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Abstract: A concern with ethics and commitments to ethical conduct and standards has increasingly been
raised within archaeology, recently also concerning aDNA data. We suggest that codes, whether for working
with ancient DNA or other archaeological practices, need to be multi-faceted, or layered, to reflect the different
situational contexts of research. We further argue for a more reflexive text addressing “issues of attention” or
“concerns.” We address a number of concerns that should be considered and balanced against each other in
the research process. They include respect, rights, appropriation, access, and collaboration.
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1 Introduction

As the use of genetic data is becoming more widespread, the ethical implications of generating and analysing
these data are also becoming more apparent (e.g., Alpaslan-Roodenberg et al., 2021; Prendergast & Sawchuk,
2018; Wagner et al., 2020). While ancient DNA is also now being extracted from plant and animal remains, and
even from the soil, analyses on human remains still have the strongest resonance in popular media and the
highest public profile, in turn making ethical awareness of how we produce these data and their eventual use
even more important. The data provide evidence of individuals, their personal traits and histories, as well as of
wider populations. There are, therefore, special ethical implications of this kind of research. Moreover, while
there are many ethical guidelines and codes of conduct for research on human remains (e.g., BABAO, 2019;
Cassman et al., 2007; Deutscher Museumsbund, 2013; Marquez-Grant & Fibiger, 2010; SAA, 2021), they do not
fully extend to the ever-growing body of biomolecular data, in part because in such codes “human remains”
are often more narrowly understood as the macro-physical remains of a person. Moreover, it is essential to
differentiate between fossil and archaeological human remains dating back several thousand years and
contemporary human remains with living descendants or groups of descendants (Stutz, 2023). In many
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countries, additional regulations for research on soft tissues and DNA sampling of the contemporary popula-
tion have, therefore, been developed to cover research on the human body in more comprehensive ways. For
example, in the UK the Human Tissue Authority is “an independent regulator of organisations that remove, store,
and use human tissue for research, medical treatment, post-mortem examination, education and training, and
display in public” (https://www.hta.gov.uk/ accessed 17 Jan. 2023), which covers DNA samples. In France, the study of
contemporary human DNA is very restricted and genotyping can only proceed upon the request of a judge (article
16.11 du code civil, https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/article_lc/LEGIARTI000047569313).

Underwriting modern science is not only respect for individuals and their rights, but also a desire to drive
scientific investigations forward and use the full range of techniques available in pursuit of knowledge. Science is a
progressive project, and as part of that progress we at times need to reassess whether and how we stay true to our
commitment to human dignity, respect, and rights — to be ethical in our disciplinary practices. In this article, we
argue that now is a good time to review and consider the ethical challenges of genetic data as they pertain to
prehistoric archaeology in Europe. This general need is becoming widely recognised, and proposals for ways
forward in terms of professional standards or codes of ethics have been made, usually based on arguments that
contend that “the ethics of aDNA research has a particular urgency because of the rapid growth of the field, the
social and political impacts of studying ancestry, and the fact that aDNA work analyses once-living people who must
be respected” (Alpaslan-Roodenberg et al., 2021, p. 41).

Concerning prehistoric Europe, only a few populations claim direct connections to (and at times descent
from) prehistoric human remains. One of these is the case of the Saami, a European indigenous population,
who today inhabit the northern latitudes of Norway, Sweden, Finland, and Russia. A very different case is the
attempt by various modern New Age groups or Pagans to claim a privileged status concerning prehistoric
human remains, in particular in the UK, where various factions have argued that they should be considered to
hold rights equivalent to those of indigenous peoples elsewhere (Wallis & Blain, 2011). This has not, however,
gained legal recognition. Both groups are excluded from consideration here.

Instead, we want to argue for a common set of ethical concerns relevant to most of the genetic research on
prehistoric human remains in Europe, which presents a number of specific characteristics (Stutz et al., 2025).
To begin with, with the exception of the Saami, most European citizens do not see themselves as direct
descendants of the prehistoric individuals that archaeologists study. There is, however, widespread interest
in archaeology rooted in a shared set of values that see heritage as worthy of study and preservation (Kajda
et al., 2018). This is backed by national- and European-level legislation concerning protection of and access to
heritage, with a strongly developed commercial sector and funded research projects contributing to a sub-
stantial, regular increase in knowledge. Much of this is communicated via a bourgeoning popular science and
media landscape, to which most European citizens have access. The interpretation of Europe’s heritage is,
however, complicated by its historically developed association with narratives of national building and
national identities, which are now challenged by some developments (e.g., European integration) and in
turn strenuously defended by other (e.g., national conservative) interest groups. We take this into account
in our discussion of dissemination. While these aspects characterise the European situation in particular, our
reflections are also relevant to other world regions with similar constellations of factors.

It is on this background that we need a discussion of what a framework of concerns should address — and
what pitfalls must it avoid. One of the first major challenges is whether ethics can be universal, and what
implications and consequences deciding on this might have. This concern is not unique to archaeology and the
challenges of formulating shared attitudes in a multicultural world are recognised by wider debates. The aim
becomes “to discover a rational basis for a global ethics, which has a universal normative force, but assumes
cultural differences” (Winkler, 2022, p. 2).

At one level, ethics, understood as behaviour being guided by moral values, is a universal concept within
any research. However, in practical terms, within archaeology there are different understandings of what
these values are. For instance, there have been disputes about who sets the standards of ethical behaviour,
challenges to taken-for-granted assumptions, and other disagreements that appear to undermine the notion of
universalism. This has been most marked in settings where descendant or indigenous communities have
claimed direct affiliation or affinity with the remains to be sampled. The formulation of such relatedness
takes different forms, for instance through ancestral relatedness (e.g., Nash, 2004; Rasmussen et al., 2015;
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TallBear, 2013), belonging to the same faith group (e.g., Bergquist, 2001; Sayer, 2010, pp. 79-94), or shared
experiences such as recent conflicts (e.g., Gonzalez-Ruibal et al., 2015; Steele, 2008). In these cases, concerns are
so interwoven with the political present and differences in cultural practices and ontologies that assuming
universalism can be detrimental (Tsosie et al., 2021).

We wish to propose that not all aspects of these wider discourses are equally relevant everywhere. In
short, we propose to contextualise such debates to make them more relevant and easy to apply. Therefore, this
article asks how archaeologists working on data relating to prehistoric Europe can reframe insights from such
wider international debates, tailoring them to the specific way archaeologists and people in Europe related to
the past. We further propose this can lead to a fruitful reassessment of our current practices in a manner that
appreciates and embraces the specific contexts in which archaeology is carried out.

European prehistoric human remains and how to study them, including genetic sampling, have largely been
self-determined by the scientific community and its institutions and by governmental departments, including
museums. This has produced policies for working with human remains, but apart from stressing respectful
handling, the underlying concerns of most guidelines are that human remains are a scarce and non-renewable
resource. In terms of ethics, prehistoric archaeological human remains have, therefore, largely been treated as any
other archaeological materials (Stutz, 2023, with recent survey for Sweden). Anyone wishing to engage in destruc-
tive sampling is generally asked to take only as much material as they need, to avoid double-sampling, and to return
any excess. What we wish to argue in this article is that a more encompassing consideration of ethical concerns at
all stages of the archaeological process can be of lasting benefit, not only in terms of the curation of our shared
heritage, but also in terms of contributing to a scientific practice that is reflexive, accountable, respectful, and
inclusive. In addition, it aligns better with, and pays respect to, the different contexts of the research process which
may include different stakeholders from museums to science labs.

2 The Basis for a Framework of Ethical Concerns: The Stages of the
Archaeological Process

Although ethics should underwrite the entirety of the research process, each stage of this process pose
different challenges. These distinct stages may, therefore, provide useful anchoring points for a framework
of concerns, with specific questions and considerations relevant for each stage. However, the process should
also allow feedback loops and revisits to former stages as a natural outcome to benefit from experiences
gained. Thus, while ethics refers to general principles about how we handle and use past human material, a
framework of concerns refers to their practical implementation in concrete phases of the research process. We
apply the concept of framework of concerns, since we advocate a reflexive, contextualised approach, rather
than ultimate demands that may not be achievable or desirable in every situation.

2.1 Why Sample?

The first stage is the research design, during which robust questions about the purpose of the research must be
raised including why new genetic data are needed. This should also include careful consideration of the
number of samples needed to contribute meaningfully to the research question; this point is now commonly
agreed on (e.g., Sirak & Sedig, 2019). At this stage, researchers should aim to be explicit about prior assump-
tions, and how these influence the selection of data. The principles of maximal outcome from minimal
interference with human remains should be followed. The widespread optimism about the potential of new
methods in the early phase meant that aDNA sequencing in itself was considered a goal, because the outcome
of prehistoric genomes was yet to be fully understood. Likewise sampling procedures were not fully devel-
oped. Thus, the recognition that aDNA is better preserved in petrous bones and the cementum of teeth (e.g.,
Pinhasi et al, 2015) meant a great leap forward, also in sampling intensity. This was sometimes considered
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problematic among museum curator (Kallén et al., 2024), even if sampling also became more precise, as fewer
samples had to be discarded (Kéllén et al., 2024). In response, Prendergast and Sawchuk (2018) raised several
ethical issues and called for a best practice guide for the sampling of aDNA. They list seven principles,
including that “Researchers must [be] specific about project goals, and explicit about proposed sample destruc-
tion” (Prendergast & Sawchuk, 2018, pp. 810-811).

2.2 Sampling Process

Moving through the next stage — the preparation for and the sampling itself — any need for collaborative work
must be established from the beginning, when possible. Who has rights over remains (and on what basis)
needs to be clarified and permissions sought. At this stage, a written letter of agreement should be formulated
and signed (a MoU, memorandum of understanding). It should state where data are planned to be first
published, and if there are restrictions on further publication until after the first publication. Co-authorships
should also be agreed as well as a proposed timeline for the work. During the research phase new samples and
collaborators may sometimes be added, and the process is repeated.

Sampling ethics should affect the way samples are prepared, sequenced, and stored. In addition, sampling
should be carried out in such a way that it does not preclude future sampling (by the current team or another)
for additional analyses. Permission for further sampling should always be secured from the sample holder and
cannot be passed on directly between research teams. Procedures should be used that minimise the destruc-
tiveness of sampling. When sampling teeth and petrous bones care should be taken to maintain the integrity of
the cranium and the teeth for further palaeoanthropological studies or museography purposes. If the cranium
is fragmented and the petrous bones are present and accessible, the entire temporal bone can be accessed in
the clean lab to subsample the best part of the petrous bone in the least destructive way. Teeth can similarly be
removed from the sockets and subsampled in the lab, leaving the crown intact.

Both the research programme and the MoU must specify how destructive sampling is to be minimised, while
extracting the maximum information. The ideal scenario is that the research team includes all the necessary
expertise to carry out the full suite of desirable analytical methods: aDNA and various isotopic analyses, C14 dating,
calculus, and so on. For some samples, such as rare fossil samples, photography and CT scans should be considered
mandatory. Full genomic shotgun sequencing is preferred to targeted sequencing or SNP genotyping, or a combi-
nation of hoth methods should be used. However, when ideals meet practice, this comprehensive approach may be
beyond the reach of some project budgets, and in any case new analytical methods (e.g., extraction of specific
proteins or hormones) are being developed all the time. The MoU should therefore also specify a procedure how
and under what circumstances access to samples can be granted to other research teams using different methods
(potentially before the original study is fully completed) in a way that avoids double sampling. Thus, a project
should only sample for its own research questions, but preferably leave enough sample material to allow others to
carry out other types of analysis whenever possible.

The human remains sampled should be treated as valuable resources irrespective of the research outcome,
and the information about sampling should be shared as a common good rather than selectively disseminated
based on interests. Sirak and Sedig (2019) have, for example, proposed that samples that did not yield sufficient
ancient DNA should also be reported and stored. Yet, determining whether skeletal samples will yield usable
genetic data is difficult and not always secure. Progress in making visual quality estimations based on previous
experiences of negative results have been developed and applied in several labs. Thus, negative results of sampling
will, therefore, help to enhance the expertise of the research community on this point.

2.3 Collaboration and Stakeholders

These practices are basic to develop a shared sense of responsibility for human remains. The holders of human
remains must be made to feel actively engaged and their separate curatorial roles toward the remains
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respected, but there is evidence that this was not always the case during the earlier phase of aDNA research
(Kallén et al., 2024).

As also suggested by Prendergast and Sawchuk (2018, p. 810-811), museum collaborators should be
welcome to contribute intellectually to project development and the interpretation of results. This can be
achieved by online meetings before starting the project, and physical meetings when possible. Often, their
contribution will take the form of describing and discussing the archaeological context, mostly published in
Supplementary Information to the article. It is important that archaeological contexts are systematically
described to allow colleagues to use the information comparatively for new projects or for critical discussion
(Booth et al., 2021). All parties should agree to terms of collaboration, through the MoU between institutions,
rather than individuals. However, when many museum collaborators provide information on samples their
main contribution will often be providing high quality contextual information for each sampled individual.
Thus, while an MoU remains a necessity, different ways of reaching meaningful collaborations should be
explored depending on the resources and interests of the partners.

A further important step in minimising double sampling is to ensure general accessibility, for example
through coherent and systematic terminology in labelling. Some inconsistencies and “ageing” of information
are unavoidable. However, researchers need to ensure that their raw data are as usable as possible, allowing
others to pursue different research questions. As the volume of data increases all the time and includes ever
wider groups of potential users, it will be increasingly necessary to consult different sets of specialists about
their needs (e.g., Pasquetto et al.,, 2017; Richards, 2022, p. 4).

Finally, once sampled data have been published and made available open access in databases like
European Nucleotide Archive, they are free for all to reanalyse and produce new interpretations and poten-
tially new kinds of evidence without having to seek any further permission and without including the sample
providers as co-authors. However, where further information about samples are needed, co-authorship is
recommended.

2.4 How are Data Disseminated and Used?

Ethical concerns are also attached to the various forms of dissemination. This is given greater space here, as it
is not commonly addressed in comparable guidelines and codes but is particularly pertinent for the European
case, which is historical burden of political misuse (Kristiansen, 2022, p. 14-16). Here, inclusivity and con-
sultancies with “owners” are important, which should be covered by the MoU. But there is also a duty of care
in terms of interpretations and how the supporting data are disseminated, including appreciating what makes
these outcomes accessible and useful for various groups, and also how it may be misused, even if much of this
is beyond the control of the research teams. From the start, aDNA created high levels of both scientific and
public interest, as it provided a new type of evidence that opened new doors to the past (Krause & Trappe, 2019,
2021; Kristiansen, 2022; Reich, 2018). It has since then been supported by considerable funding and
public prestige (Jones & Bosl, 2021, pp. 22-58). This has led to a concern amongst archaeologists about the
interpretations and communication of aDNA studies (e.g., Booth, 2019; Frieman & Hofmann, 2019; Furholt,
2018; Ion, 2017; Pyburn, 2023; Samida, 2020), including calls for care in the terminology used to characterise
archaeological groups and cultures (Eisenmann et al., 2018). The risk of conflating prehistoric cultures with
genetically defined ancestry groups has also been pointed out (Frieman & Hofmann, 2019; Furholt, 2018). It
represents an area in need of more research rather than taken for granted interpretations (Kristiansen, 2022,
pp- 37-43).

To this should be added the need for scrutiny of value-laden interpretations especially in how data about
the pigmentation of people’s skin, eyes, or hair are communicated, as well as other value judgements about
appearance, such as notions of “typical” males or females (e.g., Burmeister, 2021). Where such aspects are
highlighted in press releases and articles, genetic information has the potential to become highly political.
Therefore, care should be taken to avoid headlines or titles that can be appropriated for political misuse. While
similar potential abuses also apply to some other forms of data (a classic example is the long-discredited
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osteological focus on skull morphology as indicators of racial purity and cognitive capacities), ancient DNA
analyses involve specific challenges because of their easy misappropriation for nationalistic and racist narra-
tives (Saini, 2019), or for those centred on national identities, family structures, or gender roles (e.g., Bonacchi
et al., 2018; Nash, 2012). A major objective of aDNA is identification of relatedness among ancient individuals
and between modern and ancient individuals. As such, it can easily be co-opted to support contemporary
interests including politised narratives of ancestry and blood lines, for example justifying the occupation of
certain territories (e.g., Abel & Frieman, 2023). The point is not to avoid addressing potentially controversial
topics, such as appearance, but to develop clear strategies of how to frame such findings, and how to react to
any challenges that may arise, such as misuse by politically motivated groups.

Clear communication on these matters is challenging, and sometimes unpredictable. While different
models of participation, including public involvement at all stages of the scientific process from developing
questions through to interpreting results, have been debated in archaeology generally (e.g., Colwell-
Chanthaphonh & Ferguson, 2008; articles in Kowal et al., 2023; Moschenska, 2017; Schut et al., 2015), the
complex nature of archaeogenetic work tends to be seen as preventing similar engagement. Most dissemina-
tion is a one-way, top-down process (often via the intermediary of university press offices) with little oppor-
tunity for dialogue or further contextualisation.

The appropriateness of this strategy needs to be more widely reflected. This requires greater under-
standing about patterns of communication in the public domain (e.g., Bonacchi, 2018; Kéllen et al., 2019;
Kallén, 2025), so that scientific projects can develop a clearly defined impact assessment for their outreach
work and an agreed strategy of how to respond when research data are used in socially divisive ways. Such
strategies should be discussed and agreed upon between all project participants before dissemination occurs,
to provide a (potentially targeted) response when and where appropriate.

In addition, the increasing affordability of aDNA data may bring more stakeholders onto the scene. As
aDNA analysis comes within the reach of smaller, regional, and local museums, who may have human remains
in their collections, but no trained specialists among their staff, more involved collaboration is required. They
do not just need guidance on how to sample, but also on framing questions and interpreting results, including
a clear appreciation of the limitations of genetic data. This kind of communication and support places con-
siderable demands on the scientific collaborators of such endeavours.

3 A Proposal for a Framework of Ethical Concerns

The core ethical principles reflected through these stages of the archaeological research process tend to be
largely similar: consultation, regulations, minimising damage, sharing, involving stakeholders, dissemination
of results, and responsible engagement in public discourse. In our recommendation, we aim to stay close to the
consensus that emerges from these but to add matters of “local” concern to them. We argue that without such
reflections there is a risk for these principles to remain aspirations that do not easily translate into actual
practice. On this basis, we propose five topics of ethical concern for European prehistoric archaeology.

3.1 Respect

The importance of respect is widely acknowledged, even if it remains an elusive concept. We shall clarify what
meaning we assign to it in an archaeogenetic and osteological context. As regards human remains, arguments
about respect are primarily focussed on the dignity of the deceased (e.g., Scarre, 2003; Tarlow, 2006) or on
respecting people who have feelings of attachment to the remains. Both concerns are culturally specific and
vary depending on notions of relatedness to past humans. In most European contexts, respect for prehistoric
human remains is largely due to their age and evidential potentials (as witnesses of past times), rather than
genealogical claims or the dignity of ancestors. Wider concerns should now include the societal impact of
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genetic data and their interpretations on potential audiences and consumers. More work is needed on how
respect should be expressed and how the proper forms and formulations should be agreed upon (Stutz
et al., 2025).

Respect should be given both to the human remains per se and to the individuals, communities, or
institutions that they belong to. This means that all local rules and regulations governing the samples and
their storage should be followed. The MoU signed between the sample providers and the labs conducting the
research should specify the samples concerned, the scope of the study, the methodology, when the samples will
be returned or stored after the study, how they will be made available to others, and how the results will be
disseminated. A different form of respect takes precedence when dealing with samples that particular com-
munities may claim (e.g., Fleskes et al., 2022; Hudson et al., 2020), although this is rare for prehistoric remains
in Europe.

In a European framework of Ethical concerns Respect should be based on the recognition of past humanness
and the importance of remains as historical data and evidence. It should also concern itself with all forms of
practices and interactions informing the scientific process, including dissemination.

3.2 Rights

Today most nation-states have legislation protecting cultural heritage and rights to heritage, including archae-
ology, while also adhering to international conventions or regulations to secure such rights more universally.
Such rights take various forms and are grounded in different kinds of claims. In terms of ancient DNA, rights
can be allocated based on assumptions of ownership or rights to knowledge (e.g., Porsdam & Porsdam Mann,
2021). In practice, this means that the “rights to do” need to be granted to the researcher. Yet other kinds of
rights (legal, moral, customary, traditional) need to be recognised as well and allocated in a transparent
manner. Without such recognition, efforts focused on rights may backfire or risk essentialising deeply complex
matters. Potential conflicts between different rights claim must be recognised and sympathetically addressed,
even if such cases are not common in a European context.

In a European framework of Ethical concerns Rights should be understood to potentially go beyond legal
claims. Sampling and analysing human remains should be based on having been granted the right to do so.
Archaeologists (whether acting as sample discoverers, sample providers, or curators) should not automatically
assume they have rights, and they should not assume they can adjudicate between different rights claim. They
should be cautious about offering data in support of such claims by others.

3.3 Collaboration

It is important to recognise that collaboration can take different forms and be incorporated into the research
process at different stages. Typically, collaborations take place around sample provision and during dissemi-
nation; collaboration on final interpretation will typically include the primary research group, even if all co-
authors are presented with the results before publication and thus can make comments. The sample providers
are typically other archaeologists or museum staff, with collaboration including the sharing of essential
insights into contexts and making contributions to the wider interpretation. Yet other stakeholders may
also become involved. The description of the work and the expectations of the collaboration should be
made clear in the MoU.

Collaboration works best if it is based on early engagement with sample providers and other stakeholders.
If communities are represented by research boards or similar institutions, these should be consulted. It is the
joint responsibility of geneticists, curators, and archaeologists to ensure that stakeholder groups are identified
and engaged.
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In a European framework of Ethical concerns Collaboration should be embraced as a genuine part of the
research process. Different forms of collaboration suited to stakeholders’ varied needs and expertise should be
explored.

3.4 Access

Principles of open access are central to research and cover museum archives and stores as much as databases
and publications. These are not only central principles for scientific quality control, but also for applying
different research questions to the data. To fulfil commitments to open access, it is not sufficient that data are
openly available, they also have to be useful to others, including others with different research agendas and
expertise.

In a European framework of Ethical concerns, Access should cover physical, intellectual, and affective
access. Attention should be given to facilitating access for differently positioned stakeholders, including those
from outside academia. Researchers should work to establish best-practice protocols for data, including
ensuring their longevity.

3.5 Dissemination, Outreach, and Public Involvement

Given the considerable attractiveness of archaeogenetic results for the media, we note the central role that an
explicit and agreed-upon dissemination strategy should play in collaborative research endeavours. For this to
be effective, we need to become more aware of both the diversifying number of stakeholders and their needs
and expectations, as well as the way communication patterns work.

In a European framework of Ethical concerns, Dissemination should aim at diverse stakeholders, including
outside academia. Projects should pay attention to the intention of different media and their reporting patterns
and actively counter any form of misappropriation of research as far as possible. They must avoid overselling,
resist pressure from outside the discipline, and understand how interpretations may be used in contemporary
identity politics.

4 Conclusion: A Layered, Situational Code of Concerns for European
Prehistory

In this article, we have suggested that codes of conduct, whether for working with ancient DNA or other
archaeological practices, need to be multi-faceted, or layered, to reflect the different situational contexts of
research. We further argue that a “code of conduct” can be interpreted as a top-down authoritative statement
aimed at policing practices, rather than a tool for generating reflexiveness. The latter is much needed at this
stage of a new scientific practice. We, therefore, propose to replace the wide calls for a universal code of ethics
for aDNA research with a more reflexive text addressing “issues of attention” or “concerns” (see also Fleskes
et al.,, 2022). We have argued for a number of concerns that should be considered and balanced against each
other in the research process. They included respect, rights, appropriation, access, collaboration, and disse-
mination. We have summarised our strategy in Figure 1. Our focus on Europe illustrates some of the short-
comings (and complexities) surrounding global initiatives and the striving towards shared standards, as for
prehistoric Europe there are usually no clearly defined descendant groups to involve in decisions for this
remote past. However, this does not make the past less political.
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Figure 1: Summary diagram of how the research process interacts with ethical concerns.

A wider aim in writing this article is to inspire project leaders, stakeholders, researchers, and other
participants in upcoming projects to address each step in the research process separately and with care.
Although ethics should underwrite the entirety of the research process, its different stages pose different
challenges, and this provides an opportunity to address relevant questions systematically. The core ethical
principles of consultation, adhering to regulations, minimising damage, sharing, involving stakeholders, dis-
semination of results, and responsible engagement in public discourse remain similar, but matters of “local”
concern must be added for each case. We argue that without such reflections there is a risk for these principles
to remain aspirations that do not easily translate into actual practice.

Funding information: This article was supported by the Lundbech Foundation (R302-2018-2155 and R155-2013-
16338), and the Swedish Foundation for Humanities and Social Sciences grant (Riksbankens Jubileumsfond
M16-0455:1). KK. was also supported by the Synergy project “COREX” funded by the European Research
Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (Grant agree-
ment no. 95138).

Author contributions: The manuscript developed through several versions, where all authors contributed. All
authors have accepted responsibility for the entire content of this manuscript and consented to its submission
to the journal, reviewed all the results and approved the final version of the manuscript.

Conflict of interest: Authors state no conflict of interest.

Data availability statement: Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or
analysed during the current study.

References

Abel, S., & Frieman, C. . (2023). On gene-ealogy: Identity, descent, and affiliation in the era of home DNA testing. Anthropological Science,
131, 15-25.



10 — Marie Louise Stig Serensen et al. DE GRUYTER

Alpaslan-Roodenberg, S., Anthony, D., Babiker, H., Eszter, B, Booth, T., Capone, P., Deshpande-Mukherjee, A., Eisenmann, S., Fehren-
Schmitz, L., Frachetti, M., Fujita, R., Frieman, C. J., Fu, Q., Gibbon, V., Haak, W., Hajdinjak, M., Hofmann, K. P., Holguin, B., Inomata, T.,
... Zahir, M. (2021). Ethics of DNA research on human remains: Five globally applicable guidelines. Nature, 599, 41-46. doi: 10.1038/
541586-021-04008-x.

BABAO. (2019). BABAO code of ethics. British Association for Biological Anthropology and Osteoarchaeology. https://www.babao.org.uk/
publications/ethics-and-standards/.

Bergquist, A. (2001). Ethics and the archaeology of world religions. In T. Insoll (Eds.), Archaeology and world religion (pp. 182-190).
Routledge.

Bonacchi, C. (2018). Public archaeology cannot just “fly at dusk’: The reality and complexities of generating public impact. Antiquity,
92(366), 1659-1661. doi: 10.15184/aqy.2018.231.

Bonacchi, C., Altaweel, M., & Krzyzanska, M. (2018). The heritage of Brexit: Roles of the past in the construction of political identities
through social media. Journal of Social Archaeology, 18(2), 174-192. doi: 10.1177/1469605318759713.

Booth, T. J. (2019). A stranger in a strange land: A perspective on archaeological responses to the palaesogenetic revolution from an
archaeologist working amongst palaeogeneticists. World Archaeology, 51(4), 586-601. doi: 10.1080/00438243.2019.1627240.

Booth, T. J., Briick, J., Brace, S., & Barnes, J. (2021). Tales from the supplementary information: Ancestry change in Chalcolithic-Early
Bronze age Britain was gradual with varied Kinship Organization. Cambridge Archaeological Journal, 31(3), 379-400. doi: 10.1017/
$0959774321000019.

Burmeister, S. (2021). Does the concept of genetic ancestry reinforce racism? TATUP - Journal for Technological Assessment in Theory and
Practice, 30(2), 41-46.

Cassman, V., Odegaard, N., & Powell, J. (Eds.). (2007). Human remains: Guide for museums and academic institutions. AltaMira Press.

Colwell-Chanthaphonh, C., & Ferguson, T. J. (2008). Introduction: The collaborative continuum. In C. Colwell-Chanthaphonh & T. J.
Ferguson (Eds.), Collaboration in archaeological practice: Engaging descendant communities (pp. 1-32). AltaMira.

Deutscher Museumsbund. (2013). Empfehlung zum Umgang mit menschlichen Uberresten in Museen und Sammlungen. Deutscher
Museumsbund e.V. https://www.museumsbund.de/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/2013-empfehlungen-zum-umgang-mit-menschl-
ueberresten.pdf.

Eisenmann, S., Banffy, E., van Dommelen, P., Hofmann, K. P., Maran, )., Lazaridis, I., Mittnik, A., McCormick, M., Krause, J., Reich, D., &
Stockhammer, P. W. (2018). Reconciling material cultures in archaeology with genetic data: The nomenclature of clusters emerging
from archaeogenomic analysis. Scientific Reports, 8, 13003. doi: 10.1038/s41598-018-31123-z.

Fleskes, R. E., Bader, A-C., Tsosie, K. S., Wagner, J. K., Claw, K. G., & Garrison, N. A. (2022). Ethical guidance in human pPaleogenomics:
New and Ongoing Perspectives. Annual Review of Genomics and Human Genetics, 23(1), 627-652.

Frieman, C. ., & Hofmann, D. (2019). Present pasts in the archaeology of genetics, identity, and migration in Europe: A critical essay. World
Archaeology, 51(4), 528-545. doi: 10.1080/00438243.2019.1627907.

Furholt, M. (2018). Massive migrations? The impact of recent aDNA studies on our view of third millennium Europe. European journal of
Archaeology 21(2), 159-191.

Gonzalez-Ruibal, A., Ayan Vila, X., & Caesar, R. (2015). Ethics, archaeology, and civil conflict: The case of Spain. In A. Gonzalez-Ruibal & G.
Moshenska (Eds.), Ethics and the archaeology of violence. Ethical archaeologies: The politics of social justice (Vol. 2, pp. 113-136).
Springer.

Hudson, M., Garrison, N. A, Sterling, R., Caron, N. R, Fox, K., Yracheta, J., Anderson, J., Wilcox, P., Arbour, L., Brown, A., Taualii, M.,
Kukutai, T., Haring, R., Te Aika, B., Baynam, G. S., Dearden, P. K., Chagné, D., Malhi, R. S., Garba, L, ... Carroll, S. C. (2020). Rights,
interests and expectations: Indigenous perspectives on unrestricted access to genomic data. Nature Reviews Genetics, 21, 377-384.
doi: 10.1038/541576-020-0228-x.

Ion, A. (2017). How interdisciplinary is interdisciplinarity? Revisiting the impact of aDNA research for the archaeology of human remains.
Current Swedish Archaeology, 25, 177-198. doi: 10.17863/CAM.18601.

Jones, E. D., & Bosl, E. (2021). Ancient human DNA: A history of hype (then and now). Journal of Social Archaeology, 21, 236-255.

Kajda, K., Marx, A., Wright, H., Richards, J., Marciniak, A., Rossenbach, K. S., Pawleta, M., Van den Dries, M. H., Boom, K., Guermandi, M. P.,
Criado-Boado, F., Barreiro, D., Synnestvedt, A., Kotsakis, K., Kasvikis, K., Theodoroudi, E., Liith, F., Issa, M., & Fase, 1. (2018).
Archaeology, heritage, and social value: Public perspectives on european archaeology. European Journal of Archaeology, 21(1),
96-117. doi: 10.1017/eaa.2017.19.

Kallén, A. (2025). The trouble with ancient DNA. Telling Stories of the Past with Genomic Science. The University of Chicago Press.

Kallen, A., Mulcare, C., Nyblom, A., & Strand, D. (2019). Archaeogenetics in popular media. Contemporary implications of Ancient DNA.
Current Swedish Archaeology, 27, 69-91. doi: 10.37718/CSA.2019.04.

Kallén, A., Mulcare, C., Nyblom, A., & Strand, D. (2024). Petrous fever. The gap between ideal and actual practice in ancient DNA research.
Current Anthropology, 65(6). doi: 10.1086/733328.

Kowal, E., Weyrich, L. S., Argielles, J. M., Bader, A. C., Colwell, C., Cortez, A. D., Davis, . L., Figueiro, G., Fox, K., Malhi, R. S., & Matisoo-
Smith, E. (2023). Community partnerships are fundamental to ethical ancient DNA research. Human Genetics and Genomics Advances,
4(2), 100161. doi: 10.1016/j.xhgg.2022.100161.

Krause, J., & Trappe, T. (2019). Die Reise unserer Gene: Eine Geschichte tiber uns und unsere Vorfahren. Propylden.

Krause, J., & Trappe, T. (2021). A short history of humanity. A new history of old Europe (C. Waight, Trans.). Random House.

Kristiansen, K. (2022). Archaeology and the genetic revolution in European prehistory. Cambridge Elements: The Archaeology of Europe.
Cambridge.


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04008-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04008-x
https://www.babao.org.uk/publications/ethics-and-standards/
https://www.babao.org.uk/publications/ethics-and-standards/
https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2018.231
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469605318759713
https://doi.org/10.1080/00438243.2019.1627240
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959774321000019
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959774321000019
https://www.museumsbund.de/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/2013-empfehlungen-zum-umgang-mit-menschl-ueberresten.pdf
https://www.museumsbund.de/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/2013-empfehlungen-zum-umgang-mit-menschl-ueberresten.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-31123-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/00438243.2019.1627907
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41576-020-0228-x
https://doi.org/10.17863/CAM.18601
https://doi.org/10.1017/eaa.2017.19
https://doi.org/10.37718/CSA.2019.04
https://doi.org/10.1086/733328
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.xhgg.2022.100161

DE GRUYTER Archaeological Involvement with Human Genetic for European Prehistory = 11

Marquez-Grant, N., & Fibiger, L. (Eds.). (2010). The Routledge handbook of archaeological human remains and legislation. An international
guide to laws and practice in the excavation and treatment of archaeological human remains. Routledge.

Moschenska, G. (Ed.). (2017). Key concepts in public archaeology. UCL Press.

Nash, C. (2004). Genetic kinship. Cultural Studies, 18, 1-33. doi: 10.1080/0950238042000181593.

Nash, C. (2012). Gendered geographies of genetic variation: Sex, power and mobility in human population genetics. Gender, Place &
Culture: A Journal of Feminist Geography, 19(4), 409-428.

Pasquetto, I. V., Randles, B. M., & Borgmann, C. L. (2017). On the reuse of scientific data. Data Science Journal, 16, 1-9. doi: 10.5334/dsj-
2017-008.

Pinhasi, R., Fernandes, D., Sirak, K., Novak, M., Connell, S., Alpaslan-Roodenberg, S., Gerritsen, F., Moiseyev, V., Gromov, A., Raczky, P., &
Anders, A. (2015). Optimal ancient DNA yields from the inner ear part of the human petrous bone. PLoS One, 10(6), e0129102. doi: 10.
1371/journal.pone.0129102.

Porsdam, H., & Porsdam Mann, S. (Eds). (2021). The right to science: Then and now. Cambridge University Press.

Prendergast, M., & Sawchuk, E. (2018). Boots on the ground in Africa’s ancient DNA ‘revolution’: Archaeological perspectives on ethics
and best practices. Antiquity, 92(363), 803-815. doi: 10.15184/aqy.2018.70.

Pyburn, K. (2023). Forum: The past not as prelude. Archaeologies, 19, 180-221. doi: 10.1007/511759-023-09478-1.

Rasmussen, M., Sikora, M., Albrechtsen, A., Korneliussen, T. S., Moreno-Mayar, J. V., Poznik, G. D., Zollikofer, C. P., Ponce de Ledn, M. S.,
Allentoft, M. E., Moltke, L., & Jénsson, H. (2015). The ancestry and affiliations of Kennewick Man. Nature, 523, 455-458. doi: 10.1038/
nature14625.

Reich, D. (2018). Who we are, and how we got here. Ancient DNA and the new science of the past. Oxford University Press.

Richards, M. (2022). Living with archaeogenetics: Three decades on. In A. Whittle, J. Pollard & S. Greaney (Eds.), Ancient DNA and the
European Neolithic (pp. 13-29). Oxbow.

SAA. (2021). The society for American archaeology statement concerning the treatment of human remains. https://documents.saa.org/
container/docs/default-source/doc-careerpractice/statement-concerning-the-treatment-of-human-remains.pdf?sfvrsn=f04be5ff_2.

Saini, A. (2019). Superior. The return of race science. Beacon Press.

Samida, S. (2020). Uber mediale Prasenz und Prominenz DNA-gestiitzter Vergangenheitsforschung. NTM: Zeitschrift fiir Geschichte der
Wissenschaften, Technik und Medizin, 28, 181-192.

Sayer, D. (2010). Ethics and burial archaeology. Duckworth.

Scarre, G. (2003). Archaeology and respect for the dead. Journal of Applied Philosophy, 20, 237-249.

Schut, P. A. C,, Scharff, D., & de Wit, L. C. (Eds.). (2015). Setting the Agenda: Giving new meaning to the European archaeological heritage.
Europae Archaeologia Consilium.

Sirak, K. A., & Sedig, J. W. (2019). Balancing analytical goals and anthropological stewardship in the midst of the paleogenomics
revolution. World Archaeology, 51(4), 560-573. doi: 10.1080/00438243.2019.1617190.

Steele, C. (2008). Archaeology and the forensic investigation of recent mass graves: Ethical issues for a new practice of archaeology.
Archaeologies, 4, 414-428. doi: 10.1007/511759-008-9080-x.

Stutz, L. N. (2023). Between objects of science and lived lives. The legal liminality of old human remains in museums and research.
International Journal of Heritage Studies, 29, 1061-1074. doi: 10.1080/13527258.2023.2234350.

Stutz, L. N., Stjerna, R. P., & Tarlow, S. (2025). Ethical entanglements: Human remains, museums and ethics in a European perspective.
Antiquity, 99(403), e8, 1-6. doi: 10.15184/aqy.2024.177.

TallBear, K. (2013). Native American DNA. Tribal belonging and the false promise of genetic science. University of Minnesota Press.

Tarlow, S. (2006). Archaeological ethics and the people of the past. In C. Scarre & G. Scarre (Eds.), The ethics of archaeology. Philosophical
perspectives on archaeological practice (pp. 199-216). Cambridge University Press.

Tsosie, K. S., Bader, A. C,, Fox, K., Bolnick, D. A., Garrison, N. A., & Smith, R. (2021). Ancient-DNA researchers write their own rules. Nature
Correspondence, 600, 37.

Wagpner, J. K., Colwell, C., Claw, K. J., Stone, A. C., Bolnick, D. A., Hawks, J., Brothers, K. B., & Garrison, N. A. (2020). Fostering responsible
research on ancient DNA. The American Journal of Human Genetics, 107, 183-195.

Wallis, R. J., & Blain, J. (2011). From respect to reburial: Negotiating pagan interest in prehistoric human remains in Britain, through the
avebury consultation. Public Archaeology, 10(1), 23-45.

Winkler, E. A. (2022). Are universal ethics necessary? And possible? A systematic theory of universal ethics and a code for global moral
education. SN Social Sciences, 2, 66.


https://doi.org/10.1080/0950238042000181593
https://doi.org/10.5334/dsj-2017-008
https://doi.org/10.5334/dsj-2017-008
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0129102
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0129102
https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2018.70
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11759-023-09478-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature14625
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature14625
https://documents.saa.org/container/docs/default-source/doc-careerpractice/statement-concerning-the-treatment-of-human-remains.pdf?sfvrsn=f04be5ff_2
https://documents.saa.org/container/docs/default-source/doc-careerpractice/statement-concerning-the-treatment-of-human-remains.pdf?sfvrsn=f04be5ff_2
https://doi.org/10.1080/00438243.2019.1617190
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11759-008-9080-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2023.2234350
https://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2024.177

	1 Introduction
	2 The Basis for a Framework of Ethical Concerns: The Stages of the Archaeological Process
	2.1 Why Sample?
	2.2 Sampling Process
	2.3 Collaboration and Stakeholders
	2.4 How are Data Disseminated and Used?

	3 A Proposal for a Framework of Ethical Concerns
	3.1 Respect
	3.2 Rights
	3.3 Collaboration
	3.4 Access
	3.5 Dissemination, Outreach, and Public Involvement

	4 Conclusion: A Layered, Situational Code of Concerns for European Prehistory
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /POL (Versita Adobe Distiller Settings for Adobe Acrobat v6)
    /ENU (Versita Adobe Distiller Settings for Adobe Acrobat v6)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [2834.646 2834.646]
>> setpagedevice


