CHAPTER VII

THE OXFORD GIFT

1. Further Excavations in Sussex

By the mid-1870s, Fox had drifted away from the centre of anthropological interests
toward more independent studies of his own. In part, his change of interests was a
result of his move to Guildford in the early part of 1873, which, in turn, only allowed
him occasional trips to London, as he explained in a letter of apology to the Society of
Antiquaries'. But it was also, as we have seen, a fortuitous move, one which
coincided with the shift in his interests away from the main concerns of the Institute
of Anthropology toward new experiments in archaeology and field technique. His
posting in Guildford merely provided the opportunity for more prolonged
archaeological and anthropological involvement.

Interestingly, one of Fox's first projects took place on the base itself. Soon after taking
up his duties, he designed a method of measuring recruits in accordance with the
latest theories on 'physical anthropology', as it had come to be known. His first
exercise was a table of chest measurements; the results were reported in the early part
of 1875 in a short notice in the Journal of the Anthropological Institute’. The next
year his work took a slightly more elaborate turn, and in early May, he began a
systematic record of the 459 men and 18 officers of the Second Battalion of the Royal
Surrey Militia, 'according', as he explained, 'to the General Instructions drawn up by
the Anthropometric Committee of the British Association”. In all he listed hair and
eye colour, chest measurements—and, as an addendum to the latter, 'breathing-
capacity' and, finally, body strength. Craniological measurements, later recorded in
great detail for his archaeological specimens, were excluded for uncertain reasons. It
is clear too that he had yet to develop his own 'craniometer' as he would at a later
date®.

His findings, overall, were statistical in nature, reflecting particularly the influence of
Francis Galton, again a colleague of Fox's from both the United Services Institution
and the Anthropological Institute, and soon to be one of Fox’s sponsors at the Royal
Society’. Ninety-two percent of the men, Fox pointed out, came from within 20 miles
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of Guildford; eighty-one percent were, in his terms, '‘pure English'. Lacking
comparative evidence, Fox reasoned, the findings were of limited benefit. But the
report was still obviously considered by him a first step toward a more complete
study, such as those carried out later in the century. Interestingly, James Hunt had
proposed just such a statistical investigation in 1863, and it is possible that Fox had
Hunt's suggestion in mind when he undertook his own recording programme®’. There
were other proposals as well, including those of Huxley in 1865 and J.H. Lamphrey in
1869, which, together with Galton' s proposal, could equally be said to have provided
the inspiration’.

While Fox's short excursion into anthropometries could easily be accommodated into
his military routine—and indeed justified on the basis of it—his excavations posed
more of a problem. Nonetheless, he continued to be active. Throughout the spring and
summer of 1875, he was excavating at Cissbury, supervising a team of four to five
workers and entertaining workers from the Anthropological Institute, and later the
Royal Society, as they came to look at the excavation®. He also dug barrows in the
area, often accompanied by his friend Rolleston, and made occasional forays into
other districts as well. The summer of 1876 found Fox carrying out a major series of
excavations at an Iron Age hillfort and burial site located at Seaford, on the nearby
Sussex Coast’. The next spring and summer he spent a holiday with Rolleston,
excavating a twin and single barrow at Sigwell, near Compton, Somerset and made a
brief survey, reminiscent of that carried out during his Irish days, of various remains
in the area'’. Other of his finds were more casual, such as 'the Discovery of a Dug-Out
Canoe in the Thames at Hampton Court', reported during 1878"". But generally his
work was of a long term and sustained character—precisely what one would not have
expected of a full-time brigade commander.

Another area in which Fox became increasingly involved during the mid-seventies
was the British Association for the Advancement of Science. In part, his interest was
a reflection of the fact that the Association meetings were held only once a year, and
he could attend easily as part of his summer holiday schedule. But the Association
was also important to Fox as what he considered a centralized base for scientific
advancement, similar to that which he had advocated in his work on behalf of the
Ethnological Society. It also provided a convenient forum for his work.
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Following his address as Vice-President of the Anthropology Section in 1872, Fox's
activities within the association declined for a short period, probably because of his
new army posting. While he continued to work on Notes and Queries, with the
assistance of Franks, Lubbock, Galton and Tylor, he stepped down from the position
of leadership in 1873, and failed to attend that summer's meeting held at Bradford'”.
The next year at Belfast, however, he was back as Vice-President of Section D.
Anthropology, and again chaired the committee charged with completing Notes and
Queries". In 1875, he was once more Vice-President and also one of the members of
a 'Committee for the purpose of collecting observations on the Systematic
Examination of the Heights, Weights and other physical characteristics of the
inhabitants of the British Isles', an interest in keeping with his own work of the
previous year'*. Two more positions followed over the next years: in 1876 he was
appointed Secretary of a 'Committee for the Purpose of the Exploration of Ancient
Earthworks and Other Prehistoric Remains'; in 1877 he was also appointed Secretary
of a 'Committee for examining of two Caves containing Human Remains in the
Neighbourhood of Tenby'”. In all, then, he was using the British Association as a
means of keeping his interests and organizational ties alive.

Despite his gradual disengagement from the main centre of anthropological interests,
he retained at least an official involvement at the Institute. His tenure as President
continued until the end of January 1877. He also continued as Vice-President at the
Society of Antiquaries'®. There were also papers to attend to: 'On Early Modes of
'Navigation' was presented in December 1874; 'Excavations in Cissbury Camp,
Sussex', and 'Evolution of Culture' the following year; "The Opening of the Dyke
Road, or Blackburgh Tumulus, near Brighton,' in 18767, Finally, there were his
official duties, including his two presidential addresses before the Institute, both
essentially summaries of the previous years' papers, delivered at the annual January
meetings in 1876 and 1877'®. In recognition of his work he was finally elected to the
Royal Society in June 1876. It was obviously one of his most coveted awards to judge
from the frequent use of 'F.R.S.' following his name in subsequent years. Among his
sponsors were George Busk, Francis Galton, John Lubbock, A.W. Franks, E.B. Tylor,
Joseph Prestwich, John Evans, John Tyndall and Martin Tupper. Darwin supported

his candidature from 'General Knowledge'".

Although Fox obviously valued the recognition, both from the Royal Society and the
Institute, his main interests continued to settle on work nearer at hand. In September
1877, or soon after his return from Somerset and the last British Association meeting
at Plymouth, Fox began his most industrious excavations to date. Again, as with

Seaford the year before and at Cissbury the year before that, the subject was an Iron-
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Age hill fort, known then as Mount Caburn Camp, and located near Lewes just in
from the coast at Brighton. Fox spent at least several days a week at the site, and
although it is uncertain, he apparently relied on interested volunteers from the post at
Guildford and possibly a number of paid local workers. Rolleston again helped, and,
since the autumn term at Oxford had yet to begin, he was probably on the site for the
duration. As usual, he was responsible for identifying faunal remains and for what

Fox termed 'soil analysis'.

Mount Caburn differed from Cissbury principally in the steepness of its site. Most hill
forts of the kind represented by Cissbury tended to occupy flat table areas; that at
Mount Caburn was located at the peak of a domed hilltop. As a defensive position the
fort was obviously ideal. A large rampart and ditch on the north side where the entry
lay and the steep escarpment on the south helped ensure its strength. Again, as with
Cissbury, a number of pits, identified by Fox as storage pits, were distributed in the
fort itself. Those were generally five feet in diameter and measured from three to five
feet in depth. There was also evidence of postholes, revealed by Fox's cross sections
of the site. From the evidence, it was obvious that timber had been used both in the
inner rampart and as reinforcement for the demi-lune or revetment at the outer edge.
A second fort at nearby Ranscombe was soon afterwards excavated for what seems to
have been comparative purposes. Examples of Roman pottery were found at the latter,
but on the basis of its plan and overall layout, Fox concluded that it was an earlier
camp than that at Mount Caburn®'. Later evidence has tended to back him up on his
decision™.

Mount Caburn's trove was an impressive one. Unusually, five British coins were
discovered, allowing Fox to assign a relatively firm date of between 50 B.C. and 50
A.D. A number of slingstones were later discovered as were spindle whorls and
weaving combs, the latter obviously indicating that cloth was probably woven in the
camp. Iron objects included a knife decorated with an unusual dot and circle pattern,
referred to by Fox as 'a bastard survival of the great period of spiral ornaments'>.
There were also three distinct types of pottery, ranging from crude utilitarian ware to
elaborately decorated examples. To help identify his samples, Fox established a list or
relic table' on which each find was carefully entered, with the location and the
association of the object with other remains, and date of discovery precisely
indicated**. Such a procedure would become common practice on his later
excavations and, as with his cross section technique, marked a significant advance
upon his earlier, more haphazard recording methods.

Mount Caburn was to be the last of Fox's part-time excavations. However
undemanding his military duties may have been, they still required that he be on the
post most of the time. Again, his only choice, if he wanted to devote himself more
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fully to his archaeological work, was to leave the army entirely. By the time of Mount
Caburn, the decision had already been made. In October 1877, or just as his work
there was coming to a close, his promotion to major-general was finally gazetted™.
That in itself was a prelude to retirement, and shortly afterward he stepped down from
his post as brigade commander, retiring, in turn, on a general's half pay. He was at the
time only just 50, but it must have been apparent already that his move marked the
end of his military career. He and his family would remain, however, at Guildford at
least until the end of 1877. When visiting London, the family depended upon
relatives, or, in Fox's case, on the Guards Club for housing26.

Surprisingly, Fox's interests continued to focus on the field, rather than on the
London-based societies. One of his first major ventures upon retirement was the
excavation of yet another hill fort known, misleadingly as it turned out, as Caesar's
Camp, located near Folkestone, or not too far from Hythe, where Fox had been posted
many years before”’. A number of excavations took place in the summer of 1878, with
Fox staying in a local hotel. The address of 30 Sussex Place, used by Fox shortly
afterward, was evidently a temporary home for his family in London, but they would
continue to at least use Uplands as well until the middle of the following year®.
Rolleston appears to have joined him at the site and again provided an appendix on
faunal remains, as he had at Mount Caburn and at Cissbury®. The actual work was
carried out by a team of labourers from nearby Shorncliffe, and was apparently paid
for out of Fox's own pocket. The size of the crew varied during the length of the dig
but usually numbered around ten.

Unlike Cissbury or Mount Caburn, Caesar's Camp turned out to be a considerably
more complex structure. Essentially, it was a 'double’ rather than a 'single' enclosure,
consisting, then, of an inner citadel surrounded by an outer retaining wall. Long
considered a Roman site, as its name suggests, Fox speculated that it dated from a far
later period, possibly as late as the eleventh or twelfth century. His reasoning
contradicted the general opinion at the time, which tended to hold simply that
Normans built in stone, and that only far earlier forts and encampments would have
been built of timber or earthworks, as in the case of Caesar's Camp. The best known
proponent of that argument was the well-known authority on medieval military
architecture, George T. Clarke, who as late as 1884 considered that formula an
absolute rule®. Drawing his own conclusions on the analysis of his cross sections,
however, and on the associated remains, Fox was relatively certain of his date,
assigning, however, 'later speculation on the subject to historians”'. The relic tables,
again kept by Fox during the operation, include notations for a silver coin of King
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Stephen, a bronze gilt ornament, a socketed arrowhead, a small copper guilt object,
and a range of green-glazed sherds commonly now associated with twelfth century
remains. While obviously wary of taking too strong a position, Fox's excavation
techniques and system of recording had once again proven themselves equal to the
task.

The results of Fox's discoveries at Caesar's Camp during the summer of 1878 were the
subject of a lengthy discussion at the Society of Antiquaries’. A number of points of
uncertainty caused him, in turn, to reevaluate many of his earlier efforts. As a result,
there was a tendency to want to reexamine some of his other earlier sites as well, and
by July he was back at Mount Caburn reexamining his work there in a second
campaign™. Since, however, both that and his earlier work were described in a single
paper published later in the year, it is difficult to say how much of his report derived
from his first campaign and how much from his second period there. It is certainly
likely that the more precise relic tables date from the second period, although that
cannot be certain. Whether, too, he reconsidered Mount Caburn as a Norman site, in
the light of his Caesar's Camp findings, is a matter of speculation, but by the time he
had concluded his work his earlier first-century date had been more or less
established. In the end, cross sections and relic tables had proven themselves to be
equal to the task.

2. The Conservation of Antiquities

With the completion of his work at Caesar's Camp, Fox could look back upon his
career as a field archaeologist with a certain amount of satisfaction. The range of his
sites had been considerable, including the Iron Age hill forts, Bronze Age burial
mounds, Roman camps and finally a Norman castle. His techniques had progressed
from what was essentially a system of random sampling and recording— techniques
essentially unchanged from those of Richard Stukely or Sir Richard Colt Hoare, a
century before™ —to the precise and, in Fox's terms, scientific analysis of stratigraphic
sections. With the possible exception of Greenwell, there was probably no other
archaeologist even approaching Fox in terms of his thoroughness or accuracy,
although a number of other figures, most notably Mariette Brey in Egypt and Henry
Schliemann at Troy, were beginning to arrive at similar standards independently™. In
Britain at the time probably only John Evans and, to a lesser extent, Charles Newton
of the British Museum even came close to Greenwell and Fox in that regard™. It is
evident that Fox had finally found his calling.
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Most of Fox's contributions to the journals from that date took on a markedly more
archaeological flavour almost as a response to his success. From 1878 on, he
published only three articles on subjects dealing with the general subject of material
culture or 'comparative technology', as it later came to be known, out of a total of over
30 separate articles®. The same held for his books, those on Primitive Locks and Keys
of 1883 and Antique Works of Benin of 1900, or soon after his death®, being the only
works in keeping with his earlier interests. It is evident too that the success of his field
efforts was affecting Fox's view of his role as a member of the scientific community.
In 1877, he stepped down to the position of Vice-President within the
Anthropological Institute, and while returning to fill the post of President again in
1880-81, he was gradually assuming a less active role there®. Many of his future
papers, as well, would be published in Archaeologia or the Journal of the
Archaeological Institute, rather than the Journal of the Anthropological Institute as
they had been up to that date. Overall, it was another reflection of what was becoming
a basic shift in allegiance and interests.

Another major factor in the reorientation of Fox's views was the fact that he was
preparing himself for a new career. Having retired from the military he was, in a
sense, 'without portfolio' or position. His various positions within the scientific
societies helped to fill the gap in part, but it was clear that Fox still sought a more
permanent role or authority. The idea of entering politics, as he considered at a later
date, was probably not a serious possibility at the time, since Fox, though wealthy by
most standards, was obviously not in a position to finance a political campaign or
support himself and his large family once in office. Moreover, he had never really
shown much talent in this area, again, as his later unsuccessful campaign for office
showed. Overall, it would seem that he was simply too rigid in his views to assume
the attitude of compromise necessary in the political game.

His only real hope for political favour or advancement lay, therefore, in an
appointment of a more or less technical kind, where he would be called upon to use
his organizational skills but would not be required to exercise too great a personal
restraint. The logical position for Fox was that of a committee chairmanship or
trusteeship, similar to that then held by his father-in-law in the Society of Arts, and it
is indeed surprising that he was not approached at that time to serve on the board of
some similar organization or, even more logically, to work for a museum*. But with
the exception of Franks' position at the British Museum, there was really nothing in
the latter field. Furthermore, there was probably nothing worthy of or appropriate to
his social position. The South Kensington Museum, with which he had considerable
contact, for example, was itself far too artistic in its orientation for Fox's taste*'.
Moreover, it had no place for an archaeologist of Fox's calibre, most of the positions,
in fact, being filled by clerks. Whether he would have wished for a curatorial position
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also remains a matter of speculation. Nonetheless, it was obviously important that he
find something, although Fox was definitely not one to go asking for a job.

Probably the most tempting possibility was that of a governmental position of some
kind, such as that held by Huxley as Inspector of Fisheries*. But then again, as of
1878 there was no position for which Fox might have qualified. With the passage of
Lubbock's Ancient Monuments Bill, however, circumstances were to change, and, as
Thompson has suggested, there is much to suggest that Fox had been considering the
possibility of being Inspector of Ancient Monuments for a number of years before
actually becoming so*’. Indeed, his decision to leave the army may well have been
predicated by such expectations. As it was, it would be a number of years before he
would actually secure the post. But in the meantime, he could present his own case, as
well as help Lubbock lay the groundwork.

Since its first introduction in 1872, or soon after Lubbock was elected to Parliament,
the proposed antiquities bill had passed through a series of changes which, overall,
had simply diminished its scope and powers. Fox obviously had worked closely with
Lubbock on the bill and its revisions throughout that period*. He was clearly aware,
too, of its several provisions, first for a governing agency and later for a single
Inspector of Ancient Monuments to oversee its implementation. Lubbock himself had
preferred the latter course at least since 1865, when he suggested in Prehistoric Times
that a 'Conservator of National Antiquities' be appointed to carry the law into effect®.
Both Lubbock and Fox were concerned, moreover, to establish some means by which
the landowners' traditional rights might be circumscribed without entirely ignoring
them, and because of that, they intended to press for persuasive, rather than police
powers in their various drafts*’. The other possibility was the establishment of a
committee, and in Lubbock's first bill, an independent commission, for which Fox
was put forward as a possible member, was proposed. A later revision transferred
responsibilities to the Trustees of the British Museum, that time, of course,
unavoidably excluding Fox*'. However, the most promising solution, and the one
considered most favourably in 1878, was an Inspectorship, and Fox, as a well-
connected aristocrat, well-attuned to the anxieties of landowners, was obviously the
ideal choice. There is little doubt that Lubbock mentioned Fox's name frequently in
that regard, and as a result Fox and the position were already closely bound up in the
minds of those considering the bill. As of 1878, however, nothing had been
determined for certain, and while the bill was to reach the House of Lords early the
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following year, it was evident that there was little real hope of its passage. All
Lubbock and Fox could do, therefore, was watch and wait.

Not withstanding the delays, in the latter part of 1878, Fox began what was in effect
his apprenticeship by beginning a survey in the west of France, or the well-known
Megalithic area around Carnac. As Thompson has pointed out, the reasons for Fox's
trip became more clear when his interest in the possibility of some official
appointment are taken into account®. One of the main duties of the 'Conservator' or,
'Inspector’, as both Fox and Lubbock envisioned the post, was to provide a list, or as it
came to be called a 'schedule' of monuments. For most prehistoric monuments what
was required was a general record, a practice with which Fox was long familiar and
for which he was again in many ways ideally suited. The fact, too, that Fox's trip to
Brittany concentrated almost exclusively upon such remains, to the exclusion of
monuments such as castles and churches, also suggests a spirit of collusion. The main
concern of Lubbock's proposal was the protection of ancient remains, at least in part,
as he had argued, because no costly conservation measures would be required should
ownership of the proposed listed monuments be taken over by the state*. In order to
insure, however, the continued care of each site, a careful and complete survey, in the
form of plans and elevations and in some cases sectional details, was considered
imperative. Fox's work in France, then, was as much a rehearsal for the whole
programme as a practice session for Fox himself. Most of all, it was intended to serve
as a demonstration for those still doubting the feasibility of Lubbock's bill.

Fox's first trip to Brittany took place in late October 1878, lasting apparently to the
end of November or early December™. Most of his time was spent in the immediate
neighbourhood of Carnac, with only one major side excursion to the north,
undertaken toward the end of his stay. Although he often included a representation of
a figure (himself?) for scale in his drawings, he was evidently travelling alone,
leaving Alice and the rest of his family in London and later meeting them in Paris.
Using a set of notebooks now on file with the Public Record Office, he usually
produced only a rough plan and a single perspective drawing, although occasionally,
elevations or hypothetical cross-sections were added for greater accuracy. Each
monument was usually assigned two facing pages, with the plan on the left and the
other drawings on the facing page. Among the sites recorded during the trip were
Gavrinis, Pierres Plates, Table des Marchands, Mané Lud, Kerhuen Tanqui and
Keriaval®'.

By all indications Fox spent the next few months collecting a number of objects for
his collection and visiting museums, in addition to actual recording. His address
during the period was Maison Amyot, Dinard, llle et Vilaine®*. The following spring,
however, he returned to the field, again to Brittany. During his second campaign, the
sequence was reversed, with the operation beginning in the north and proceeding as
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far south as Finisterre. Otherwise, he conformed to his earlier pattern, recording plans
and perspectives of a number of prehistoric and, at that time, medieval sites. Included
in his second notebook are entries for a Megalithic dolmens in the Blois du Rocher
near Pleudihan, another near Dinan and a similar monument at Pierre Sonnante.
Medieval sites —technically outside his scope but of interest nonetheless —included a
tenth-century castle at Le Guildo, the church of St. Michel at Quimperlé and the
churches of Notre Dame de Bon Secour and St. Leonard at Plougret. Suggestive to
Thompson of a growing lack of interest in simple dolmens, Fox's gradual change of
focus also anticipates the general course and expansion of ancient monument
scheduling over the next several years, and perhaps was undertaken at least with that
possibility in mind™.

With the completion of his survey in April 1879, Fox returned to London, finally
establishing himself and his family at 19 Penywern Road in Earls Court™. About
equally convenient to central London as his earlier South Kensington address, the
property was considerably larger, with a full four storeys plus an attic and basement
for servants. Still, it was far from a pretentious house, with its simple yellow
brickwork and inexpensive terracotta ornaments. The pair of Tuscan columns did
little to distinguish it from others in the long row of similar buildings. For Fox, it was
a convenient base of operations and little more.

During the spring of 1878, Fox renewed his work with the various societies, at least to
a limited degree. As Vice-President of both the Anthropological Institute and the
Society of Antiquaries, he had a chance to play a part in committee meetings and
organizational efforts. Interestingly, however, his more formal involvement would
end around that time, and for nearly two years he would present no major paper of
any kind™. Attendance at regular meetings also seems to have been significantly
curtailed®. At the same time, his efforts in the field were on the increase. That
summer, for example, he was on the Continent, once again on ancient monuments
business. His focus on his second trip was Denmark, probably less for the recording
opportunities it offered than the chance to actually witness the results of that country's
long-standing protective legislation. While it was possible that he met with Danish
officials as well, there is no record of that, other than his earlier correspondence with
Worsaae®’. There is little doubt, however, that he visited the Danish National Museum
in the course of his stay. He also took advantage of collecting opportunities, sending a
number of pieces purchased through local dealers back to London for later display at
South Kensington™. Throughout the trip, he was accompanied by his friend Rolleston,
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and in late July, the two managed to carry out a small excavation at the Danewirke in
Schleswig, later recorded briefly in Archaeologia™.

In October 1879, or just after his return from Denmark, Fox was again back at
Yorkshire, staying with relatives. As a follow-up to his recent work in Denmark, he
decided at the time to undertake a more extensive excavation on an earthwork or
dyke, called, appropriately, Dane's Dyke, in the East Riding®. He had been familiar
with the earthwork at least since his short period with Canon Greenwell in 1867, and
no doubt knew something of its existence long before that. Rising approximately 10
feet above grade in places, and including both an earthwork and an outer ditch (the
latter on the side away from Flamborough Head, which it protects) it was far larger
than anything he had ever attempted to excavate before. Again, local labourers were
employed, although their numbers are unrecorded. Because of the size of the
enterprise, Fox was forced to modify his technique slightly. Rather than a single
section, he used a system of boxes, back-filling as he proceeded up the bank rather
than cutting a single trench. While his system was apparently successful, the overall
results were less so, and, as others had earlier predicted, he found little of interest in
the dyke itself, and virtually nothing with which he could date the monument. It was,
as Thompson had stressed, a useful lesson, and when he later encountered similar
earthworks at Cranborne Chase, he was careful to choose a part for sectioning
adjacent to a dateable structure or object®'.

3. Removal of the Collection to South Kensington

Throughout the time of his French and Danish trips, Fox's collection had remained on
public display, initially at the Bethnal Green Museum. His own involvement with his
collection was, as suggested, essentially a peripheral one, with Fox only rarely
communicating with authorities or the curatorial staff. Nonetheless, there was
opportunity for interference, and Fox occasionally suggested to Duncombe and others
new possibilities for arrangement, or more often, new displays or new series®”. He
also provided a second edition of the catalogue, essentially identical to the earlier one,
toward the end of 1877, at the time his military career was winding down®.

It is apparent, therefore, that he had not lost interest in his collection and that he still
considered it an important adjunct to his other efforts, particularly his efforts as an
archaeologist. Moreover, he seems to have never stopped treating it as a private
collection—one temporarily on loan to South Kensington, but still essentially his
own.
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The best indication of Fox's attitude toward the custody of his collection lay in his
approach to acquisitions. New materials were periodically added to the collection by
Fox; Duncombe was merely expected to set them up. The additions are extremely
well documented, the museum staff having carefully recorded each item as it was
transferred. Unfortunately, the earlier 'Day' or 'Van' Book at Bethnal Green has been
lost*. The record at Bethnal Green, therefore, begins only in the latter part of 1875.
The South Kensington receipts, however, date to the first of January 1874, when the
collection was initially deposited in Bethnal Green, and extend to the end of the
summer of 1879. In each case the form consisted of a description of the deposited
item or items, the catalogue numbers and any particulars concerning origins or
provenance. Each receipt was signed either by Norman MacLeod, the Administrative
Secretary for the Science and Art Department or E. Cunliffe Owen, Director of the
South Kensington Museum, and was then countersigned by H. Lloyd and later W.G.
Groser, the Museum's storekeepers®. As a result, they provide a remarkably accurate
record of the collection as it appeared during those years, and as it appeared at the
time Fox first presented it to Oxford.

The first major transfer after the exhibit was opened during the summer of 1874 had
been a mixed number of West African and Japanese materials transferred on 24 July
1874; other similar materials, sometimes linked thematically, other times organized
according to their place of origin, arrived nearly every other month for the duration of
the loan period. Whether all of the items were recent additions, or simply materials
that Fox had previously not transferred, is less clear, although at least in some cases—
judging by the large number of thematic groupings—they must have been part of his
earlier collection. There is, nonetheless, no evident order to the transfers; such items
as birch-bark canoes were as apt to follow examples of African ornament as models
of prehistoric sites. Many are recorded as 'Brought in by hand by General Lane Fox';
others were evidently delivered by those working for him, such as his secretary or a
clerk named B.M. Wright®. Otherwise, with the exception of the incomplete 'Day
Books' at Bethnal Green, no record remains of the procedures involved.

In late October 1878, the receipts for his collection no longer list Bethnal Green,
suggesting that the transfer to the main museum building at South Kensington had
already begun. The existing day books would appear to confirm such an assumption®’.
For Fox, it was obviously his first step toward a more permanent solution to the
management of his collection, and it is clear that he must have pressed for the change,
despite the fact that Bethnal Green was obviously to lose what Fox himself saw as a
valuable adjunct to the community's educational life. South Kensington, however,
offered an even better opportunity. Expanded considerably during the late 1860s and
early seventies through the addition of a lecture theatre, refreshment room (one of
William Morris's first decorating jobs) and the Square Court, the South Kensington
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Museum was indeed the ideal location for a museum of Fox's type®. While Fox
himself resented the so-called 'aesthetic' flavour of the institution, he was equally
willing to reconsider his own assessment, in view of his eventual ambitions. South
Kensington was simply the most logical move for him to make.

The details of the transfer can be reconstructed with relative accuracy. Fox and his
family's own move to Sussex Place in the autumn of 1878 coincided roughly with the
reinstallation of his collection, and it was probable that he was on hand to supervise at
least the beginning of the transfer®. The museum assigned Richard Thompson, the
Assistant Director and hence a member of its curatorial staff, to undertake the actual
responsibility for arrangement’. Fox was evidently satisfied with the Commissions'
choice, and had left for France for his four-month recording expedition before the job
was completed. The collection was exhibited in two of the larger rooms of the new
west gallery, following, it appears, roughly the same scheme as that at Bethnal
Green’'. The fact that the 1877 catalogue was still intended to serve as a guide helps
bear such a supposition out. On 21 December, Thompson finally wrote to Fox: "Your
collection was opened for public inspection Thursday last—at South Kensington, and
looks well in its new home'"*. From that date, until over five years later, it would
remain a standard feature of the South Kensington Museum's collection.

In the meantime, Fox continued to add to the collection whenever possible. Toward
the end of September, or even before leaving for his trip to France, he obtained the
collection of Andamese implements, belonging to E.H. Man. One of the largest
collections of its type, Man's collection numbered over 400 objects, ranging from
harpoons and arms to bamboo water vessels, woven mats, pottery, fish hooks and
clothing. The collection had been discussed at length at a number of meetings of the
Anthropological Institute, and, again, Fox had stressed the important role material
culture could play in reconstructing the histories of the remote peoples represented in
Man's collection. As he explained at the time: 'In so far as my examination of this
valuable collection enables me to form an opinion, there is nothing in the implements
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of the Andamanese which would lead us to differ from the conclusions arrived at on
the grounds of physical constitution and language'”. To emphasize his point,

Man's collection was placed on display at South Kensington soon after its acquisition
and several copies of Man's own monograph The Arts of the Andamanese and
Nicobarese, were set out for sale for visitors along with Fox's own catalogue™. Fox,
apparently, was responsible for the arrangements.

During his stay in France during the winter of 1878-79, Fox's collecting efforts
continued unchecked. On 30 December 1879, for example, a parcel —'not opened'—
from H. Paul Recappe, a Paris dealer, was received by Thompson. Other materials
ranging from Bulgarian necklaces (familiar to Fox since his own travels there) to
peasant implements from Brittany, the latter obviously obtained during his tour, were
also sent to South Kensington for later inclusion and display there™.

Among the most interesting acquisitions of that period was a collection of 300
photographs 'of natives of upper and lower Brittany and Normandy’, some of which,
apparently, were taken by Fox himself. Obviously, a response to Fox's involvement,
together with Rolleston, John Beddoe and Francis Galton, in the British Association's
Anthropometric Committee formed four years before™, Fox's collection was intended
to form the nucleus of something far more detailed and complete. Other photographic
material, the latter acquired mostly through dealers or professional photographers,
continued to filter in in subsequent months, thus expanding the physical
anthropological component of his own collection”.

Prehistoric materials also continued to play a major part in the collection. Again, a
number of objects were collected in France and sent on immediately. Others were
purchased in Denmark the following summer when he and Rolleston visited there’®.
Finally, a number were obtained through his own excavations, both in France and in
Denmark. Indeed, by the late seventies such a procedure had become a standard
practice, and, with the exception of his earlier Cissbury materials, some of which
were presented to the British Museum, nearly all the prehistoric and later remains
excavated by Fox were transferred immediately to the collection. Always, excavated
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materials continued to be supplemented by purchases from antiquarian dealers,
despite Fox's claim to the contrary, and entries attributing collections to dealers such
as Rollin and Feuardent, located at the time near the British Museum or of Procher
and Co., Oxford Street continued to appear on the South Kensington list*.

Actual authority for the collection, in the meantime, remained curiously undefined.
Technically, it was still Fox's property and only temporarily on loan to South
Kensington. On the other hand, the collection was, in an important sense, already in
the public domain, subject to interpretation and revision by the South Kensington staff
and, therefore, effectively out of Fox's hands. Nonetheless, Fox continued to exert an
influence upon the collection, if only through his periodic additions of new materials.
He also continued to advise Thompson and others, suggesting new ideas for different
series or for changes in display. The situation obviously presented ample opportunity
for resentment on both sides, although nothing survives of either Fox's or Thompson's
exchanges in that regard. Later complaints by Fox, however, certainly suggest that
disagreements were not unknown—and, in fact, were fairly typical®'.

Fox's occasional arguments with those in charge of his collection at South Kensington
merely served to underline a far more fundamental concern: whether Fox was
planning to make his collection a truly public institution by relinquishing his ties with
it or whether he would keep it for himself. It was obvious that it was not an easy
decision, and, in fact, it was one that Fox had been avoiding for a number of years.
Still, something had to be done soon, and it was fairly clear that the South

Kensington authorities would no longer tolerate his attempts to retain control over the
details of arrangement or add to or subtract from his collection as it pleased him. The
upshot was, as the Council on Education informed him in late 1879, that he was going
to have to give the Museum complete control if he was planning to continue to leave
the collection on display there®. In the light of his changing interests and the fact that
he obviously cared less about the day-to-day management of the collection than
before, his decision would appear to have been preordained.

Another factor which must be taken into account at the time was Fox's continuing
commitment to the idea of a major national anthropological museum, a museum to
serve not only as a vehicle of public education—the principal interest of the South
Kensington Museum —but also as a centre of anthropological studies. He had first
formally broached the topic as early as 1872, in his lecture at the British Association
meeting at Brighton, but it is apparent that his ambitions extended back to an even
earlier period, probably to the mid-1860s when debate on the importance of the
national ethnographical collection reached a high point®. South Kensington, with its
emphasis on craftsmanship or artistic design, was in many ways ill-suited to serve as
the basis of such an effort, as Fox himself realized, but there was no other institution
which offered such opportunities for educational innovation**. The British Museum
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only rarely perpetuated the schemes of benefactors, tending rather simply to absorb
new collections into the total scheme with little regard to particular interests or
methods of display. Christy's collection had been largely stripped of its original
emphasis and, by that time, had been rearranged upon more or less geographical lines;
within a few more years it would be absorbed into the general ethnographical
collection altogether®. Greenwell's collection of prehistoric implements, donated just
in 1879, was being treated in a similar way, with no thought to its integrity or inner
consistency“. There was little doubt, therefore, that if Fox's collection were to go to
Bloomsbury, it too would lose much of what he saw as its principal value, both from
an educational and a scholarly point of view. At South Kensington, with its tradition
of accepting whole collections and its own comparative emphasis, at least the chances
for independence must have seemed more open.

But arrangement and organization were not the only points of concern from Fox's
point of view. Another problem with the British Museum was the matter of staffing.
At the time, British and Medieval Antiquities and Ethnography, as the department
was known, was still in the hands of A.W. Franks, a man with whom Fox had
maintained close ties since at least the early sixties when both were first active in
ethnographic and archaeological circles. Other staff members, such as Charles
Newton, were marginally involved with either the British or ethnographical
collections, but most of the burden fell on Franks himself. In 1874, Franks had
attempted to at least alleviate some of his problem by the appointment of Charles
Hercules Read (1857-1929), a young technician previously attached to the South
Kensington Museum, and later one of the leading figures of the British
anthropological community. Read's main, and for several years sole, duty was to help
with the Christy collection, then still located at Victoria Street. Only sixteen at the
time, he became the principal custodian there, relabelling series and rearranging as
well as he could within the cramped quarters Christy's old apartment offered. His
work had the desirable effect of allowing Franks to get on with his own project—
interestingly, of a decreasingly ethnographical kind —and with Read's appointment as
a full-time assistant in 1880, Franks relinquished control altogether®’.

There was little in the British Museum's administrative arrangement which could have
attracted Fox, and it is clear that he was reluctant to entrust his collection either to
Read alone or to a museum which, in his terms, devoted so little time and effort to
ethnographical or prehistoric studies in general. There was little hope, either, of
improvement. James Edge-Partington, later known for his work on the artefacts of the
South Pacific, did not join the staff until late in the year 1881, and then only as a
supernumerary®. The next major figure to join the staff, O.M. Dalton (1866-1945),
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was not appointed until 1895*°. From Fox's point of view, the prospects were clearly
not favourable.

But still, as suggested, some provision was going to have to be made soon. Already,
the collection was too large for Fox to simply resume control of, a point which put
Fox in a somewhat awkward bargaining position. Then, too, there was the equally
pressing question of a centre for anthropological studies, something which was
becoming increasingly important to Fox at the time. Finally, there was the continuing
issue of international competition. Already, major state collections had been formed
in Holland, France, Denmark and Germany. Furthermore, many of those, including
that of Leipzig's Museum fur Vokerkunde, itself based on Gustav Klemm's well-
known archaeological and ethnographical collection, were organized along lines
directly comparable to that of Fox's”. More recently, A.B. Meyer of the Dresden
Anthropological Museum had written to Fox, complimenting his work, implying at
the same time that the Dresden scheme was based, at least in part, on that offered by
Fox through his exhibit at South Kensington’'. That Fox's collection was failing to
gain the same recognition at home was obviously something of a sore point with him.

While the place of his collection in an international context was obviously important
to Fox, the most significant development, in terms of ethnological museums, was not
that represented by the well-known German collections, but recent advances made in
America, a nation which up to that period had shown remarkably little interest in the
establishment of a national collection. In America's case, it was the Smithsonian
Institution in Washington which set the trend of development. First founded in 1857,
in the words of Smithson's bequest, 'for the increase and diffusion of knowledge
among men', the Institution's view of itself as a storehouse of materials had suddenly
taken on more ambitious proportions during the late 1870s, in large part as a result of
the Centennial Exhibition in Philadelphia®. Through the efforts of Spencer F. Baird
(1823-1897), then the Institution's Assistant Secretary, the Smithsonian had managed
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to acquire nearly all of the ethnographical and prehistoric exhibitions on display at the
Exhibition and, in turn, had established those as a core of the new National Museum,
itself a department of the Smithsonian. A new building to house the collection was
begun in 1879, and finished two years later. The important point of the Smithsonian's
effort, however, was not the size of its collections—in fact far smaller than those
either of the British Museum or its German and French counterparts —but the
Institution's newly defined programme for them. The new museum, as a pamphlet
published in 1879 pointed out, was to have a threefold function. Firstly, it was to be a
‘museum of record, in which are preserved the material foundations of an enormous
amount of scientific knowledge'. Secondly, it was to be a 'museum of research', with,
as the pamphlet emphasized, a staff to fulfill that requirement. Finally, it was to be 'an
educational museum of the broadest type', including in its programme not only
illustrative displays and descriptive labels, but popular publications and information
sheets as well. It was an ambitious effort and one obviously admired by Fox, as he
admitted to Franks™.

Another feature of America's new national museum which was of interest to Fox was
its provision for specialist access to the collections and the formation of an
independent research institution, known as the Bureau of American Ethnology. The
brainchild of John Wesley Powell (1834-1902), William Holmes (1846-1933), Otis
Mason (1838-1908) and James Owen Dorsey (1848-1895), as well as other
pioneering American ethnologists, the Bureau had been founded in 1879, as a direct
offshoot of the Smithsonian's collections. Actual responsibility for its formation had
rested with Powell, a veteran of the U. S. Geological Survey and a long-time collector
of North American Indian artefacts’. An index to the Smithsonian's anthropological
publications (the first of which could be said to have dated back to the Smithsonian's
first 'Contributions to Knowledge', Squire and Davis's American Mound Monuments
of the Mississippi Valley of 1848) was provided in 1879%. By the time the National
museum officially opened in 1881, organized research was being undertaken in the
fields of archaeology, language, religious practices and technologies of native
peoples. Lewis Henry Morgan's well-known questionnaire on kinship terms,
published by the Institution as Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity of the Human
Family was accepted as a project beginning in 1866°. Material studies had followed a
similar course. Distribution maps were prepared, archaeological specimens and
ethnographical pieces were displayed and labelled along the modern lines and, for the
first time anywhere, systematic comparisons were made with an ultimate view of
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reconstructing the cultural history of the continent. The whale effect was something
obviously very close to Fox's own aims, and it must have been disappointing for him
to see Britain's own efforts flag by comparison. His final decision to part with his
collection and establish something along more permanent lines was clearly made in
the light of such a contrast.

4. Inheritance of Rushmore

While events and developments elsewhere were obviously having their impact on
Fox's ideas, there were a number of personal reasons affecting his decision to give up
his collection as well. Most important was a change of status. In the early part of 1880
Fox was suddenly, and apparently unexpectedly, the beneficiary of a major
inheritance, the property belonging to his cousin Horace, the Sixth Lord Rivers. The
reasons for his good fortune are complex, but in the end it rested on a single phrase in
the will of his great uncle George, the Second Baron Rivers (1751-1828): 'It being my
will and intention that my own estates and the estates of the late Lord Bingley shall
never rest in or belong to the same person so long as there shall be two sons of my
said sister Marcia Fox or any issue male of such two sons in esse at the time... “7 Fox,
of course, was one of the 'issue' of the two sons and hence was entitled to the estate.
Still, it was an extraordinary stroke of luck. Marcia's older sister Louisa had produced
a son, and then a grandson who, in turn, had been the father of twelve children of his
own. None of the male heirs survived, however, and indeed poor health seems to have
run in the family. Lord Stanley, visiting Lord Rivers during the late 1850s,
commented that he 'saw the eldest son carried out by a servant and put into a carriage
he cannot walk at all and [as he predicted correctly] is not likely to live’**. The second
son fared little better and died leaving no sons of his own. Finally, Horace, the last
son, had no children at all”’. Fox could not have helped but have been aware of the
family's unfortunate circumstances, but whether he was fully cognizant of the
contents of his great uncle's will at the same time remains less certain. His hint long
before that he would have relished a chance to excavate on the estate suggests that the

thought may have entered his mind, but only in the most general way'”.

Fox's inheritance would alter his way of life, and that of his family, almost entirely.
The first step was the addition of a new surname, as required by the terms of his great
uncle's will. On 4 June 1880, the London Gazette published the announcement of
Fox's Royal License to 'take and use the surname Pitt-Rivers in addition to and after
that of Fox and bear the arms of Pitt quartering in the first quarter with those of
Fox..."°". Subsequently, his children took on the name Fox Pitt, or in the case of his
children and later grandchildren Fox Pitt-Rivers (or Fox-Pitt-Rivers), a name which
has been carried down to his successors today.

But if the change of name was important, the change of fortune was even more so. In
all, the inheritance carried with it a control of a number of properties, including a vast

7 Will of George, 2nd Lord Rivers, DCRO, D396/97.

% Lord Edward, Letter to Lady Henrietta Maria Stanley, 24 Nov 1858, Mitford, Stanleys, pp.
191-92.

% Burke's Peerage. The sequence is discussed in detail in Gray, Index.

1% See above, pp. 118-24.

%" ondon Gazette, 4 Jun 1880.



estate totalling nearly 30,000 acres, known as Cranborne Chase, in the rich
agricultural land of Dorset and Wiltshire and in fact straddling both counties. The
total income from his properties exceeded £20,000, and prior to the agricultural
depression of the seventies had actually topped £30,000'”. The Stanleys, in contrast,
realized a mere £10,000 per annum. It also meant a change of town house, with Fox
exchanging his relatively modest house at Penrhyn Gardens for an impressive
mansion in what might be termed a Franco-Italo style, located at No. 4 Grosvenor
Gardens, just behind Buckingham Palace. As Thompson has suggested, nothing better
illustrates Fox's overall change in fortune than this move from Earls Court to

Belgravia'”.

Fox's family by that period was nearly grown. His eldest son, Alexander Edward, had
finished his education and was dabbling in an artistic career. The second son, St.
George, had just completed his studies at King's College, London, and was about to
begin his short-lived political life; following in the Stanley tradition he was very
much in the advanced 'liberal' mould, a factor which eventually led to his father's
partial disinheritance. Pitt Rivers' third son, William, was less of a disappointment,
and after Charterhouse, he had taken a commission in the Grenadier Guards. In 1879,
he was just back from the Zulu Wars, bringing with him, it would appear, a number of
souvenirs for his father's collection'®. The other sons were still in school, with the
exception of the youngest, Arthur Algernon, who was already showing signs of the

tuberculosis to which he would succumb in a few years'®”.

His daughters were also reaching maturity. Ursula, the eldest, was married in January
1880, to the son of Major General William Henry Scott, whose wife was a Stanley
cousin. The younger sisters, Agnes and Alice had both 'come out' and were both also
soon to be married; Agnes to a local Baronet named Sir William [sic, actually Walter]
John Grove, Alice to her father's long-time friend, Sir John Lubbock'®. The whole
arrangement obviously had, from Pitt Rivers' point of view, an air of settled
contentment.

Alice, in the meantime, had finally come into her own. Up to now she had contented
herself with the relatively stringent financial conditions of a professional soldier's
wife. Although by contemporary standards, the couple's income was relatively high,
particularly after the inheritance of his mother's estate in 1874, the family,
nonetheless, had been restricted in its finances from the very first. With the
inheritance, circumstances changed profoundly, and for several years Alice was
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Dorset County Record Office, DCRO.
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involved in redecorating Rushmore, the family seat, and their new London home in a
combination of the latest in 'artistic' fashions and a more traditional Ttalianate'""’. For
the first time, too, both Pitt Rivers and his wife managed to work together, Pitt Rivers
supervising the exterior work; Alice, the interior refurnishing. As a result a general
peace prevailed, and despite the occasional bouts of temper, both settled into their
new and elevated world'*.

In terms of his professional life, Fox's new circumstances had an impact upon the way
in which he perceived his function in the scientific community, particularly the
anthropological community with which he was most closely connected. For one, it
provided him with a new sense of identity, one emphasized by his change of name.
Also, as an important landowner, he was in a better position to work on behalf of
Lubbock's still stagnating Ancient Monuments Bill; the possibility of an inspectorship
must also have seemed within his grasp. Finally, he was in a better position to finance
various enterprises of his own, and, with his new estate at Cranborne Chase, he was in
a particularly good position to carry out his work at close hand.

His wealth was of most immediate interest for his archaeological work. For the first
time, he did not have to seek out colleagues or occasional paid labourers for his
excavations; he now had 30, and sometimes more, full-time labourers at hand. Most
of those were agricultural workers on his estate, and, as a result, most of the actual
field work began only in the autumn when the harvest was through. They were paid
usually 14 shillings a week plus an allowance for beer, or slightly above the average
agricultural wage'”. The arrangement, therefore, worked out well for both. In addition
to field work, his estate workers were employed making models either of wood or
plaster, cleaning and restoring excavated materials and generally carrying out the
more tiresome aspects of the work. At the same time, he employed a full-time
assistant to supervise field operations, and to record the results when he was not on
hand. Also, he had the means by which to pay for the costly illustrated publications
required to record the work''’. It is little wonder, therefore, that his interests should
have turned increasingly toward excavation, even if, as we have seen, his
reorientation in many aspects preceded his change of fortune.

Another aspect of Pitt Rivers' wealth concerned his collection. For the first time he
had the means to purchase in an unrestricted way, and he soon added a number of
pieces to the collection, mostly through dealers. He also now had a more ambitious
view of its possibilities. Only a few weeks after receiving notice of his inheritance, he
let Richard Thompson at South Kensington know that he would 'extend much more
rapidly than hitherto the Ethnographical collection now exhibited at South
Kensington'. He was also anxious, as he explained, to provide for a more permanent

"7SSW, PRP, B402-60. The many purchases of the period are well documented.
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kind of foundation. Reflective of his change of status, he stated conditions with
greater authority as well: 'I shall want nearly double the space at once, and if my
intentions are fulfilled, more room will be required immediately''''. He also offered to
pay the costs of an officer or curator assigned to supervise the installation of new
materials and explain the series to visitors, that is if the Council on Education (the
body overseeing the educational work at the South Kensington Museum) conceded to
his other demands. However oddly stated, it was the first formal indication that Pitt-
Rivers was actually contemplating a gift either to the Museum or to the government,
whichever was willing to accept the responsibility.

As aresult of his proposal, steps were taken almost at once. The first move rested
with the Lords of the Committee of the Council on Education. The Council, in turn,
appointed a special committee to formally consider the offer. Richard Thompson and
Norman MacLeod of the Museum's Science and Art Department were no doubt asked
for their own recommendations''. Their first choice was John Lubbock, and shortly
afterward Lubbock was appointed chairman. Other members included J.F.D.
Donnelly, Huxley and Philip Cunliffe Owen, the latter of whom Fox had worked with
on provisions for the collection when it was still at Bethnal Green. The last two
members were Edward Poynter (1836-1919), the well-known art critic and instructor
at South Kensington, and George Rolleston, Pitt Rivers' long-time friend. John
Fergusson, the architect and critic, had been proposed by MacLeod, but for some
reason was dropped in favour of Franks'"’. The decision, however, appears to have
been a strategic one and may have been influenced by Pitt Rivers' own wishes.

Nothing remains of any possible exchange on Pitt Rivers' part with Lubbock or
Rolleston, but a letter to Franks of 27 June 1880, gives an indication of the course of
the proceedings''*. It was obviously not their first communication over the matter and,
indeed, there is much to suggest that Pitt Rivers had spoken at great length to Franks
prior to his offer. Moreover, there was a hint that Franks was already disappointed
that Pitt Rivers' choice had not fallen on the British Museum, and he explained that he
was prepared to oppose the establishment of a second collection at South Kensington,
expressly on the grounds that it would compete with Bloomsbury. Pitt Rivers was
evidently intent to prove him wrong. His decision, he explained, had been largely one
of convenience. Furthermore, his own collection with its emphasis on 'continuity’',
addressed a more general educational purpose.

So far from its being antagonistic to the B.M. it will be a most
useful adjunct. The very wealth of the nation's collections
precludes the possibility of their being arranged in
subordination to educational purposes. As a means of
education to the public the B.M. is useless. I shall supply that

" Fox, Letter to Richard Thompson, South Kensington Museum, 14 Apr 1880, SSW, PRP,
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want. If you could give me the space I require with a life
interest in the management of it I should be very glad but you
cannot, and South Kensington can.

His terms, he emphasized, were final ones, and, as he implied, from his present
position, he could well afford to hold to them:

If I cannot get more space at South Kensington to enable me to
develop my museum on the plan I had developed hitherto the
course I shall take will be this. I shall build a museum in or
close to London about the size of the room I have at present.
Keep the bulk of the collection in trays & drawers & exhibit
only a few things in cases but I shall not have space available
to continue the series and I shall make the museum valuable in
other ways. I shall become a collector of ethnographical gems
and when I die, I shall have received no encouragement to
leave anything to the nation. If the nation will not accept my
offer now on account of a [illeg.] rivalry between the two
departments I shall take good care it never gets anything from
me. Science is cosmopolitan and I had rather leave everything
to the United States. Meanwhile I am waiting for the decision
of the authorities ... I hope you will change your mind and
support my plans. It is clearly the best thing you can do under

the circumstances'".

Within a few days, the beginnings of a compromise had begun to take shape. The
main responsibility for its details rested with Franks, who informed Pitt Rivers of the
proposal privately. The main point of the proposed agreement was that the collection
would remain at South Kensington but that it should be under the control of Franks'
department. With Franks now officially on the committee, the chances of acceptance
of the scheme seemed favourable as well. Writing to Franks at the beginning of July,
Pitt Rivers explained:

I am very glad you are going to be on the committee. There are
one or two other points I might as well mention. I see there is a
suggestion that my museum, remaining at South Kensington,
should be attached to the British Museum rather than the
Science and Art department. Of course to me it is a matter of
indifference what the department is called [as long as all of]
the conditions remain the same. I should prefer the B.M. [in
thinking that?] it should be associated with officers who have a
thorough scientific knowledge of the subject whereas South
Kensington is more aesthetic than scientific. I have
experienced the inconvenience of this and have expressed it.
On the other hand will the British Museum adapt itself to the
peculiar conditions and accept the museum subject to my
having the control of it during my lifetime. I consider this a
sine qua non. I would not be possible to carry out my views in

' Ibid.



any other way. My object is, more space with a view to
increasing the collection, and as the accumulations will be
made with a view to a special arrangement in so far as the
arrangement of the objects is concerned must be in my hands.
Moreover, the advantage I have over all Government
Institutions is that, having one head, I can do as I please....I

should not think of giving up that advantage''.

Pitt Rivers was, nonetheless, at least partially aware of the difficulties and admitted to
them. He also realized that there were limits to what he could expect.

I should not propose in leaving my collection to the Nation at
my death to make any special stipulations. If my system were
accepted by men of science, it would be continued. If it were
not, there would be no object in continuing it. Moreover, views
become so much changed as knowledge accumulates that it
would be mischievous to hamper the future with ideas of the

present'"’.

Soon afterward, in response to a formal request by Thompson—and apparently a short
note from Lubbock —an official statement of the requirements of the bequest was
drafted, and on 21 July, the latter was presented to the committee. The conditions
were as follows. First, no part of the collection was to be sold during Pitt Rivers'
lifetime. However, during the same period, he would be free to add to it or subtract
from it at will, providing the elements for new series or making suggestions for the
rearrangement of other ones as he saw fit. The government, for its part, was to be
required to provide gallery space, cabinets and screens and would accept the full
responsibility for the safety and maintenance of the collection as well as any
incidental costs such as labels, guide books and the like. In terms of its details, the
conditions became more contradictory. Specimens were to become government
property, but only after six months, and even then Pitt Rivers was to have the power
to remove objects from the collections, if he found them 'useless for the purposes of
the collection'. At the same time, Pitt Rivers' insisted that 'no object could be loaned
from the collection without his permission', that repairs had to be undertaken at the
government expense and that both insurance and what he described as 'police
supervision' must also be paid for by the government. His proposed scientific
profession had been 'reduced to a mere 'curator', whose duties, it would appear, were
to be more custodial than curatorial. The latter, however, would be paid a salary, at
least during Pitt Rivers' lifetime, and the British Museum or South Kensington were

to be allowed to make the selection''®.

It is a measure of Pitt Rivers' confidence in the importance of his collection and his
offer that the terms should have been such unfavourable ones, from the government
and Council on Education's standpoint. Understandably the Council found the
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demands unrealistic and were obviously skeptical from the first. The committee
established to consider the offer, on the other hand, was enthusiastic and reported
toward the end of the year that its members were 'unanimously of the opinion that the
collection offered to the Government, under the conditions stated ... is of great value
and interest'. Their only reservation was that the total number of specimens accepted
should be limited to those required for the 'efficient illustration of the principles upon
which it has been formed', suggesting at the same time the present space allotted to
the collection, as a result, would probably be adequate for its future needs'".
Rolleston, out of loyalty for his long-time friend, even differed on that point,
suggesting that the collection be allowed to extend indefinitely and along the lines
suggested by Pitt Rivers. The impression is that neither Rolleston nor the committee
members could have recommended otherwise, given their long-time association with
the donor. It was, in effect, a preordained decision.

The Council, in the meantime, was slow in forming their official response, and their
decision was not made public until June of the following year. Their findings were
reported by F.R. Sandford, the Council's Secretary:

I am directed by the Lords of the Committee of Council on
Education to acquaint you that their Lordships have had under
consideration the report of the Committee appointed to advise
them in reference to the liberal proposal you have made in
regard your Ethnological Collection now being exhibited in the
Galleries belonging to the Commissioners of the Exhibition of
1851 on the western side of the Horticultural Gardens.

The report in question proves the value and interesting nature
of the collection, and recommends that it should become the
property of the nation.

Their Lordships while accepting the conclusions to which the
Committee have arrived, are however compelled, for the
following reasons, to decide that it is not possible for them to
accept the collection for permanent exhibition in connection
with the Department of Science and Art.

In the first place, the space which the collection at present
occupies has to be relinquished by the Department, and there is
no other space at their Lordships' disposal, or likely to be
provided elsewhere, in which the collection could be placed.

It is however chiefly on other grounds than want of space that
my Lords have felt it incumbent on them to decline custody of
the collection. Ethnology is not now represented in the
collections of the South Kensington Museum, and it is
undesirable to commence a collection with special reference to
this branch of science while there is in another national

"% “Report of the Committee appointed by the Lords of the Committee of Council on
Education'.



establishment, the British Museum, a large collection of a
similar kind.

It has been represented to their Lordships that your collection
is arranged in a different system than that adopted at the
British Museum, and as showing the development of form and
shape, it would constitute an appropriate part of a museum like
that at South Kensington, which is intimately connected with
education in General and Industrial Art. Admitting to some
extent the force of this argument it nevertheless appears to my
Lords that your collection, if the Trustees of the British
Museum should be willing and able to accept it, would not in
any way interfere with that already contained in that Museum,
but, on the contrary would increase the interest of Ethnological
specimens which it now possesses.

My Lords feel strongly the inexpediency of national museums
competing against each other, and wish that, so far as possible,
a distinct line should be drawn between the collection at South
Kensington and those at the British Museum. Each should be
made as perfect as possible, but should occupy different
grounds. My Lords must add a few words as to the question of
expense. Although you have liberally proposed to keep up the
collection mainly at your own charge during your lifetime, the
whole cost of the maintenance would eventually devolve on
the department which accepts your offer. This might lead to
heavy expenditure for a curator, attendants, further purchases,
cases, &c., and the collection would require an amount of
space not only large in itself, but out of proportion to that
which they can ever hope to be able to set aside for other
branches of science of more immediate practical and
educational use. The expenditure would be exceptionally large
at the South Kensington Museum, where there is at present no
one connected with Ethnological Science on the establishment;
and after you had relinquished the management it would be
necessary to secure the services of a gentleman with special
qualifications for the care of this valuable collection.

My Lords thoroughly appreciate the liberality and public spirit
which have prompted you to make the offer, whilst they regret
that they are unable to take advantage of it on behalf of the

Department of Science and Art'”.

Fox was understandably taken aback by the Council's decision'”', but it was hardly

surprising that the Lords of the Committee should have responded as they did. First of
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all, as they had explained, there was the matter of the expense involved, a public
expense for what was still essentially a private collection. Then, too, there was the
problem of competition with the British Museum. Since, of course, Pitt Rivers himself
had described his own collection as an 'Ethnological' one it was difficult for them at
that time to redefine it as one involving merely 'education in General and Industrial
Art'. Even Pitt Rivers had stressed that South Kensington's interests were more
‘aesthetic' than 'scientific', as he had explained in his letter to Franks. His attempt
suddenly, to restate his own aims, for purposes of the gift, were simply unconvincing
to everyone involved.

5. Pitt Rivers' Retreat to Rushmore

If Pitt Rivers was disappointed over the rejection of his offer, there was little time for
him to dwell on it. Because of his inheritance and his new responsibilities there were
numerous financial considerations, as well as legal matters, to tend to. There were
also arrangements to be made for the management of his estates. Farm properties had
to be maintained, new additions had to be made to his house and refurnishings had to
be planned and negotiated. Although there was no village associated with Rushmore,
as there might have been had it been a manorial seat, Pitt Rivers also still had to act
the part of the local squire'**. There were two livings for churchmen under his charge
and those had to be filled and seen to'>. Also, there were forty agricultural laborers
and their families for which he had responsibility. Overall, it was a demanding job, if
taken seriously, as Pitt Rivers no doubt took it. As a result, he was finding himself
increasingly preoccupied with the problems his inheritance brought with it. In short,
Rushmore and the estate at Cranborne Chase were making demands upon him in their
own right, and even if he had not been disappointed, both through his failure to be
appointed to some scientific Or other honorary position or through the refusal of the
South Kensington authorities to accept his collection, he was compelled to redirect his
attentions there.

The history of the Cranborne Chase estate, to which Pitt Rivers was to devote most of
his time and energy over the next twenty years, is a complex one. At one time it was
part of the Honour of Gloucester, descending to King John through his marriage to
Isabel, the daughter of William the Earl of Gloucester. It is probable that King John
had visited the area several times on hunting expeditions. He also apparently built the
core of a manor house at Cranborne to use as a lodge'**. The property belonging to
Pitt Rivers, known as King John's House in nearby Tollard Royal, obliquely reflects
that traditional association, but in fact dates from a later period'”. The Chase itself
had been used as a royal hunting preserve for many years, and even into the
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nineteenth century a herd of some 2,000 deer was still pastured there. The whole was
overseen by a steward, with a complement of foresters and woodwards. And the
various lodges on the grounds had originally been provided for them for their use'*.
When the estate was granted to Lord Rivers in the eighteenth century, the lodges were
turned over to the keepers in his employ. Lord Rivers appropriated the site of one of
those, Rushmore Lodge, to build a relatively stark and unprepossessing mansion in
the then current Adamesque style. Now the site of Sandroyd School, the building
preserves much of its original appearance, the major changes being those introduced
by Pitt Rivers himself, such as a major extension at the rear undertaken by the
architect Philip Webb, and the small Temple of Vesta, built in 1890 to commemorate

the birth of his eldest son's first son'?’.

The estate's unusual history provided it with additional interest from an
archaeological point of view. Unlike the heavily farmed areas surrounding it, the
terrain had been left relatively undisturbed for many centuries, and, as a result, many
field remains and monuments had been left untouched. Also, there was an unusual
variety of sites. Within a short walk or ride of Rushmore were examples of long and
round barrows, Iron Age hill forts, the remains of what is generally accepted as the
Roman Imperial estate, as well as other defensive works, a Roman road and the
buried remains of several villages, both Romano-British and Medieval. There were
also several more recent sites, including an Anglo-Saxon cemetery as well as the
thirteenth century remains of King John's house, itself the subject of one of Pitt
Rivers' later monographs'*®. It was, in short, an ideal property for someone like Pitt
Rivers. Long understanding its interest, he soon began to treat it as a private
laboratory for his own work.

Work began almost as soon as he took up tenancy, and by the end of the summer of
1880, he had begun a series of excavations on several barrows actually within site of
the mansion. Both Greenwell and Rolleston were contacted, and Rolleston was able to
come down from Oxford to help out on the work and to conduct his usual analysis of
floral and faunal remains'?. The results were later recorded in the first two volumes
of his lavishly produced Excavations in Cranborne Chase of 1887 and 1888'*.

In the early part of 1881, Pitt Rivers took a break from his work at Rushmore and
made a short trip to Egypt, the source of so much archaeological interest earlier in the
century. Organized very much in the Cook tradition—and in fact part of a Cook
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tour—the trip was viewed by Pitt Rivers as a chance to test his archaeological
acumen, and he clearly saw himself, as his later records suggest, as following in the
steps of early Egyptologists such as Henry Salt and Mariette Bey'”'. A single chance
discovery helped him maintain that self image. During the usual voyage up the Nile to
Carnac, he came upon a number of flint implements scattered in situ in the gravel
banks. Abandoning the conventional voyage, he spent the next few days on the site. In
Pitt Rivers' estimation, it was the first discovery of such a kind that had been
recorded'*. He was careful to ask a fellow traveller to act as his witness to the event.
Later the subject of a dispute at the predominantly Christian Victoria Institute, the
discovery was something Pitt Rivers took considerable pride in, and, in later years, he
ranked it among his major accomplishments'*’. That such a small, chance discovery
should have ranked in his own mind along with his far more considerable
accomplishments in England again suggests something of the early importance of the
Middle Eastern archaeological tradition in the formation of his image of what an
archaeologist should be.

Pitt Rivers' trip to Egypt in 1881 was to be his last. Health factors were probably the
main reason for his remaining home bound, and indeed, one of the reasons Pitt Rivers
later gave for his retirement to the relative seclusion to Rushmore was his failing
health. His main problem was sugar diabetes, a condition which was only diagnosed
around that time. From 1880, therefore, until the end of his life he was forced to keep
a fairly careful watch on his diet and daily routine'**. Still, he managed to stay
surprisingly active. Immediately upon his return from Egypt, he wrote up a
description of his discoveries there for a British Association meeting to be held that
summer at York. His other major paper that year, a description of his other
excavations at the Ambresbury Banks, had apparently been prepared sometime
before; a longer account appeared soon afterward in the Transactions of the Epping
Forest and County Essex Natural History Club. He also prepared a short note on the
use of fire in canoe-making for the Anthropological Institute and another on Dane's
Dyke, Flamborough, for the archaeological community'*. Still, nothing was done in

P! Pitt-Rivers account, in which he often compared his work with that of Mariette-Bay was
given several times in several forms, 'Discovery of Flint Instruments'; 'Discovery of Chert
Implements'; 'Anniversary Address to the Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and
Ireland', JAL 2 (1882), 495-96; Cranborne Chase I, p.xiii; 'Presidential Address, Dorchester,
1897'. See also SSW, PRP, P74-75.

1% Cranborne Chase I, p. xiii.

"? Pitt-Rivers 'Presidential Address Dorchester', pp. 313-15. His witness was J.F. Campbell, a
fellow tourist and a geologist from Islay. Pitt-Rivers' opponent was J.W. Dawson of Owen's
College Manchester. J.W. Dawson, 'Note on Teeth and Bones, and on Flint Implements',
Journ. of the Trans. of the Victoria Inst., 18 (1885), 300-12. See also his earlier 'Letter from
Owens College', Journ. of the Trans. of the Victoria Inst., 15 (1882).

1% 'Presidential Address, Dorchester', 319. In a letter to Herbert Spencer of 2 Aug 1895, he
complained of having experienced the 'same ailment' for the last 13 years', see PRP, M1-23.
Letters from medical advisers, SSW, PRP.

%> Pitt-Rivers, 'Discovery of Flint Implements'; 'On Excavations in a Camp called
Ambresbury Banks in Epping Forrest', RBAAS, 1881, p. 697, also Trans. Epping Forrest and
Co. Essex Field Club, 2 (1881), 55-68; 'Letter on the employment of fire in Canoe-making';
JAI, 11, (1882),290-91; 'Excavating Dane's Dyke'. He also prepared a note 'On the death of
Professor Rolleston', JAI, 11 (1882),312-13.




the field that spring or summer, and it can be assumed that his poor health continued
to have some part in his choice of activities.

His increasing absence from Society work may have been a reflection of his ill-health
as well. Despite the fact that he had been elected for a second term as President of the
Anthropological Institute, he only rarely appeared at meetings and was absent entirely
during the spring and summer of 1881"*. The same was true at the Society of
Antiquaries and the Archaeological Institute, where he stopped attending almost
completely'”’. Increasingly, then, it was Rushmore which absorbed his interest, if only
because it was near at hand.

By autumn his condition had apparently improved sufficiently for him to resume a
more active life, and in late September or early October he began the first of his full-
scale excavations on the Chase. The subject was an Iron Age hill fort, known as
Winkelbury Camp, and again located a short distance from Rushmore Lodge, well
within the boundaries of Pitt Rivers' own property. Overall, it was not appreciably
different from forts encountered earlier in Sussex, and he approached the job in much
the same way. Again, cross sections were made and flint chips and sherds were used
to assign an approximate date. Further examination of nearby barrows helped
substantiate his findings, as did a later Anglo-Saxon cemetery transecting a portion of
the site'".

The exercise at Winkelbury lasted until nearly the end of February. It was obviously a
successful venture and one which gave Pitt Rivers a certain amount of satisfaction,
but still, much of the self-evident pleasure of his earlier work was absent. For one, he
was now entirely on his own. Greenwell again had been unable to join him, and other
archaeologists and anthropologists had apparently shown no interest in making the
trip down, as they might have a few years before. His closest friend Rolleston had
died suddenly and unexpectedly the previous summer just before Winkelbury was
getting under way'*’. While there were others to do the analysis, Rolleston's absence
obviously had an important effect upon Pitt Rivers' attitudes toward his work. At the
same time, he was feeling increasingly estranged from metropolitan based societies
and, no doubt, was concerned that his own line of work was being neglected. If, then,
it was the beginning of a new period for Pitt Rivers, it was also the end of an old one.

6. Negotiations with Oxford

Throughout 1880 and 1881 the question of his collection had remained unanswered.
He continued to add to it throughout the negotiation period with South Kensington,

136 RALI, Council Minutes, Anthrop. Inst.
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Minutes, Al.

138 Pitt-Rivers, Cranborne Chase I, p. 3; Cranborne Chase II, pp. xiii-xv, 233-59; 'Address to
the Antiquarian Section at the Annual Meeting of the Institute, held at Lewes,' AJ, 41 (1883),
76. No records of his Cranborne Chase series survive among his papers.
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presumably in part as a show of his goodwill. Between March and May of 1881, or
just before his collection was formally rejected, he presented nearly a thousand new
items. After rejection, however, the number of loans were cut back, and between June
and September there were less than fifty separate objects placed on loan'*. His series
on locks and keys was also removed during July, but was returned soon afterwards;

presumably the pieces needed for the monograph he was then preparing'*'.

Most of the new materials were purchased from London dealers or were obtained
through long-time contacts, such as Thomas Hutchinson or J.G. Wood. Other pieces
resulted directly from his excavations. Those from Caesar's Camp in Folkestone were
given in April 1881, or just after his return from Egypt. As to materials unearthed at
Cranborne Chase, however, he assumed a different attitude, and everything resulting
from his excavation of the barrows at Rushmore and the camp at Winkelbury
remained at Rushmore, where plans were already under way for a new, and more

modest, museum of his own'*.

Nonetheless, his as yet unrealized plans for his new museum did not solve the
problem of the collection at South Kensington. By the end of the year the authorities
there were becoming impatient as well, and when Pitt Rivers submitted a few small
items in the autumn of 1881, he was promptly informed that the museum would no
longer accept any materials from him on loan, indicating at the same time that new

arrangements were going to have to be made soon'*.

For Fox, South Kensington's attitude posed something of a dilemma. While the
possibility of a private museum had been considered, as he had indicated to Franks,
he was obviously reluctant to commit himself to such a course'**. The expense alone,
as he must have realised, would have precluded such a solution. Also, there were the
new demands of the estate at Rushmore and his ill health to be taken into account.
The possibility of setting the museum up at Rushmore was evidently considered, but,
of course, such a move would have defeated Pitt Rivers' main purpose —to make his
museum a centre for scholarly and public interest. The museum later founded there
was of a totally different character, devoted largely to materials found on the estate
and to examples of local agricultural implements and handicrafts, not to
ethnographical materials, although those too were represented'®. If, however, his
more comprehensive anthropological collection had been housed there, there was a
real chance that it would have been simply forgotten.

His hope, then, was that some more satisfactory possibility would somehow present
itself. His most logical choice was obviously one of the universities, as many before

““SSW, PRP, P116.

141 pitt-Rivers, Development and Distribution of Primitive Locks and Keys. Also PRP, P116.
'¥2 PRP, P116; Cranborne Chase I, p. xvii.

143 G.F. Duncombe, Letter to Pitt-Rivers, 14 Dec 1881, SSW, PRP, P131. His last transfers
had been of Egyptian materials collected during his trip of the previous spring. SSW, PRP,
P116. He would continue sending objects to South Kensington until July 1884.

'* See above, pp. 445-54.

' Pitt-Rivers obviously never intended for his Rushmore-Tollard Royal collection to
compete with that of Oxford. See Cranborne Chase I p. xvii; "Typological Museums', pp. 115-
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him had realised. Oxford, Cambridge and Edinburgh had long accepted private
collections such as Pitt Rivers'. Indeed, the first recognisable public museum,
Oxford's Ashmolean, was the result of the gift of an individual donor, Elias Ashmole,
who two hundred years before had presented his assortment of natural and ancient
curiosities’ to the University with the understanding that the University would build 'a
house' for them'*. Other similar bequests, sometimes linked to individual donors and
sometimes presented anonymously, had further expanded the collection in later years,
as had similar bequests to Cambridge and other universities including Edinburgh in
particular'®’. Both Oxford and Cambridge, moreover, had received major gifts of both
archaeological and ethnographical materials. Oxford could claim Sir Richard Colt
Hoare's well-known collection from Wiltshire, among its archaeological treasures,
and a number of Cook-related materials, presented by Johann Reinhold and George
Forster around 1777, among its ethnographical collections'**. Cambridge had the
Disney collection from Greece and an assortment of ethnographical objects gathered

over the years'"’.

In either case, then, Pitt Rivers' collection, despite its vast size, would simply have
conformed closely to the expected pattern. From his point of view, however, that was
precisely one of the problems. It was true that he needed a place in which to house his
collection, but at the same time it was important to him that the integrity and method
of arrangement be maintained. Other collections, of course, had been allowed to

"¢ Anthony Wood, The Life and Times of Anthony Wood, Antiquarian of Oxford, 1632-
1695, ed. by Andrew Clarke (Oxford: The Clarendon Press for the Oxford Historical Society,
1892), I1, 391. For additional on the original Ashmolean's foundation, see Allen, The
Tradescants, pp. 210-20; Murray, I, 107-10. Also, see John Shute Duncan, 'Introduction to the
Catalogue of the Ashmolean Museum (Oxford: Ashmolean Museum, 1836), pp. v-viii and
John Henry Parker, The History of the Ashmolean Museum (Oxford: James Parker, 1870).
On the founder see Josten I, 252-76. Finally, the building is described in The Royal
Commission on Historical Monuments, An Inventory of the City of Oxford (London: HMSO,
1939), pp. 13-14; Charles Edward Mallet A History of Oxford (London: Methuen, 1424-27),
II, 435-36 and III, 498- 502.

7 On Oxford's earliest donation: Ashmolean, Catalogue, 1836; James Ingram, Memorials of
Oxford (Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1837) III, 10-16. On Cambridge, see F. A. Reeve,
Cambridge (London: B. T. Batsford, 1964), pp. 146-47; John Steegman, Cambridge: As it
Was and As it is Today (London: B.T. Batsford, 1949), pp. 92-95; and The Fitzwilliam
Museum (London: Trianon Press, 1958). The background on Edinburgh is provided in Anand
C. Chithis, 'The University of Edinburgh's Natural History Museum', Annals of Science, 26
(1970), 85-94. Other university based collections are described in Murray, I, 227-47.

%8 Ashmolean, Catalogue 1836; Ashmolean Museum, A List of Donations to the Antiquaries
and Ethnological Collections in the Ashmolean Museum (Oxford: The Ashmolean Museum,
1870). On Sir Richard Colt Hoare's collection see: John Henry Parker, A Hand Book for
Visitors to Oxford (Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1847) pp. 15-17; On the Cook materials see
George Forster, A Voyage Round the World in His Majesty's Sloop, Resolution, 2 vols
(London: B. White, J. Robinson, P. Elmsley and G. Robinson, 1777); W.M. Wade, Walks in
Oxford (Oxford: R. Pearson, 1817), II, 312-14; Pitt-Rivers Museum, From the Islands of the
South Seas 1773-4 (Oxford: The Pitt-Rivers Museum, n.d.). The Forster's (father and son)
also published a Catalogue which had been mislaid at the time of the Ashmolean's 1836
catalogue.

T H. Marsden, 'Introductory Address', AJ, 12 (1855), p. 6. Fitzwilliam Museum, pp. 8-12;
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and Ethnology, Cambridge', Ant. Journ., 5 (1925), 415-20




remain intact. Colt Hoare's collection at Oxford, for example, was displayed
separately in the Clarendon Building'”. But more often they were simply absorbed
into the general collection and reassigned to their special departments. Moreover, with
the exception of Ashmole's original Oxford gift, none could be said to form the
foundation of a new and separate discipline, as Pitt Rivers would have liked. New
departments and research schools based on museum collections had been established
over the years, but it was the universities that made the decision, not the donor
himself.

Pitt Rivers' aims were not unprecedented, however, and recent developments in
America, in particular, demonstrated how an institution such as that envisioned by Pitt
Rivers might be established. The main figure in America's case was George Peabody
(1795-1869), the well-known American born, but British based, financier and
philanthropist whose efforts in London had resulted in the foundation and
establishment of the Peabody Dwellings and other charitable concerns. As an amateur
archaeologist, Peabody shared many of Pitt Rivers' ambitions, and, as early as 1866,
he had helped provide an institutional base for the subject through the donation to
Harvard of his extensive personal collection, mostly of North American Indian
remains. Again, as with Pitt Rivers, he insisted that the museum be maintained
separately and that a full-time instructor and curator be appointed to watch over it and
provide tuition to interested students. The only difference was that Peabody was
willing to provide both the building and an endowment to cover the instructor's
salary''. Pitt Rivers, in turn, would be less generous in his own offer to Oxford.

Interestingly, Oxford was not Pitt Rivers' first choice. The later Cambridge
anthropologist Alfred Haddon (1855-1940), in a single reference many years later
suggested that Pitt Rivers considered Cambridge, but had changed his mind for
uncertain reasons'>>. Haddon knew Pitt Rivers during the nineties, corresponding on
occasion, and it is likely that Haddon's remark had foundation in fact, but little more
is known of Pitt Rivers' choice. There were, of course, good reasons for picking
Cambridge. His friend Lubbock's connections were there, as were Franks'. Moreover,
Cambridge had already demonstrated at least the beginnings of a commitment to the
promotion of the study of British prehistory, largely through the Cambridge
Antiquarian Society; the latter had donated its own collection in 1880, and had
established a central gallery in the newly founded University Museum in 1881'%.
Nothing survives, however, among the Pitt Rivers papers of any correspondence on
the matter, and exchanges with the Baron Anatole von Hugel (1852-1925), the later
Curator of Ethnology and Archaeology, involved technical matters and contained no
hint that Pitt Rivers had once considered presenting his collection to those later under

%% Ingram, 111, 12.
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von Hugel's care'™. The fact, nonetheless, that Cambridge had taken steps to form an

archaeological museum must have acted as a final inducement to Pitt Rivers to make
some arrangements for his own collection before it was too late. Furthermore, the fact
that Cambridge had already begun to take steps of its own must have made his own
choice of Oxford even easier.

Toward the end of March 1882, Franks received a letter from Henry Moseley (1844-
1891), then Linacre Professor of Human and Comparative Anatomy at Oxford, that
Pitt Rivers, on the suggestion of J.O. Westwood, had finally offered his collection to
the University>. Westwood, who had been Hope Professor of Zoology since 1861,
was obviously someone for whom Pitt Rivers had a high regard. A long-time friend of
Pitt Rivers' uncle, Albert Way, Westwood was also considered the preeminent
authority on the derivation of ornamental design'*°. Pitt Rivers must have hoped that
Westwood’s presence would have at least a residual influence on actual provisions for
the collection once it was moved to Oxford, something which, in fact, never worked
out according to plan. Moseley, Franks' correspondent, was also acquainted with Pitt
Rivers, having been an active member of the Anthropological Institute since his return
from the three-year voyage as Chief Naturalist on the H.M.S. Challenger in 1877"".
Pitt Rivers had once praised a paper of Moseley's at the Institute for 'the evident
accuracy of the observations which the author has made upon these ... almost newly
discovered tribes"*®. And to return the compliment, Moseley had presented a number
of objects from his own collection, principally of Andamanese and other implements
from South Asia and the Pacific, to Pitt Rivers shortly afterward'”. That Moseley
would in the end be connected with the collection, therefore, was then another factor
in favour of Oxford. Moseley's own written protestation to Westwood that the credit
for attracting the collection was Westwood's suggests that he was aware of his own
influence on Pitt Rivers' decision as well'*.

Probably the deciding point in Pitt Rivers' choice, however, was the fact of his friend
George Rolleston's connection with the University. A fellow of Pembroke since 1851
and Linacre Professor of Anatomy and Physiology since 1860, Rolleston had been
closely involved in the establishment of scientific studies at the University, and during
the early 1850s, was one of the first lecturers at the new University Museum. He had
been close to Pitt Rivers since the late sixties and early seventies, advising him on
faunal remains and helping him on excavations on a number of occasions. His death
in the summer of 1881 was a shock to everyone; Pitt Rivers wrote his obituary for the
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Institute's Journal and contributed generously to the Rolleston Memorial Fund'®'. His
decision to leave his collection to Oxford, therefore, could be seen as a further gesture
to Rolleston's memory. That Moseley had inherited Rolleston's chair (or technically
speaking, a subdivision of it) only makes the point more evident.

Nonetheless, the matter of the collection's donation was far from settled, and it was up
to Moseley to persuade the University authorities to accept Pitt Rivers' offer. One of
Moseley's main reasons for approaching Franks at the time was on precisely that
point; he needed backing in his campaign on Pitt Rivers' behalf. Shortly afterwards,
E.B. Tylor and John Evans were also approached, and, together with Franks, each was
asked to provide a short statement of support to be read before the Hebdomodal
Council, the main University governing board, later that spring. As Moseley
explained to Franks: 'I think the collection would be a splendid gain to Oxford and
would do much [illeg.] in the way of letting light into the place and would draw well'.
Furthermore, as he continued, 'it would act as an introduction to all the other art
collections ... and would be of extreme value to students of anthropology in which
subject we hope all men to take degrees very shortly'®>. Anticipating the opposition of
some members of the Council, Moseley asked that both the collection and its
arrangement be represented as favourably as possible.

Franks, Evans and Tylor complied shortly afterward, offering their own justifications
for its acceptance. Franks was the least enthusiastic. "The collection is a very
instructive and valuable one', he explained: 'the system upon which it is arranged is
different from that I have adopted in arranging the national collection of ethnology,
but it seems to me very desirable that collections should be arranged on different
principles from each other, as each system brings out special points of information
and enables the student to see the various aspects of a subject '. Evans struck a similar
note, again offering as much an apology as a commendation. 'As a school for studying
development in form and in art it is unrivaled, and the mere fact of its peculiar
arrangement, with the view of illustrating development, does not at all distract from
the value of the Collection from an ethnological or anthropological point of view'.
Only Tylor, apparently already anticipating the possibility of a position, offered
unrestricted praise: 'Oxford would I think do a very important service to
Anthropology and History by taking and housing the Collection, which would not
only do its own work but would enhance the value of the Ashmolean [Museum] by

making it intelligible'*.

' Rolleston Memorial Fund, undated pamphlet among Westwood Papers. UM, WP. Pitt-
Rivers' effort on behalf of the fund is documented in PRP, M38. See also additional Rolleston
Papers, Zoology Department, University of Oxford.
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Benjamin Jowett, master of Balliol, Bartholomew Price, University professor of Natural
Philosophy, Henry George Liddel, Dean of Christ Church and Thomas Hill Green, Whyte's
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Armed with his letters of recommendation, and under a directive from Pitt Rivers,
Moseley made the offer to the University in late April 1882'%*. Pitt Rivers' own
conditions were similar to those offered the previous year to South Kensington. The
University, for its part, would be required to accept the collection as it presently stood
(including its arrangement), and Pitt Rivers would continue to have the final word
over its control until his death. The University would also be required to provide a
building and supply the necessary museum cabinets, cases and screens. The subject of
a stipend for a lecturer or curator, however, had apparently been dropped, as had Pitt
Rivers' earlier stipulation that he be allowed to borrow from the collection at will.
Otherwise, the University was free to do as it chose. As a further inducement to the
members of the University, copies of the Catalogue and offprints of an article in
Nature of 1880 describing the collection were placed in the Radcliffe Science Library

at the University Museum. Again Moseley was responsible for the arrangements'®.

Moseley's efforts were successful, and on 30 May 1882 the Vice-Chancellor of the
University, Evan Evans delivered the Council's opinion, "That the offer of Major-
General Pitt Rivers, F.R.S. to present his Anthropological Collection to the University
be accepted'. It was also suggested that arrangements should be made for its
management and maintenance and further suggested that an annex be appended to the
east end of the existing museum. Echoing Moseley's earlier findings, it was proposed
that such an accommodation could be carried out at a cost of between £7,000 and
£8,000. 'Tt will be seen that the Collection, besides having great intrinsic value, which
from the scarcity of the objects themselves must necessarily increase as time goes on,
it is of very wide interest, and cannot but prove most useful in an educational point of
view to students of Anthropology, Archaeology, and indeed every branch of
history''. All that remained was for a committee, comprised of Henry Acland (1815-
1900), Regius Professor of Medicine, Prestwich, Moseley, Westwood, Henry J.S.
Smith (1826-1883), Keeper of the University Museum and Henry T. Pelham (1804-
1886), one of the Curators of the Park, all 'selected from Convocation', to provide a
more detailed set of recommendations to the Council and establish guidelines for
acceptance'®’. While as cautious as ever, the University had taken its first steps toward
acceptance.

7. Pitt Rivers' Appointment as
Inspector of Ancient Monuments

Pitt Rivers was surprisingly unconcerned about the results of the negotiations, or at
least his lack of correspondence on the matter would suggest that. But then again,
unlike his earlier offer to South Kensington, the whole transaction was fairly well
decided from the first, and, despite the inevitable formalities ahead, there was never
really any doubt that the collection would eventually find a home at Oxford. Pitt
Rivers also had new business of his own to occupy him. Much of the spring and
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summer was devoted to the first draft of his lengthy monograph on Primitive Locks
and Keys, and while he undertook no new excavations that year, there was still the
material from Winkelbury to sort through'®®. The British Association meeting, held
that year in nearby Southampton, also demanded some of his time; his main
responsibility that year was as the secretary of a committee established 'for the
purpose of determining the Facial Characteristics of the Races and Principal Crosses
in the British Isles', again, a subject which had been of interest to him and others for
several years. Other members included Brabrook, Galton, Park Harrison and F.W.

Rudler, or, in fact, most of the key members of the Anthropological Institute'®’.

His main preoccupation, however, was his impending appointment as Inspector of
Ancient Monuments. While the original bill had lain dormant for the past several
years, despite Pitt Rivers' and Lubbock's efforts, a new bill had been introduced by the
government that spring. Somewhat less ambitious in its programme, the bill,
nonetheless, provided for both the scheduling of monuments and the appointment of
someone to negotiate with owners on the government's behalf and to insure their
protection and preservation. Lubbock, who had been returned to Parliament as a
member for the University of London, was obviously consulted, and by the summer
most of the details had been worked out'”. By autumn, as the Ancient Monuments
Act was being passed, the question of an inspector was once again a principal
concern.

The first indication that Pitt Rivers was being singled out for the position came on 25
October 1882, in a letter from Lubbock. In it, he asked Pitt Rivers his views on the
title as well as his estimates of total cost involved and what the salary an inspector
might expect. Diplomatically he also asked who Pitt Rivers thought 'would be the best
man', indicating that from his point of view the decision had already been made'”".
Three weeks later Pitt Rivers wrote to Lubbock that Lord Richard Grosvenor of the
Board of Works had contacted him, and that he had provisionally accepted the
position. As an indication of his own understanding of the powers and nature of the
position's authority he explained that the title of 'Inspector General' (curiously
recalling that held by his one-time supervisor, Colonel Hay at the Hythe School) was
the one he preferred'”. A week later, he accepted both the position and Lubbock's

title—Inspector of Ancient Monuments'”.

It is probably a measure of the importance that Pitt Rivers assigned to the job that he
should have taken the question of the title so seriously. Pitt Rivers was, despite his
claims to liberalism and professed skepticism over so-called older and conservative —
or at least 'unscientific'—ways was very much a traditionalist, and had few qualms
about seeking out a title in order to promote his standing and authority. Soon after
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assuming his inheritance, he petitioned to have the baronetcy revived'”*. That failing,
however, he tended to fall back upon his military rank, itself given further weight in
the 1890s by his appointment as Honorary Colonel of the Lancashire Regiment'”. His
fellowship in the Royal Society was also something of a point of pride, and most of
his official correspondence after 1896, was appended with an F.R.S., as would be his
memorial at Tollard Royal'’. With his new appointment as Inspector of Ancient
Monuments, he could, therefore, add yet another embellishment, and it is interesting
to note that in all four of his Cranborne Chase volumes he used his full title.
Thompson has called attention to the parallel with the famous French archaeologist
and architect Eugene Viollet-le-Duc (1814-1879), Inspecteur de Monuments de
France, whose ten-volume work on French monuments was purchased by Pitt Rivers
just as he was assuming his own position'”’. Again the parallels, from Pitt Rivers'
point of view, were self-evident.

Pitt Rivers' duties as Inspector of Ancient Monuments began on 1 January 1883, when
the Ancient Monuments Act went officially into effect. For his work he was to receive
£250 per annum, plus expenses. Later assistants were to be paid for out of his own
pocket and reimbursed from a general account. It was obviously a token salary for a
man of his wealth, and after 1890, when his increasingly bad health required that he
cut back on his activities, he would accept the post without pay'”®. Also, by that date,
much of what was originally intended to be accomplished by the Act already had been
carried out, so his full attention was no longer required.

The main provision of the Act, from an administrative point of view, was that the
Inspector was given the power to negotiate with owners over property rights and to
arrange for the transfer of responsibility for maintenance of the monuments to the
government. As a preliminary measure, a list of some fifty monuments in England,
Scotland and Wales was appended to the Act. (Fourteen sites were also listed for
Ireland, but as those were already placed under the authority of the Irish Board of
Works, they were not to be considered by Pitt Rivers."”) The list was intended
primarily to provide a working basis for the Inspector in carrying out his duties, but
also suggests something of the scope of the job.

Most of the sites on the British list were ones familiar to anyone with even the most
general knowledge of ancient monuments. They included Stonehenge, Avebury
Circle, the Rollright (Rollrich) Stones near Oxford, Silbury Hill and so on. Others,
such as Kit's Coty House in Kent, or Hob Hurst's House, near Manchester were
somewhat less known, although still within the bounds of what might be considered
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uncontestably important sites. As Lubbock had earlier reasoned, medieval
monuments, including abbeys and castles, were excluded, partly because of the
difficulties such structures would pose for upkeep or stabilization. Monuments of that
kind were not added until after 1900 when the powers and scope of the Act were
greatly expanded'®.

It was Pitt Rivers' main duty to visit each site and make a record, much as he had
earlier in France. It was also his prerogative, as he insisted, to add to the list, and by
the time of his retirement he had 'scheduled' and, in turn, 'registered', to use his term
(that is, entered into a deed of guardianship with the owners concerning their
protection), seventeen additional sites. Actual work began in the spring of 1883, with
an inspection tour of those sites located in the vicinity of Rushmore. Travelling alone,
he visited West Kennett, Silbury, Earl's Barton, the Rollright Stones, and a number of
other monuments in the southwest, including Stoney Littleton and Nymphsfield'®'.
While he managed to provide a fairly accurate record of each site, he made little
progress in persuading any of the owners to enter into an agreement with the
government and, in fact, would not be able to do so for several years. Even Lubbock
turned down the offer, although Lubbock's decision may have been as much governed
by his dissatisfaction with the weak powers of the Government's Act as with the
protection of his own property rights, as earlier suggested'*.

From the beginning, Pitt Rivers was concerned to treat the task in as methodical a
way as possible. A systematic mapping system, discussed for several years among
like-minded anthropologists, was considered an immediate concern, and in March, or
just before his tour began, he was in touch with the Secretary of the Office of Public
Works over a new system of symbolic designations for monuments, suggesting that
such a uniform system might be applied to future printings of the Ordnance Survey
maps. 'It may be assumed that the object of the Act is a scientific one, not merely a
provision for the amusement of excursionists to Ancient Monuments'*. The symbols,
in turn, were intended to underline that motivation.

It is through his work as Inspector of Ancient Monuments that Pitt Rivers most
closely approaches the preoccupations of present-day archaeologists and
anthropologists. Indeed, his concerns for management and protection seem strikingly
modern in retrospect, and many of his specific recommendations are only now being
introduced into the relatively newly-defined field of 'cultural resource management'.
The same is clearly less true of his other areas of interest. While his pioneering work
as a field archaeologist can never be ignored, by modern standards it obviously
conformed far more closely to the mould of nineteenth century practice than has
generally been assumed. Moreover, his staunchly empirical pronouncements have
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more the quality of slogans than guidelines for actual practice, a fact which Richard
Bradley has recently demonstrated in his reworking of several of Pitt Rivers' sites'®*.
It is, however, his museum interests which now appear the most out of date and
which, in turn, seem the most bound up in what might be called the Victorian world
view. For one, there was the simple faith that artefacts could in themselves be brought
together to tell the whole story of mankind's origin and development. Secondly, there
was the assumption that museums alone provided a proper context for the extension
of the subject; that the tangibility of both the specimen and the institution was the
necessary bedrock for scientific advancement. That anthropology was going to not
only have to look to the field, but be centred there as well in order to attain the
accuracy Pitt Rivers required, was never really considered.

Yet while the discrepancies in his viewpoint are apparent in retrospect, it is also
possible to identify a common thread of unity throughout Pitt Rivers' interests. As
Inspector of Ancient Monuments, his aim was to establish a uniform system for the
identification of sites. As a field archaeologist, he applied the same attention to detail
in a more restricted sense, classifying names and materials of each site as he might the
distribution of megalithic monuments. Finally, as a collector and a champion of the
museum ideal, he attempted to bring such disparate evidence together, combining the
meticulously recorded results of his archaeological sites with the more heterogeneous,
and less accurately recorded, materials of modern primitive peoples. In each case, the
aim was to construct a history, a history based not on the speculation of philologists,
or even that of the more recent evolutionist anthropologists, but one based on the
dependability of objects themselves. It was, therefore, a coherent approach, but, at the
same time, one not easily realized. It was easy enough to map and record the principal
ancient monuments or other sites of Britain; it was another thing altogether to try to
complete the artefactual record of all of mankind, as many of his colleagues were
coming to realize.

As the result of his adherence to what might be considered the older model, Pitt
Rivers was coming to find himself increasingly isolated in his work. Most of his
colleagues, with the possible exception of John Evans, were involved in subjects far
removed from what might have been predicted twenty years before. Lubbock had
turned away from archaeological subjects altogether, and was concentrating much of
his attention on his popular works on natural history and moral philosophy'®. Franks,
at least in part because of his position at the British Museum, was finding himself
increasingly involved in the art of patronage; his research interests at the time had
drifted away from strictly ethnographical objects of concern toward the study of
objects more traditionally associated with connoisseurship, such as Ming vases or
Japanese ceramics'®. Among those still most active at the Anthropological Institute
the story was similar. Tylor, for example, had turned even more to the idea of an
abstract sequence of evolutionary development; the evidence of the material world
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had been replaced by that of mental and religious development, as his general text,
Anthropology of 1881, most clearly demonstrated'®’. Newer figures attracting the
attention of anthropologists, such as the jurists Henry Maine (1822-1888), or J. H.
McLennon, held to a similar line of argument, the first tracing the evolution of legal
systems, the second the evolution of marital customs'®®. In each case, the emphasis
was on something altogether distinct from the material record. Even Lewis Henry
Morgan's Ancient Society of 1877, with its central theme of economic stages, was
little concerned with the actual question of technological advancement in the way in
which Pitt Rivers was'®. Moreover, the idea that objects, such as distinct tool types or
ornamental motifs, might be used to reconstruct a history of past contacts and
common origins was rarely considered in that work. It was as if Pitt Rivers'
programme had been forgotten entirely.

It is a point of interest, therefore, that Pitt Rivers' donation of his collection to Oxford
should have come at the time that it did. Pitt Rivers himself would remain relatively
loyal to his earlier vision, but he too appears to have sensed that the majority of
anthropologists were losing interest in what might be called the museum approach.
His gift called attention to that and served as an indication that he too was sensing the
change in direction. At the same time, his commitment to field work took on a
heightened significance, particularly now that he was established at Rushmore. In
effect, his inheritance allowed him to make the choice.

For the next few years, Pitt Rivers would find himself increasingly estranged both
from his collection and the interests which it represented. The museum effort and
field work traditions may have shared certain features, and, fundamentally, a common
focus, but as ongoing activities, they were clearly distinct. The one required continual
presence on the site, supervision of labourers, recording of finds and the general
responsibility for an effort of relatively limited duration. The museum required long-
term commitment, enormous expense and little on-going supervision. While the
museum ideal allowed for and, indeed, even depended upon, the records derived from
individual sites, such as those excavated by Pitt Rivers at Cranborne Chase, it was,
nonetheless, based on the different approach to man's history. In short, the two
approaches were fundamentally incompatible, as the difficulties over the collection at
Oxford were soon to demonstrate.
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