archaeologists to old material) faring 
under the new selective environment? 

The pace of change in archaeological thought 
and the development of archaeological trend in 
Lithuania since the 1994 volume can be evaluated 
by looking at the recent fir t volume of the erie 
LielLivos istorija: akmens amzius ir ankstyvasis 
metaLLj /aikotarpis Lietuvoje (T. I) (Hi tory of 
Lithuania: Stone Age and Early Metal Period in 
Lithuania) (2005) written by Lithuanian Stone 
Age peciali t Brazaiti, Girininkas, Juodagalvi 
and Ostrauskas. 

Generally, broad history surveys are aimed at 
a wide public: general reader, chool and univer-
ity tudents, teachers, future specialists of the 

di cipline, etc. They are landmarks of their time. 
The content of the hi torie reflects the late t 
trend and discu ion that have been going on in 
the discipline. They also show the current state of 
the di cipline. The fir t history volume on the 
Lithuanian Stone Age written by the leading 
Lithuanian archaeologi t i a repre entation of 
the results and developments in Lithuanian ar­
chaeology during post-Soviet years. 

The author of the volume present the preva­
lent theoretical trends and recognize stagnation 
of ideas in the post-Soviet year. The part on the 
Neolithic period include di cu ion of Indo­
Europeans, which again brings out the question 
of ethnogenesis of the Baits discussed by 
Girininka (1994). Brazaitis notes that scienti t 
in Lithuania have not lost their interest in 
ethnogenesis. However, the author recognizes that 
all current publications, with the exception of 
Girininkas (1994), unconditionally accept one 
theory on the formation of Bait culture. The tra­
ditional view hold that Bait culture, together with 
agriculture and Corded-Ware culture, were 
brought by Indo-European during the late 
Neolithic. According to Brazaitis, apart from the 
traditionally accepted theory, other possible theo­
rie are not mentioned in the literature and not 
di cu ed (Lietuvo i torija, 2005, 249). 

Concern about ethnogenesis in the Baltic re­
gion could be illu trated by the goals set for the 
flagship project (1999-2008) ofthe Lithuanian In-
titute of History, Akmens ir za/vario amziai 

Lietuvoje (The Stone and Bronze Ages in 
Lithuania)9: 1. to establish the time when what i 
now Lithuania was inhabited by humans and the 
condition of life at that time; 2. to e tabli h the 

9 Lietuvos Istorijo in titutas (The Lithuanian of Hi tory). Akmens ir zalvario amziai Lietuvoje (online, 
acce. ed 15 Oct. 2(06). Available at: <http://www.itorija.lt/en!archaeology.html> . 
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outline of farming, craft development in the 
Stone and Bronze Age ; 3. to examine the devel­
opment of ethno-cultural processes in the Stone 
and Bronze Ages; 4. to examine and reconstruct 
the development of people' material and spiri­
tual culture; 5. to establish and research a series 
of e entiallandmark ite from eparate period 
and culture to upplement our knowledge and 
help u achieve the aims stated above; 6. to seek 
out landmark sites throughout Lithuania. 

In the light of this project, contemporary 
Lithuanian archaeology eem to be looking for a 
package of the Baltic culture, which would con­
tain prototypical find . Thi approach limit the 
number of insights that could help reveal the com­
plex socio-cultural proce es in the pa t, e pecially 
when re earchers consider development of cul­
ture within the pre ent political border of 
Lithuania. 

These ob ervation show that ethnogene i 
i till a significant concern in Lithuania, but at 
the arne time, there are no firm arguments pre­

ted in u pport of any al terna tive theory of Bal t 
ethnogenesis. Stagnation of the ethnogenesis de­
bate could be resolved by changing the tool to 
approach the i ue, reformulating the questions, 
or reevaluating the importance of ethnogenesi 
to archaeology. There are everal archaeologi t 
out ide Lithuania that que tion the value and 
place of the concept of ethnicity in archaeology 
in general, especially prehi toric archaeology 
(Sackett, 1977; 1985; Trigger, 1989; 1994; 2006; 
01 en, Kobylinski, 1991; Jone , 1997; Lang, 
2005). 

Alternatives to the study of ethnogenesis are 
available. In tead of focu ing on the projecting 
identity into the past and looking for traces of the 
origin of contemporary ethnic identitie , the e 
approache u e regional interaction model to 
explain ocial change. Colin Renfew (1986) pro­
poses peer-polity interaction models for tudying 
the development of Neolithic political systems. 
Other authors use complexity theory (Bentley, 
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2003) or economic and demographic models 
(Zvelebil, 2006) to explain long-term social 
change. 

Lietuvos istorija (2005) is an attempt to view 
the Lithuanian Stone Age in the European con­
text and reconstruct the historical and cultural 
gene i of ocieties that exi ted within the politi­
cal borders of pre ent-day Lithuania. Sometime 
the reconstruction of the Stone Age societies and 
their economy i done through the application of 
traight ethnographic analogies referring to 

'primitive culture' (Lietuvo i torija, 2005, 40, 
100). The traight ethnographic analogies of pre­
hi toric ocietie and 'primitive culture' that a -
sume unilinear cultural evolution are found in 
other recent works (Daugnora, Girininkas, 2004; 
Brazaiti , PiliCiauskas, 2005). Thi approach ha 
become problematic and an object of intense de­
bate in anthropology and archaeology (Wob t, 
1978; Kuper, 1988). This ongoing debate i not 
reflected in Lithuanian archaeology. Debate that 
are ongoing in world archaeology are still not well 
represented in Lithuanian literature, which indi­
cate the lack of communication with different 
chools of world archaeology and the pre ent of 

the old paradigm. 
Under tandably, Lietuvos istorija (2005) avoid 

detailed technical description of individual ar­
chaeological artefacts, becau e it i a volume for 
wider audience. However, they end up with rigo­
rous descriptions of the Stone Age archaeologi­
cal culture and archaeological ites. The authors 
use the culture-historical approach and empha-
ize the need to study the genesis of separate ar­

chaeological cultures in the Lithuanian Stone Age 
(2005, 112). The latter goal eem to continue the 
de criptive tradition that prospered under the So­
viet regime. 

Even though the work repre ents and reflect 
the unchanged paradigm of Lithuanian archaeol­
ogy, it calls for a change. The work pay more at­
tention to the . Itural proce ses and recon-
truction of prehistoric social structure than ear-
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Iier publication . The author also consider sub­
si tence strategies of the ocieties and discuss the 

eolithisation in the Baltic. They pre ent 
. orne theories on different topics and reference a 
wider range of source ,including western sources, 
compared to earlier publication _ For example, 
while di cussing the i sue of transition to farming 
in the Baltic, they con ider the models propo ed 
by Zvelebil and Rowley-Conwy (1984) and 
Gimbutas (Lietuvos istorija, 2005, 170). While 
di cussing the Indo-European i ue, they consider 
the theories of Colin-Renfrew (1988) and 
Gimbutas (Lietuvos istorija, 2005, 249). Even 
though the pre entation of the model and theo­
rie is de criptive and is not highly critical, it does 
pre ent the reader with everal different views and 
theories. As Trigger (1989, 2006) amply demon-
trates, historie can and hould be critical exami­

nations. 
Between 1994 and 2005, several monographs 

were relea ed on different time periods (Griga­
laviCiene, 1995; Rimantiene, 1995; 1996; 2005; 
Tautavicius, 1996; Volkaite-Kulikauskiene, 2001; 
KunceviCiu , 2005). The monograph concerning 
different time period in archaeology are em­
ployed a teaching material at university. The e 
publications in their format and their approach 
to archaeological data are similar to the Soviet 
period publication di cu ed in the earlier chap­
ters. The descriptive tradition is continued. There 
i a trong culture-historical approach and the ty­
pology of artefact eems to be the main concern. 
Local Lithuanian material i not analyzed in the 
global context. The main tendency remains to 
publish and to de cribe the databa e collected 
during excavation. It is difficult to develop pro­
ductive discussions under these circumstances. 

By recognizing unchanged elements in post­
Soviet archaeological literature, we do not argue 
that the e work are of no value, far from it. They 
do compile more and more information about the 
material past of the Baltic and this is a very valu­
able outcome of archaeological excavations. This 

valuable material will be very u eful for model 
building and data analyzing. However, the e few 
examples how that the old paradigm is still 
widely employed and the new one ha not 
emerged yet. 

UNDERSTANDING THE PAST AND 
FORMING THE FUTURE 

In its new, less restrictive environment, 
Lithuanian archaeology has diverged to some ex­
tent from its Soviet era ancestor: Soviet terminol­
ogy wa largely abandoned, We tern and Nordic 
influences are more obviou Iy present and ac­
knowledged, more space is dedicated to recon-
truction of the belief y tern of BaIt tribe -

Alkai: BaltL{ sventvieeiL{ studija (The Alkai: Re­
earch into Baltic Sacred Places) (Vaitkeviciu , 

2003). While archaeological theory is still a new 
subject and has not yet built up much critical mass, 
orne important change have taken place during 

the last few year toward understanding and de­
veloping of archaeological theory in the Baltic 
State . Lithuanian archaeologists have taken an 
active role in thi proces. For example, the fir t 
Baltic Archaeological Seminar (BASE) on ar­
chaeological theory wa organized in Estonia 
(2003), the second one wa held in Lithuania 
(2005) and the third one in Riga (2007). There 
are already two publications resulting from the 
theoretical eminar and hopefully this event will 
continue producing u eful debate between Baltic 
archaeologi t . 

According to our model, the main task for ar­
chaeologists today is to introduce variability in the 
landscape of archaeological ideas for selection. 
The relaxed selective pre sure of the present po­
litical environment allows greater variability of 
insights compared to the Soviet environment. 
According to our model, it i archaeologist who 
introduce ideas for selection, and thi proce can 
be accelerated if the old generation finds a way of 
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leaving its comfort zone, and if the new genera­
tion has greater opportunity to communicate its 
new insights and perspectives. The new genera­
tion is the main ource of a new variability and 
the driving force of the new paradigm. As Vytautas 
KazakeviCius, specialist of the Lithuanian Iron 
Age has stated: 'we still do not have a person who 
is specialized in archaeological theory, is familiar 
with the newest theoretical literature and able to 
convey it to local archaeologists. This person will 
probably be one of the new generation, and will have 
to graduate in the West, because our universities do 
not provide the required level of theoretical educa­
tion ' (Paberiyte's translation) (quoted in Sidrys, 
1999, 230). 

In order to introduce greater variability of 
ideas to the archaeological di cipline, Lithuanian 
archaeologists need to create a welcoming envi­
ronment. External ource are very useful for 
broadening local perspectives. Lithuanian archae­
ologists need to develop contact with colleagues 
abroad, participate in collaborative research 
projects and produce co-authored publication , 
participate in international conferences, read dif­
ferent world archaeology literature, and provide 
as many opportunities as po ible for archaeol­
ogy students to have orne archaeological field­
work abroad or to receive education el ewhere. 
It is important to be curiou and open-minded, to 
explore new idea and different schools of archae­
ology, as well as different theorie and different 
views, but not without critical thinking. This will 
lead to a constructive debate among archaeolo­
gists inside and outside of Lithuania. 

CONCLUSION 

The Soviet period in Lithuanian archaeology 
i till not analyzed and not discus ed to any great 
extent. For example, Kulikauskas and Zabiela 
(1999) explicitly adopt a Pre-Soviet definition of 
archaeology that rejects ocial reconstruction, 
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merely because of it Soviet era association 
Zabiela, 1999, 8). Some archaeolo· 

gi t say that the Soviet period i till too en itive 
to touch and therefore, it remains a task for fu­
ture generations. Another task for Lithuanian 
archaeologists is to review the work that ha been 
done in the Soviet period, evaluate its advantage 
and di advantages, to name openly the problem 
that need to be solved and decide how they could 
be olved. The idea of Soviet archaeology are still 
available for selection, and becau e of the relaxed 
selective environment, no doubt, some of them 
are ·11 fit. 

Lithuanian archaeologists have a huge data­
base of very important and valuable material col­
lected during Soviet period that needs to be evalu­
ated in a new light, probably raising different que -
tions about it or applying different theoretical 
frameworks and creating new model in order to 
understand societies through material culture. 

In sum, Lithuanian archaeologi ts need to cre­
ate a theoretical framework for their further re­
search. This would help to get into discussion with 
foreign archaeologists, broaden their knowledge 
and share their own experience. The developing 
of a clear picture of the history of Lithuanian ar­
chaeology, including the Soviet period, can ig­
nificantly contribute to e tablishing a new para­
digm and continue consciou development of 
Lithuanian archaeological thought. Working at the 
period of a paradigm shift, in a favorable environ­
ment, Lithuanian archaeologi ts finally have the 
opportunity to introduce great variability of idea 
for selection and to shape a new direction and 
forge a new tradition of Lithuanian archaeology. 
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SIANDIENOS TENDENCUQ LIETUVOS ARCHEOLOGUOJE EVOLIUCUA: 
• • 

SOVIETINE P ITIS IR POSOVIETINE DABARTIS 

leva PaberZyte, Andre Costopoulos 

Santrauka 

Evoliucijo teorija yra taikoma tiek biologijoje, 
tiek ociokultiirinams reiVkiniam analizuoti ir 
paaiskinti. Idejos tam tikra prasme gali buti 
prilyginto biologinem riisim arba organizmams 
(Richards, 1978), 0 mok 10 vy tymasi gali biiti 
analizuojamas naudojant Darvinizmo koncepcija , 
tokia kaip ivairove, mutacija, atranka ar dreifa . 
Biologineje sistemoje organizmai turi adaptyviu , 
neutralius ir neadaptyvius brooms. Idejos taip pat 
gali biiti adaptyvios, neutralios ir neadaptyvios, 
priklau omai nuo aplinkos qlyg4. Politine ir 
socialine aplinka yra labai svarbii veiksniai, daranty 
itak'! mokslo vystymui i, mokslo idej4 evoliucijai. 

XX a. staigiis ir svarbus sociopolitiniai pokyciai 
daro palankiq terpy evoliuciniam modeliui 

pritaikyti ir pabandyti supra ti Lietuvos archeo­
logijos mokslo raid,!, kaito prieza tis ir siandieno 
tendencija . Todel, zvelgiant iV evoliucine 
per pektyvo ir panaudojant elementu iV mokslo 
kaito teorij4 (Kuhn, 1962; Popper, 1959; Richards, 
1987), mes sukureme mode Ii, kuri pritaikeme 
Lietuvos archeologijo raidai XX a. isanalizuoti. 

Mokslo sistemoje mokslininkai yra aktyviis 
veikejai, idej4 ir praktik4 ivai rove kurejai. Kita 
vertus,jie jau yra pritapy prie ociopolitine aplinko , 
ne jau praejo natUrali,! atrankq (t.y. baigy mokyklas, 
universitetus). Mokslo i tema yra viena is atranko 
jem, kuri at ijoja netinkamu individus bei idejas 
konkrecios po Ii tines ideologijos sqlygomis. Todel 
idejos negali biiti perdaug zalingos ar trikdanCio 
politinei sistemai. Pa tarajai pa ikeitus kiti moks­
lininkai tampa lyderiais ir j4 idejos vel naturaliai 
atitinka tuometiny politiny i temq, maiiausiai iki 
kite iyrnaus pokyCio politiniame ir ideologiniame 
klimate. 

Aplinkos pokyCiai, t.y. permaino politineje ir 
socialineje si temoje, veike kirtingo pobudzio 
natiiralio atranko jeg4 (seLective pressure) 

v 

i igalejimq skirtingai xx: arniiau etapai. Sio 
jego ir uformavo Lietuvo archeologijo 
disciplinq bei jo tradicijas tokias, kokias jas 

v 

matome siandien. Zvelgiant i permainas Lietuvo 
politineje sistemoje 1940 ir 1990 metais, tikima i 
pamatyti atitinkam4 pokyci4 archeologijo 
mok Ie, T. Kuhn (1962) zodziai tariant, paradig­
m4 kaitq. TaCiau sene io paradigmos, kurio 
viena is bruoz4 yra aprasomoji archeologijo 
tradicija, stabilumas po 1990-~4 met4 nepriklau­
somybes paskelbimo yra akivaizdu . 

1940-ais metai , ovietam okupavus Lietuvo 
val tyby, susiformavo visivkai nauja politine ir 
socialine aplinka. Idejos, praktikos ir net individai 
buvo intensyviai salinami is Lietuvos archeologijo 
mok 10. Tai reiskia, kad aplinka nebuvo palanki 
idej4 ivairovei ir kad veike tiprio atranko jego 
(high seLective pressure), kuria ikunijo ovietine 
valdzia ir jo politika. Idej4 ir individ4 atranka 
zymiai sumazino potencialiq idej4 ivairovy, 
Lietuvos archeologijoje egzistavu iq nepriklau­
somoje Lietuvoje. Lietuvo archeologai, ty y 
archeologiny praktikq sovietmeCiu, buvo natiira­
liai pri itaiky prie ovietine si temos. Vienas 
pagrindini4 adaptyvi4 bruoz4 sovietmeCiu tapo 
aprasomasi metoda. Archeologini4 radini4 ir 
period4 apra Vyma buvo augiau ia archeologine 
praktika, kadangi tokio pobudzio veikla neipa­
reigojo archeolog4 i itraukti i ideologijo 
di ku ija , netrikde tuometines politine si temo . 

Sovietmecio pabaiga buvo kita iyrnu aplin­
kos poky tis Lietuvo archeologijos istorijoje. 
Priesingai nei sovietinia metai, kuomet natii­
ralio atranko jego kryptingai stiime Lietuvo 
archeologu i a . q praktikq, po nepriklau-
omybes paskelbimo 1990-ai iai metai, ocio­

politine aplinka tapo zymiai lai ve ne. Joje 
archeologai neb era "atrenkarni" tokiais dra tiskai 
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biidais kaip pO 1940-tll4 met4 ir gali pateikti Zymiai 
dide ny idej4 jvairovy natiiraliai atrankai. Taciau 
nepai ant ryVkau politinio pokycio, senoji 
paradigm a po ovietineje Lietuvos archeologijoje 
keiciasi gana letai. Aprasomoji archeoIogijos 
tradicija islieka pastebimai stabili. 

Naujos, kaip ir senos idejos, laisvesneje 
politineje aplinkoje nebepatiria agresyvios atranko 

v 

(relaxed selective pressure). Sio aplinkybes sukuria 
ituacij'l, kurioje sunku naujom idejom pakei ti 
enqsias, turincias iIg'l istorij'l ir gerai prisitaikiu ia . 

Dabar Lietuvos archeologijoje vyksta idej4 dreifa , 
kuri natiiraliai letina paradigm4 kait'l. Senqj'l 
paradigm'l yra iprasta ir patogu naudoti, ypac 
vyre niajai archeoIog4 kartai. Evoliuciniai 
terminai tariant, ji pasieke savo vietini optimum'l 
(local optimum), - zon'l, kurios sunku atsisakyti. 

Kuhn'o nuomone, naujos paradigmos sukii­
rimas yra naujo ios karto uzduotis, kurios 
m'lstymas ir pasauleziiira yra u iformavusi jau 
naujoje ociopolitineje aplinkoje. Vi delto 
vyre nioji karta gali pa katinti naujos paradigmo 
kiirim'l, palikdama avo komforto zon'l, prakti­
kuodama skirtingus metodu , toleruodama 
kirtingas perspektyvas ir skatindama naujqj'l 

kart'l em tis idej4 ivairoves. 
Norint sukurti naujqj'l paradigm'l biitina 

pri tatyti kuo didesny idej4 jvairovy natiiraliai 
atrankai. Y ra keli pagrindiniai idej4 jvairoves 
katinimo keliai ir saltiniai. ViS4 pirma, tai jaunoji 

karta archeologijoje, - studentai ir jauni archeo­
logai, kurie Zvelgdami i en as problemas turi 
original4 poziiiri ir tokiu biidu gali generuoti 
naujas idejas ir nauju prendimus senoms 
problem oms sprysti. Nor studentams 

leva Paberiyte 
Department of Anthropology, McGill University, Leacock Building, 
855 Sherbrooke SI. w., Montreal Quebec, Canada H3A 217 
ieva.paberzyte@mail.mcgill.ca 

Andre Costopoulo 
Department of Anthropology, McGill University, Leacock Building, 
855 Sherbrooke SI. w., Montreal Quebec, Canada H3A 217 
andre.costopoulos@mcgill.ca 

lEVA PABERZY'I'E, ANDRE COSTOPOULOS 

ir triiksta profesinio paruosimo ir patirties, j4 
m'l tysena formuojasi kitomis 'llygomi nei j4 
de tytoj4. 14 supratimas apie archeologij'l dar tik 
fOt muoja i, tode! jaunoji karta tam tikra pra me 
yra laisvesne eksperimentuoti ir pateikti netiket4 
bei vertin~ iZvaI~. Naujo karto idejos yra vienas 
is svarbiausi4 ivairoves saltini4. Kitas varbus idej4 
ivairove saltinis yra isorine infonnacija - kontaktai 
su uz ienio speci tarptautiniai projektai, 
tarptautines publikacijo bei konferencijos, 
uZsienio literatiira, staZuote ir kita. 

E ant silpnoms atranko jegoms, ovietrneCio 
idejo ir praktikos vis dar egzi tuoja archeologijo 
idej4 pa auIyje. Kai kurios is t4 idej4 bei 
koncepcij4 be abejones yra vertingo siandieninei 
Lietuvos archeologijai, jau nekalbant apie 
empirine rnedziagos klodus, ukauptus soviet­
meciu. lues galima analizuoti keliant skirtingu 
klau imu , pritaikant ivairias teorijas ir kuriant 
nauju modeliu, kurie padet4 uprasti kultiir<! ir 
jo kaitos priezastis. 

Lietuvos archeologijos mok la yra varbioje 
kryzkeleje. Staiga atsidiirusi laisvesneje aplinkoje, 
Lietuvo archeologija gali pletoti ivairias ir 
vertingas tyrinejim4 kryptis, kurios gali tapti 
svarbiu indeliu visai disciplinai. Taciau paradigm4 
kaita yra leta, nes archeologijo diciplina Lietuvoje 
i po ovietinj laikotarpi izenge u labai kruopvCiai 
ir kryptingai atrinktomis idejomis bei praktikomi . 
Idej4 ivairovei atsira ti reikia laiko. lvertinu 
praeities sunkumus ir pa iekimus, Lietuvo 
archeologai dabar turi galimyby pa katinti naujos 
archeologine teorijos atsiradim'l ir 'lrnoningai 
formuoti Lietuvo archeologijo tradicij'l norima 
linkme. 
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