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Reply to: Problems with two recent 
Petri net analyses of Neanderthal 
adhesive technology
Sebastian Fajardo 1,3*, Paul R. B. Kozowyk 1 & Geeske H. J. Langejans 1,2

replying to: P. Schmidt; Scientific Reports https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-60793-1(2024).

In two recent  publications1,2 we introduce Petri nets as a new method to model ancient technological systems and 
their complexity. We use previously proposed methods of prehistoric tar production as case studies and apply 
three different metrics that each rely on unique definitions of complexity: (1) The density metric considers the 
interconnectedness between events and resources and can be related to requirements of simultaneous informa-
tion processing; (2) The extended cyclomatic metric concerns the likelihood of errors throughout the process, 
and the potential need for planning and inhibition control; (3) The structuredness metric relates to the effort to 
understand abstract information about the materials, product templates and the process itself, and thus to learn-
ing. The results can therefore be interpreted along behavioural and cognitive lines. Our application of Petri net 
modelling to different tar production methods demonstrates that there is much variation in complexity between 
tar technologies. Moreover, we can indicate where these differences stem from. This is relevant to debates where 
technology is a proxy for cognition. Schmidt and  Tennie3 misinterpret our work. They claim it is subjective, and 
not rooted in reality. Here we take the opportunity to address any misinterpretation.

Experiments, the archaeological record, and reality
Schmidt and  Tennie3 highlight elements in our models that the authors consider subjective, or things that are 
automatic occurrences. The latter implying that these elements do not faithfully represent the organisation of 
technology. This shows a misunderstanding of the method. Unlike chaîne opératoire analysis, Petri nets are not 
a sequential representation of human actions, but a causal model of a system. As explained in our papers (p.  41) 
we incorporated events that changed the location or modified the physical properties of resources. Because of 
the formal nature of the method, our modelling decisions are made explicit and are described. Moreover, Petri 
nets provide a framework to implement robustness tests (p. 4–51). We found limited differences in the granular-
ity of the modelled events. Therefore, the atomic unit size does not affect our conclusions. This means that the 
method is systematic and our results reproducible.

Our models are representations of the mechanisms in real-world systems, enabling us to comprehend specific 
aspects of these systems. But models are of course not reality, and we do not claim they are. Where Schmidt 
and  Tennie4 rely only on experiments, we expand with in-silico modelling of experimental data. Experimental 
designs and empirical data are fundamental to understanding the evolution of cognition and culture. However, 
causal models like ours facilitate comparisons of the external validity of various individual studies or experiments; 
continually expanding the models and incorporating more diverse experiments will improve this new method.

Schmidt and  Tennie3 suggest that one tar production method, condensation, is not evidenced in the archaeo-
logical record. We consider condensation a likely early method for tar production (as Schmidt and Tennie have 
also  suggested4). However, because the tar yield from condensation is limited, scaling was employed by Blessing 
and  Schmidt5 to make this method more comparable with other techniques. In one of our  papers2, we explore 
what scaling does to system complexity. We appreciate the opportunity to clear up a misunderstanding here. 
We do not argue in favour of a specific tar production method nor believe that any were beyond the cognitive 
capabilities of Neanderthals, as suggested by Schmidt and  Tennie3. We show that three concurrent condensa-
tion processes increase complexity, something that was not addressed  previously5. This increase in complexity 
from scaling, and the generous application of birch tar on Palaeolithic  tools6, raises the probability that more 
economical solutions to increase tar yield were found.

The concerns raised by Schmidt and  Tennie3 regarding potential errors in three cobble condensation may stem 
from the use of different definitions for concepts like error, anticipation, risks and decisions. The authors appear 
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to confuse our models with other approaches that use sequential models like chaîne opératoires and  cognigrams7–9 
to map human behaviour. In Petri nets, the causality between local events in a process is recorded, and subse-
quently metrics can be applied to assess different aspects of the process. The likelihood of events like ‘relighting 
bark’ (highlighted by Schmidt and  Tennie3) occurring causes an increase in the complexity. In analysing the 
scalability  problem2, we use the much-increased reachability graph of the upscaled method to show that there 
are more decisions made by the operator in this process. With every decision there is a chance for an error. This 
does not mean that no tar is produced; this means that when you look at the model through a probability lens 
there is a higher chance of partially satisfying the intended aim of the process. Counterintuitively, the upscaled 
method has a sharp increase in the cyclomatic metric  score2 compared to the one-cobble method. With every 
added possibility to the system, the metric is affected exponentially.

Returning to logical fallacies
Schmidt and  Tennie3 treat an individual operator’s recollections as definitive, falling into the unavoidable subjec-
tivity of the human experience. Their video evidence succeeds in demonstrating fully modern human levels of 
response inhibition, multi-tasking, and task switching (Supplementary video  25). Further, the operator is clearly 
engaged in near constant monitoring and decision-making, suggesting reliance on the brain’s processing power. 
We agree the operator is not overwhelmed by the complexity of the process, but we cannot a priori assume people 
in the deep-past solved the problem of how to make tar in the same way.

Video data from Schmidt et al. shows that during a three-cobble condensation experiment, the operator 
switches tasks nearly twice as frequently as when using a single cobble (approximately every 5  seconds5 vs. 9 
 seconds4, respectively). Given that cognitive complexity can be defined as the capacity for task switching and 
response inhibition, among other  aspects10, these observational details are also worth considering, rather than 
relying on the perceived difficulty from the experimenter. The three-cobble video also shows tar scraping being 
interrupted to ignite and re-arrange bark on other stones; something which is not necessary in the one-cobble 
process. In addition, the authors state tar burning away was not  observed3, but to our knowledge they never 
measured this. In our  experiments1,2,11, more frequent scraping resulted in higher yields of tar, suggesting that 
leaving bark burning longer reduces efficiency. Regardless of these details, such videos are a valuable resource 
for fine-tuning future Petri net models and testing them against natural behaviour.

Another tool for the toolbox
The suitability of different methods to analyse prehistoric technological organisation is indeed debatable. We 
argue that Petri nets are promising because they can highlight different facets of process complexity and by 
proxy different aspects of cognition. Moreover, Petri nets are a useful tool for synthesizing concurrent produc-
tion systems from sequential observations. This applies particularly well to processes like the creation of birch 
tar or compound technologies. Additionally, developing new folding algorithms on different Petri net models of 
the same production process can facilitate the identification of the essential elements in production processes. 
Schmidt and  Tennie3 suggest that their toolkit is better suited to identifying the advent of physical and cultural 
changes. Their method serves specific research questions, and therefore incorporates specific variables and 
empirical datasets. For example, ‘difficulty’, measured as success rate of modern human subjects, and ‘time’. We 
find these variables less useful because we are asking different questions.

We see our approach and other methods like cognigrams and procedural  units8,12–15, as a way to further 
ideas posed by other researchers. For example, when selecting the metrics to examine our  models1, we drew 
from Wadley’s and others’ proxies to identify complex cognition in  technology10,16,17. Our  aim1 was partly to 
quantify these traits. In addition, rather than simply pinpointing when a technological change took place, we are 
interested in asking how differing technologies, e.g. making bow and arrows, pottery, and distilling tar, can be 
quantitatively compared in terms of the complexity of their organisation. Petri nets can also provide alternative 
definitions for the author’s ‘difficulty’, making this model more applicable to researchers with different questions. 
Finally, system complexity should be measured in multiple ways, as Petri nets can do with a wide range of metrics 
and definitions, doing justice to the diversity of approaches hominins use to overcome technological problems.

Conclusion
Petri nets can accommodate a wide array of research questions in archaeology, with the benefit of being explicit 
and transparent. Although experimental archeology leads to a fundamental corpus of data on transformative 
technologies, these data alone do not provide answers to all questions about the past. Looking forward, larger and 
more diverse datasets can feed and refine in-silico models like ours to answer questions that are difficult to explore 
with individual experimental designs. In that light, we are happy to see that recent experimental and archaeo-
logical work by Schmidt and  Tennie18 confirms our theoretical expectations about the evolution of technology.

Received: 5 March 2024; Accepted: 25 April 2024

References
 1. Fajardo, S., Kozowyk, P. R. B. & Langejans, G. H. L. Measuring ancient technological complexity and its cognitive implications 

using Petri nets. Sci. Rep. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41598- 023- 42078-1 (2023).
 2. Kozowyk, P. R. B., Fajardo, S. & Langejans, G. H. J. Scaling Palaeolithic tar production processes exponentially increases behavioural 

complexity. Sci. Rep. 13, 14709. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41598- 023- 41963-z (2023).
 3. Schmidt, P. & Tennie, C. Problems with two recent Petri net analyses of Neanderthal adhesive technology.
 4. Schmidt, P. et al. Birch tar production does not prove Neanderthal behavioral complexity. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 116, 

201911137. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 19111 37116 (2019).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-42078-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-41963-z
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1911137116


3

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |        (2024) 14:10489  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-60674-7

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 5. Blessing, M. A. & Schmidt, P. On the efficiency of Palaeolithic birch tar making. J. Archaeol. Sci. Rep. 38, 103096. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/j. jasrep. 2021. 103096 (2021).

 6. Niekus, M. J. T. et al. Middle Paleolithic complex technology and a Neandertal tar-backed tool from the Dutch North Sea. Proc. 
Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 116, 22081–22087. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 19078 281 (2019).

 7. Bleed, P. Trees or chains, links or branches: Conceptual alternatives for consideration of stone tool production and other sequential 
activities. J. Archaeol. Method Theory 8, 101–127. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/a: 10095 26016 167 (2001).

 8. Haidle, M. N. In Cognitive Archaeology and Human Evolution (eds S. A. De Beaune, F. L. Coolidge, & T. Wynn) 57–174 (Cambridge 
University Press, 2009).

 9. Sellet, F. Chaine operatoire; the concept and its applications. Lithic Technol. 18, 106–112. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 01977 261. 1993. 
11720 900 (1993).

 10. Wadley, L. Recognizing complex cognition through innovative technology in stone age and palaeolithic sites. Camb. Archaeol. J. 
23, 163–183. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1017/ S0959 77431 30003 09 (2013).

 11. Chasan, R. et al. Complicating the debate: Evaluating the potential of gas-chromatography-mass spectrometry for differentiating 
prehistoric aceramic tar production techniques. J. Archaeol. Sci. 164, 105960 (2024).

 12. Hoffecker, J. F. The complexity of neanderthal technology. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 115, 1959–1961. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ 
pnas. 18004 61115 (2018).

 13. Lombard, M. In Squeezing Minds from Stones: Cognitive Archaeology and the Evolution of the Human Mind (eds Frederick L. 
Coolidge & K.A. Overman) 473–496 (Oxford University Press, 2019).

 14. Muller, A., Clarkson, C. & Shipton, C. Measuring behavioural and cognitive complexity in lithic technology throughout human 
evolution. J. Anthropol. Archaeol. 48, 166–180. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jaa. 2017. 07. 006 (2017).

 15. Perreault, C., Brantingham, P. J., Kuhn, S. L., Wurz, S. & Gao, X. Measuring the complexity of lithic technology. Curr. Anthropol. 
54, S397–S406. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1086/ 673264 (2013).

 16. Wadley, L. In The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Archaeology (ed T. Wynn) C15S11-C13S15 (Oxford University Press, 2023).
 17. Hoffecker, J. F. & Hoffecker, I. T. The structural and functional complexity of hunter-gatherer technology. J. Archaeol. Method 

Theory 25, 202–225. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10816- 017- 9332-4 (2018).
 18. Schmidt, P. et al. Production method of the Königsaue birch tar documents cumulative culture in Neanderthals. Archaeol. Anthro-

pol. Sci. 15, 84 (2023).

Author contributions
Conceptualization: S.F., P.R.B.K., G.H.J.L. Writing original draft: S.F., P.R.B.K., G.H.J.L. Writing—review and 
editing: S.F., P.R.B.K., G.H.J.L. Funding acquisition: G.H.J.L. Supervision: G.H.J.L.

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to S.F.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

© The Author(s) 2024

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jasrep.2021.103096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jasrep.2021.103096
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.19078281
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1009526016167
https://doi.org/10.1080/01977261.1993.11720900
https://doi.org/10.1080/01977261.1993.11720900
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959774313000309
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1800461115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1800461115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaa.2017.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1086/673264
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10816-017-9332-4
www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Reply to: Problems with two recent Petri net analyses of Neanderthal adhesive technology
	Experiments, the archaeological record, and reality
	Returning to logical fallacies
	Another tool for the toolbox
	Conclusion
	References


