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It is obvious that anthropology and related disciplines developed as modern 
fi elds of study which contribute to critical awareness about the cultural and 
social complexities of human worlds and matters. The mobility of contem-
porary life, full of unexpectedness, uncertainty, and alteration, afford a lot of 
issues to trace, and sometimes invite returning to places that are already fami-
liar. Since the fall of the Soviet Union and Berlin Wall, the ethnology and anth-
ropology of Eastern and Middle Europe has made a great shift in a variety of 
aspects, including disciplinary. The changes there went in different ways and 
took different perspectives, but one point became clear – this large geographi-
cal space is neither monolithic nor as homogeneous as political and geopoli-
tical studies had suggested previously (Berdahl 2000; Hann 2007). 

Anthropologists say that anthropological practices are local in craft, intel-
lectual and disciplinary tradition, and they are just as different. The way of 
development of ethnological and anthropological epistemology in Lithuania 
is one such case. Discoveries, ruptures, reassessments and reinventions of 
its intellectual tradition went in accord to historical and political challenges 
and complexities, needs and visions of society throughout the past two 
centuries.

Institutionalization of ethnology and anthropology in Lithuania has been 
discussed by many scholars (Ciubrinskas [Čiubrinskas] 2015; 2001; Šaknys 
2011; Savoniakaitė 2008a; 2008b; Apanavičius 2009; Milius 1993; Merkienė 
2011; Dundulienė 1978 and etc.). But scholarly identity and institutional pla-
ce of anthropology and ethnology remains uncertain and marginal, with still 
very few people working in the fi eld. The disciplines are challenged by the 
other fi elds of inquiry despite the variety of efforts taken since the 1990s. 
Nevertheless, the issue of their development remains on the agenda and pro-
vokes serious debates among the academic community, and ethnologists and 
anthropologists themselves. A question similar to that once asked by Martyn 
Hammersley (Hammersley 2001) then arises – what’s wrong with ethnogra-
phy, ethnology and anthropology? Or, to be more precise – what’s wrong with 
them in Lithuania? 

The article will discuss the ways in which ethnology and anthropology in 
Lithuania are and have been perceived as disciplines, and what aspects appear 
signifi cant in the process of their institutionalization. Historical retrospection 
is a resourceful context of discussion. Anthropology and ethnology here are 
treated as related disciplines leaving aside the aspect of their contest already 
revealed by Čiubrinskas (Ciubrinskas 2015). They both provide knowledge for 
cultural understanding of human worlds and human behaviour. The appro-
ach in Lithuania is represented by the journal ‘Lithuanian Ethnology: Studies 
in Social Anthropology and Ethnology’.

Conceptually, the article takes into account James Clifford’s attitude to dis-
ciplinary formation as a process of ‘disciplining’ (Clifford 2005). Clifford claims 
the four theoretico-practical components of object, method, paradigm and telos 
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at the core of a discipline, and says that during the fi rst three quarters of the 
20th century the community of anthropologists managed to agree on them, pos-
tulating that the ‘object is “primitive” societies; the method is “fi eldwork”; the 
paradigm is “culture”; the telos is “Man”’ (Clifford 2005: 37). However today, he 
underlines, they are contested, and no longer look as natural as before – anth-
ropology is experiencing its moment of re-articulation (Clifford 2005: 40–45). 
Alberto Jiménez’s insight that the knowledge is fashioned and redistributed 
in society through a form of administration is signifi cant for the discussion in 
the article as well (Jiménez 2007). Administration relates inside and outside 
perspectives and makes the discipline visible in society and among the aca-
demic community. However, it appears that consideration of the ‘paradigma-
tic tradition’ which refers to local historical and intellectual concerns and to 
anthropology in general, outlined by Georg Stocking, is no less signifi cant in 
the understanding of the process of disciplining (Stocking 1992). 

The article begins with historical foundations traced to the late 18th cen-
tury and early 19th century, when anthropological and ethnological concepts 
and anthropological reasoning emerged in the intellectual surrounding of 
Vilnius University. The infl uences of cultural evolutionism and the Vienna 
school are of note here as well as the disciplinary situation of the 1920s–1930s. 
The article continues showing the ways in which the disciplinary place is 
shaped by the politics of science, and the formalities of classifi cation systems 
of science and studies. Although science today lays strong emphasis on tech-
nological development and R&D, the strategy of the social sciences and the 
humanities, with three separate fi elds of anthropology, ethnology and folklo-
re, insists in claiming its way for future. In conclusion, the article emphasizes 
the methodological value of ethnography in retaining the disciplinary iden-
tity of ethnology and anthropology in Lithuania that the fragmented history 
and practice has illuminated. 

Historical foundations

The roots of ethnological and anthropological epistemology in Lithuania are 
traced to the intellectual environment of Vilnius University of the late 18th 
century and early 19th century (Maciūnas 1939; Dundulienė 1978). The turn of 
the 18th century and 19th century was a dramatic time marked by political and 
social challenges, the loss of statehood in 1795, and, in contrary, by the develo-
pment of scientifi c thought and disciplines, the discovery of the ‘other’, and of 
a local peasant, that indigenous ‘other’, ‘local exotics’ and an interesting obje-
ct of study (cf. Posern-Zieliński 1995; Wyngaard 2004; Čepaitienė 2011). The 
ideas of the Enlightenment, and French economic thought of physiocratism 
made a considerable impact on the intellectual contexts of Vilnius University 
at the time. The physiocratic principle that the national wealth and economic 
vitality of society is based on local resources, natural law, private property, 
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individualism and laissez faire, social signifi cance of peasantry and its educa-
tion, land agriculture and labour as a source of value (cf. Jučas 1997) encou-
raged in Lithuania particular attention to science and an inward perspective 
of looking (cf. Savoniakaitė 2008b). Moreover, the intellectual environment 
of Vilnius University was a context where a paradigmatic turn to cultural rea-
soning of human phenomena emerged.

The fi rst event that marks the beginnings of anthropological and ethnolo-
gical thinking is the contribution by the naturalist, travel writer and ethnolo-
gist Georg Forster, who participated at Captain James Cook’s second expedi-
tion of 1772–1775 around the globe. Forster was invited to head the Chair of 
Natural History (Historiae naturalis) at Vilnius University, and was expected 
to investigate local natural resources and to assess the economic, agricultu-
ral and medical value of the local vegetation (Švambarytė 2009). Teaching 
the courses in botany, mineralogy, and zoology with chapters from palaeon-
tology, anthropology and ethnography in 1784–1787, collecting specimens in 
the Vilnius surroundings, and giving public lectures for Vilnius audiences, he 
encouraged concern for the universality of natural history and the practice 
of empirical observation and collecting (Kudaba 1988). Forster, whilst staying 
at Vilnius University, wrote the outline of New Holland and British Colony at 
Botany Bay (‘Neuholland und die brittische Colonie in Botany-Bay’, 1786), an 
article in which he debated with Immanuel Kant on the concept of race (‘Noch 
etwas űber die Menschenrassen’, 1786), and the other works.

The second event is the establishment of the Chair of History at Vilnius 
University in 1783, and the theoretical development of history by Joachim 
Lelewel, a graduate of Vilnius University and a radical leftist (cf. Norkus 2015). 
Infl uenced by Voltaire, Adam Ferguson, David Hume, Johann Gottfried Herder, 
Immanuel Kant, William Robertson, Leopold von Ranke, Friedrich Rűhs, 
Johann Ernst Fabri and others, he saw history in the broad sense as a general 
state of being of human beings, societies and nature in time (Lelewel 1815: 
34; 1964). According to him, anthropological, ethnological and ethnographic 
knowledge is methodologically signifi cant in elucidating the history of a nati-
on. He included the defi nitions of anthropology, ethnology and ethnography 
into his work Historyka tudzież o łatwem i pożytecznem nauczaniu historyi 
(Historyka or an Easy and Useful Teaching of History) on methodology of his-
tory that was published in Vilnius in 1815 (Lelewel 1815). Anthropology and 
ethnology here are understood as revealing the connections (between national 
unions and nations) regarding physical form and structure, the origin of lan-
guages, religions, and variety of attitudes inherited from ancestry, the degree 
of perfection of a body and the vitality of spirit, the progress of a word per-
fection, the potency of mind, and national character that allows identifi cati-
on of capabilities and inclinations, and reasons, principles and interconnecti-
ons (Lelewel 1815: 34–35). Ethnology, according to his view, is comparable to 
historical anthropology, while ethnography is an outline of human matters of 
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a given moment, and is a domain of history (Lelewel 1964: 101, 143–145, 282). 
Moreover, he considered history related to geography or political geography 
and statistics with maps as its dominant component (Norkus 2015).

The third event is the book Antropologia o własnościach człowieka fi zy-
cznych i moralnych (Anthropology of Physical and Moral Traits of a Human 
Being) by Józef Jasiński, a physician, a surgeon and a physiocrat, graduate of 
the Medical School of Vilnius University, which was published in Vilnius, 1818 
(Tunaitis 2004; Jasiński 1818). The book is likely inspired by Ernst Platner’s 
well-known work Anthropologie fűr Aerzte und Weltweise, 1772 (Anthropology 
for Physicians and the Worldwise) mentioned in the introduction. Jasiński 
presents in the book the concept of anthropology defi ning it as a science con-
cerned with physical and moral properties of a human being that determi-
ne his value and place him above other physical creatures. A human being 
is seen as an organic, social and psychological creature: physical features of 
organic life connect him to the earth, but he feels necessity to be associated 
with society, in which he is born, lives, improves and has to stay due to his 
primary needs; human ties are forged through pain. Describing the social 
aspects, Jasiński speaks about the relationship between custom and norm, and 
refers to Rousseau and Montesquieu. He considers obtaining food as a prima-
ry human need, and identifi es four primordial states of human groupings: 
gathering; fi shing and hunting; pastoralism; and agriculture (Jasiński 1818: 
V–XX, 47–55).

All these cases illuminate the early infl uence of German anthropological 
and ethnological thought, of French and Scottish Enlightenment, and Volterian 
understanding of history, and the discovery of a cultural aspect (cf. Eriksen 
– Nielsen 2001: 1–19). Anthropological and ethnological thinking here appears 
in the contexts of natural history, history and medical science – the constellati-
on of the natural sciences, the social sciences and the humanities that Stocking 
calls an ‘umbrella association’ nourished by contemporary anthropologists as 
well (Stocking 1992: 342). Such disciplinary estimation refers to the universa-
listic style of thinking about the nature of humanity, and contains, as it might 
be said today, the aspects of multi-, inter-, or actually the proto-disciplinary 
considerations. Signifi cantly, universalistic attitude to ethnology in Lithuania 
had its continuity across the 19th century and 20th century and was organized 
around the place-centred interest of knowing the country and its people. 

The turn of the 18th century and the 19th century is marked also by the 
positivistic approach and the practice of collecting. Professors of Vilnius 
University, students and amateurs took part in collecting of knowledge, ‘cus-
toms’ and specimens. It was a novel kind of social activity – like fi eldwork 
– reasoned by the line of distinction between a man of common observation 
and a man of scientifi c observation brought by Enlightenment and extended 
further into making the familiar strange, and the strange familiar (cf. Gow 
2009; Spiro 1991; Čepaitienė 2011). Indigenous or ethno-knowledge was an 
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object of observation and collection, and was treated as an empirical materi-
al useful for the development of sciences such as history, language, literatu-
re, law, and statistics, as well as physics, geology, geography, medicine and ag-
riculture. At that time, questionnaires, notes and publications in the journals 
published in Vilnius underline the scientifi c value of rural folk customs and 
artefacts. The knowledge they provide was conceptualized within the ideas 
of antiquity, comparison, and progress: ‘If we wish to get knowledge from our 
customs about archaic traditions and their similarity to ancient nations we 
need to get to know folk customs from all provinces, voivode districts and dist-
ricts’ ([Szydłowski] 1819). Folk songs and wedding customs attracted attenti-
on fi rst. However, academic life and activities were interrupted in 1832 when 
Vilnius University was closed1 after the uprising of 1831.

Interests in ethnology and anthropology re-emerged in the late 19th cen-
tury during the period of the Lithuanian National Revival when the language, 
culture and self-consciousness were assessed, consolidating a nation. The con-
tours of national identity were formulated in accord to ‘the value of ethnogra-
phic law’ (Klimas 1917). Indeed, ethnology and in particular ethnography gai-
ned political connotations within the Herderian sense (cf. Ciubrinskas 2015), 
but not only. The Lithuanian Society of Science (Lietuvių mokslo draugija),2 
which was established in 1907, aimed to study the nation and its inhabited 
country. Its founding father, Jonas Basanavičius, a physician and a member 
of the Vienna Anthropological Society who did research in physical anthropo-
logy, ethnography and folklore, said in his inaugurating speech that science 
in Lithuania was still waiting for the studies from anthropological, ethnolo-
gical, ethnographic, archaeological, and the other points of view. Although 
the Society accommodated both social and natural sciences, the fi rst para-
graph of its statute stated that it aimed to study anthropology and ethno-
graphy of Lithuania (Milius 1993). The Folklore Commission of the Society 
issued a programme, Trumpa folklioro dalykams rinkti programa, 1910 for 
collecting of folklore materials including material artefacts. It laid attenti-
on to the customs, beliefs, oral traditions and narratives about the objects of 
nature, spirits, life cycle rituals, birth and death, occupation and daily life, 
folk medicine, customary law and festivities. The schedule of systematisation 
was taken from British folklorist George Lawrence Gomme’s book Ethnology 
in Folklore, 1892, translated into Polish in 1901 as a manual for the students 
of lore – Folklor: podręcznik dla zajmujących się ludoznawstwem. Gomme, as 

1 There were attempts to revive the scientifi c activities establishing Vilnius 
Temporary Archaeological Commission 1855–1865 and Vilnius Museum 
of Antiquities. However, the Commission functioned shortly.

2 Some of the members of the Society were the former members of the other scientifi c 
societies such as Russian Imperial Geographical Society, established in 1845 in Saint 
Petersburg, Russia, or the Lithuanian Literature Society 1879–1923, established in Tilsit, 
Prussia. There were also attempts to establish the Lithuanian Scientifi c Society (Lietuvių 
mokslo draugystė) in the United States, which functioned in 1886–1896 in Baltimore.
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well as Edward B. Tylor, is an infl uential representative of cultural evolutio-
nism in Great Britain, however in the fi eld of folklore. His theoretical thoughts, 
methodological approaches, and inward perspective of looking, undoubtedly, 
found responses among those who intended to develop scientifi c concerns in 
Lithuania. His ideas on ‘survivals of ancient customs and beliefs’, ‘peasant cul-
ture’, folklore as an historical science, and ethnology in folklore are refl ected 
in the publications of Lithuanian ethnographers and folklorists, and in that 
time scholarly tradition of Lithuanian ethnology.

Ethnology, anthropology and ethnography in general were seen as stu-
dies of cultures and peoples of the world within their physical, social and 
cultural forms. The large work Ethnologija arba mokslas apie žemės tautas 
(Ethnology or the Science on the Peoples of the Earth) was published in the 
Lithuanian language in Chicago, 1903, and was awarded the Lithuanian medal 
of a world’s fair – the Exposition Universelle of 1900 in Paris. The book is an 
ethnographic outline of human groups and races of all continents. It was com-
piled and translated by a publisher from the works of Michael Haberlandt 
and Charles Jean-Marie Letourneau. The defi nition of ethnology here is just 
a slightly edited Haberlandt’s version from his Ethnology, 1900: ‘ethnology 
is a science, which acquaints with various small and large groups of human 
beings, dispersed over the face of the earth, and describes the ‘appearance’ 
and mental characteristics of various national groups living on the earth’ 
(Šernas 1903: 3). Letourneau’s thoughts on human differentiation and politi-
cal evolution of the human race once again were approached later in 1920s-
-1930s by the students of sociology of Vytautas Magnus University in Kaunas 
(e.g., Leonas 1995 [1939]: 3). The 1920s–1930s were a time of institutionalizati-
on of sciences as university disciplines, and anthropology and ethnology were 
introduced in public by the articles in journals Kultūra (Culture), Kosmos, or 
Gimtasai kraštas (Native country) (e.g., Endziulaitytė-Gylienė 1926; Končius 
1934). They refl ected on disciplines at large, for example, with Pierre Broca 
seeing anthropology as the history of the origin of mankind. 

‘However, Broca’s notion of anthropology might be expanded and 
understood wider or narrower. Anthropology according to the 
nature of its object splits into two parts, actually into physical or 
somatic (=bodily) that means anthropology in its narrow sense, and 
psychic (mental) that is understood as ethnology and ethnography. 
[…] The aim of psychic anthropology is the study of the mental 
life of social groups (nations, classes). […] The area of action of 
mental anthropology is defi ned by the borders of primitive cultures, 
because the history of higher cultures is already appropriated by 
the sciences established since long ago such as history, cultural 
history and the other.’ (Endziulaitytė-Gylienė 1926: 156–157)
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Anthropology was defi ned as a study of a human being and human races 
– living organisms – with attention to outward features, and in search for simi-
larities and differences (Končius 1934). It was considered related to physical 
anthropology, prehistory, primatology, psychology, social anthropology, ethno-
logy, ethnography, archaeology, comparative linguistics, comparative mytho-
logy, and anthropogeography as well as to geography, cultural history, sociolo-
gy and hygiene. Ethnology in turn was interpreted as a study of peculiarities 
of connections and diffusions among different nations that include outward 
traits, daily life, culture and living environment (Končius 1934). The ethnolo-
gical programme for collecting Lithuanian knowledge and antiquities for the 
study of a nation (Lietuvių tautotyros žinių ir senienų rinkimo programa, 1925) 
by Petras Būtėnas included geographic and historical issues; farmsteads, buil-
dings and their interior; clothing and decorations; food and drinking; lifesty-
les, crafts and works; family and rituals, and the other national features; anci-
ent gods and beliefs (and calendar festivities); language and human creativity; 
customary law; human technique; description of river basins; grave inscripti-
ons; collecting of material culture; Lithuanian national sports (Būtėnas 1925). 
In this programme, the term tautotyra (‘a study of a nation’), analogous to 
Volkskunde in German or to ludoznawstwo in Polish, was used instead of the 
term ‘ethnographic knowledge’ (‘etnografi jos (tautotyros)’ žinios) (Čepaitienė 
2014). Later, the second term etnika (‘ethnic studies’) was coined. They both 
consider a multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary approach that might be com-
prehended, rephrasing Spiro, as an ‘ethnoscience of Lithuanian culture’ (Spiro 
1991: 9). Ethnography was left to defi ne the study of distant, primitive, and 
exotic world cultures and races. 

And there is one more aspect to be emphasized. Disciplinary identities of 
ethnology, ethnography and anthropology in the 1920s–1930s were infl uenced 
by two schools and theories – cultural and social evolutionism and the Vienna 
school of ethnology, with the ideas of evolution and place, ancient and typi-
cal. The impact of theories concerned the scholarship, but no less it concer-
ned the disciplinary understandings in a quite ambiguous way. 

Johannes Fabian in his Time and the Other: How Anthropology Makes its 
Object speaks about anthropology’s claim to power that originated at its roots, 
and says that there is no knowledge about ‘the other’ which is not also a tem-
poral, historical, and a political act (Fabian 1983: 1). He quotes J. M. Degérando 
on the philosophical traveller sailing to the ends of the earth, but in fact tra-
veling in time, and exploring the past where every step he makes is the passage 
of an age. Fabian goes on further with evolution and spatialized naturalization 
of time, and suggests that the relationships between parts of the world as natu-
ral and socio-cultural entities are understood within temporal relations – dis-
persal in space actually refl ects sequence in time (Fabian 1983: 7, 11–12). These 
thoughts are about ‘the other’ who is distinct, and far away. But what happens 
when ‘the other’ as object of study is a part of the same society and carries the 
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same name? Dispersal in space then appears to be dispersal in social space, 
where all are natives. And evolutionary sequencing of time, which however is 
hierarchical, returns to the question of what ‘the other’ is, and what the disci-
plines of anthropology, ethnology and ethnography are all about. 

Institutional trajectories

It is generally agreed that the institutional history of ethnology in Lithuania 
begins before World War II, when the Department of Ethnic Studies (Etnikos 
katedra) at the Vytautas Magnus University in Kaunas3 (1934), and the 
Department of Ethnology and Ethnography at Stefan Batory University in 
Vilnius4 (1927) were established (cf. Čiubrinskas 2001; Apanavičius 2009). The 
Department of Ethnic Studies in Kaunas offered courses in folklore studies, 
mythology, Lithuanian literature, history of Lithuanian and folk art, prehis-
tory and archaeology – the subjects seen through the lens of the ethnic and 
with particular attention to folklore. A research institution – the Lithuanian 
Folklore Archive – was established in Kaunas in 1935. The Department of 
Ethnology and Ethnography at Stefan Batory University in Vilnius provided 
courses in ethnography, research methods, the ethnology of Poland and of the 
world, philosophy, psychology, and prehistory (Apanavičius 2009). Its schola-
rly interests rested in ethnology with concern to cultural history, however its 
impact to Lithuanian scholarship at that time was limited.

But the institutional place of ethnology and ethnography in the 1920s
–1930s remained marginal. When the disciplines of history, linguistics and 
folklore were clustered under the research Institute of Lithuanistic Studies 
in 1939, ethnology and ethnography were left aside. Ethnology or, more pre-
cisely, ethnography instead was sheltered in the province by Šiauliai Local 
Lore Society and Šiauliai ‘Aušra’ museum as of 1934. The museum organized 
ethnographic fi eld researches and their publication in the journal Gimtasai 
kraštas (Čepaitienė 2014). Only in 1941 were the scholarships of Vytautas 
Magnus University, Šiauliai ‘Aušra’ museum and Stefan Batory University 
joined under the Institute of Ethnology in Vilnius, which existed till 1944 
(Merkienė 2011). 

After World War II there were intentions to keep the discipline of ethno-
logy, named ‘ethnography’, alive at the Vilnius University, but they gradually 
failed. Throughout the whole Soviet period the discipline stayed a subfi eld of 
history. It was just a subject taught for students of history, like folklore was 
a subject of Lithuanian literature, and anthropology was absent in the cur-
riculum with the exception of physical anthropology being a subject of medi-
cal studies. Doctoral dissertations in ethnography, of which there were few, 

3 Kaunas was the temporal capital of Lithuania in the interwar period.
4 Vilnius and Vilnius region was under the control of the Second Polish Republic in 1922–1939. 
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at that time were done in the fi eld of history, and often under supervision 
from the N. N. Miklukho-Maklai Institute of Ethnography, Academy of Science 
of the USSR, in Moscow, or the Institute of Study of Arts, Ethnography and 
Folklore, Academy of Sciences of Belorussia SSR, in Minsk (Šaknys 2004). The 
researches in ethnography on traditional Lithuanian folk, or in fact peasant 
culture, its material forms, daily life, and Soviet lifestyles were done main-
ly at the Department of Ethnography of the Institute of History of Academy 
of Sciences of Lithuanian SSR. The ‘patriotism’ of the ethnographers of the 
Institute was implicitly keeping the continuity of interwar ethnographic scho-
larly tradition of Šiauliai ‘Aušra’ museum, and the journal Gimtasai kraštas. 
Signifi cantly, in 1953 the disciplinary split occurred between ethnography 
and folklore when the archive materials were shared between the Institute of 
Lithuanian Language and Literature, and the Institute of History. Folklorists 
of the Institute of Lithuanian Language and Literature inherited almost all the 
archives of the previous Lithuanian Society of Science and Lithuanian Folklore 
Archive, while ethnographers of the Institute of History inherited just a small 
part, which consisted of records on beliefs to be continued. But it appeared 
that it was impossible to continue the study on beliefs in the same methodo-
logical way. The split between archives actually confi rmed the methodologi-
cal and epistemological slot between ethnography and folklore studies. Since 
then, the ethnographers of the Institute created an ethnographic archive based 
on their fi eld researches and questionnaires (Šaknys 2011: 12). Throughout 
the Soviet period and until today, ethnography as methodology remains the 
ground of researches done at the Department of Ethnography. In 1996 the 
Department was renamed to the Department of Ethnology, and in 2016 to the 
Department of Ethnology and Anthropology.

The fundamental changes in disciplinary positions started with the 
Independence of Lithuania in 1990, and with the reform of science and edu-
cation. Ethnology and anthropology entered the universities. The fi rst insti-
tution founded in 1990 was the Department of Anthropology at the Faculty of 
Social Sciences in the re-opened Vytautas Magnus University in Kaunas. It was 
established with assistance from the scholars of Lithuanian Diaspora in the 
USA, and its study programme was based on cultural anthropology within its 
four fi elds (Ciubrinskas 2015: 177–178). However, in 1993 the Department of 
Anthropology was restructured into the Department of Ethnology and Folklore 
Studies at the Faculty of the Humanities with teaching staff of ethnologists 
from the Lithuanian Institute of History, and folklorists from the Institute of 
Lithuanian Literature and Folklore. The newly reorganized Department off-
ered a BA study programme in ethnology, an MA study programme in eth-
nic culture, and doctoral studies in the fi eld of ethnology (07H). It intended 
to continue the paradigmatic tradition of ethnic studies of interwar Vytautas 
Magnus University (Apanavičius 2009). But the curriculum composed of 
folklore studies, folk art, literature studies, ethnography, archaeology, and 
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ethnomusicology was supplemented with the introductory courses into soci-
ology, and physical and cultural anthropology, world cultures, culture and 
personality, religious studies – a majority of them left from the previous pro-
gramme of cultural anthropology. Later they were replaced with subjects in 
history of antique culture, medieval studies, modern philosophy and modern 
history, ethnic culture, comparative studies of culture, contemporary ethnic 
processes, ethnosociology, cultural theory and cultural studies, political and 
social theories, and semiotics. Evidently, the disciplinary boundaries of eth-
nology (ethnography) and folklore studies were opened widely. It was con-
sidered that supplementing the ethnological studies with the subjects from 
anthropology, cultural studies and history, sociology, and religious studies 
establishes more possibilities for the fi eld (Apanavičius 2009). When in 2012 
two study programmes on Baltic area cultures and East Asian cultures and lan-
guages were established at the Department, it was renamed the Department 
of Cultural Studies and Ethnology. 

The process of institutionalization shows that ethnology is interpreted as 
interdisciplinary, transdisciplinary or multidisciplinary fi eld with ‘the align-
ment of skills from different perspectives’ or ‘a common framework shared 
across disciplines to which each contributes its bit’ (Strathern 2005: [127]). 
Its framework rests on the twofold aspect of an object – on a concept of eth-
nic, and a concept of culture that ranges from anthropological understan-
ding to sociological interpretation, to activities associated to arts, or, even, to 
the aspect of ‘well-educated’. Such understanding of ‘culture’ keeps bounda-
ries widely open not only for variety of subject constellations but for a vari-
ety of methodologies. And ethnology stays perceived as the ‘ethnoscience of 
Lithuanian culture’. Although from the outside, and may be even for some 
inside the discipline, its object looks old-fashioned, messy and unproductive 
without relation to contemporary social life, its actualities and possibilities 
to apply (cf. Ciubrinskas 2015). 

Since 1991 there were attempts to establish anthropology at the Faculty 
of History, Vilnius University with the co-operation of Scandinavian anthro-
pologists at Copenhagen and Lund universities, and with support from the 
Open Society Fund Lithuania (the Soros Foundation) and the Nordic Council 
of Ministers (Ciubrinskas 2015: 178–179). An informal Centre for Social 
Anthropology and Ethnology was established in 1996. The courses in anth-
ropology, the lectures of visiting professors, student exchange programmes, 
seminars organized each year, and the fi rst International Nordic-Baltic School 
of Anthropology for research students (1996) made a considerable impact 
on the development of a discipline, its popularity among students, and its 
intellectual infl uence to ethnologists, and historians. To emphasize, it con-
tributed to anthropologization of ethnology on a large scale (cf. Ciubrinskas 
2015: 176–177). The BA Programme in Cultural History and Anthropology that 
was established at Vilnius University in 2001 is still alive today. However, the 
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Centre at Vilnius University was closed in 2003, and social anthropology shif-
ted to Vytautas Magnus University to the Department of Sociology. This insti-
tutional shift actually was a paradigmatic shift of social anthropology from 
history to sociology. There the MA programme was established in 2004, and 
the Centre for Social Anthropology was founded in 2005. Until today it is the 
only programme in social anthropology in the country (Ciubrinskas 2015: 179
–180). Moreover, the BA programme with the title of ‘Sociology and anthropo-
logy’ was established in 2013 although its BA degrees are classifi ed in the fi eld 
of sociology as are PhD dissertations. A considerable number of students gra-
duated social anthropology at Vytautas Magnus University. However, the dis-
cipline remains almost invisible in the public sphere with the comments and 
discourses from the anthropological point of view being very rare as compa-
red to sociologists, historians or philosophers. The public disciplinary ima-
ge seems stays as it was in 1920s–1930s – anthropology is understood as the 
study of primitive and exotic societies. This time the exoticization just shifts 
from societies to social and cultural phenomena. 

Evidently, institutional solutions of the 1990s and 2000s suggest a kind of 
disciplinary ‘bricolage’ of ethnology and anthropology as of multi- or inter-
disciplinary fi elds where ethnology is seen within a universalistic style of 
thinking while social anthropology – as a part of sociology – is adequate, for 
example, to social issues or demography. Disciplinary uniqueness then appears 
guarded informally by the tradition of ethnographic research. According to 
Jiménez, administration carries the scientifi c knowledge over, ‘publicizes’, 
and institutionalizes it (Jiménez 2007: 53). Institutions take the knowledge as 
scholarship, and as a subject potential and resonant to social needs and appli-
cable for standardization, and build their own constellations. Then the poli-
tics of science at large appears no less signifi cant in the process of discipli-
ning, and framing the institutional forms of scholarships.

Strategies, taxonomies and practices

Science and education in Lithuania underwent a reorganization in the structu-
ral and intellectual sense in terms of post-Soviet transformations and adheren-
ce to European standards and integration. The national strategy for develop-
ment of science and technology aligned with the vision to change society and 
economy towards innovative, knowledge-based and sustainable social deve-
lopment. It was emphasized that technological advances and innovation are 
the core of economic and cultural progress that alter the quality of life, and the 
strategy for development of research and technology is an essential part of the 
general national development (Lithuanian Science and Technology White Paper 
2002). The policy-makers of social sciences and the humanities, however, have 
paid attention to the fact that the central category and concept of Lithuanian 
science politics is scientifi c research and experimental development (R&D) 
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(moksliniai tyrimai ir eksperimentinė plėtra), which is a direct translation 
into the Lithuanian language from Frascati Manual, 2002, Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). (Viliūnas 2004b: 48). The 
general model inherent in the policy of OECD underlines the development 
of natural sciences and engineering, and leaves the social sciences as secon-
dary and the humanities in a marginal place allocated close to service acti-
vities (Viliūnas 2004b). The magic of high technologies surrounds science in 
Lithuania as well. Technological advancement and modernity appear infl u-
ential agents that impact the social and political assessment of science, taxo-
nomic relationships between its fi elds, and their practical development. But 
no less signifi cant is the international recognition of a scholarship.

In 2013 a group of ethnologists in Lithuania created a description of the 
ethnology and folklore study fi eld, which when passed as an Order of the 
Minister of Education and Science becomes an offi  cial document that instituti-
onalizes the fi eld, and aids high schools and universities in making, renewing 
and evaluating the quality of study programmes. This is in the line with the 
classifi cation system of studies that provide the standards for the governan-
ce of institutions and study programmes. Among a variety of comments on 
the description there was one that expressed a critical assessment of the main 
concept, which said that the establishment of ethnology and folklore studies 
as a fi eld of study was artifi cial and unmotivated, because such classifi cation 
is not based on any international documents and does not exist in interna-
tional classifi cations. It said that, traditionally, the researches in this fi eld in 
Lithuania have been done by teams of specialists from various disciplines. 

The classifi cation systems of science or studies provide the normative stan-
dardization of science, its fi elds and subfi elds, and correlate to international 
conceptualization and national scholarships. They justify the uniqueness of 
knowledge, methodology and theory, and are the instruments to administra-
tion of science at its core, and on the level of governance and funding. Indeed, 
social relationships fl ow in and out of them (Jiménez 2007: 53). It seems that 
classifi cation systems are quite uniform, stable and harmonised outcomes 
developed in accord to general understandings of science. However, there 
is a variety of systematizations, international and national. No two systems 
are identical as no two lists of anthropology nor its sub-fi elds the same either 
(Ingold 2015: 341–342). The systems differ according to the idea, purpose and 
criteria each system has. Moreover, they change as they are revised from time 
to time following the needs of societies, and the growth of sciences. 

As the dominant forms of systematization Lithuania prioritizes the appro-
aches suggested by internationally recognized methodology of the OECD, and 
by the European Research Council (ERC) although they are quite different. 
And really, neither provide the disciplinary association of ethnology and folk-
lore studies put together. The latest version of the OECD’s Revisited fi eld of 
science and technology (FOS) classifi cation in the Frascati Manual, 2007, places 
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ethnology and folklore studies in different domains of the social studies and 
humanities. It puts the subfi eld of ethnology together with the subfi eld of anth-
ropology in the fi eld of ‘5.4. Sociology’ of ‘5. Social sciences’ while the subfi eld 
of folklore studies is set in the fi eld of ‘6.4. Arts’ of ‘6. Humanities’. Moreover, 
the last edition of Frascati Manual, 2015, which presents just a list of fi elds of 
R&D, neither mentions ethnology or anthropology, nor folklore studies (OECD 
2015: 59). There are positions of ‘5.9. Other social studies’ or ‘6.5. Other huma-
nities’ left for such, let’s say, unpredictable cases.

Evidently, the national strategies and systematizations remain signifi cant 
in the defi ning and institutionalizing of disciplines. In Lithuania there are two 
main systems – one is the already mentioned classifi cation of studies appli-
cable to institutions and study programmes, and the other is the classifi ca-
tion of sciences applicable to institutions, researches and doctoral studies. 
To be included into one or another system means to be positioned as a stu-
dy programme or a research fi eld with institutional and funding possibiliti-
es. Classifi cations establish a bureaucratic line for a discipline, defi ne taxono-
mic relationships between the fi elds and subfi elds, and provide the standards 
for their governance, funding and accountability. 

According to the current list of Classifi cation of the Fields of Science, 2012, 
signed as an Order of the Minister of Education and Science, ethnology (07H) 
is treated as an independent fi eld of the Humanities. Its place is adequate to 
that of history (05H), philology (04H), philosophy (01H) or arts (03H). From 
the institutional point of view, ethnology might then apply to three levels of 
education, including BA, MA and PhD studies, and the research programmes. 
However, anthropology as an independent fi eld is absent there. Drawing on 
the previous classifi cation system of 1998, it might be presumed that anthro-
pology will remain a subfi eld of sociology (05S) presented together with eth-
nology under the title of ‘cultural anthropology and ethnology’ (S220). The 
classifi cation system of 1998 also provides more information about the com-
position of the fi eld of ethnology (07H). It shows that ethnology is built up 
from subfi elds such as regional history, historical geography beginning with 
the Middle Ages, archaeology and prehistory, history of art, musicology and 
theatre studies, onomastics and folklore studies. But all of those subfi elds 
belong to other fi elds and methodologies, such as history, the arts or philo-
logy. Evidently, there is no any particular subfi eld in ethnology that would 
represent its methodological and theoretical uniqueness. 

To underline, the classifi catory place of the disciplines of ethnology and 
anthropology in the national documentation on science places them somewhe-
re in between. This relates to their academic and public positions as well. Their 
individuality is outlined and exposed only in the strategy for the development 
of social sciences and the humanities established in 2004 (Viliūnas 2004a). 
There anthropology, ethnology and folklore studies are classifi ed as three dif-
ferent fi elds of social sciences and the humanities out of nineteen. They are 
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conceptualized and described as fi elds with different histories, institutions, 
thematic approaches and future perspectives (Čiubrinskas 2004; Šaknys 2004; 
Sauka – Stundžienė 2004). And their outlines in turn are keeping the points that 
open space for negation, interdisciplinary considerations or constellations. 

Anthropologists discussing the issues of institutionalization and discipli-
ning quite often emphasize their own responsibilities and inside perspecti-
ves. But bureaucratic formalities and offi  cial considerations from outside are 
no less signifi cant. Formalities shape the institutional forms of disciplines, 
establish possibilities to allocate funding, make work and study places, defi ne 
the relationships between different disciplines or form attitudes concerning 
disciplinary applicability. However, all in all the development of epistemo-
logy returns to scientifi c communities as ‘collectives of thought’ (from Fleck, 
see Edwards – Harvey – Wade 2007), and reinforces the aspect of practice on 
a signifi cant scale. Then encounters with the ways in which epistemologies 
are disciplined just illuminate the complexity of perspectives that surround 
ethnological and anthropological approaches and scholarships.

Conclusion: The methodological value of ethnography 

Algirdas Julius Greimas’s once said that ‘the science begins from defi ning its 
object and developing its methods, but not from the data collected by chance’ 
(Greimas 1979: 15; cf. Čiubrinskas 2001). In the case of ethnology and anthro-
pology, it is ethnography that stands for methods and methodology essential-
ly. Anthropologists evaluate literary capacities of ethnography and its mastery 
of language to present a text and description, and postulate its uniqueness as 
of method and methodology (e.g. Hammersley 2001; Clifford 2005: 38). Ingold 
in turn underlines ethnography and anthropology as distinct states of being 
(Ingold 2008; 2014). But without ethnography as a method and scientifi c prac-
tice, ethnology and anthropology stay just a text, a discourse, literature, or, as 
is often said in Lithuania, a ‘philosophy’, but not epistemology, which appro-
aches human reality in situ within its micro-complexity and diversity of per-
spectives. Strathern, when asked ‘[h]ow aware are you of interdisciplinarity 
in your career? Is it something you have consciously striven for?’ answers ‘[n]
o! I assume that what I do is anthropology. But your question made me refl ect 
on that. I have an ethnographic approach to discussions coming from other 
disciplines – they are all products of a particular culture or society – and use 
them as source materials’ (Strathern 2005: 128). 

The ethnological and anthropological legacy in Lithuania, though frag-
mented and small in size, is informative about the formation of its paradig-
matic tradition. Its historical path has shown that it was the specifi c practice 
of the collecting of knowledge that carried ethnological and anthropological 
curiosity across the ruptures and disorders of historical worlds. The basic line 
of distinction between a man of common observation and a man of scientifi c 
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observation established in the late 18th century and early 19th century was 
that heuristic event which unfolded the epistemological perspective to the 
future. Then anytime cultural reasoning of human phenomena was appro-
ached in Lithuania, ethnography as the practice of scientifi c observation (and 
collection) played its role in the production of that particular knowledge; the 
history shows that ethnography as method and methodology is inseparable 
from the paradigmatic uniqueness and intellectual potentiality of ethnology 
and anthropology among the spectrum of sciences.

May 2016
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