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Introduction

This book presents a new approach to writing the history of archaeology
and, as such, it is very much a product of an earlier project, Encyclopedia
of Archaeology (1999-2001), which was also published by ABC-CLIO. Having
said this, I have to admit (not without some irony) that Milestones was com-
missioned before the five-volume encyclopedia that precedes it. This rever-
sal of sequence has had a significant impact on the shape and content of
Milestones, which is now considerably changed from my original conception.
There are several obvious reasons for this, the most important being that my
own knowledge and understanding of the history of archaeology was trans-
formed by the contributions to the Encyclopedia and from the rapid growth
of research in this field that has occurred over the past few years. The oppor-
tunity to contemplate the history of archaeology on a global scale has, as I
observed in the introduction to volumes 3, 4, and 5 (History and Discoveries)
brought home the commonalities as well as the differences in the practice of
archaeology around the world.

Another important reason why Milestones has changed from what was orig-
inally envisaged has more to do with a desire to explore different ways of writ-
ing the history of archaeology. In the Encyclopedia project I was able to develop
a mix of longer biographical essays and shorter pieces dealing with specific
countries, sites, or discoveries. Although some synthetic and general survey
entries were included (not least some methodological reflections about writ-
ing the history of archaeology), the thrust of the volumes was very much di-
rected toward documenting the origins and growth of archaeology on a
global scale. In Milestones my goal has changed to one of sharpening this con-
trast between documentation and reflection through the inclusion of three
long essays that act as general surveys of matters not specifically covered in in-
dividual milestones and form the framework of a developing interpretation of
the history of archaeology. Thus, in Milestones I move beyond an editorial role
where the editorial board and I selected entries and commissioned authors to
write them, to one where I have selected and written the milestones and the
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xiv &  Introduction

longer interpretative essays. Taken together these represent a partial state-
ment of how I currently see the history of archaeology, including many of the
significant passages in its history, the overarching themes about the signifi-
cance of archaeological knowledge, and the great challenges that have moti-
vated (and continue to motivate) its practitioners. As I will shortly discuss,
there are several excellent single-volume histories of archaeology that cover
the general area of Milestones, but in this work I have defined and occupied a
middle ground between a straightforward work of reference (as was the case
in Encyclopedia of Archaeology) and an extended narrative of the history of ar-
chaeology. By means of this mix I have sought to explore different ways of
communicating with both specialist and nonspecialist audiences.

The growth in the scale and sophistication of interest in the history of ar-
chaeology has been a strong motivation here. Archaeology has long been a
complex social institution, but until recently its practitioners have not been
particularly interested in exploring these aspects of the “everyday” life of
their discipline. However this attitude has begun to change, and it is the
transformation in the historiography of archaeology that has also wrought
significant changes to the original vision for this book. At its core Milestones,
as you see it now, is in part a reaction to developments that have occurred
within archaeology over the past decade, but in larger part a consequence of
my own interest in the field. Of course the history of archaeology is not the
sole preserve of archaeologists, and it is one of the most encouraging signs
that historians of science and especially historians writing essentially popular
works (usually biographies) have paid growing attention to archaeology and
its practitioners (see, for example, Adkins 2003; Walker 1995).

Notwithstanding the importance of these changes, I have two reasons for
wanting to shift the focus away from a detailed discussion of historiography
per se in this introduction. First, (to put it bluntly) many of the methodolog-
ical issues raised by exploring a history of archaeology are not unique to that
discipline. Other disciplines, such as anthropology, geology, and of course bi-
ology and physics, have far longer (and stronger) traditions in this area. In-
deed, such disciplines or fields have been significant contributors (either by
way of methodology or examples) to the development of the history, philos-
ophy, and sociology of science, the perspectives of which will necessarily play
an important role in the immediate future of the historiography of archae-
ology. The second reason for shifting focus away from detailed methodolog-
ical considerations in this context is that it provides an opportunity to con-
sider some of the implications that an upsurge in research into the history of
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archaeology might have for our cognate disciplines of anthropology and his-
tory. Both disciplines have strong historiographic traditions, but I think it is
a fair generalization that the historians of neither discipline have paid much
specific attention to archaeology. Of course George Stocking and many oth-
ers have written about Sir John Lubbock when considering the genesis of an
evolutionary anthropology (Stocking 1968, 1987), there has been a useful
focus on significant passages of the history of British archaeology in the nine-
teenth century (see especially Morse 2005; van Riper 1993), and some have
further considered the work of Gordon Childe within the general context of
discussions of the concept of culture. But apart from these, and a North
American focus on the anthropology of Franz Boas and the work of theorists
such as Julian Steward and Leslie White, interest has been generally slight
(see, for example, De Waal Malefijt 1974; Handler 2000; Harris 1968; Service
1985; Voget 1975).

So it might be interesting to consider how (if at all) recent explorations
into the genesis of archaeology might affect the current story of the genesis
of anthropology and history, primarily in the nineteenth century. This has
been the focus of much of my own research in the history of archaeology
and, as I have acknowledged many times elsewhere, this is not an innocent
task. Although I am perfectly happy to accept (as many others have done)
that writing the history of archaeology requires no other justification than in-
herent interest, my goals have more to do with diagnosing the condition of
contemporary archaeology and understanding the nature of its relationships
with contemporary anthropology and history.

Surveying the Historiography of Archaeology
These days almost everyone has noticed the sheer amount of history of archae-
ology being written. At a recent Cambridge conference on the historiography
of archaeology, Bruce Trigger was moved to remark that the task of revising his
influential History of Archaeological Thought (1989) had become very much
more difficult in recent years. But Trigger was reflecting about the quantity of
published work he had to synthesize rather than any inherent difficulty in the
content of what was being written. This is because much of this history writing
has been devoted to theories, methods, discoveries, and the lives of “great” ar-
chaeologists. While such studies are obviously important in establishing some
of the aspects of archaeological practice, they alone do not produce satisfying
accounts of the process of archaeological knowledge production.
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Although historians of archaeology have become much more sensitive to
the demands of context, there remain few analyses of the institutional struc-
tures of the discipline, the wider intellectual context of archaeology, or other
sociological aspects of archaeological knowledge production (though the
latter are increasing). The result of these shortcomings has been rightly crit-
icized by some archaeologists and by historians of the human sciences who
have taken an interest in archaeology. Much of what has been produced is
teleological, with the nature of archaeological knowledge transcending so-
cial and historical context. Until recent years, analysis of the taken-for-grant-
eds of the history of archaeological practice, such as institutional structures,
relations with governments and the general public, organizing concepts and
categories, and archaeology’s relationships with its cognate disciplines, have
been few and of variable quality.

After the late 1980s things began to change with the publication of two
books. First, Trigger’s A History of Archaeological Thought represented a quan-
tum leap from what was then available in English. Second, Alain Schnapp’s
Conguest of the Past (1996) has done so much to remind prehistoric archaeol-
ogists of the riches of “The Great Tradition” as well as the great virtues of an-
tiquarianism as a system of study.

Around the same time archaeologists more versed in the history and phi-
losophy of science, such as Wiktor Stoczkowski and myself, began deploying
perspectives from that field, and serious discussion about the historiography
of archaeology began to occur in mainstream contexts such as the Society for
American Archaeology. Andrew Christenson’s Tracing Archaeology’s Past
(1989) was the first collection of essays in English from researchers strongly
committed to writing the history of archaeology in North America.

It is significant that at that early stage many of the issues raised by such
history writing (for example, justifications for history writing, the respective
pluses and minuses of the internalist and externalist perspectives, the perils
of presentism, and that old favorite, whether the history of archaeology is
better written by historians of science or by archaeologists) were all given a
thorough airing. Subsequent discussion, for example Trigger’s entry on his-
toriography in the Encyclopedia of the History of Archaeology (2001), tended to
reinforce these trends, which were also the subject of really intense debate
in Studying Human Origins: Disciplinary History and Epistemology (2001), edited
by Raymond Corbey and Wil Roebroeks. Trigger, Corbey, and Roebroeks
sought to classify academic production through a pretty straightforward di-
vision between popular, intellectual, and social histories (Trigger) or
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through an application of Ernst Mayr’s taxonomy—Ilexicographic, chrono-
logical, biographical, cultural and sociological, and problematic histories
(Corbey and Roebroeks). But the editors of Studying Human Origins were
after more than classification. Their goal was to seriously explore the why,
what, how, and indeed whether of such histories. Difficult questions such as
why historians seemed to be ignoring the history of archaeology were asked,
and the manifest shortcomings of archaeologists as historians of their own
discipline were given thorough discussion. This is a common theme, some-
times taking on the characteristics of a turf war.

Such naiveté on the one hand, and the sometimes casual disparagement
of histories being written outside (or indeed sometimes in ignorance of) the
canons of the history of science on the other, might be taken as clear testi-
mony that we have a long way to go before the history of archaeology be-
comes a respectable pursuit. I do not think so. In fact, I think that the con-
trary is the case, as archaeologists have become more skilled at articulating
archives, oral histories and other testimonies in their analysis (Marc-Antoine
Kaeser’s recent L'Univers du prehistorien [2004], and the ancestral archives
issue of the British journal Antiquity edited by Nathan Schlanger [2002] are
excellent examples). Historians of science have also become somewhat more
understanding of the wide range of motivations archaeologists are respond-
ing to when they work in this area.

The Basis of a Personal Approach:
Anthropology and Archaeology
I came to the history of archaeology through undergraduate research in the
history of anthropology, specifically the history of nineteenth-century race
theory. My first work focused on the monogenist/polygenist debate (over
the issue of whether human beings were the result of one creation or origin
or of many), as exemplified by the Scottish anatomist Robert Knox and his
English disciple, James Hunt—one of the founders of the Anthropological
Society of London, a great follower of Paul Broca, and the publisher of much
European anthropology. Understanding Knox’s most famous work 7he Races
of Men (1850) posed significant intellectual challenges, not because so much
of what he was saying was repugnant, but because at its core it represented a
coherent and marvelous rich intellectual tradition spanning anatomy, phi-
losophy, biology, ethnology, archaeology, and of course philology that was
radically at odds with my own training as an anthropologist. Knox’s search
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for a scientific English anthropology that was both polygenist (the argument
that human races had different origins) and antievolutionist provides an ex-
cellent example of how disciplines lose their histories, as dominant readings
of disciplinary approach and purpose reinforce their dominance through
the socializing power of disciplinary history.

But a case could be made that although it was distinctly marginal to con-
temporary philosophical orthodoxies in the mid-nineteenth century, the
transcendentalism of naturphilosophie played a significant role in the develop-
ment of ethnology (particularly in the construction of the concept of cul-
ture). A close analysis of Knox’s The Races of Men reveals something of the
spirit that drove this alternative anthropology, and the conflict between these
alternative anthropologies and archaeologies in mid-nineteenth-century
England also provides an opportunity to explore the ways in which the par-
ticipants sought support from science and society and the conditions under
which that support was given.

I continued to explore these ideas in doctoral research focused on an in-
quiry into the authorities archaeologists appeal to justify their knowledge
claims in contemporary archaeology. The existence of such hidden histories
in anthropology persuaded me that such were likely to exist unremarked in
archaeology too, and that the naturalness of contemporary views of the ar-
chaeologist’s project was illusory. In my view denaturalizing such views could
provide a basis on which to seriously address problems within contemporary
archaeological theory. Historical research has helped broaden my approach
to this problem from being narrowly epistemological to asking a more en-
compassing question: what makes archaeological accounts of the past plau-
sible? A consideration of plausibility then led me to more detailed investiga-
tions of the links between archaeology and the society that sustains its
practice. This, in turn, has greatly increased the significance of the history of
archaeology as a primary source of information about related inquiries into
disciplinary traditions and the “culture” of archaeology.

What happened as a result of this research into the authority of archaeolog-
ical knowledge claims, and related reflections on the nature of contemporary
theoretical archaeology, is much more than I can deal with here, and I con-
tinue to publish on it. What I can do is to very briefly introduce the themes
that have underwritten aspects of this inquiry under very broad umbrella
raised by Stocking some twenty years ago. My account of the history of archae-
ology is directed toward the identification of enduring structures of archaeo-
logical knowledge—those structures that provide the criteria in terms of which
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knowledge claims are justified as being both rational and reliable and that also
provide practitioners with the ability to distinguish meaningful knowledge and
the relevance of models, theories, and approaches drawn from archaeology’s
cognate disciplines. Stocking’s cogent summary of the “ethos” of anthropol-
ogy, as we have come to know it, has been a great help here:

Another way of looking at the matter is to suggest that the general tradition
we call retrospectively “anthropological” embodies a number of antinomies
logically inherent or historically embedded in the Western intellectual tradi-
tion: an ontological opposition between materialism and idealism, an episte-
mological opposition between empiricism and apriorism, a substantive oppo-
sition between the biological and the cultural, a methodological opposition
between the nomothetic and the idiographic, an attitudinal opposition be-
tween the racialist and the egalitarian, an evaluational opposition between
the progressivist and the primitivist—among others. (1984, 4)

Archaeology, through its close connections to anthropology and history,
has inherited these long-standing epistemological and ontological antino-
mies, which have at various times in the history of the discipline sanctioned
historicist or universalist, materialist or idealist, empiricist or rationalist em-
phases within the practice of archaeology, precisely as they have done in our
cognate disciplines.

In this view, by the end of the nineteenth century the connections and
distinctions between archaeology and anthropology and between archaeol-
ogy and history had essentially been established. Archaeology, its conceptual
field defined and secure within various traditions of anthropological and his-
torical research and its methodology developed to a stage where the discus-
sion of temporal and cultural classifications could appeal to a widening store
of empirical phenomena, was free to pursue problems of largely internal mo-
ment. Although in the United States the predominance of cultural rather
than social anthropology meant that the boundaries between archaeology
and “historical” anthropology were somewhat blurred, the same emphasis on
the writing of prehistory, and on technical matters of classification and data
retrieval, was still present.

I have described the long and intense association between archaeology
and anthropology, as well as between archaeology and history, as being one
of enrollment and symbiosis, beginning in the nineteenth century when all
three disciplines began to take on their modern forms, and concluding



XX & Introduction

around the end of that century. This association, although differing in par-
ticulars over the course of the twentieth century, continues to provide sub-
stantial aspects of the archaeological agenda and by far the most important
body of theory used by archaeologists in their day-to-day practice.

But it is also the case that the process of translating archaeological data
into anthropological or historical information (or indeed of applying the
perspectives of those disciplines to archaeological data) did not (and does
not) always go smoothly, and archaeologists might have had to take seriously
the idea that such simple translations might be problematic. But has this re-
ally affected the way archaeologists seek to make the past meaningful? Are
practitioners able to abandon science in favor of intelligibility in conven-
tional human science terms?

I have sought to understand whether the plausibility of archaeological
knowledge claims has been gauged primarily in terms of determinate rules
of scientific method or whether the real determinants of plausibility were
“cognitive” or “cultural.” It was something of a surprise to find that even at
the high point of empiricism in the mid-nineteenth century, where the
methodological rhetoric held that archaeology contributed to the develop-
ment of an approach to understanding human prehistory that explicitly
shunned myth and the a priori in favor of the objectivity of science, the per-
formance of practitioners fell way short of the mark. This difference between
rhetoric and performance (especially as it applies to claims for the scientific
status of archaeology) continues to this day, mostly unremarked.

The Idea of Milestones

I began this introduction with a statement that Milestones represented a dif-
ferent approach to writing the history of archaeology. At one level this differ-
ence derives from its structure. Milestones adapts a conventional chronologi-
cal approach (i.e., from oldest to most recent) to the detailed analysis of the
origins and development of archaeology. This analysis occurs in two con-
texts. The first comprises three long narratives dealing with overarching
themes and issues, and the second is made up of individual entries (some
quite short, others several thousands of words) that deal with specific discov-
eries, techniques, books, events, issues, or personalities.

I have already stressed that no history of archaeology is innocent of per-
spective or purpose, and I have sought to make my own perspectives and pur-
poses as clear as I can. Every history has different emphases. Some, such as
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Trigger’s A History of Archaeological Thought, focus on the genesis and devel-
opment of archaeological ideas within the Anglo-Saxon world (although
Trigger above all other historians well recognizes the riches of other tradi-
tions and this is reflected in the second edition of this major work). Others,
such as Alain Schnapp’s Discovery of the Past, tell the story of the extraordinar-
ily intense world of antiquarianism and its practitioners between the six-
teenth and nineteenth centuries in Europe. Schnapp’s concern was to ex-
plain why antiquarianism was of such great importance during the time of
humanism and to chart the process whereby that importance was trans-
formed in the nineteenth century into a support or warrant for nationalism
and positivism. More specialized and particular histories, such as Rosemary
Sweet’s excellent history of English antiquarianism in the eighteenth century
(2004) or Patricia Levine’s discussion of the creation of a discipline of ar-
chaeology in the next century (1986), have less sweeping but nonetheless
clearly defined goals.

Given the demands of context or space, all histories of archaeology involve
selection. It has been a difficult task to sift through five hundred years of an-
tiquarian and archaeological activity all around the globe, to isolate the mile-
stones you see before you, and to develop a narrative history that places this
selection in context while supporting the ideas and perspectives I advance in
this book. It is important to note that in this sense Milestones is more than a
straightforward work of reference. I have already mentioned that it draws
heavily on the vast store of information contained in the Encyclopedia of Archae-
ology, but excellent works of reference have also been a great help (particu-
larly those by the doyen of this particular field Brian Fagan—see especially
the Oxford Companion to Archaeology [1996] and Eyewitness to Discovery [1996],
but for example see also Bahn [1996], de Grummond [1996], Ellis [2000],
Gibbon [1998], and Orser [2002]). These and the vast literature of the history
of archaeology have provided the specific data on which this book is based.

Having said that every history of archaeology involves differences of em-
phasis and hence selection, I should also observe that notwithstanding all
these differences there is a high degree of commonality about what are sig-
nificant or exemplary sites, concepts, practitioners, institutions, and events
in the history of the discipline. Of course historians of antiquarianism will
focus on the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries, historians of human evolu-
tion will do the same for the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, or indeed
historians of specific nations or areas such as China or southwest Asia, will be
able to spend much more time on teasing out details that are lost when a
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global perspective is taken. In the introductions to the first two volumes (7he
Great Archaeologists) and the following three volumes (History and Discoveries)
of the Encyclopedia of Archaeology, 1 wondered whether the notion of there
being a discipline of archaeology with overarching perspectives, approaches,
methodologies, and techniques was a viable one. Quite rightly archaeologists
(and others) are worried by the implications of colonialism or that the per-
spectives of a single class or gender will marginalize those of others. In a
sense, histories of archaeology can also create the sense of there being a
“canon” of archaeological practice, and the fact there is widespread agree-
ment that many disciplinary landmarks or milestones are widely understood
and accepted might be seen as proof that it exists. This is especially true in
the case of major discoveries or the development of significant methodolo-
gies or techniques. But it is also understood that this is not necessarily the
case when it comes to theoretical and methodological issues where distinct
national and regional traditions come into play. My own view is that it is pos-
sible for us to conceive of archaeology as a discipline taking distinct shape by
the end of the nineteenth century and then being dramatically transformed
throughout the twentieth century by differing contexts of discovery and
practice. In this sense understanding diversity is to also conceive of unity.

The Structure of Milestones

Milestones is broken up into three parts: pre-nineteenth century, nineteenth
century, and twentieth century. Of course this chronological division is simplis-
tic in that nothing in life, not even archaeology, is so readily compartmental-
ized. In Milestones 1 deal with this by locating the entries within various themes
that are used to build the bigger, overarching picture in the long essays.

Thus, in Section One, which deals with the pre-nineteenth-century origins
of the discipline, I consider antiquarianism and natural history within a con-
text of understanding ancient objects and landscapes and track the emerging
relationships between archaeology, history, and anthropology that have
proved to be so enduring. These themes (and the milestones that exemplify
them) are knitted together in a long essay—*“The Birth of Archaeology”—that
traces the development of the archaeological perspective across more than
three hundred years of social and cultural history.

The same format is used in Section Two—the nineteenth century—where
a long essay, “The Archaeology of Origins, Nations, and Empires,” explores
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themes as various as the link between the classification of archaeology of
high human antiquity, the revelation of ancient empires, the decipherment
of ancient scripts, the origins of archaeology in the New World, and the de-
velopment of theories to understand the meaning of human prehistory.

Section Three—the twentieth century—continues this approach through
a long essay, “World Archaeology,” that links milestones and themes such as
the growth of archaeological science, the search for human ancestors, de-
bates about archaeological theory and the role of archaeology in society, and
the nature of relationships between archaeology and anthropology and be-
tween archaeology and history.

This structure played a significant role in the selection of the milestones
and the differing ways they are presented. I have already discussed the fact
that all histories of archaeology are selective and have made the obvious
point that in a global history such as Milestones the work of many significant
archaeologists or the histories of various methodologies, theories, and tech-
niques can only be considered in the most fleeting way (if at all). Readers will
note that some milestones are quite short and highly specific—the publica-
tion of a major book, an exhibition, the foundation of a museum—while oth-
ers are quite long and detailed, drawing the reader beyond the specifics of a
discovery into broader or deeper matters.

The milestones you see in this book were selected on a number of
grounds: first, because of priority—this is the first application of a technique
or analytical process; second, because of the influence a particular person,
book, idea, institution, or discovery had on subsequent practice; and third,
because the field or area of archaeological practice was particularly influen-
tial. The type of treatment thus depended on the relationship between a par-
ticular milestone and the longer essay or the reason(s) for its selection. A
final consideration was the extent of secondary information about the par-
ticular milestone. If the event, person, or technique, for example, was widely
understood and there was a substantial literature to refer readers to, I judged
that the space I saved through offering a more cursory treatment could bet-
ter be used elsewhere.

One final observation about balance needs to be made. There is a dra-
matic difference in the number of milestones listed for Section Three as dis-
tinct from Sections One and Two. This disparity has much to do with the
massive growth in archaeology as a global enterprise in the twentieth cen-
tury. Not only was there much more archaeology done during that time than
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at any other, it was also more highly varied and more complex and its public
impact (if possible) was even greater. During the twentieth century we saw
the age of our hominin ancestors pushed back into the millions of years and
a very great variety of forms discovered. At the same time the archaeology of
much more recent periods (historical or postmedieval archaeology) as-
sumed real importance. The number and range of milestones in Part Three
is a reflection of this activity.
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1138
1412-1449
1471
1512
1519
1533
1586
1586-1770
1603
1613

1616-1637
1626
1630
1652-1655
1656
1658

1666
1666
1669

1670-1780
1683
1709-1800
1715
1717
1719-1724
1723

Historia Regum Britanniae

Voyages of Cyriac of Ancona

Foundation of the Palazzo dei Conservatori

Publication of the Anglica Historia

Raphael’s Survey of Rome

Creation of the King’s Antiquary

Publication of Britannia

English Antiquaries and Antiquarian Societies

Foundation of the Accademia dei Lincei

Duke of Arundel Brings His Collection of Classical
Antiquities to London

Collections and Correspondence of de Peiresc

Worm Issues His Circular

Sweden Passes Law to Protect National Antiquities

Publication of Oedipus Aegypticus

Publication of The Antiquities of Warwickshire

Publication of Annals of the World Deduced from the Origin of
Time

Swedish Archaeological Service Founded

Foundation of the French Academy in Rome

Publication of De Solido Intra Olidum Naturaliter Contento
Dissertationis Prodromus

Grand Tour and the Society of Dilettanti

Foundation of the Ashmolean Museum

Rediscovery of Herculaneum and Pompeii

First Archaeological Collections in Russia

Publication of Metallotheca Vaticana, Opus Posthumum

Publication of L'antiquité expliquée et représentée en figures

Publication of De lorigine et des usages de la pierre de foudre

XXVii
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1723-1726
1724
1752-1767

1753
1756
1764-1798
1764
1768
1779-1793
1782
1784
1787
1787
1793
1797
1797
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Publication of De Etruria Regali Libri Septem

Publication of Itinerarium Curiosum

Publication of Recueil d’antiquités égyptiennes, étrusques,
romaines, et gauloises

Foundation of the British Museum

Publication of Antichita Romane

Sir William Hamilton’s Collections

Publication of Geschichte de Kunst der Altertums

Foundation of the Hermitage

Foundation of the Louvre

Russia Gets a Slice of Classical Antiquity

Foundation of the Asiatic Society of Bengal

Excavation of a Burial Mound in Virginia

Investigation of Palenque Begins

Publication of Nenia Britannica

John Frere Writes to the Society of Antiquaries of London

Napoleon Loots Rome

Section Two: Archaeology in the Nineteenth Century

1807
1808-1814

1812

1815-1835

1816
1820

1823
1824
1826
1829-1831
1833-1900
1836-1857
1839-1843
1841-1864

Establishment of the National Museum of Denmark

Napoleon I Funds the Excavation of Roman Sites and
Antiquities

Publication of The Ancient History of North and South
Wiltshire

Foundation of Great Egyptian Collections in England and
France

British Museum Purchases the Parthenon Marbles

Publication of Descriptions of the Antiquities Discovered in the
State of Ohio and Other Western States

Publication of Reliquiae diluvianae

Decipherment of Egyptian Hieroglyphics

Publication of Description de UEgypte

French Expédition Scientifique de Morée

Discovery of the Neanderthals

Decipherment of Cuneiform

Rediscovering Maya Civilization

High Human Antiquity in the Somme Valley



1843-1845
1846-1866
1847
1847

1848
1849
1849
1850-1900
1851

1852

1857
1858-1859
1858
1859
1860
1861
1862-1875
1865
1865
1869-1872
1870-1891

1875-1881
1877
1877
1877
1879-1902
1887
1887-1896
1888-1895
1888-1900

1891-1904

1895-1940
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Paul Botta Excavates “Nineveh”

Establishment of Major U.S. Archaeological Institutions

Publication of Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi Valley

Publication of The Manners and Customs of the Ancient
Egyptians

Guide to Northern Archaeology Published in English

Publication of Nineveh and Its Remains

Publication of Primeval Antiquities of Denmark in English

Typology Makes History

Publication of Wilson’s Archaeology and Prehistoric Annals of
Scotland

Romano-Germanic Central Museum Established in Mainz
by Ludwig Lindenschmidt

Iron Age Site of La Téne discovered

Excavation at Brixham Cave

Mariette, Antiquities Law, and the Egyptian Museum

Publication of Denkmaler aus Aegypten und Aethiopien

Discovery of Angkor Wat and Khmer Civilization

Foundation of the Archaeological Survey of India

Research into Prehistoric Aquitaine

International Congress of Prehistory Established

Publication of Pre-historic Times

De Mortillet Classifies the Stone Age

Schliemann Excavates Troy, Mycenae, Ilios, Orchomenos,
and Tiryns

Excavation of Olympia

Publication of A Thousand Miles up the Nile

Greenwell Publishes British Barrows

William H. Jackson Visits Chaco Canyon

Recognition of Palaeolithic Cave Art at Altamira

Discovery of the Amarna Tablets

Publication of Excavations in Cranborne Chase

First Homo Erectus

American Excavations in Mesopotamia at the Site of
Nippur

Seriation and History in the Archaeology of Predynastic
Egypt

Uhle Begins Scientific Archaeology in Peru
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Section Three: Archaeology in the Twentieth Century and Beyond

1900-1935
1901-1908
1903
1904
1906-1930

1906-1931
1907
1907-1932
1909-1911
1911

1911
1911-1913
1920—Present
1921

1921-Present
1922
1922-1932
1922-1934
1923

1924

1924

1924

1925
1926-1942
1927
1927—-Present
1928
1928-1930
1928—Present
1929
1929-1932
1931

1932

Discovery of Minoan Civilization

Excavation of Gournia

Publication of Die typologische Methode

Publication of Les vases céramiques ornés de la Gaule romaine

Discovering the Riches of Central Asia-The Journeys of
Sir Aurel Stein

Discovery of the Hittites

Publication of Die Methode der Ethnologie

The World’s First Archaeological Salvage Project?

Paleopathology in Nubia

Publication of Die Herkunft der Germanen

Machu Picchu Found

Stratigraphic Excavation in the Americas

Discovery of the Indus Civilization

Publication of Les hommes fossiles, eléments de paléontologie
humaine

Discoveries at Zhoukoudian Cave

Publication of The Population of the Valley of Teotihuacan

Discovering Tutankhamen’s Tomb

Excavation of Ur

National Museum of Iraq Established

Publication of Awr Survey and Archaeology

Discovery of Australopithecus africanus

Publication of Introduction to Southwestern Archaeology

Publication of The Dawn of European Civilization

Discovery of Olmec Civilization

The Pecos Conference

Excavation of the Athenian Agora

Publication of Formation of the Chinese People

Excavation of Skara Brae

Historical Archaeology at Colonial Williamsburg

Establishing Dendrochronology

Foundation of the Indo-Pacific Prehistory Association

Publication of The Zimbabwe Culture

Publication of Greek Sculpture and Painting to the End of the
Hellenistic Period
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1932-1948
1934
1934-1957
1934-1937
1934
1934—Present
1936
1936-1937
1940
1941-1951
1942
1946-1970
1947

1948
1948-1954
1948—Present
1949-1953
1950
1952—Present
1952-1958
1953

1953
1953-1965
1955
1955
1955-1961
1957
1957-1961
1958
1958
1959
1959
1959-1980
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Publication of The Mesolithic Age in Britain and The
Mesolithic Settlement of Northern Europe

Godwin and the Fenland Research Committee

Publication of The Desert Fayum

Excavation of Jamestown

Excavation of Maiden Castle

Foundation of the Society for American Archaeology

Trials of the Royal Savage

Publication of Man Makes Himself

Excavation of Fell’s Cave

Lascaux Discovered

Excavation of Sainte-Marie among the Hurons

Publication of Origin and Development of Andean Civilization

Discovery of Dead Sea Scrolls

First Meeting of the Pan-African Congress on Prehistory
and Quaternary Studies

Publication of A Study of Archaeology

Excavation of Jarmo

Excavations at Sterkfontein and Swartkrans

Excavation of Star Carr

Discovery of Radiocarbon Dating

Archaeology and Television

Excavation of Jericho

Publication of Prehistoric Settlement Patterns in the Viru Valley,
Peru

Linear B Deciphered

Understanding the Mousterian

Rebirth of Industrial Archaeology

Piltdown Unmasked

Excavation of Verulamium

Publication of Prehistoric Technology

Excavation of Shanidar Cave

Archaeometry Defined

Publication of Method and Theory in American Archaeology

Excavation of Igbo-Ukwu

Discovery of Zinjanthropus boisei

Saving Abu Simbel
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1960
1960
1960
1960-1970
1960-1980

1960—Present
1961

1961

1961
1961-1965
1961-1983
1962
1962-1964
1963

1963
1964-1980
1966
1966-1977
1966-1980
1967

1967
1967-1981
1967-1982
1968

1968

1969

1970
1970-Present
1972-1976
1973-1978
1973-1994
1973—Present
1973—Present
1974
1974-1981
1974-1998
1975

Chronological List of Milestones

Historical Archaeology First Taught at University
Excavation of a Bronze Age Ship at Cape Gelidonya
Deiphering the Dynastic Sequence at Piedras Negras
Excavation of Fishbourne Palace

Southeastern and Southern Africa during the Iron Age:

the Chifumbaze Complex
Thermoluminescence in Archaeology
Jorge R. Acosta Finishes Work at Tula
Raising the Vasa
Publication of World Prehistory: An Outline
First Excavation of Catal Huytk
Excavations at Olorgesailie and Koobi Fora
Discovering the Pleistocene in Australia
Field Archaeology in Epirus
Publication of The Archaeology of Ancient China
Controversial Interpretation of Banpo Published
Discovery of Homo Habilis
Publication of The Evolution of Urban Society
Discovery of Early Humans in Ethiopia
Excavation of Chavin de Huantar
Publication of Britannia: A History of Roman Britain
Publication of Ceramics of Monte Alban
Excavation of Ozette
Raising the Mary Rose
Publication of Analytical Archaeology
Publication of New Perspectives in Archaeology
Excavation of Port Essington
Publication of A Guide to Artifacts of Colonial America
Early Agriculture at Kuk Swamp, New Guinea
Excavation of the Batavia
Excavation of Meadowcroft
Excavation of Vindolanda
Excavations in the City of York
The Garbage Project
Discovery of the Terracotta Warriors
Discovery of Footprints of Our Earliest Ancestors
Excavation of Jenne-Jeno
Discovery of “Lucy”



1975

1977

1977
1978-1979
1980—Present
1981

1981
1983-1990
1984
1985—Present
1986

1986

1987
1989-1990
1989-1991
1990

1991

1991

1991

1991

1994

1996
1996—Present
2000

2002
2003
2004

Chronological List of Milestones &  xxxiii

Excavation of Ban Chiang

Publication of In Small Things Forgotten

Discovery of King Philip’s Tomb

Excavation of the Hochdorf Tomb

Application of GIS Technology to Archaeology

Lake Mungo Inscribed on the World Heritage List

Ice Age Tasmania Clashes with the Political Present

The Lapita Homeland Project

Discovery of Lindow Man

Finding the Titanic

Chan Chan Inscribed on the World Heritage List

Ironbridge Gorge Inscribed on the World Heritage List

Discovering the “Lord of Sipan”

The Vermillion Accord and NAGPRA

Publication of Columbian Consequences

Publication of A Forest of Kings

Discovery of the African Burial Ground

Discovery of “Otzi the Iceman”

Excavation of New York City’s “Five Points”

Dating the Settlement of New Zealand

Discovery of Chauvet Cave

Publication of Novgorod in Focus

Fate of “Kennewick Man”

Meeting of the Eighth International Congress of
Egyptologists

Announcement of Toumai Fossil

Earliest Stone Tools Found at Gona

Discovery of the “Hobbit”
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Section One

Archaeology before 1800






THE BIRTH OF
ARCHAEOLOGY

This essay surveys the origins and development of archaeology over the
roughly seven hundred years from the publication of Geoffrey of Mon-
mouth’s Historia Regum Britanniae (1138) to the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury. Although archaeology as a discipline distinct from, say, history or an-
thropology cannot be convincingly demonstrated to exist before the
beginning of the nineteenth century, the areas of inquiry that gave rise to it,
such as natural history or the study of antiquities, grew and flourished dur-
ing this period. The long gestation of archaeology (and of history and an-
thropology as well) is testimony to the importance of its core questions to
human societies—questions that go to the heart of identity and the meaning
and purpose of human lives.

Alain Schnapp has stressed the importance of antiquarianism as a coher-
ent field of inquiry in itself. In The Discovery of the Past (1996), Schnapp ar-
gued that archaeology did not replace antiquarianism and that the traditions
of antiquarianism lived on to create a parallel framework for analyzing antig-
uity (see also Schnapp 2002). Others before (see especially Piggott 1950,
1975, 1976a, 1976b) and since (Sweet 2004) have argued for the richness
and variety of the antiquarian tradition in archaeology and have defended it
against attack as a kind of wrong turning on the road to the disciplines of ar-
chaeology, anthropology, or history. In the present context, apart from freely
acknowledging the strength of Schnapp’s advocacy, my focus is on the gene-
sis of archaeology. Thus, my discussion of many of the core elements of an-
tiquarianism will be partial in the sense that I will consider only those aspects
that came to play an important part in the development of archaeological
method and theory and the place of archaeological knowledge on the cog-
nitive map of the human sciences. For many, particularly those interested in
human prehistory, archaeology did indeed consume antiquarianism.
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The forty-two milestones that are discussed in Section One of this book
range from Europe to Africa and the Americas, from classical antiquity to
great power politics in the late eighteenth century, and from the origins of
civilizations to the origins of human beings. They mark the publication of fa-
mous histories, both national and “universal”; the development of studies of
landscape, field monuments, and material culture; the enhancement of
methods of decipherment and classification; and the foundation of the insti-
tutions that fostered the birth of archaeology.

Of course, many significant histories and antiquarian studies are not in-
cluded in these milestones, but it has not been my intention to be encyclo-
pedic. Rather, my goal has been to deploy the milestones as guides or exem-
plars to help create a comprehensive picture of the forces that were to create
archaeology in the nineteenth century. But we need to be clear that this is
far from being the only picture possible, and my selection (and the synthetic
narrative of this essay and those that follow) is very much the product of the
way I see the origins and growth of archaeology as a distinct discipline. Con-
sequently, it would be very unwise (and wholly unwarranted) for readers to
conclude that the conception of the discipline of archaeology (and the mile-
stones that have been selected to exemplify its origins and growth) that un-
derpin this book will remain unchanged or undisputed. Other historians of
archaeology (notably those collected in Bahn 1996 and Trigger 1989) have
chosen differently. Given the importance of this context as a basis for selec-
tion and discussion, it is necessary to say a few words about the approach that
has guided me.

Writing This History of Archaeology

The history of archaeology should be written in terms of the two distinct
meanings of the term “discipline” proposed by the contributors to Lemaine
et al. (1976). These are, respectively, disciplines as bodies of specialized
knowledge and/or skills and disciplines as social and political institutions. I
have also argued that if the history of archaeology were written in such a way
then valid objections to much current disciplinary history (see, for example,
Fahenstock 1984; Kristiansen 1981; Leone 1973; McVicar 1984a; Piggott
1981; Rowe 1975) would be met and overcome.

This different framework of archaeological historiography should pro-
vide a firmer basis for investigating the conceptual and sociological aspects
of archaeological practice, thereby helping us toward a better understanding
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of the origins of archaeological goals, theories, questions, and perspectives.
Thinking about the nature of archaeology as a discipline also gives access to
criteria spanning both the context of justification (how archaeologists justify
claims to knowledge of the past) and the context of discovery (the circum-
stances under which archaeologists create knowledge of the past), which are
used by archaeologists and others to warrant that their knowledge claims are
both rational and reliable.

I have also made the point that the pursuit of these investigations and as-
sessments and the production of core data for the history, philosophy, and
sociology of archaeological knowledge are complex and difficult exercises.
The most important factor militating against a simple, straightforward ac-
counting of the nature of the archaeological database, archaeological meth-
ods and goals, and the position of archaeology on the cognitive map of the
human sciences is the fact that archaeology did not spring unbidden from
material things. Instead, it arose to expand the empirical basis for our under-
standing of peoples who left no written record of their activities and to in-
crease our knowledge of those for whom we had only sketchy or incomplete
written testaments.

The history of archaeology is therefore intimately linked with the histories
of the human, earth, and life sciences. Furthermore, categories such as “data-
base,” “method,” and “goals” are unstable by virtue of their historical contex-
tuality, and the characterization of them at any point is dependent on a wide
range of similarly unstable factors spanning the experience of cognate disci-
plines, views of scientific method, and broadly sociopolitical factors.

An inevitable circularity is built into the search for what “caused” archae-
ology. Was it the problem, the database, the method, or a combination of the
three? The search for the origins of archaeology, just like the search for the
origins of any discipline or “idea” (see, for example, Daniel 1964) is a search
without end, in the sense that most investigators begin with a fairly clear un-
derstanding of what is being sought, and only subsequently find that what
were first thought to be stable categories vanish into a morass of interrelat-
edness. Worse still, the bulk of such searches, even after following the thread
of the Great Chain of Being (Lovejoy 1964), come to a halt with the classical
Greeks.

Not surprisingly, histories of the “origins and rise” of archaeology (see, for
example, Daniel 1959, 1964, 1967) have generally stressed that the “cause” of
archaeology was clearly multivariate—a problem to be solved, a database wait-
ing patiently through the eons to have its significance “discovered,” and a
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method that linked perennial problem and newfound significance. Those
same types of disciplinary histories (see also Grayson 1983) have also, rightly,
argued that changes in the conceptualization of problem and database, and
developments in methodology, had all been occurring well before claims for
the foundation of a discipline of archaeology were made and accepted dur-
ing the nineteenth century.

More importantly, each element, problem, database, and method was it-
self the product of multivariate causality. Developments in those fields of nat-
ural history that were to coalesce into disciplines such as geology, biology, pa-
leontology, ethnology, and anthropology during the nineteenth century
directly affected each element. It is significant to note that changes in inter-
pretative fashion and orientation within established fields such as history and
philosophy had a similar effect. Added to this, the sociopolitical context of in-
quiries within nascent or established disciplines acted as a further variable.

Discovery-oriented disciplinary histories, no matter whether they empha-
size the discovery of critically disturbing data (such as the establishment of a
high human antiquity) or the discovery of methods or models (such as the
interactionist methodology of the sixteenth and seventeenth century English
antiquaries, or the Three-Age System), all stress an interactive process be-
tween historical chance and some notion of “the time being right.”

There is much of value in such histories, especially the characterization
of emergent disciplines and the precise analysis of vital moments where con-
junctions occur among problem, database, and method. Indeed, such infor-
mation is a vital resource for historians who may wish to consider the origins
and rise of a less than hermetically sealed and teleological archaeology. How-
ever, to pursue the symmetrical analysis of the histories of disciplines, where
“failures” and “wrong turnings” are as important as what we now perceive as
being successful steps along the path of a discipline in the making, addi-
tional data are necessary. Characteristically, these additional data are also the
sources of additional causal variables.

Here broadly “sociological” issues such as the community identity of prac-
titioners, the formation of areas of specialization, differential perceptions of
the importance of discoveries or the viability of methodologies, and the cog-
nitive plausibility of interpretations and explanations come firmly into play.
Revolutionary discoveries or changes of approach that are the meat and
drink of discovery-oriented disciplinary histories also provide an opportunity
for other historians of archaeology to pursue such sociological investiga-
tions. The slow acceptance of the Three-Age System in the German states
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and among some sectors of the British archaeological community, widely dif-
fering attitudes about the role of evolutionary theory in human paleontology
present among European practitioners during the late nineteenth century,
and divergent views of the meaning and extent of human antiquity are ob-
vious candidates for further research within the methodology of the sociol-
ogy of scientific knowledge.

An emphasis on disciplinary history that also considers the interaction of
knowledge, skills, and institutions of socialization helps to focus our atten-
tion on the mechanics of conviction and justification. Why (and how) were
practitioners and other consumers convinced that claims to knowledge of
the prehistoric and protohistoric past were rational and reliable? Similarly,
how and in what ways did sociopolitical context influence the activities of
practitioners? With the benefit of hindsight and the need to use history to
justify disparate readings of the nature of archaeology as a discipline, we may
sometimes be led to the false belief that the mechanics of conviction must al-
ways either be objective or subjective, rational or irrational.

Yet this need not be so. A view that stresses the historically contingent na-
ture of rationality need make no claims whatsoever about the “subjectivity”
or “objectivity” of disciplinary practice at any point in time. A sociological ap-
proach to understanding the production of archaeological knowledge there-
fore demands a historicist rather than a teleologist approach to disciplinary
history, even though what disciplines have become clearly plays an important
part in the selection of historical problems and the plausibility of the solu-
tions offered to them.

For these reasons, the case studies I discuss later in this essay stress the
link between the mechanics of conviction and the methodological and con-
ceptual parameters of archaeology. The same reasons explain the fact that I
focus the vast bulk of this essay on the eighteenth-century foundations of ar-
chaeology and a consideration of notions of progress, the meaning of
human mental and physical variety, and the conflict between conjectural his-
tory and historicism as vital elements of that history. To be fair, however, I
also need to point out that I have used this focus to support a view that an-
tinomies that arose from the investigation of these issues were, in conjunc-
tion with the fact that the development of archaeology succeeded the devel-
opment of ethnology and changes in the goals of history writing, to play a
critical role in the development of what were considered to be viable and sig-
nificant archaeological problems and the establishment of accepted criteria
of plausible and reliable archaeological knowledge.
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This is not to say that the approach I have taken to writing the history of
the eighteenth century is irremediably presentist, or that by omitting other
features of a complex historical process I have sought only the information
that supports my goals in this book. The milestones combine to offer a de-
scription of the power and impact of these issues and lend further support
to the claim that they formed the critical arena for establishing the meaning
and value of archaeological data and the discipline of archaeology itself.

How (and why) was it possible for antiquaries and natural historians (ar-
chaeologists in the making) to convince others, especially historians and eth-
nologists in the making, of the potential of the archaeological record as a
source of information about the nature of human beings and the meaning of
human history? This essay sketches a partial answer to that question and goes
on to suggest that the grounds of conviction and justification established in the
years between the discovery of the Americas in the late fifteenth century and
the formulation of the Three-Age System in the nineteenth century were to
shape the cognitive landscape of archaeology well into the twentieth century.

I have been working toward what may well seem to be a “natural” position
on the historiography of archaeology. The form of disciplinary history—the
significant events, critical discoveries, influential practitioners, and charac-
terizations of the relationships between archaeology and other disciplines—
clearly depends, as McVicar (1984b) has noted, on the view of historical
causality held by the historian. Critically, it also depends on the view of ar-
chaeology held by the historian.

For example, historians of anthropology, such as Harris (1968), Langham
(1981), Leaf (1979), Voget (1975), and Stocking (1968, 1983a, 1984), ac-
count for the origins and rise of archaeology within the origin and rise of an-
thropology and ethnology. Even though these authors and others (for exam-
ple, Lowie 1937; Service 1985) recognize that during the course of the
nineteenth century archaeology had an impact on the development of an-
thropology and ethnology, and further developed its problematic under the
influence of its own practical momentum, they argue that much of this ac-
tion was constrained by a more general problematic, making sense of the
“ethnographic other” and the causes of cultural differences among metro-
politan European populations.

Similarly, historians of geology, paleontology, and biology (for example,
Bowler 1976; Burchfield 1974, 1975; Mayr 1982; Porter 1977; Rudwick 1963,
1971, 1972), when they mention archaeology at all, stress the importance of
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stratigraphic theory, comparative zoological anatomy, or systems of classifica-
tion to the development of archaeology. Archaeology in these disciplinary
histories is portrayed either as the subject of influence or “loans,” or as a dis-
cipline that drew its higherlevel theoretical functions from more abstract
disciplinary formulations such as anthropology, biology, or historiography.

My search for the primary determinants of archaeology’s position on the
cognitive map of the “human” sciences has injected selectivity into the over-
all account I provide in Section One. Furthermore, bearing in mind the fact
that the disciplines of archaeology and anthropology are both nineteenth-
century formulations, my search for archaeological authorities will take the
reader past the murky depths of eighteenth-century historiography and nat-
ural history, which other commentators have taken to be the seedbed of the
nineteenth-century human sciences (Barnes and Shapin 1979; Bottomore
and Nisbett 1978; Bowen 1981; Burrow 1966; Harris 1968; Leopold 1980;
Mandrou 1978; Rousseau and Porter 1981; Stocking 1973, 1983a, 1984;
Weber 1974). My discussion of the important process whereby the human or
social sciences coalesced from such generalized and still barely understood
apprehensions is, by necessity, a cursory one. Although I will emphasize the
conflict between universal history and historicism, and between rationalism
and empiricism, there is much of importance by way of context that has to
be sacrificed to clearly establish the background to Stocking’s cogent sum-
mary of the “ethos” of anthropology as we have come to know it:

Another way of looking at the matter is to suggest that the general tradition
we call retrospectively “anthropological” embodies a number of antinomies
logically inherent or historically embedded in the Western intellectual tradi-
tion: an ontological opposition between materialism and idealism, an episte-
mological opposition between empiricism and apriorism, a substantive oppo-
sition between the biological and the cultural, a methodological opposition
between the nomothetic and the idiographic, an attitudinal opposition be-
tween the racialist and the egalitarian, an evaluational opposition between

the progressivist and the primitivist—among others. (1984, 4)

In the remainder of this essay I concentrate discussion on the eighteenth-
century seedbed of archaeology, but in doing so I stress that the attitudes
and concerns of that period owe a great deal to the work of earlier antiquar-
ies and travelers. The milestones from the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seven-



10 &  Archaeology before 1800

teenth centuries are testimony to the foundational work of antiquaries and
natural historians all over Europe whose investigations spanned from earli-
est prehistory to the classical world. Indeed, it is the geographical and tem-
poral breadth of this inheritance that has allowed me to concentrate discus-
sion on the history of antiquarianism in Britain, particularly the antiquarian
researches into and speculations about prehistoric Britain.

The milestones in Section One underscore the fact that during this pe-
riod vibrant antiquarian traditions were also created in Italy, France, and
Sweden (as well as in other parts of Europe). Thus, the focus on Britain
should not be seen as an argument that all great developments in antiquari-
anism or natural history flowed from there. This was most certainly not the
case, as the milestones concerning savants as influential as the Comte de Cay-
lus and Athanasius Kircher clearly demonstrate.

We should also not assume that antiquarians in different European coun-
tries were essentially out of contact with one another or working alone. In
fact, the exact opposite was true. Antiquarians and natural historians across
Europe founded a community of scholars sharing information, perspectives,
and, of course, disagreements.

Notwithstanding the strength of these connections, which were rein-
forced by the creation of societies, academies, and museums, local social,
cultural, and political forces created variety. This can be seen in the differ-
ent histories of heritage-preservation legislation in the different European
jurisdictions—very early in Sweden because of the agitations of Johan Bure
and others, and very late in Britain. It is also evident in the particular circum-
stances surrounding the relationships among the papacy, the great families
of Florence and elsewhere, and the surviving treasures of ancient Rome that
led to the foundation of museums and the incorporation of the ideals of clas-
sical art into the heart of the Renaissance. In an important sense the ideals
of the “local” and the “universal” linked most obviously in connections that
were established (either real or imagined) between the various European
countries and the classical and Biblical pasts. Among the milestones are ex-
pressions of such ideals in the Grand Tour and the work of the Society of
Dilettanti, the collection of classical antiquities, the creation of great syn-
thetic works such as those by Johann Winckelmann, and of course, the all-
important “universal” histories of the great French thinkers of the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries.

I have used the situation in Britain as a case study in the development of
methodologies in the antiquarian study of prehistoric Europe because it al-
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lows us to observe the process whereby diverse sources of evidence—material
culture, written documents, landscape studies, oral histories, ethnographic
observations, and good old-fashioned ratiocination—were used to create
plausible images of a time before written history. But this is a partial history
in other senses, too. Apart from the milestone recording Nicolaus Steno’s
great discovery of the principles of stratigraphy, I do not discuss in any detail
the great advances made in the classification of natural phenomena, be they
plants, animals, fossils, or rocks, which were such a fundamental feature in
the development of natural history during this period. Similarly, the focus of
the essay on explicating the origins of prehistoric archaeology is at the ex-
pense of a similarly detailed consideration of the development of studies of
classical antiquity (and their subsequent transformation into the principles of
classical archaeology). Nonetheless, the milestones included in Section One
of this book explore many of the most significant passages in that disciplinary
history, which is also fully discussed in other secondary works (see, for exam-
ple, Schnapp 1996). But enough of caveats and explanations!

History Writing, Sociocultural Theory,
and the Problem of Prehistoric Humans
Some years ago Marvin Harris thought it controversial to locate the origins of
anthropology in the Enlightenment:

Yet the importance of this epoch in the formation of the science of culture
has gone unrecognized, principally because of the prolonged influence of an-
thropologists who were uninterested in such a science or who denied that it
was possible . . . Those who believe that it is man’s unique destination to live
outside the determinate order of nature will not concede the importance of
the eighteenth century. (1968, 8)

Although Harris was engaged in dispute with Hodgen (1964), even in 1968
the significance of the eighteenth century was already widely recognized. It is
also not the case that there is any necessary link between such a recognition
and an acceptance of Harris’s argument that human beings do not lie outside
the determinate order of nature. Landmark studies such as Burrow’s indispen-
sable analysis of Victorian social theory (1966) and the essays collected as Race,
Culture, and Evolution (1968), which were written by Stocking after 1962, firmly
established the importance of the eighteenth century to the development of
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anthropology and the human sciences generally. Similarly, histories of archae-
ology, such as those by Daniel (1943, 1950, 1957, 1959, 1964, 1967) and Heizer
(1962), sought in the eighteenth century the first attempts to integrate the ap-
prehension of the ethnographic other with the already recognized (by Mercati
and others) human origin of ceraunia (see also Trigger 1989; Goodrum 2002).

Notwithstanding the now widespread agreement about the significance of
the eighteenth century, there is still some dispute about the relative signifi-
cance of the various types of inquiries that were to coalesce in the nineteenth
century, first as ethnology, and later as anthropology. Burrow, for example,
in his account of the activities of the Ethnological and Anthropologicial So-
cieties of London, explained the nature of Victorian social theory in terms
of a close link with the conjectural (or universal) histories of the Scottish
primitivists (see, for example, A. Ferguson [1767] An Essay on the History of
Civil Society; . Millar [1771] Observations Concerning the Distinction of Ranks in
Society; W. Robertson [1777] A History of America). In doing this he relegated
the biological /physical anthropological inquiries of the period to a periph-
eral, losing role in the history of anthropology.

This aspect of Burrow’s analysis has been explicitly resisted by Weber
(1974) and Stocking (1968, 1971, 1973, 1987), both of whom find an impor-
tant place for the development of physical anthropology from Johann Blu-
menbach (1795) within the general context of the eighteenth-century uni-
versal histories. Harris (1968) also stresses the significance of investigations
into human physical variety. Weber (1974) seeks to critique histories of an-
thropology that emphasize the development of sociocultural theory at the
expense of an image of anthropology investigating (and attempting to inter-
relate) all areas of evidence pertinent to an understanding of human beings.
She and Stocking have mentioned that the first history of anthropology
(Bendyshe 1865) devoted far more attention to the physical than the socio-
cultural. Indeed, representatives of the continental tradition of anthropol-
ogy, such as Topinard, Quatrefages, Pouchet, Vogt, and Waitz, followed a
similar path during the nineteenth century. There has been less dispute
about the importance of the rise of philology for the development of anthro-
pology (see especially Stocking 1973). Disputation over the relative signifi-
cance of the constituent elements of anthropology (i.e., over which aspect of
anthropological inquiry lies at the core of the anthropological program)
serves to illustrate three important points.

First, histories of anthropology or archaeology written within a teleologi-
cal framework tend to obscure the importance of those aspects of disciplines
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that appear to the contemporary practitioner to be peripheral. Given the
current domination of a sociocultural reading of anthropology, and the
racist evils of much of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century physical anthro-
pology, observers such as Burrow have emphasized the sociocultural and the
philological at the expense of the physical (and indeed of the archaeologi-
cal). Such histories may convince practitioners of sociocultural anthropology
and, in the past, have convinced archaeologists and physical anthropologists.
However, during times when the relationship between archaeology and an-
thropology is in dispute, different histories are required that seek meaning
in those areas previously considered peripheral to the development of disci-
plinary identity and practice.

Second, the origins of anthropology are complex and multivariate, and the
development of contrasting views of the role of the discipline and the relative
significance of its almost impossibly broad database are an important aspect of
any explanation of the existence of differing anthropological traditions.

Third, the complexity of the sources of anthropology does not end with
the establishment of its sociocultural, physical, linguistic, and archaeological
elements. The history of anthropology (and by extension the history of ar-
chaeology) reveals a complex interaction of changing trends in historiogra-
phy, moral philosophy, and epistemology. When the very real contemporary
sociopolitical implications of these changing trends and the terms of their
interactions with the database of anthropology are understood, Stocking’s
view of anthropology as a discipline wherein long-standing antinomies have
been developed and played out gains great analytic force.

My particular reading of the eighteenth-century and early nineteenth-
century history of the human sciences hinges on a view of the differences be-
tween ethnographies, written documents, and those material phenomena
that were to become archaeological data in the nineteenth century. It also
advances the argument that the broad objectives of an inquiry into the na-
ture of the prehistoric past, and the nature of meaningful knowledge of that
past, were established long before the foundation of archaeology in the nine-
teenth century. In this view the “rise” of archaeology was conditioned by the
development of a methodology that could plausibly translate mute material
phenomena into data, which were then applied to those objectives and ac-
quired meaning through such application. The antinomies logically inher-
ent in anthropology were also logically inherent in archaeology.

In the following case study I outline the development of an interactionist
antiquarian methodology that, although first developed in the sixteenth
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century (and therefore prior to the eighteenth-century debates and issues
that were to stimulate and condition the development of ethnology and an-
thropology in the nineteenth century), was to become the basis for nine-
teenth-century archaeological methodology. Significantly, during the eigh-
teenth and early nineteenth centuries, English antiquarian studies were
directly affected by the perceived need to establish the meaning of the
ethnographic other in terms of the prehistory of Europe and vice versa.

The important point here is that during the eighteenth century wide-
spread attempts were made to find a means of plausibly and reliably appre-
hending human prehistory. Although there were differences of opinion
about whether such a program entailed a methodological distinction be-
tween the human and natural sciences (see especially Vico 1948; Moravia
1980), or whether empiricist or rationalist epistemologies were most appro-
priate to the job at hand, it was widely recognized that the apprehension of
a “past before writing” entailed the development of models of human nature
(see especially Helvetius 1777; Locke 1692). The interpenetration of essen-
tially epistemological and conceptual issues was to directly influence the
presence of different interpretations of the significance of the ethnographic
other as a guide to an understanding of both human nature and the specifics
of human prehistory. This gained additional importance as a spur to a histo-
riographic conflict between the claims of universal (conjectural) history and
historicism (see Berlin 1980; Meinecke 1972).

Did history demonstrate universal human progress, or was progress con-
fined to certain races? Was it possible to consider human material progress as
antithetical to moral decline? Could one generalize about the historical expe-
rience of human beings, or was it more meaningful to consider the spiritual
and moral differences between human groups? (See also M. Abrams 1953; P.
Abrams 1968, 1982; Bock 1978; Bowen 1981; Bury 1955; Foucault 1970; R.
Laudan 1985; Pagden 1982; Prawer 1970; Schenk 1966; Sorabji 1983; Teggart
1949; Trompf 1979; Walzel 1965.)

Significantly, such debates, conducted through the work of Turgot (1750),
Rousseau (1755, 1762), Monboddo (1774), Montesquieu (1748), Voltaire
(1745), von Holbach (1770), Condorcet (1795), and Herder (1794), and the
works of the Scottish Enlightenment philosophers drew the bulk of their em-
pirical inspiration from a contemplation of the ethnographic other. Given
the importance of finding a plausible image of human beings during prehis-
tory, it is significant to note that apart from establishing the similarities be-
tween the technologies of prehistoric Europe and those of contemporary
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“savages,” antiquarian studies were the consumers rather than the producers
of approaches and perspectives.

This was not the case for the developing fields of physical anthropology
and philology, which were, during the course of the eighteenth century, to
make an increasing contribution to the empirical reservoir of human stud-
ies and to directly influence the terms of extant debates. Indeed, by the close
of the eighteenth century, philology and physical anthropology had become
central to debates about human nature and the meaning of human history
(see Burrow 1966; Stocking 1973; Weber 1974).

The increasing importance of ethnographic studies of social and cultural
forms, physical anthropology, and philology, relative to the static contribu-
tion and subordinate position of antiquarian studies during the eighteenth
century, requires more detailed discussion. However, before turning to that
issue it is important to briefly discuss the terms of a debate that encompassed
the entire suite of antinomies that Stocking has argued are logically inherent
in anthropology.

Here I speak of the conflict between the doctrines of monogenesis and
polygenesis (monogenism and polygenism). The bare bones of both doc-
trines are quite straightforward. For the monogenist, variability in human
physical, cultural, and social forms was the product of history—of human be-
ings acting in diverse and changing environments. Consequently, mono-
genists claimed that there had been only a single creation and that human
nature was plastic.

Polygenists, on the other hand, considered that the exigencies of human
history, and the modifying influence of the environment, were simply insuf-
ficient to explain what they considered to be high levels of human physical,
social, and cultural variability. Accordingly, for the polygenist the only ra-
tional explanation for such variability, even if it flew in the face of revealed
religion, was that there were separate creations.

These are simplistic descriptions. Some monogenists accepted aspects of
the polygenist program and vice versa, not all polygenists were racial deter-
minists, and not all monogenists adopted an egalitarian viewpoint on the
mental and moral condition of contemporary “savages.” The debate between
monogenism and polygenism was to consume human studies during the lat-
ter part of the eighteenth century, and to go on to become the “question of
questions” that would provide the disciplinary problematic of anthropology
in the nineteenth century. In so doing it was also to shape the disciplinary
problematic of archaeology, and to make an important contribution to the
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cognitive plausibility of rival evolutionist and diffusionist explanations of cul-
ture change and the concept of the archaeological culture itself.

A critical feature of the debate was its significance to contemporary social
and political issues ranging from the causes of criminality, the pros and cons
of Irish Home Rule, the abolition of slavery, the proper treatment of aborig-
inal peoples within the boundaries of European empires, and the causes of
national and racial conflict within Europe itself (see Stocking 1971, 1973,
1987; Weber 1974).

During the eighteenth century, antiquarian studies were rarely used in such
debates, although as we shall see in the case of the British antiquaries, there
were important examples of the application of monogenist and polygenist per-
spectives to the reconstruction of remote British history (see especially Hors-
man 1976). Both monogenists and polygenists garnered the bulk of their evi-
dence from the ethnographic present and historical past, primarily because of
a uniformitarian assumption by monogenists that the causes of variability were
still operating. Polygenists attempted to resist such claims by pointing to his-
torical and ethnographic cases of the “permanence of type,” and to examples
of variability that appeared to have no clear environmental cause. This concen-
tration on the present and the recent past was further supported by the fact
that antiquaries themselves, faced with increasing confusion within their data-
base, sought interpretation and explanation from the same sources.

Significantly, it was widely recognized by both monogenists and poly-
genists that the prehistoric past probably held an important part of the an-
swer to that question of questions. However, it was also widely understood
that access to that past was constrained by the very fact that no reliable guide
to establishing the historical relationship between prehistoric European ma-
terials and the contemporary ethnographic other existed. The fog that had
descended on European antiquarian studies also blanketed the history of
the ethnographic other.

During the eighteenth century this problem with antiquarian methodol-
ogy was one of a number of others that allowed the debate to flourish. De-
spite the great advances in the methodology of physical anthropology pro-
moted by Blumenbach, Peter Camper (1722-1789), and others, and the
multiplication of putatively objective studies of head size and shape (see
Gould 1984), no widely accepted explanation for the causes of variation in
the human physique had been established. Furthermore, there was no agree-
ment about whether the physical character of human beings could be
causally related to other sources of variability.
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Similarly, there was no sense of widespread agreement about the causes
of sociocultural variability between contemporary and historically known
groups. Indeed, the quality of the ethnographies (generally travelers’ tales)
was indifferent to say the least. In the nineteenth century this was to become
a major focus of research among the disputant parties and would lead to the
construction of a wide variety of questionnaires and eventually to the prac-
tice of professional ethnographic fieldwork (see Fowler 1975; Stocking
1983b; Urry 1984).

Antiquarian studies were to undergo similar changes during the nine-
teenth century, eventually leading to the establishment of archaeology as a
discipline. The dispersal of the “fog” by the Three-Age System was critically
important to that foundation, but it was not the only force. For example, an
increasingly important role in answering that question of questions was as-
sumed by studies of the material remnants of prehistoric human action. In
doing this the new information also more forcefully contributed to the his-
toriographic debate between universal history and historicism, as the search
for the determinants of human cultural variability within Europe began to
drift away from a sole concentration on the linguistic, the physical, and the
theories of society that had been formulated during the eighteenth century.

But the increasing significance of what were to become archaeology and
archaeological data was the product of debates around the antinomies dis-
cussed by Stocking, and the fact that a methodology had been found that at
last allowed mute material to be translated into historically and ethnologi-
cally relevant information about people in the prehistoric past.

In 1862, Daniel Wilson summarized the foundations of the new discipline
in a way that made quite clear the close association of archaeology and other
sources of information about human action in the search for a solution to
that question of questions:

The object aimed at in the following work is to view Man, as far as possible,
unaffected by those modifying influences which accompany the development
of nations and the maturity of a true historic period, in order thereby to as-
certain the sources from whence such development and maturity proceeded.
These researches into the origin of civilization have accordingly been pur-
sued under the belief . . . that the investigations of the archaeologist, when
carried on in an enlightened spirit, are replete with interest in relation to
some of the most important problems of modern science. To confine our

studies to mere antiquities is like reading by candle-light at noonday; but to
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reject the aid of archaeology in the progress of science, and especially of eth-
nological science, is to extinguish the lamp of the student when most depend-
ent on its borrowed rays . . . We are no longer permitted to discuss merely the
diversities of existing races. It seems as if the whole comprehensive question
of man’s origin must be reopened, and determined afresh in its relations to

modern science. (1862, vii)

The Construction of Remote British History

This discussion of Camden’s and Speed’s demolition of Geoffrey of Mon-
mouth’s account of remote British history (written in 1138) and their
replacement of it by an account broadly indicative of sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century English antiquarian practice illustrates the means by
which material things could acquire significance as historical documents
within a broader sociopolitical and historiographic context. It also illustrates
how the inductive philosophy of science of the period could readily articu-
late with sociopolitical context to dispatch Geoffrey’s account as being essen-
tially mythopoeic. There is a neat contrast here between the fate of the His-
toria and that of Hesiod’s Works and Days, or Lucretius’ On the Nature of the
Universe, two mythopoeic discourses that fared rather better when the Three-
Age System was formulated by Thomsen and subsequently accepted by many
continental and English antiquaries.

My primary interest here is not to present a detailed account of English
antiquarianism during these centuries, the outlines of which have already
been sketched by Kendrick (1950) and Piggott (1976b, 1976¢, 1976d, 1978).
My concentration on the antiquaries of the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies, primarily because of their development of the “interactionist”
methodology, recognizes that there were traditions in antiquarian study
stretching back to the medieval period. These have been discussed by South-
ern (1973), who is critical of Kendrick’s position that the sixteenth century
was dominated by a struggle between Monmouth’s account and the tenets of
Renaissance humanism. Notwithstanding Southern’s views, and accepting
that there were other traditions in sixteenth-century English antiquarian
practice, Kendrick’s argument that the conflict between the two sources is re-
ally a conflict between styles of historiography is accepted here. Again, while
the background sociopolitical context of antiquarianism is an important fac-
tor in the following discussion, I do not offer a more complete, nor sophisti-
cated analysis than may be found in a combination of G. Chambers (1984),
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Fergusson (1979), Hunter (1975), Levy (1964, 1967), McVicar (1984b), and
Styles (1956).

Instead, I concentrate on outlining the rise of, and the causes of changes
to, a new antiquarian methodology, and then go on to discuss some of the
links between it and the wider social context of antiquarian knowledge.

This new methodology, which I call “interactionist,” allowed antiquaries
to plausibly relate new (the ethnographic other, field monuments, coins and
inscriptions) and old (the Bible and the classical ethnographies) sources of
evidence and interpretation. This interactionist methodology came to be the
hallmark of English antiquarian practice during the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries. In discussing the causes of changes to this new methodol-
ogy I will emphasize three important shifts in the context of antiquarian
practice.

First, material phenomena increased in historical importance as empiri-
cal information about the British prehistoric past and material culture asso-
ciated with the ethnographic other.

Second, which links to the first, the picture of the pre-Roman British past
grew increasingly complex, and the historical relationships of items of mate-
rial culture could not be plausibly established through the interactionist
methodology alone.

Third, there was a shift away from empiricist to rationalist (romantic) frame-
works of interpretation and justification during the eighteenth century—
typified by the later work of William Stukeley (see for example, Berman 1972;
Brown 1977, 1980; Chippindale 1985; Hunter 1975, 1981; Jacob 1975; Jacob
and Jacob 1980; Michell 1982; David Miller 1981; Mulligan and Mulligan
1981; Piggott 1950, 1975, 1976e, 1976f, 1976g, 1976h, 1981, 1985a, 1986;
Wood 1980).

Notwithstanding the “excesses” of practitioners such as Stukeley, and the
confusion of others, such as Colt Hoare, which led many observers to doubt
whether the “true” history of the remote British past could ever be estab-
lished, the rude stone monuments, barrows, and other items of remnant ma-
terial culture were still recognized as the products of historical human ac-
tion, although precisely whose action remained a matter for conjecture and
debate between rival interpretations of the meaning of those phenomena.

I argue that the forces that led to the recognition of the historical and
“ethnological” importance of material things also conditioned the method-
ological status of material things as supplements to other more culturally fa-
miliar data sets, perspectives, methodologies, and problems.
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The interactionist methodology of English antiquarianism had to allow
practitioners to do two things: first, to marshal all available ethnographic,
material cultural, and textual evidence to counteract what were considered
to be irrational or mythological histories; and second, to grade (implicitly or
explicitly) the historical reliability of all the sources of evidence as testaments
to the human past.

Significantly, the history that antiquarians either sought to write or con-
tribute to was the history of Britain in its mental, moral, and political partic-
ulars. Ethnographic generalization was, therefore, practically mediated by
textual and material cultural analysis. As McVicar (1984b) and others have
shown, new sociopolitical contexts and new relationships to the past (see
McVicar’s discussion of Anachronism, p. 55, drawn largely from McLean
1972) demanded new histories. The Historia, which had served old contexts
and old attitudes to the past, was one of the first major victims of the new
methodology.

Although Geoffrey’s work was never again considered to be a benchmark
history after the seventeenth century, aspects of the work (particularly the
Arthurian myth) were to survive the onslaught of Baconianism to inspire
Malory, Tennyson, and, of course, a legion of musical theater and Hollywood
directors.

Geoffrey’s purpose was to chronicle the history of the Britons through
1900 years, stretching from Brutus, the son of Aeneas, who seized the island
from the Giants and settled it with Trojan refugees, down to Cadwallader,
who cravenly surrendered Britain to the Saxons in the seventh century AD.
There was also another and deeper purpose than to provide a rattling yarn.
The Historia sought to restore to the remnant Britons a sense of pride in
their history, and to remind them of the prophesies of Merlin—that they had
triumphs yet to come. On the same political level Geoffrey also wished to
provide “a precedent for the dominions and ambitions of the Norman kings”
(Tatlock 1950, 426).

The standard sources on the Historia (Chambers 1918; Giles 1842; Hammer
1942; Jones 1964; Kendrick 1950; Lloyd 1942; Piggott 1941; Tatlock 1950) de-
bate many issues concerning the sources of the work and its reception by schol-
ars, even those of Geoffrey’s own time. Its influence, however, is unquestioned.
Kendrick’s superb study is in fact a chronicle of that influence, charting the ob-
jections to the work from antiquarians such as Polydore Vergil, Leland, Cam-
den, and Speed. It is the antiquarian objections to the work that most concern
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us here, because the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century antiquaries mar-
shaled the product of a different historical methodology against it.

Principal among these antiquaries were William Camden and John
Speed. Camden became the archetypical English antiquary, as much because
of his education and political connections as because of the enormous influ-
ence of his great work Britannia (1586). Camden’s connections with the
power structure of Tudor England were considerable. For example, Sir Fulke
Greville gained him the position of Clarenceaux King at Arms (within the
College of Arms) in 1597.

It was a congenial post for Camden because the primary business of the
College was granting coats of arms to families recently entitled to them and
confirming the existing rights of others. Previous members of the College,
such as Robert Talbot, had used the position to cultivate antiquarian re-
searches, in his case an attempt to identify the places mentioned in a Roman
geography of Britain, the Antonine Itinerary. There were others who carried
on this tradition (see Piggott 1976b, 18). The working out of the genealogies
of titled families was to form the basis of much antiquarian activity well into
the eighteenth century, and many antiquarian surveys devoted considerable
attention to local titled families.

A concern with the past thus had direct political, social, and economic
consequences for many who were in the Tudor (and later Stuart and Geor-
gian) power structures or who sought entry to them. The best example of the
use of the past, apart from Parliament’s obsession with precedent and the
functioning of common law, is provided by Henry VIII when he sought justi-
fication for the split with Rome and the foundation of a Church of England.
The appointment of John Leland as the first King’s Antiquary is significant
testimony to seriousness of Henry’s appeal to the traditions of British history
(see Kendrick 1950).

Previous accounts of Camden by historians of archaeology (the best being
Kendrick 1950; Parry 1995; Piggott 1976c—there is still no full-scale study)
have naturally emphasized the importance of Britannia, in its many editions,
as a model for the emerging style of antiquarian discourse. Piggott (1976b,
1976¢ especially, but note also the other papers that make up 1976a) has
contributed a great deal to our understanding of the intellectual and so-
ciopolitical context of antiquarianism. In addition, the authors listed have
produced good general accounts of Tudor historiography. Camden’s own
educational background of Renaissance humanism is equally significant.
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MacCaffrey (1970) has emphasized the importance of classical learning to
the scholars of Camden’s time:

Their interests in classical learning were not in its historical, but in its con-
temporary relevance. It was not curiosity about the past but concern for the
present and future moral well-being of men which led them to their studies.
They saw the works of the classical authors as authoritative and inspiring
guides to the moral development of contemporary men, which was for them

the raison d’etre of all their labours. (xv—xvi)

This is in contrast to another style of antiquarian research, that of know-
ing the past for its own sake. MacCaffrey (1970, xvi) sharpens this contrast
by establishing that antiquaries who pursued an understanding of the past
from this standpoint were more interested in the classical topographers and
geographers such as Strabo and Ptolemy, the authors of early reports of the
British landscape. He may well have been describing Talbot’s program:
“These antiquaries had begun with the task of reconciling the ancient de-
scriptions of Europe with the political geography of the sixteenth century”
(MacCaffrey 1970, xvi).

This task implied that collection and analysis would also include the need
to provide the fullest possible description of the entire basis of ancient social
and cultural life. Such detailed descriptions subsequently provided clear ev-
idence of differences and similarities in customs and laws, both within
Britain and between Britain and Europe as a whole, that could broaden the
understanding of history itself. The development of county histories such as
Lambarde’s Perambulation of Kent (1576) and John Stow’s survey of London
(1598) are cases in point. Significantly, the actual visitation of places men-
tioned in the histories was not regarded as being essential, the authority of
previous authors was enough to justify their inclusion.

Camden adopted a different course, and in so doing raised the possibil-
ity that the analysis of material remains could play a greater role in sifting
mythopoeic historical “re-creations” from “objective” histories. What caused
the change in methodology to include an accent on actual observation and
an increased emphasis on incorporating material objects as authorities po-
tentially on a par with the written documents? What also changed antiquar-
ian studies from being set apart from the concerns of the age to becoming a
source of national interest?
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Clearly the spirit of Baconian empiricism had much to do with the skep-
ticism of other than direct observation or eyewitness accounts. Yet this skep-
ticism most certainly was not applied to the Bible, nor to the more general
and derivative classical ethnographies. In fact these and the new ethnogra-
phies from the Americas were to become the standards, the givens, the
bedrock assumptions of English antiquarianism of the sixteenth, seven-
teenth, and eighteenth centuries.

The prescription that evidence of the senses was more powerful than the
authority of ancient authors had a role to play in the new emphasis on visit-
ing sites and cataloguing coins and inscriptions, but equally clearly, there
were practical difficulties encountered by an empiricist epistemology when
it came to “filling the gaps” in the material cultural record. It transpired that
material culture, after it had been subjected to proper scrutiny and classifi-
cation, would be used along with the ethnographic data to fill the gaps in the
historical record. What was rational, what was plausible, would be deter-
mined by the degree of fit between the classical and Biblical authorities on
the one hand, and the material culture and ethnographies on the other. Yet
this interactionist methodology was closely constrained by “cultural” and po-
litical determinants of what was plausible to believe. In the event, the weight
of plausibility was to rest with literary sources.

The discussion of British origins was central to the intellectual and polit-
ical background of Britannia. Geoffrey’s Brutus story had held sway, despite
continuous criticism, since the twelfth century. The first major attack in the
sixteenth century, most closely associated with Polydore Vergil, Robert
Fabyan, and John Rastell (see Kendrick 1950, 38—44), argued that Geoffrey’s
Historia completely lacked verification from any ancient source. Kendrick
has argued that Tudor nationalists did not react favorably to the attack or to
Vergil’s attempts to justify it. In the debate that followed, the traditional basis
for understanding the earliest periods of British history was itself questioned,
and the construction of British history itself became problematic. The issue
became one of methodology and epistemology: how were accounts of the re-
mote past to be justified? Any solution would have political ramifications.

Ortelius may have encouraged Camden to “acquaint the world with
Britain” (Camden’s preface to Britannia), but Camden’s real goal was to “re-
store Britain to its antiquities and its antiquities to Britain.” The glory of
Britain would be best served by establishing a clear and rationally defensible
history that linked it to Rome. It would also be effectively served by justifying
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the Anglo-Saxon dominance of British (read English) power structures (see
Horsman 1976). Camden’s attack on Geoffrey’s British history was as much
an attack on its racial elements as it was on its fabulous nature. There was a
great deal at stake.

Camden dismissed the Brutus story as a myth, one of those myths that have
nationalist justification by disguising “the truth with a mixture of fable and
bring[ing] in the gods themselves to act a part. .. thereby to render the be-
ginnings either of a city or of a nation, more noble and majestical” (1586, ix).
However, Camden did not mention another vital aspect of using such myths—
to explain a past that was beyond direct observation or written documents—
although he does hint at the importance of such explanations given the invest-
ment of national or ethnic pride in their particular constitution.

Despite Geoffrey’s own appeals to authority, for example the use of Bibli-
cal chronology to provide a time frame for the action in Britain, it is unlikely
that he wrote a history of Britain that was historical in the same sense as a tra-
ditional medieval chronicle or a Tudor history.

By Camden’s time, classical, particularly Roman, accounts had become
the foundation of an understanding of the pre-Roman British past. However,
Camden added an extra dimension through his discussion of monuments
and artifacts (particularly coins) as well as the customs and languages of
France and Britain. Clearly, if any new account was to convince the lawyers
and the English educated public of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
it had to be broadly based and allow rational assessment by the lights of Ba-
conian empiricism.

The supply of written documents (including the depth of their textual ex-
egesis), Roman and post-Roman inscriptions, and descriptions of field mon-
uments had greatly increased since the Middle Ages, providing a broad base
from which to begin writing the history of a past that had left no contempo-
rary written documents. The analysis of material remains thus became a way
of establishing the reliability of claims based on written documents that
sometimes gave divergent testimony. An important issue here is that Geof-
frey’s history had assumed a kind of authority itself, based in part on the fact
that for many people it was not only an agreeable reconstruction, but also be-
cause it was a written one. An attack on Geoffrey’s work implied an equally
critical attitude to the Bible and the classical authorities. In practice these
core areas of antiquarian “culture” were not examined with anything ap-
proaching the vigor reserved for Geoffrey and other “fabulists.”
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What Geoffrey had constructed out of chronicles, king lists, folk tales, and
his own imagination, Camden made from the Biblical and classical sources
and the surviving monuments and artifacts. A final issue remains here, con-
cerning whether the goals of Geoffrey’s history were the same as Camden’s.
Both had national and political goals, both sought to glorify the nation
through its past, and both had racial interests. Geoffrey sought to attain his
goals by way of myth couched in terms of a Biblical and folkloric background
to give it a measure of plausibility. Camden stressed the fact that he had cho-
sen another path.

Camden’s stated authorities were his senses and the exercise of logic, but
in practice these were constrained by the a priori conceptual power of the
Bible and the classical authorities. Thus, for Camden it was not just a matter
that these authorities impregnated his supposedly hypothesis-free observa-
tion statements; it was far more than this. Camden’s Britannia above all rep-
resents an extension of the Roman histories by means of using the monu-
ments, coins, and inscriptions to supplement classical documentary sources.

By virtue of the success of Britannia and through his contacts with other
antiquaries and historians, such as Sir Robert Bruce Cotton (Mirrlees 1962)
and John Speed, Camden influenced much of the style of sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century English antiquarian debate. Indeed, succeeding edi-
tions of Britannia (note especially the 1695 and 1722 editions) acted as a
kind of barometer of antiquarian methodology, or at least as a point of de-
parture for other antiquaries, through to the end of the eighteenth century.
Camden was also instrumental in the first foundation of the Society of Anti-
quaries of London, until the nineteenth century the premier antiquarian
and “archaeological” society in England (see Evans 1956), despite its regular
brushes with monarchs suspicious of the political implications of “backward-
looking curiosity” (see Daniel 1976). In sum, Camden’s methodology, based
as it was on the squaring of classical and Biblical authorities with the mate-
rial cultural evidence, became the cornerstone of the interactionist method-
ology to be developed by John Speed and used by generations of English an-
tiquaries who were to follow him.

John Speed’s (1552-1629) The Historie of Great Britaine under the conquests of
the Romans, Saxons, Danes and Normans. Their Originals, Manners, Habits, Warres,
Coins, and Seals: with the Successions, Lives, Acts, and Issues of the English Monarchs
Jfrom Julius Caesar, unto the Raigne of King James, of famous memorie (1632), to give
the work its full title, exemplifies the development of the interactionist
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methodology that was also applied to the interpretation of pre-Roman mate-
rial culture by natural historians such as Edward Lhwyd (1660-1709).

Speed was fully aware that there had been considerable loss of informa-
tion since that remote past, the data being “eaten up with Time’s teeth, as
Ovid speaks” (1632, A4, in the Proeme), and advised that its reconstruction
was going to be a difficult task:

Varro (that learned Roman writer; who lived an hundred years before the
birth of our Saviour Christ), called the first world to the Flood uncertain; and
thense to the first Olympias fabulous: Because in that time (sayth he) there is
nothing related (for the most part) but Fables amongst the Greeks, Latins
and other learned nations. And therefore Plutarch beginneth the lives of his
worthy men no higher than Theseus: because (sayth he) what hath been writ-
ten before, was but of strange things, and sayings full of monstrous fables
imagined and devised by Poets, which are altogether uncertain and most un-
true. (1632, A4, in the Proeme)

He continued the point by linking the unreliability of these fabulous re-
constructions with what is close to a paraphrase of Camden’s warnings about
the corruption of antiquity by the concerns of the present. Antiquity for
Speed (as for Camden) could really serve the needs of the present only if it
had a separate objective existence. Thus, the constant emphasis on the inde-
pendence of the past and the need for the defense of that independence,
given the great power ascribed to any plausible reconstruction of the past.

These things thus standing, let us give leave to Antiquity, who sometimes min-
gleth falsehoods with truth, to make the beginnings of Policies seem more
honourable: and whose power is so far screwed into the world’s conceit, that
with Hierome we may say, Antiquity is allowed with such general applause,
that known untruths many times are pleasing unto many. Yet with better re-
gard to reverend Antiquity, whom Jobs opposer will us inquire after and to
our own relations in delivering their censures, let this be considered; That
more things are let slip, than are comprehended in any man’s writings, and
yet more therein written, than any man’s life (though it be long) will admit
him to read. Neither let us be forestalled with any prejudiced opinions of the
reporters, that in some things may justly be suspected, or in affection, which
by nature we owe to our natural country; nor consent (as Livy speaketh) to

stand with the ancientness of reports, when it seems to take away the certainty
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of truth. To keep a man betwixt both, myself with Bildad do confess, that I am
but yesterday, and know nothing. (Speed 1632, A5, left and right)

Notwithstanding these methodological prescriptions, Speed (like Cam-
den and the other antiquaries of their era) had to accept the priority of the
Bible and the classical sources. The Moderns might seek to displace the An-
cients in the sciences, but how was it to be possible that the Ancients could
be similarly displaced in antiquarian studies and in ancient history? More im-
portant, how was it possible for their plausibility to be assessed when the val-
ues of all other sources of evidence were gauged in the terms of their degree
of fit with the classical and Biblical authorities?

Speed’s own reconstruction had Britain settled during the time of the
patriarchs, approximately 1,650 years before the flood (1632, 11, Chapter 3
of Book 5). After the flood Japhet came to Europe, a fact “on which all au-
thorities agree.” Citing Polydore Vergil and Sebastian Munster in support,
Speed considered that all stories of this early history were conjectural (1632,
12) and went on to derive the Gauls and the Welsh from Gomer (the eldest
son of Japhet) on the corruption of Gomer to Combri and then to Cimbri,
the Welsh calling their country Cumbri. Having sought authority in the
Bible and in the work of Cicero and Appian Alexandrinus, Speed found
room to appeal to Camden for the grounds needed to reject the Brutus
story:

Now that Britain had here first inhabitants from Gaul, sufficient is proved by
the name, site, religion, manners and languages, by all which the most an-
cient Gauls and Britons have been as linked together in some mutual society;

as is at large proved by our arch-Antiquary in his famous work. (1632, 12)

Following the developed tradition that the search for origins also implied
a reconstruction of manners and customs, Speed disposed of the Brutus
story between pages 12 and 20 (in a virtual repetition of the grounds offered
by Camden) and proposed a reconstruction of the earliest Britons based on
the classical ethnographies:

It remaineth that somewhat be mentioned of the Manners and Customs of the
people and times, though not so pleasing or acceptable as were to be wished,
for the clouds of ignorance and barbarous incivility did then shadow and over-

spread almost all the Nations of the earth: wherein I desire to lay imputation
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no further than is sufficiently warranted by the most authentic writers: and
first from Caesar, who foremost of all the Romans discovered and described

our ancient Britons. (1632, 20; original emphasis)

It is important to realize that Speed considered himself to be completely
objective in this reconstruction. Maintaining that much of what can be ascer-
tained about the manners and customs of these ancient Britons did not sit
well with contemporary models, Speed insisted that their brute reality had to
be presented unvarnished if the English were to escape the fabulous histo-
ries of the poets. The authorities that Speed used to reconstruct the broad
picture of manners and customs were almost exclusively literary.

For the fact that the Britons painted their bodies, Speed used Herodian,
Pliny, Dio Nicaeus, Solinus, Tertullian, Martial, and Camden as sources; for
hairstyles, Caesar, Mamertinus, Tacitus, Strabo, Xiphilinus, and Entropius;
for longevity, Plutarch, Diodorus Siculus, Strabo, Caesar, and Pomponius
Mela; for domestic matters, Caesar, Strabo, Diodorus Siculus, and Dion; for
wives, Eusebius; for food taboos and diet, Caesar, Diodorus Siculus, Pliny,
and Strabo; for religion, Lucan. The same pattern of classical authority ap-
plied to wars, as well as to trade, commerce, and shipping, although these
last three were supplemented by the studies of coins and seals in Sir Robert
Bruce Cotton’s collection published by Camden, Cotton, and Speed. Stone
artifacts were not mentioned.

Kendrick (1950, 121-125) has written convincingly about the influence of
the accounts of sixteenth-century explorers of Amerindians on the forms of
the reconstructions developed to illustrate ancient British life. Both he and
Piggott (1975, 1976b, 1976d, 1978) have stressed their importance alongside
the highly influential drawings of Virginians made by John White (see also
Hulton and Quinn 1964) as providing another source of authority for the re-
constructions of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century English antiquaries.

In Speed’s Historie, for example, the four illustrations of ancient Britons
(two pairs of men and women), the earlier pair appear unclothed and the
later pair appear close to fully clothed, mirror White’s illustrations of Virgini-
ans (see Kendrick 1950, 124). Speed also did not fail to make the connection
between the “wilder Irish” and the Virginians on the basis that both groups
wore no clothes (1632, 39).

What was in fact happening in Speed’s work was the grafting of the
Amerindian ethnographies (an important new source of information about
the remote past after the link made by Montaigne) onto the Biblical and clas-
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sical authorities—with a dash of coins and seals to complete the material
contingent. Speed summarized the value of the new methodology with his
usual perspicacity, but notice that light was to be gained primarily from the
“collision” of literary sources:

Touching all which, the reports of Authors are very discrepant: and therefore
as light is gotten at by a collision of flints, we will assay, whether out of those
writers contradictions (brought to the stroke and confronted together) we
may strike some glimmering light, to direct us how to paint them forth, who

so delighted in painting themselves. (1632, 40)

Although Camden and Speed focused the bulk of their attention on
coins, seals, and other items of material culture bearing inscriptions, the
methodology of comparison, rational reconstruction, and close observation
of the empirical phenomena (be they field monuments or church brasses)
was matched by those antiquaries who concentrated on ceraunia (see, for ex-
ample, Dugdale 1656). Full discussions of these appear in Grayson 1983;
Laming-Emperaire 1964; Oakley 1976; Peake 1940; Piggott 1976b, 1976f;
Daniel 1975. Lhwyd and Plot, to name only two antiquaries more inclined to
natural history, without qualm linked empirical observation of these fossils
and their modern representatives with close textual and folkloric studies in
a way that anticipated important elements of the new interactionist method-
ology that was to become associated with the Three-Age System.

Significantly, both Camden and Speed, having located a source for the
British, and therefore a description of them drawn from the classical and
Biblical sources, paid scant attention to the need to ascertain whether those
earliest Britons changed before the time of the Romans. For them, it was
enough to connect Japhet and Caesar (to paraphrase Stocking’s famous dic-
tum about Edward Burnett Tylor and Brixham Cave; see 1968, 105-106)
without employing what they considered to be the kind of myth that had
caused the downfall of Geoffrey’s Historia. Here the perceptions of “everyday
savage life” drawn primarily from the Amerindian ethnographies added
color and texture to an account that rated literary sources as far more au-
thoritative than either ethnography or material culture.

By the mid- to late seventeenth century, such an implicit account was not
enough. The cause of this appears to be the slow recognition (drawn largely
from studies by topographers, antiquaries, and others) that there was consid-
erable variability in pre-Roman “British” material culture (and in the societies
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and cultures of the ethnographic other)—a variability about which the classi-
cal authors had been silent.

Here the interactionist methodology began to change in terms of the rel-
ative utility of its authorities. Now its object was more aligned toward classi-
fying material culture and establishing meaning through comparison with
the material culture of the ethnographic other, before applying classical and
Biblical texts. An excellent and underappreciated example of this attempt to
reveal a reality of the past not confined by the tastes and interests of the pres-
ent is supplied by the remarkable character of John Aubrey (1626-1697)
(see Hunter 1975; Fowles 1981). Although Lhwyd (Gunter 1945) and Dug-
dale (Hamper 1827) both emphasized the importance of empiricism to an-
tiquarian studies, Aubrey’s own statement in the only recently published
Monumenta Britannica enhances the liberating effect of the revised interac-
tionist methodology for the antiquaries of the seventeenth and early eigh-
teenth centuries:

I do here endeavour (for want of written record) to work out and restore
after a kind of algebraical method, by comparing them that I have seen with
one another and reducing them to a kind of equation: to (being but an ill
orator myself) make the stones give evidence for themselves. (cited in Fowles
1981, xviii)

This was easier said than done. For although Aubrey could query the util-
ity of the classical accounts, and perhaps even be wary of the application of
ethnographic generalizations, nevertheless without them his “algebraical
method” could rarely achieve more than description and classification. The
historical meanings of the various classes of field monuments and portable
artifacts still had to be established.

However, change in the interactionist methodology did not stop there.
Additional tensions arose that were to occasion further doubts about the
ability of antiquarian studies to banish the a priori.

Hunter (1971, 1975, 1981), Piggott (1937, 1975, 1976f, 1981, 198ba,
1985b), and Sweet (2004) have effectively demonstrated that antiquarian
methodology, so much a part of Baconian empiricism, was in the course of
the eighteenth century to become increasingly difficult to adhere to, as a re-
sult of the upswing in Romantic historicism and rationalism that had struck
the sciences generally (see also David Miller 1981 for a broader perspective
from the Royal Society during this period). Nonetheless, critical elements of
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the interactionist methodology remained, in the form of the authorities ap-
pealed to by William Stukeley (1687-1765) for what are now taken to be his
wilder excesses of interpretation (see Chambers 1984; Piggott 1985a, 1986).
In an important sense there were trends to a return of the primacy of the
written text over the ethnographic other and the evidence derived from the
material remains of the past.

This is not to say that Stukeley was a Camden or Speed with a rather cred-
ulous attitude to classical ethnography, oak groves, and standing stones. In-
stead he, like Colt-Hoare, was responding to a different set of sociopolitical
forces. He was also responding to an increasing need to establish the histor-
ical meaning of the, by then, extremely confused state of inquiries into pre-
Roman British antiquities. In such a circumstance the classical and Biblical
authorities that had formed the essentially literary cornerstone of the inter-
actionist methodology could only be used at the price of reduced empirical
assessment. Although many found Stukeley’s accounts of “barbarous Druidic
rituals” among the henge monuments to be plausible, the fact remained that
many were far from convinced as they contemplated the wide variability that
now seemed to characterize pre-Roman British antiquities. Whereas Cam-
den, Speed, and others could readily establish the historical value of the
coins, seals, and inscriptions they used (precisely because of the presence of
writing), the task of later antiquaries, such as Aubrey and Stukeley, was made
the more difficult when writing no longer came to their rescue.

Consequently, the traditional reading (based on the greater authority of
literary sources ably supplemented by lashings of the ethnographic other and
material culture) of the interactionist methodology began to break down.
How could such authorities assist in the understanding of events that they
may not have witnessed? In the absence of a reliable ordering of pre-Roman
antiquities, the interactionist method as practiced by Stukeley could only pro-
duce a frozen history. Meaning and, more importantly, the basis of conviction
could no longer be considered to flow unproblematically from reason and
the senses. The nature of British prehistory once again became shrouded in
conjecture and the two goals of the interactionist methodology—an attack on
mythopoeic histories and the grading of the reliability of sources of historical
evidence—could not be convincingly attained.

What was urgently required was a means of sorting out the nightmare of
pre-Roman British antiquities, so that the interactionist methodology could
function once again. In the event the Danish scholar Christian Thomsen
(1786-1865) was to provide the solution, but in so doing the new emphasis
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on material culture established by the Three-Age System was to effectively re-
align the authorities that had been the backbone of interactionism. No
longer were Caesar or Strabo (or for that matter the Bible) to hold pride of
place over the material remains of the past and the ethnographic other as
the framework in terms of which the meaning of the material phenomena of
the prehistoric British past was to be made manifest. This at least was the
methodological rhetoric used by its promoters.

Concluding Remarks

In this essay I have sketched two important aspects of the context of anti-
quarian studies during the eighteenth century, the wider framework of
thought and dispute about human nature and the meaning of human his-
tory and developments in the interactionist methodology during the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries. I have done this to establish background
aspects of the “rise” of archaeology in the nineteenth century and its rela-
tionship to ethnology and anthropology. Although I have not discussed
other aspects such as the “rise” of the earth sciences and the growth of anti-
quarian studies related to the classical world, I have broadly sketched the po-
sition of antiquarian studies on the cognitive map of human studies during
the eighteenth century.

In this essay I briefly described some of the antinomies inherent in the
study of human beings that began to surface between the sixteenth and eigh-
teenth centuries. I also claimed that these antinomies greatly influenced the
positions taken by disputant parties on that question of questions—the
meaning of human physical, cultural, and linguistic difference. Here notions
of progress and decline, arguments about the possibility of meaningfully
generalizing about the experience of human history, the ontological dualism
of materialism and idealism, and the epistemological conflict between em-
piricism and rationalism are focused in a conflict about the significance of a
priori assumptions about human beings, about whether it was possible to
free the study of human beings from the “tyranny of hypothesis.”

Apart from demonstrating the similarity between aspects of prehistoric
European technology and those of contemporary “savages,” antiquarian
studies were considered by the bulk of the disputant parties to be peripheral
to the prosecution of this great conflict. Although all disputants considered
that an understanding of human prehistory was essential to the workable so-
lution to that question of questions, the material residues of prehistoric
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human action had less of a role to play than the contemplation of the ethno-
graphic other, the evidence from physical anthropology, and the discoveries
of philology.

I have explained this situation by stressing two related tensions in anti-
quarian studies. First, although the interactionist methodology gave mean-
ing and texture to prehistoric material culture, it did so by assuming the in-
terpretative and explanatory primacy of literary and ethnographic sources.
If those sources were primary, what possible value was there for the disputant
parties to devote their attention to the study of prehistoric material culture?
Second, during the eighteenth century, the history of pre-Roman Britain be-
came even more confusing than before. To paraphrase Nyerup, a dense fog
hid the historical meaning of those antiquities (Daniel 1975, 38). The fact
that the interactionist methodology, as it was constituted during that period,
could do nothing to lift it, did not mean that the historical value of ethnog-
raphy was denied. In fact, the reverse was true. Depending on the partici-
pant’s viewpoint the only sure guides to human prehistory were the contem-
plation of the ethnographic other and intellectual reconstructions based on
how it would have been “rational” for human beings to act. This reconstruc-
tion of the interactionist antiquarian methodology has a contemporary ring.

Therefore, although antiquarian studies had little, of themselves, to offer
the student of human nature, the character of the disputes surrounding the
meaning of human history directly influenced the “culture” of the antiquarians.
Here were the great questions; here were the issues of moment. If the study of
human antiquities, particularly those of prehistoric periods, was to attain mean-
ing beyond the contemplation of the aesthetic or the shuffling of spearpoints
in cabinets of curiosities, then practitioners needed to apply their data to an-
swer questions of moment. Equally important was the recognition, derived
from eighteenth-century human studies, that the investigation of pre-Roman
British history could be conducted in terms of that question of questions.

The discovery of the ethnographic other, the recognition that ceraunia
had a human origin, and the gradual formalization of human studies around
the issue of the meaning of human diversity created a framework wherein ma-
terial phenomena could be plausibly regarded as testimonies to prehistoric
human action. This same framework also allowed the meanings of those ma-
terial testimonies to be made manifest through the application of theories of
human history that articulated other classes of evidence—the human
physique, changes and developments in human languages, and the cultures
and societies of the ethnographic other. Although there was considerable
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conflict over which of these theories was correct, there was general agreement
about the interpretative primacy of these other classes of evidence and the
critical importance of the issues that developed through the debates that had
taken place during the eighteenth century.

To summarize, in my view the meaning and value of archaeological data
were established primarily through their application to arguments springing
from the various antinomies listed above. Thus archaeology came into exis-
tence precisely because all parties involved in such arguments were con-
vinced that archaeological data could meaningfully contribute to their dis-
cussion and possible solution. Significantly, such a conviction was possible
because a methodology had been established that could plausibly translate
mute material phenomena into historical and ethnological evidence.
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Historia Regum Britanniae (1138)

Written by the medieval scholar and historian Geoffrey of Monmouth (ca.
1100-1154) the Historia was widely available in Benedictine monastic li-
braries in Britain and Normandy in some form by 1139. The surviving edi-
tion of the Historia is believed to date from 1147. It comprises Geoffrey’s me-
dieval Latin translations and retellings of ancient British legends from
written Latin, Cymric (Welsh), and Breton sources of the eighth, ninth, and
tenth centuries.

Some of these sources detailed the settling of Britain by the Trojan Bru-
tus, who defeated two giants, founded the city of New Troy (London), and
went on to conquer the whole island, which was called Brutayne after him.
After his death, the kingdom was divided among his three sons into England,
Scotland, and Wales. While this legend was based on the extant work of the
chronicler Nennius, another, which details a long list of pre-Roman British
kings, seems to be invented. Many of Geoffrey’s sources have been lost.

Trojan antecedents firmly established Britain as a country of ancient and
epic origins, clearly an appropriate historical pedigree to underpin its bur-
geoning political greatness. At the same time that Geoffrey was turning myth
into history, historians working in other European kingdoms were involved in
the same process, recording stories that established the antiquity of their na-
tional foundations and their descent from classical heroes. The Trojan founda-
tion myth of Britain remained popular and unchallenged until the sixteenth
century, when Tudor historian Polydore Vergil questioned its authenticity.

But writing a history for the whole of the twelfth century British king-
dom—the island of Britain and a large part of northern France—required
that other more recent and widespread myths and legends had to be
recorded. In the retelling of the stories about the pre-Saxon King Arthur and
his knights, Geoffrey of Monmouth drew on a shared Celtic or Gaulish
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mythology, which belonged to the Breton speakers of the English king-
dom—in Wales, Normandy, Brittany, and other parts of Britain and France.
Indeed, the Breton languages spoken in Wales and in Brittany were almost
identical at the time that Geoffrey was working on his book and remained so
until the reign of Henry I, when they developed substantial differences.

Geoffrey of Monmouth was a Benedictine scholar, raised by an uncle who
was an archbishop. Geoffrey became a priest at the age of 50 and died a
bishop. It was not coincidental that the Benedictine order was well established
within the Breton-speaking areas of Britain and France, nor that they were Ge-
offrey’s patrons and promulgators of copies of his book. It was also to their ad-
vantage to have a way of uniting disparate groups within their parishes. The
first mention of Geoffrey’s book was by Henry of Huntingdon in 1139, who
records that he read it in the company of Theobald, the archbishop of Canter-
bury, in a Benedictine monastery in Normandy on their way to Rome.

The publication of Historia Regum Britanniae marks a milestone in the lit-
erary history of Europe. Within fifty years of its completion, stories about the
Holy Grail, Lancelot, Tristan, Perceval, and the Round Table had appeared,
and Merlin and Arthur had become as popular in Germany and Italy as they
were in England and France. The book was later translated into Anglo-
Norman, and then translated into English in 1240.

As important as its long-term impact on European civilization was, the
Historia’s short-term influence on the people of greater Britain, which in-
cluded a large part of France at the time, was even greater. The popularity of
the legends and stories published there helped to defuse racial animosities
among Welsh, Breton, British, French, and Teuton, and these various groups
became more politically unified through their mutual belief in a shared ori-
gin and history.

See also Publication of the Anglica Historia (1512); Publication of Britannia (1586).

Further Reading
Curley, M. J. 1994. Geoffrey of Monmouth. New York: Twayne.
Kendrick, T. D. 1950. British antiquity. New York: Barnes and Noble.

Voyages of Cyriac of Ancona (1412-1449)

An indefatigable traveler whose diaries and letters received wide circulation
among those (particularly in Italy) who were interested in the classical past,
Cyriac—or Ciriaco de’ Pizzecolli (1391-1452)—played a foundational role in
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raising the awareness among early Renaissance scholars of the material re-
mains of (especially) classical Greece. Cyriac, as a merchant and diplomatic
agent working for the Vatican, was extremely well connected, and his observa-
tions of sites and their contents (particularly inscriptions and statues) were
acute. He was also quite aware of the fact that so much of what he was seeing
was in the process of disappearing through destruction, neglect, or simple
decay over time.

In the course of his travels (1412-1449) Cyriac copied nearly a thousand
inscriptions in Greek and Latin from as far afield as Italy, Greece, the
Aegean, and Asia Minor. His diaries also contain detailed drawings of carv-
ings, statues, and buildings, many of which have long since vanished.

See also Raphael’s Survey of Rome (1519); Publication of Britannia (1586).
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Foundation of the Palazzo dei Conservatori (1471)

Three thousand years of continuous occupation has made the city of Rome
a massive archaeological site. Since its fall in the fifth century AD, Romans
could readily observe their city’s past, and the construction of any new build-
ing there usually entailed the unearthing of still more. Unfortunately the
remnants of buildings were so numerous that they were also an excellent
source of building material. Rome of the Middle Ages and Renaissance not
only stood on its past, it was literally constructed from pieces of it.

During the Middle Ages, the Lateran church built by the emperor Con-
stantine housed a collection of ancient Roman bronze statuary unearthed
from the site. The acquisition of classical works of art by the Roman Catholic
Church was testimony to its inheritance of the power and glory of ancient
Rome. In 1471, Pope Sixtus IV passed an edict forbidding the exploitation
and export of antiquities, which were being excavated and sold and were
leaving the city of Rome at a rapid rate. At the same time, in an effort to raise
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the level of appreciation of Roman art and antiquities, to proclaim them part
of the glories of present-day Rome, and to try to stop the best pieces from
leaving Rome itself, Sixtus IV founded the world’s first public museum in the
Palazzo dei Conservatori on the Capitoline Hill.

The first statues to be taken to the Palazzo for public exhibition were
those in the Lateran: Lo Spinario (boy removing a thorn); the Capitoline Wolf
(which was in fact Etruscan); the Capitoline Camillus; and a colossal marble
head, hand, and globe from a figure believed to be Constantius II. To these
Sixtus IV added the recently excavated gilded bronze statue of Hercules and
two marble works of art—the ossuary of Agrippina the Elder and a fragment
of a larger group of a lion and a horse. Together they became the best dis-
play of antiquities in Rome at that time, better than any contemporary pri-
vate collection, and they attracted great numbers of local and international
visitors to the city.

As part of the rebuilding of the city of Rome, Michelangelo was contracted
to redesign and remodel the Capitoline, which included building the twin of
the Palazzo dei Conservatori, the Palazzo Nuovo, which was finished in 1655.
The collections housed in these palazzi grew throughout the sixteenth, seven-
teenth, and eighteenth centuries through the generosity of popes, who not
only donated parts of their own collections but also purchased other private
collections to prevent their being lost to Rome. These included the collection
of Cardinal Albani, comprising 408 sculptures, both Roman Imperial por-
traits and images of philosophers, and some of the great statues excavated at
Hadrian’s villa, such as the Dying Trumpeter or Gladiator, and the Capitoline
Venus and Faun. Both palazzi were amalgamated, renamed, and reestablished
as the Musei Capitolini in 1816, after significant parts of their collections,
which had been pillaged by Napoleon I in 1797, were repatriated.

In 1503 Pope Julius II, the Medici patr