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1. Zooar chaeology in the 21% century: wher e we come from, where we

are now, and wherewe are going

Umberto Albarella



Abstract

After more than a century of steady growth, zooarchaeologirtaly started fulfilling its

full potential. The recognition of the centrality of zooarchaeological investigations in
archaeology represents the most important, and hopefully enduring, development.
Zooarchaeology remains, however, ultimately imsciplinaryand cannot be pigeon-holed
within eitherScience or Humanities. Zooarchaeologists use a multitude of approaches, and
can contribute to virtually all aspects of our investigatiohpast human life, ranging from
social structureto economy, diet, ecology, ideology and religion. The discipline has now
developed a set of wedistablished methods, whose widespread use enhdatees
comparability. It is, however, important that the research strategies amm@delpgs of
zooarchaeologists remain dynamrmd open to constant scrutiny. Zooarchaeology is today
also highly international, enjoying a very healthy level of open communicattbexa@hange
of ideas. There is, however, the need to reach out to areas where the discipline is sti

underdeveloped, as those will generate new stimuli as well asalesgguortunities.

Keywords: Zooarchaeology, Archaeozoologyrchaeology, Intedisciplinarity,

Methodology, Internationality, ICAZ



Introduction

Zooarchaeology is today a thriving area of archaeological researchewadhised for the

vitality of its community of researchers and the depth and breadth of its approaches. A long
and bumpy road had, however, to be negotiated to get to that point and there is still some way
to go. This chapteintroduces a volume that is intended to present an overview of world
zooarchaeology, covering a multitude of geographic areas, cultural peppdsaehes and
themesln this introduction | will present my personal view on the current state ofrplay i
zooarchaeology, with some considerations regarding the nature of the disdiplioets and

its potential.

What is zooar chaeology?

Definitions never work entirely, but it is probably not outrageously wrong to consider
zooarchaeology dshe study of animal remains from archaeological siEesceptions can of
courseexist- e.g. animal footprints should be considered within the remit of zooarchaeology,
some non-anthropogenic sites may also produce relevant finds - but the bulk of
zooarchaeology is probably covered by that definition. What is more inteye$tihe

ultimate definition is, however, a consideration of what that implies. ‘Animal remaias’
hugely varied in their nature, size and composition, yet a lot of zooarchaeologyvitbal

just bones and teeth - the remains of vertebrates. It would, however, be wrong totbenfine
discipline to such finds, as invertebrates are also animals, and have an impogtain|pot
archaeologyNevertheless, traditions and thematic investigations inevitably contriute t
shape a discipline, so you will find that entdagpcal studies only feature marginally in this
volume, as they tend to be more commonly associated with more strictly
palaeoenvironmental investigations. The same is the case for the study of l&danai

marine molluscs part of the same phylumare more commonly studied in conjunctiath



vertebrate remain€onsequentlythey contribute significantly to this volume, and not just as
a potential source of food (see for instance Daniela Klokler’s chapter).

As important as the consideration regardiitat actual material zooarchaeologists
study is the concept that the zooarchaeological evidence derives from ‘arcleatcites’.
Zooarchaeology is no more (and no less) than one aspect of archaeology (O’Connor, 1998).
Archaeology deals with the phyalademains obur past, andooarchaeology analyses the
remains of animals that contributed to characterise human life. As such thetidisti
between the sister disciplines of palaeontology and zooarchaeology is obwiailes -
palaeontologists will focus on the animals themselves, zooarchaeologistgyateeheir
relationshig with humans.

It is for this reason that we have chosen, for the title of the book, tbeiserm
‘zooarchaeology’, rather than ‘archaeozoology’, as theérplaces i emplasis @ the
archaeologicaside of the discipline, and therefore mpreperlydefines it.The issue of
which is the better term has been lingering long in the literature (e.g.,LEQj¢f®) but, in
reality, loth expressionare widely acceptednd usedand their adoption is mainly the result
of differentscholarlytraditions (cf. Bartosiewic200%, Steele 2015). It would have been
churlish to be strict about the adoption of a single term, and it is therefore appyépriat
volume that intends to promote diversity, that contributors were given the freedom to use
‘zooarchaeologybr ‘archaeozoologyastheysaw fit

It is also usefuland far more thanmerelysemantic exercis¢o reflect on the
position of zooarchaeology within archaeology. Bhisrno question that animal remains
represent what is left of what once were living organjsmnd it isthereforeappropriate to
consider zooarchaeology within the realm of ‘bioarchaeology’. The catationiss,
however, not particularly useful, andnsede more problematic by the command

unfortunateuse in American literature of the term ‘bioarchaeology’ to indicate the study of



human bones from archaeological sites (e.g. Spencer Larsen, 1999; Martin et al., 2013
Humans are of coursmimals and the study of their remains has much to share with
zooarchaeology, but in terms of approaches and nature of the evidence, zooarchaeology a
‘human osteoarchaeology’ (a better term than ‘bioarchaeology’) tend togepseparate,
althoughrelated, subdisciplines.

More problematic is the frequent categorisation of zooarchaeology as part of
‘environmental archaeology’, particularly, but not only, in British literatihe
understanding and reconstruction of palaeoenvironments where peopls lnatiwithin
the remit of zooarchaeology, but there is much more to zooarchaeology than environmental
analysis, and therefore the classification of zooarchaeology as part anenental
archaeology is misleading;is rather the product of a common misconception regarding
what environmental archaeology is (cf. AlbareR801; Thomas, 2001; Wilkins@nd
Stevens2003). As mentioned above, aspects of zooarchaeology that are more strictly
palaeoenvironmental have had a tendency to develop into indeperdearch strands.

If we accept the definitiofound inthe Encyclopaedia Britannica of science as
“knowledge of the world of nature” then it necedgafiollows that zooarchaeology is a
scientific disciplineTheinvestigaion of the natural world, of which human communities are
part is central to the concern of zooarchaeologiststhaytalsoinvestigate the cultural
attitude and behaviour of humaacietiesowards animals and therefore they operate within
the realm of ‘humanities’. @archaeology represents a primary example of the inter
disciplinarity of archaeology, a discipline that constantly operates attdrsaction between
nature and culture. Some of the chapters of this book may lean more towards acsoreatifi
humanities approach, boever exclusively so

Animals area ubiquitous and important presence in all aspects of human life and,

consequently, zooarchaeology can contribute to almost any strand of archaeological



investigation (Steele2015). Although this should be obviotisis is a concept that has
provenstrangely difficult tgput across, with zooarchaeology often ghettoised to rather
limited (and limiting) research themedthough animal remainkad already caught the
interest of archaeologists alreaalythe 19" centuy, the persistence of an antiquarian
tradition in archaeology meant th&tr many decadethere was limited interest in
zooarchaeology, particularly as concerned the historical pedodsrdaeology, like other
bioarchaeological disciplines, was red¢gd to the notorious ‘appendiXhe emergence of
the soecalled ‘processuglor ‘new’, archaeology in thiate 1960s and 70s, with its focus on
human behaviour and an anthropological approach to archaeology, led to an enhanced
attention to the role that animals played in human socidiesdownsidevas the frequent
excessivdocus on taphonomi@(g.Binford, 1981 and/or economic and ecologicald.

Higgs 1972; 197%aspects, to the detriment of other lines of investiggaoa

interpretation) Other research schools that started emerging in the 1980s (broadly defined as
‘postprocessualism’pointed out this fault of the New Archaeologywdemphasedthe

need to pay greater attention to the social and ideological components of humign socie
Paradoxically, and unnecessarily, this became a battle between ‘naturetibima*
approaches to archaeology, with zooarchaeology becoming sideimmden enthg up

being considered some kind of backwards burden to the development of tlusneagual
approachn archaeologydf. Thomas, 1990 Zooarchaeologists reacted rather slowly to this
new challenge, but eventually the concern caught up with them and the last decssnlas
new strand of zooarchaeology focusing more on social aspects (e.g. Marciniakk 288!,
2012; Overton andlamilakis, 2013. Commendable as such attempt it is, it also carries the
risk of reemphasising once again the old and false dichotomy between ‘nature’ and
‘economy’ on the one hand and ‘cultuegid ‘society’on the other merely seen frorthe

oppositeviewpoint.



The warningof the postprocessualist® avoid purely mechanistic interpretations in
zooarchaeologwas welcome, but the reality is thie portragl of thezooarchaeologisds
an environmental determinist is largely caricatural. Examples of zooarogaab|
approacheseven from decades agavhich, in addition to the ecological and economic
elementsdeal withissues related to the structure of a sociesywvell as its cultural
preferences, religion and ideology, aboged). Reitz 1987; Grant, 1988; ljzereef, 1989;
Meniel, 1989). A mere browse of the chapters included in this book will demonstrate that
ecological, economic, social and ritual elements cannot be neatly separated inegaaeo
interpretations, as they all play a rolele shaping of human societidsimalscontribute
to all of them and zooarchaeology today is at the forefront of a new integrated approach to
archaeological interpretation, which will hopefully once and forever oweedbe artificially
constructed divisions of the past.

The reason why zooarchaeology can be in this prime position is due to its inter-
disciplinary nature. doarchaeologists havamiliarity with both biological and cultural
phenomena and, as such, feel at ease in communicating with scholars across differe
disciplines. It is not uncommon for zooarchaeological interpretations to congidenee
from disciplines as disparate as ethnography, history, architecture, arts, genetic, bio- and
geochemistry and many others (for a range of interesting examples seg, RIaM® more
evidence can be found in this volume

What has also been emerging more and more powerfully in the past few yhars is
potential of zooarchaeology to inform msues of relevance the contemporarworld. The
volume by Lauwerier and Plug@@03) is a prime example of how nature conservatiah
heritage management issues can be productively informed by zooarchae@wogieate,
but there are other cases inmdie.g. Lyman, 1996; Lyman and Cannon, 2004).

Additionally, ethnographic work, aimed at addressing zooarchaeologicaiomse s



highlighting the cultural and ecological merits of various forms of iadit husbandry, as
well as the value of traditi@h domestic breeds, many of them today rare or on the verge of

extinction (Albarella et al 2007 Albarella et al 2011 Hadjikoumis 20132.

Zooar chaeology: methods and approaches
In order toaddresdroader researanquiriesn archaeologyzooarchaeologists have had to
develop methods and research strategies to answer questewast tahe more specific
evidence they analysalthough these questions have been refined and developed over the
years, the core lines of investigations have remained the kd&mén the earlier days of the
discipline, zooarchaeologists will want to know about wiginhmals are represented in a
certan assemblage, which parts of ithearcasses, the age and sex makef the
populations, the size and shape of the animals, the occurrence of any pathologicainsonditi
and the evidence of human-induced modifications of the bones, such as butchery or burning.
A more recently developddchniquetooth microwear analys{e.g.Mainland 1998), has
also provided the opportunity to collect some evidence regarding the nature of animal diet
which can be very useful for a better understanding of the forasimlal managemeas
well as the range of habitats used by both domestic and wild species. Examplenastall
or at least somef these investigations can be found in all chapters in this book. The
diversity of emphasis that is placed on different strands of evidiemaeh chaptewypifies
geographic regions, chronological and cultural periods, research themestlamditerests
and expertise different contributors.

Although the issue was neglected in the early days of zooarogggahd can still
be, in some unfortunate situations) zooarchaeologists have for quite somedimaeae
that their interpretationsiust rely on an understanding of the processes that led to the

formation of the assemblages they study (Schiffer, 198%refore, modifications of the



animal remainssuchasthosecaused by scavengers and various natural agents before and
after burial,are also important to observe and record systematically. Evaluations sf issue
such as preservation and fragmentation can be important for a reconstruction stottyeoffi
an assemblagas well as an understanding of the biases that will affect the evid&nce.

the pioneang work carried out by Payne (197here has also been increasing awareness of
the effect thatecovery bias can have on the frequency of species, body paréschgex
categoriege.g. Gamble and Bailey, 1994 otentially this is the greatest bias that can affect
an assemblagén theoryit can be controlled during archaeological excavation, for instance
through a carefully considered sieving programme,ibydractice it only occasionallys.
Zooarchaeologists, however, have developed various systems that allow theessatlas
degree of recovery bias. They cannot retrieve information that has been |bstybcearn at
least assess the magnitude of the error. There are still unfortunate calsehithe issue is
entirely ignored inevitably leading to spurious interpretations - isuteariwarming to see
how strongly a discussion of recovery bias features in many chapters of this book.

The maturity of the discipline cannot be better demonstrated than by the awailabil
of not one, but a plethora of textbooks outlining the key principles and methods of
zooarchaeologydornwall 1956 Ryder, 1968 Chaplin 1971; Klein and Cruiiribe, 1984
Hesse and Wapnish, 1983avis 1987 Rackham, 1994Reitz and Wing1999; O’Connor,
2000 De Grossi Mazzorinz008 Matsui 2008 Beisaw 2013. Some of these have also been
translated in other languagefor instance Davis’ bogloriginally in Englishhas long been
available in a Spanish version and recently has been translated into Korean.idn,addit
zooarchaeology has benefitted from a nanmdff papers highlighting the main potential
pitfalls in the interpretation of animal remaifgsg.Payne 1972; Uerpmann, 1973; Meadow,
1980), whichhave been instrumentir the appropriate methodological development of the

discipline Identification atlases have long been availaldey. Schmid1972) and Hillson



(1992) for European mammals, Miles Gilbert (19f8)American mammal3Valker(1985)
for African mammalsCohen and Serjeantson (1996) for European Witdss Gilbert etal.
(1985)for American birds and have now been supplemented with new productions (e.g.
Yamazaki and Uyen@®008 Bochenski andTomek 2009; Plug, 2014as well as welbased

online sources (e.g. ArchéoZooThednip://archeozoo.org/archeozoothedoremammals,

Aves 3Dnttp://aves3d.ordior birds and the Archaeological Fish Resource

http://fishbone.nottingham.ac.gJkNone of these can of course replace sketetalence

collections, whose importance is widely acknowledged (e.g. Coy, 1978; Henry, 4991
which represent key magnetsadtivity for some institutions, despiteetithallenge of ever
shrinking research budgets.

In other areas of investigation zooarchaeology has alscegtalblished
methodological procedures. For tooth ageing the works of Payne (1973) and Grant (1982) are
widely used and new methodological devet@mtshave also been put forwage.g.Jones
and Sadler, 2012; Lemoine et al., 20W¥ight et al, 2014) Biometrical analysis has hugely
benefitted from the standardisation of measurements proposed by von den Driesgfo(1976
mammals and birds, afMdorales andRosenlud (1979) for fishes. Both akenost universally
used, without, however, stifling further considerations regarding which measuseshentd
be taken and why (e.g. Payne and Bull, 1388eeler and Jones, 1989; Davis, 1996; 2000;
Albarella and Payne€005 Popkin et al., 2012 In terms of biometrical data analydise
currenteay access to statisatand graphiceomputer packages has immensely facilitated
the work of the zooarchaeologist, and the ever growing application of scaling index
techniques (Ducos, 1968; Uerpmann, 1M8adow,1999;Albarella 2002) is contributing
to address the common problem of small sample size. Shape analysis in the forno of the s
called ‘geometric morphomeéts’, a technique long used byologistsandpalaeontologists

(e.g. Bookstein, 1991), has made some inroads in zooarchaeology (e.g. Bignon and
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Eisenmann, 200Q6Useful as it is, this method is tirensuming and requires expensive
equipment. Most importalytit needs to be built on a solid understanding of the potential of
linear measurements, something that current scholarship has ofteawhieftom- see
Rowley-Conwy and Zedef2014)for an effective critical analysis of the risks of a superficial
application of the technique, combined with palaeogenetics, with insufficient waraengf
of basic biometry.

In palaeopathology, the classic work of Baker and Brothwell (1980¢h has been
intensively used by generations of zooarchaeologists, asmally been complemented by
a new textbook on the subject (Bartosiewasth Gal, 2013), which undoubtedly will prove
to be equally useful. Miles and Grigson’s (1990) survey of tooth conditions represents a ver
useful reference for the identificatiohaental pathologies.

In summary, the literature on zooarchaeology methodeststoday is vast, and
students and new trainees are spoilt for choice in terrascessibleesourcesThis is all
made easier by the availability of much information througlen accessnd, in general, on
the web. In fact, the young zooarchaeologist has today the opposite problemaoetidiyf
my generation ratherthana scarcityof information, over-abundanck is therefore
necessary to skilfully plough your way through an extensive literature iagpghtical
thinking in thedistinctionof what is useful from what is redundant.

Further indication that the discipline of zooarchaeology hasraached its full
maturity is demonstrated by the fact that debate on the adoption of ‘minimumrdsanda
which still raged in the late 1980s, now appears to be a thing of the past. Data corparabili
is very important, but this cannot be achieved through the imposition of standard methods of
recording and analysthat would stifle creativity and reduce the work of the
zooarchaeologist to that of a mere technician. Rather, we need to carry orgrefini

methods, making them accessible and affordable to as many practitionerslas.poss



Comparability can also be greatly enhanced by the constant encouragementeiyplaih
the adopted methods, to improve both accountability and the opportunity to compare datasets
appropriatelyAssemblages of animatmains are hugely varied in their composition and
may requiresubstantiallydifferent approaches, which are also dependent on logistic
conditions such as available time and money. It should also be right for a zooarakaamlog
approach the study of an assemblage in an original and personal way, driven Iy specif
research interests and questions. The study of a zooarchaeological asseemvtsgents an
intellectual undertaking rather than a mechanical collection of data. Ittlsisaeason that it
is essential that assemblages are preserved for futurghesecan be read in a number of
different ways, emphasising either one aspect or the other. The notion thatmablagse
once studied, can be preserved by record is not only wrong, but supremely arrogant.

It is with such awareness that the International Council of Archaeozoology ]|
drafted a “professional protocol”, which is represented by a set of usefulmesaations
rather than prescriptive or detailed procedurestZR2009

http://alexandriaarchive.org/icaz/pdf/protocols2009.adéw g/stems fotherecording and

analysisof animal remains keep being published (e.g. Schibler, 1998), and this is to be
welcomed, as it provides opportunities for new researchers to getirrgspaint and for
experiencd ones to reconsider their systems and priorities. What remains essential is that
diversity of approaches is not sacrificed on the altar of data comparability.

One methodological area in which more reflection is requiredoarzbaeology
regards the only apparently simple task of counting and recording. | amllyausing my
words here as | do not mean ‘quantification’, which has, conversely, been amply debated
(e.g. Grayson, 1984;yman, 200§. All quantification systemsjowever, rely on what is
recorded and counted amdthat area we still havegreat level of ambiguity in

zooarchaeology. It may be useful to debate about the virtues and problems of systears
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the Number of Identified Specimens (NISP) and the Minimum Number of Individdalg (
but if we are not sure about what a ‘specimen’ is, the whole quantification edilizpsed.
Many years ago Watsoag79) tried to circumvent this problem by proposing the recording
of ‘diagnostic zones’, a system that, with substantial differences and modifgahas been
adopted by many zooarchaeologists (e.g. Serjeantson, 1991; DavisAllg82lla and
Davis 2010), who still, however, probably represent a minority. This is not the place to go
into a detailed discussion of this issue, but | remain disconcerted by the factibeipline
that has made such huge progress in the critical evaluation of how it operates,redpepa
leave the definition of what it records and counts to the vagaries of variables thelslll
of the researcher, time pressure, light conditions, tiredness, completenesteoérece
collection, the identifiability and preservation of the material, and many others

Today zooarchaeologists can also benefit from a level of analysgods beyond
the macroscopic levelhe study of amino acid peptides has proved its usefulness in
taxonomic identifications (Buckley et.a2010) and it is developing asraluablgechnique
to use in conjunction with macroscopic identifications. Isotopic studies are hilping
clarifying issues associated with animal deeg(Pearson et al., 2004easonality (e.qg.
Balasse, 2003palaeoclimates (e.g. Stevens and Hedges, 2004) and mahijfydwers et
al., 2010;Viner et al, 201Q Minniti et al.,2014), all areas in which traditional
zooarchaeological approachemn helpfullybeintegrated by other lines of evidence.

Studies of the DNA of modern animalsvieaontributed to our understanding of the
variability of animalspecies and populationisujkart et al., 2001; Larson et al., 2005;
Bruford and Townseh 2006, therefore throwing some light also onithevolution andgast
history. Palaeogenetic applications are more problematic due to potential issues of
preservation and contaminatioB€igl, 2008 Pruvost et al., 2008), baain be very effective

as theywill offer direct evidence of the genetic makge of past animals. The volume by



Zeder et al(2006) provides a good summary of the interplay between zooarchaeologists,
geneticists and palaeagsicists in tackling the study of animal domesticatidms is an area
of research that has seen rapid developnienthas its downside too. The braadle
approach that is often characterisifalaeogeneticsiaylead to the risk of over-
simplifications and much genetic work has been insufficiently or inappropyriateegrated
with archaeological analysis8Ve must also be careful not to rush to conclusions that may be
a consequence of erratic sampling. For instatheeissue of the nature of the introduction of
cattle domestication into Europ&hich appeared to have been solvedulh palaeogenetic
analysis, has then proved to be far more complex than originally thaungiet the sample
size was increasddf. Troy et al., 2001; Bja-Pereira et al., 2006; Edwards et al., 2007
Mona et al., 2010).

Most of the palaeogenetic work carried out so far in zooarchaeology ddals wit
mitochondrial DNA, which is present in greater abundance in a cell, and it hdsrdhere
better chancesf survival. Improvements in extraction and replication techniques have,
however, meant that palaeogeneticists have also, in some cases, managed taceaess n
DNA. In addition to further information on the characteristics of an animal gea¢iyhich,
unlike mitochondrial DNA, is not transmitted exclusively matrilinearly) the nud®A can
also help in sexing specimens, a highly valuable type of information, when cougied wit
morphometric analysis (for applicatiosseSvensson et al., 200Bavis et al, 2012).

In order to adhere to the principle of integration, for this volume we did not
commission any chaptés dealspecifically with biochemical evidence. The evidence from
DNA and isotopes is, however, discussed in many contributions, in conjunction with the rest

of zooarchaeology.

Theinternationality of zooar chaeology



One of the most impressive achievements of zooarchaeology has been itsoatbditglop as
a worldwide discipline, with a high level of exchange and communication between
researchers frorall corners of the worldlhis internationality has been promoted, to a
substantial extent, by the work of the International Council of Archaeozoology)JC
which is an important reference organisation for zooarchaeologists. With its mpuiatire
international conferences, the meeting of its Working Groups, and a plethora of other
activities ICAZ has for many years guaranteed that zooarchaeologists from & agsid
had a common house, which would support the exchange of data and ideas, as well as
diversity and inclusivenesh.is such internationality that this book wants to celebrate.

ICAZ has a very interesting histoaynd by following it, we can gain a sense of the
overall development of zooarchaeology as a discipline. The first ICAZ intemabimeeting
was held in Budapest in 197Grigson 2014), which may mean little to researchers of the
latest generations, butis very significant when one thinks that this was the time of the ‘Iron
Curtain’ when communication between the East and West of Europe (and, to somehextent,
world) could be strained. Hungary was of course under Soviet influence but this did not
preventwestern researcheft®m attendingand contributing to the takeff of the
organisation. Thus, from its early days, zooarchaeologists demonstrated téraniakgtion
to join forces despite the many economic, cultural and political batniarexistd between
them The following years would see many more examples of such attitude.

For several decades ICAZ kept to a relatively small scale but the Loggan 1
conference organised by Juliet Clutton-Brock and Caroline Grigson was dttendere
than ahundreddelegategGrigson 2014). B thetime of the1994 conference in Constance
(Germany)it wasclear that the organisation had grown to the point that the informality of its
early days had become insufficient to guarantee transpaaedogfficiency A more formal

structurewith proper membership, elected officers and committee mentisido be set up.



Over the years, the composition of the committees has invariablyhiggdy international,

with representation from all continents. The main conferences have also moved arossd ac
the continents, with two of the last thieeingheld in Latin America countries and the next
one (2018) planned to take plata, the first timein Asia.

Another important milestone of the 1994 conference was tve @way from the
adoptionof ICAZ ‘official languages’. It became clear that the concept was impaheind
unsuited to the ethos of inclusiveness that ICAZ was increasingly keen to erdinistidea
took a further step forward when Keith Dobney, PBwley-Conwy and myself organised
the 9" ICAZ conference in Durham (UKih 2002 It was decided that the conference itself
would not have official languages, with contributors free to speak in whateveatmthey
preferred, ranging from Swahili to Urdas long as the paper abstract was in the same
language, to warn the audience of what to expect). Eventually, several hundrecapoesent
were delivered all in English- a triumphfor freedom ofexpressionrespect of other cultures
and ... commorsenseThe 2002 conference also saw the introduction of the concept that
conference sessions would ¢entredonresearch themes, rather than chronological periods
or geographic arasain order to promote greater exchange between researchers from different
parts of the worldThe idea was so successful that it has become a constant feature of all
successive ICAZ conferences.

The ICAZ 2010 Paris conference organised&gnDenis Vigne, Christine Léfre
and Marilene Patobecame the largest aggregatiorzobarchaeologists ever known, with
more than 700 delegates from 56 countries (VigneLaf@/re, 2010). Equally impressive
was the achievement of the 2014 ICAZ conference in San Rafael (Argentina), ddsipte
being held in what by many would be regarded as a remote place (on the verggaiiRgta
still attracted a large international crowd. Persondaliggarded the conference in Argentina

as atriumph In the occasion of the Durham conference | had become extremely impressed



by the very good number of Argentinian colleagues who had atteimdibe very year 2002
- the country ha@éxperenceda serious economic crash. Once again, zooarchaeologists had
shown great resilience in the faokeadversty. That experience convinced me that soomer o
later a conference in Argentina was due.

ICAZ alone cannot sustain full responsibility for the internationalisation of
zooarchaeology and it is, fortunately, well supported by other initiatives, wdtdhdte
exchange and communication. Promingmiong these is the role carried out by

BoneCommonshitp://www.alexandriaarchive.org/bonecommonBhart of the Alexandria

Archive Ingitute and managed by SardtitcherKansa, BoneCommons, sgecified in its
heading, is “an online community, building and sharing resources for archaeoZoology
Working in close collaboratiowith ICAZ, this resource has, for many years, proven its
worth, once again encouraging participation and promoting a eénagual aidin
zooarchaeology.

Complementary to BoneCommons is the email discussiondsrzh

(https://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgbin/webadmin? AO=ZOOARCH Founded in 2000 by Jacqui

Mulville and myself and counting almost 1,200 subscribers, Zdoavas regarded to be the
most valuable communication tool in zooarchaeology in a survey undertaken by Jim Morris
(Morris, 2010). In addition, Morris himself has created the zooarchaeology version of a social

network(http://zooarchaeology.ning.cojnivhich hasalsoproven to be most helpful, and it

is widely usedespeciallyby the youngegeneration of zooarchaeologists. What is heartening

is that all these resources operate in an excellent spirit of collaboration, helding a

supporting each other, and joining forces in promoting zooarchaeology worldwide.
Despite there is much to be cheered regarding the huge forays thahaeotwgy

has made in guaranteeing participation from all areas of the world, thestdlar@nsiderable

challenges ahead. However widespread zooarchaeology is, the bulk of iteopeastare


http://www.alexandriaarchive.org/bonecommons/
https://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A0=ZOOARCH
http://zooarchaeology.ning.com/

still concentrated in thevealthiestareas of the world, with the north-south divide being
particularly striking. Progress has been made, particularly in South Aanbuttarge parts
of Africa (cf. Plug 2014l and Asia still lag behind, in@ably as a consequence of the
inequality of wealth distribution in the worldlthough we may have come to accdps as
normality, there is something disturbingly wrong with the notion that countries such as
France or the UK hawmanydozens ofctiveresearchers in zooarchaeolagyd Nigeria and
Bangladesh, which are about three time as populous, haveon@tdeast very few (no
ICAZ members). We are moderately satisfied with the fact that two of durahgpters
dealing with Asia and three of eight dealing with Africa are writtenelsgarchers based in
those continents, but, sadly, our book also reflects the imbalance in the distribution of
research and researchers across the globe.

An additional, and increasingly serious, obstacle to intemmaltjgarticipation is
represented by limitations that may occur in crossing bartietse age of free circulation of
goods(‘free trade’),it is ironic thatmore and more barriers exist in the movement of people
between countries. The Middle East, a tiiadal area of prime zooarchaeological research, is
ravaged by wars, which generate constant misery in the local population®ask phem
from becoming engaged in academic activities. Secerattries in tht partof the world
(andothers)are today nago areas, preventing therefore the promotion of cultural activities,
with the consequenmisk that their future igeopardigdtoo. The zooarchaeolmgl
community hagome of age also in dealing with these iss@ferencelavein some
ca®s providedestrictedor noaccess talelegates ofertain nationalities which is very
much against the spirit of free circulation of ideas that our research cotyrandorses.

Once again the zooarchaeological community has responded to these challiémge
maturity andrather thaburying its head in the sand, has been prepared to discuss these

issues openly, trying to find reasonable solutions to intractable problems. A robussidisc



was heldon Zooarch(see archives attps://www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cgi-bin/webadmin?A0=zooarch)

regarding the organisation of theeetingof the Archaeozoology of Southwest Asia (ASWA)
ICAZ Working Group/irst in Abu Dhabi and then IsraeThe debate continued for several
years and was also featured in ICAZ newslett@tsch can be downloaded from the ICAZ

webpage albttp://www.alexandriaarchive.org/icaz/publications-newsletter (Bartosiewicz 2011;

KolskaHorwitz, 2011; Albarellg 2012).

Thefuture

Zooarchaeology has a rich history, a bright and exciting present, and an uaptedidure.
Zooarchaeologists have comag way from the days when thegsearch was just regarded
asan addendum to the core of archaeological investigatsnsan battestedin a diversity

of styles and approachds; contributions to this book. It would be unwise, however, to rest
on our laurelsasthere are manynportant challenges thatill need to be tackle®elow is a
very personal excursus of some of the areas in which, for the better or worsefhehink
future of zooarchaeology will be decided:

e The excitemenassociated witlthe opportunities offered by new, lab-based,
sophisticated techniques should not make zooarchaeologists neglect the roats of the
original work, and the constant methodological advances that it requires.

e Zooarchaeologists have been excellent at providaggmuch as the context allowed
them- equal opportunities to their practitioners. The overwhelming majority of
zooarchaeological work is today still undertaken on very limited budgets. To develop
zooarchaeology in directions that are unaffordable to most would mean to create a
fracture in the research community between the elected few and a majority left
behind -ironically replicaing the current ills of world society. This woube

regrettable and inconsistent with @ens of a discipline that clasrto be inclusive.



e The current world economicerd is unsympathetic to research thas not have
direct application tandustrial production or other moneyaking enterpriseg he
expecttion isthat the years ahead will be lean, with many academic departments,
museums and commercial units likelydose their business. Solidarity and
reciprocalsupport, rather than competitiagnhelp us in getting through such
difficult times. Zooarchaeologists have done it before.

e Training in zooarchaeology will remain a challenge, with some countries ingposi
enormous tuition fees, which are increamgnaffordablefor many It will be
important to fight this trend and provide opportunities outthdanore traditional
academic course€ommunitybased learning has great potential and dexelop
well beyondthetraining ofamateurs.

e Largescale skeletal referencellections are essential for good quality
zooarchaeology work, but they require such a huge investment in time and money
that is impracticable to think that there can be very many of them. Those institutions
holding reference collections have the oppatjuto promotethem as regional
centres of research, where zooarchaeologists can congregate and contthmite t
development in exchange for freedom of access. Charging for the use of reference
collectiors goes against this spiriand should be resisted.

e Zooarchaeologts should continue championing intdisciplinarityby maintaiing a
good level of communication with other archaeologass$swell as scholars from
other disciplines. For this to be sustained it is also importahtiie community of
zooarchaeologwill preserve its diversity in terms bbth backgroundand interests.
Zooarchaeology has noughtly affirmed its positioratthe core of archaeological
enquiry, but this should notcuratthe expenses of a loss of biological knowledge.

Zooarchaeologistwith a biological background remain an important asset in



zooarchaeology and the rik animal remains to biaterpreteddevoid of the living
creatures they once belongedshoulddefinitely be avoided.

e Zooarchaeolgists should continue exploring the impact they can make on our
understanding of contemporary society, making elghat they possess unique and
essential information on the history and composition of the world in which we live.

e Zooarchaeology needs theellectual and cultural input that comes from the
developing world, as well as from the least privileged members of societir dluc
the future of the discipline will depend on its ability to fight the tyranny of trexdir
proportionality currently existing between monetary wealth and intensigsefrch.
As a generous, inclusive and supportive community of researchers, zooargiséeolo

are in a prime position to achieve that objective.
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